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	What comes to mind when we hear the word story? Does a specific tale, incident, person, or experience conjure up within our mind? Historically, Western scholars and authors have conceptualized stories as containing clear linear progression with a defined beginning, middle, and end (Boje & Rosile, 2020). This assumption would, on the surface, seemingly be aligned with my own historic experience concerning storytelling. When asked to recount a story, I might start by establishing a beginning point in time, context, or background information about the story I am telling. Next, I may recount the series of events that led to a climax, or the main point, of the story we are telling. Finally, we offer a conclusion or resolution to the story we are telling. For example, when recounting the birth of my daughter to my parents the morning after she was born, I might begin by telling them how we ended up in the hospital three weeks earlier than expected. I might then tell them about the various complex medical challenges my wife faced while we waited for the baby to be born. Finally, I might conclude by telling them that, at 4:35 a.m. on September 19, 2021, our daughter Eleanor came into the world. While this account of the birth of my first child contains the facts sufficient to provide a general, linear progression of events in the order in which I experienced them, it seems to lack something in conveying the complexity of the experience. While this account of the birth of my daughter contains the necessary material information one might need to understand the basic premise of what occurred, it offers very little insight into my experience as a new father during the process of welcoming my first child into the world. In other words, this type of account lacked an exploration of or acknowledgment of the ontological significance of this experience. 
	If I were to tell the same story from my experience as it unfolds to me now, it would look quite different. The first thing that comes to mind when I recall the birth of Eleanor is how much I thought she looked like me when I first saw her. Her eyes and hair were almost identical to my own when I was born, though some of these characteristics were distinct enough to remind me that she also definitely has characteristics of her mother. I recall a feeling of absolute awe as I stared into her tiny eyes, held her small hand, and heard the ringing of her first cry in my ears. At that moment, the previous three days that my wife and I had been in the hospital waiting for her all vanished in amazement as I felt extremely small with a sense of wonder and awe that I could exist in a universe in which Eleanor also exists. Of all the things that happened over the many days we spent in the hospital, this sense of wonder and awe remains at the forefront of this experience as I now understand it. In this way, the story becomes less about following a linear progression and more about how the experience unfolds to me ontologically. It might be said that while the first story covered more temporal distance, it lacked the ontological depth of the second story. In other words, there exists a divide between the different recounting and conceptualizations of the same story with one following a traditional linear progression and the second seeking to provide a richer, ontological expression. Once freed from the restrictive paradigm of temporal linearity that had forced my experience into preexisting and rigid models, I found that I was able to access something deeper and more primordial within the understanding of my own experience. As a scholar-practitioner, I find that this freedom from the confines of linear assumptions about the nature of our experiences offers intriguing and exciting potential value for both research and our experience within the ontological web of relations in which we reside.	
As qualitative researchers, this example highlights underlying assumptions imbued within the methodologies we utilize about how experience is understood by both participants and researchers within qualitative paradigms. Are our traditional methods of capturing and interpreting experiences and stories, such as Grounded Theory and interviewing methodologies, sufficient to uncover and begin to understand this deeper, ontological current within the phenomenological experience of participants? Further, what is the role of researchers within the exploration or uncovering of richer phenomenological experiences? As qualitative researchers, do we value distance, including linearity and traditional qualitative methodologies utilized to examine experience, or do we value more highly the ontological depth of experience within our research? In other words, are we looking for distance over depth or depth over distance?
This chapter aims to explore the question of what avenues and insights might be open to researchers if we suspend our traditional assumptions about the linearity of experience in favor of alternative assumptions about how we experience the world around us. One extremely promising avenue towards creating more ontological depth within qualitative, phenomenological research is the use of Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies (Boje, 2019; Kleiner, 2019; Saraceno, 2021; Shufutinsky, 2019; Sibel, 2019). Research has both a fundamental and ethical obligation to critically self-examine the paradigms which underlie research methodologies (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). Increasingly, qualitative researchers have utilized novel methodologies to examine phenomenological questions in ways that reject traditional Western, linear assumptions about the nature of experience in relation to temporality (Boje, 2019). Specifically, the use of Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies has shown promise in helping to enrich and deepen the quality of phenomenological research in a way that contributes both towards the grounding of research and the construction of theory (Boje, 2019; Boje & Rosile, 2020). This chapter will examine one such variation of Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies, the Triskelion Multiplicity of Ontological Understanding Model (TMOUM), that I created to explore the phenomenology of crisis and serves as the first example of a self-correcting Heideggerian phenomenological method. An examination of TMOUM, and its implications for the development of additional novel self-correcting methodologies to enrich phenomenological research, requires an overview of phenomenology and, in particular, Heideggerian philosophical thought and phenomenology. In the spirit of transparency and to engage in genuine living research that promotes dialogue, the underlying assumptions that form the core of TMOUM must be laid out. Finally, once these underlying assumptions have been presented, the chapter will then offer an overview of TMOUM and present its implication for future research. 
Phenomenology

Phenomenology is the searching for the origin, presentation, and meaning of meaning, which seeks to access prereflective experience as the loci of phenomena (van Manen, 2014). Pre-reflection is ordinary experience that we live in and through our day-to-day existence. As temporally bound beings, we attempt to capture the “now” of experience, but the “now” has already happened. Thus, we are already reflecting on it and losing the prereflective experience of phenomena (van Manen, 2014). Phenomenology thus seeks to capture shades of meaning from the prereflective experience that we have lost (van Manen, 2014).
It is not possible to talk about phenomenology as a singular or standardized approach or method. Rather, phenomenology might be conceptualized as a quest towards making sense of the experience of experience. Phenomenology seeks to question, and typically will raise more questions than it answers (van Manen, 2014). The different traditions within phenomenology can be conceptualized as different ways of approaching experience through the use of different questions and different assumptions about the fundamental nature of reality. That is to say, phenomenology can be a pursuit with ontological significance for the researcher, participants, and all those who enter into a sense of wonder and awe, that are affected, upon encountering the research.
The way in which phenomenology is practiced varies, as various historical approaches utilize different assumptions about the nature of existence, the world, and our experience within the world (van Manen, 2014). Different approaches within phenomenology include descriptive, linguistic, interpretive, hermeneutic, and post-intentional approaches (van Manen, 2014). A phenomenological approach may be conceptualized as dualistic in nature. The first aspect of phenomenology is that it possesses a philosophical foundation which serves as the groundwork for how phenomena can be conceptualized and experience understood. The second aspect of phenomenology is that it possesses a methodological quality, that is to say, how a particular philosophical orientation is utilized to help access experience. Understood within its duality, phenomenology both explicates an orientation towards the nature of existence while simultaneously seeking to move towards the understanding of phenomena. Phenomenology, therefore, can be understood as a philosophy that is oriented towards action in seeking the thing it sets outs to understand (van Manen, 2014).
Like theory, methodology within phenomenology is nuanced. The term methodology holds a different meaning within phenomenological research than it might in other types of research. Methodological approaches within phenomenology cannot fit into a singular schema and often vary, as different philosophical foundations, phenomena, participants, and researchers are utilized across research projects (van Manen, 2014). Each phenomenon is different and thus requires ingenuity on the part of researchers to find the best method to encounter the particular phenomenon in question (van Manen, 2014). Rather, as a method, phenomenology seeks to ask questions rather than trying to determine conclusions. The orientation towards questions, rather than conclusions, is in the service of seeking the potential for openings, understandings, and insights in the hope of gaining glances at the meaning of phenomena in their singularity (van Manen, 2014). Heidegger (1962), for example, argues that phenomenology cannot be reduced to a standard reliable method because there is no such thing as singular or standard phenomenon. This necessitates that each phenomenon requires a methodological approach uniquely tailored to help reveal some aspect, characteristic, or quality of the specific phenomenon. The result is that phenomenologists, or those engaging in phenomenology, must construct methodologies that are uniquely suited to the phenomena being examined. Previous phenomenological studies might offer elements of a methodological approach, but these elements must be adapted to suit the phenomena that are being examined. This model building requires researchers to develop an extensive focus and understanding of a philosophical orientation in order to develop a methodological approach that is uniquely suited to examining a particular phenomenon.
Within traditional phenomenology there are essentially two camps: the descriptive tradition and the interpretive tradition. The descriptive tradition seeks to remove as much of the researchers’ existing mental models, assumptions, and experiences from the research as possible (van Manen, 2014). This tradition, which traces its roots back to the work of Husserl (1982), seeks to access the primordial pre-reflective experience, wherein phenomena lie, by removing reflection, which clouds our ability to access the pure experience of phenomena. In contrast, interpretive tradition argues that interpretation is inseparable from the experience of experience (van Manen, 2014). This tradition argues that researchers’ existing mental models, assumptions, and experiences must be acknowledged within phenomenological research. However, unlike the descriptive tradition, the interpretivist believes that the act of interpretation is necessary to help reveal some aspect, characteristic, or quality of the specific phenomenon. The interpretive tradition typically affirms the communal nature of experience in which we are always engaging and being engaged by interpretation as we encounter and experience phenomena. As in the descriptive tradition, there are varying degrees of interpretivists depending on which philosophical school of thought is utilized to construct a phenomenological methodology (van Manen, 2014).
The philosophical underpinning for a phenomenological project holds significant consequences for the methodology that a researcher subsequently constructs. Within phenomenological research, researchers must first decide whether to take a descriptive or interpretivist approach to the study of a particular phenomenon. TMOUM, utilizing a Heideggerian phenomenology, falls within the interpretivist tradition of phenomenological research. Having selected Heideggerian philosophy and phenomenology as a specific philosophic foundation and approach, a thorough examination of this philosophical tradition is then required to conduct research which is both transparent and rigorous (Davis, 1971). The following section will offer an overview of Heideggerian phenomenology that serves as the foundation for TMOUM. While it is not possible within the limited confines of this project to present the entirety of the complex Heideggerian tradition, an examination of the essential elements of both Heideggerian philosophy and phenomenology will be presented to demonstrate how these principals were utilized to construct TMOUM.
Heideggerian Philosophy and Phenomenology
Dasein
In 1927, Martin Heidegger wrote his magnum opus, On Being and Time. Fundamental to this work was Heidegger’s attempt to reexamine the history of philosophy in order to try and rediscover the roots of Western philosophy to determine how he believes Western philosophy has misunderstood the original purpose of philosophy (Heidegger, 1962). Heidegger’s critique of philosophy stems from a movement, from Plato onward, away from the ontological pursuit of being which defined philosophy for the Pre-Socratics. In other words, Western philosophy, which began as an examination of being, deviated away from this ontological pursuit and thereby left it splintered and stuck without a sense of grounding (Heidegger, 1962). For Heidegger, this is extremely problematic because our understanding of ourselves, the world around us, technology, etc. is proceeding without any deep comprehension of the nature of being. In order to recapture the primordial origins of philosophy, Heidegger makes the case for a return to philosophy that is fundamentally grounded in and focused on examining the ontological nature of existence.
Heidegger (1959, 1962, 1988) is fundamentally committed to engaging the question of being. Heidegger begins to engage with the question of being through his conceptualization of Dasein, which represents the unitive nature of both our subjective experiences and objective world (Heidegger, 1962). Dasein represents the uniquely human state of existence in the world which is conscious of the meaning of its own existence. As Heidegger (1962) elaborates, “Yet that which remains hidden in an egregious sense, or which relapses and gets covered up again, or which shows itself only ‘in disguise,’ is not just this entity or that, but rather the Being of entities” (p. 59). How then is Dasein revealed? Heidegger demonstrates the inability of Western philosophy to adequately engage or recognize the nature of being through an examination of λόγος. The Greek term λόγος, translated as logos, originally meant a discourse, that is, letting-something-be-seen (Heidegger, 1962, p. 56). The deconstruction of λόγος offers an alternative understanding of logos to being defined in terms of reason or rationality, as it was within Western philosophy after Aristotle (Heidegger, 1962). For Heidegger, the translation of λόγος as reason, rather than discourse, holds significance for our understanding of Dasein. For the Pre-Socratics, and Heidegger, the aim of ontological pursuit is to make manifest the being of Dasein through discourse (λόγος), which captures the unity of both experience and the objective world (Heidegger, 1962). Discourse (λόγος) means the same as δηλοῦν (dēloō), which means to make manifest what one is discoursing about in one’s discourse (Heidegger, 1962, pp. 56–58). Thus, λόγος as discourse is both the method and the outcome of the examination of Dasein.
Through discourse, or questioning, we come closer to understanding the nature of being as a unitive, rather than dualistic, phenomenon. Heidegger (1962) refers to the unitive nature of Dasein as Being-in-the-world. Being, the being of Dasein, and the world are not separate entities within Heideggerian philosophy. There is no subject or object within Heideggerian phenomenology. Rather, Being-in-the-world refers to the fascination, or concern, with the world with which it is concerned. In this way, Dasein is fundamentally both integrated and active within the world as a part of the world. Dasein’s being, which looks fundamentally towards the world, is expressed in both care and concern for the world (Heidegger, 1962). Dasein’s disclosedness as Being-in-the-world highlights the ontological connectedness of a person within an environment that includes one’s own self and others. The significance of this ontological web is that it underscores the participation, interaction, and connection with the world that constitutes a person’s immediate concerns, attention, and anxieties (Heidegger, 1962). In other words, Being-in-the-world, as the being of Dasein, denotes the significant role of everyday experience in how Dasein’s being is understood.
Temporality
Heidegger (1962) offers an examination of the issue of temporality in relation to Dasein by noting that, “it [Dasein] stretches itself along in such a way that its own being is constituted in advance as a stretching-along. The ‘betweeness’ which relates to birth and death already lies in the Being of Dasein” (p. 426). Heidegger acknowledges that human limitations of the perception of the relationship between space and time have altered the ability to understand the development of self-identity. Dasein, according to Heidegger, is the totality (stretching-along) between birth and death. Dasein is, therefore, not constrained to follow a particular progression, as it is associated with the human understanding of time as a linear progression. Rather, Dasein has the ability to hop between various “nows” in which it exists since it is the totality of itself. Dasein may therefore be experiencing many present moments since it is a totality rather than being bound within a linear, temporal singularity.
The temporal nature of Dasein, that is, Dasein’s ability to stretch and hop along time non-linearly, is made possible by the tripartite ontological structure of Dasein. The tripartite ontological structure of Dasein consists of its existence, thrownness, and fallenness (Heidegger, 1962). The first aspect of the tripartite ontological structure of Dasein is existence. Existence is the grounding of all Heideggerian phenomenology and philosophical thought. As Sartre (1966) notes, existence precedes essence, that is, man exists before he can be defined by some concept. Man shows up before he defines himself. Man is responsible for both his own individuality as well as all of humanity in that man chooses to choose. This freedom to choose and responsibility results in anguish over the feeling of overwhelming and deep responsibility for choosing not just for oneself, but for all humanity (Sartre, 1966). Dasein is placed by Heidegger (1962) as Being-in-the-world and, thus, not separable from the world. The result is that Dasein exists within webs of ontological significance as it comes into contact with other beings and the world. Heidegger (1962) refers to entities that are not Dasein as “ontic.” Ontic inquiries are a means of postulating Dasein’s relationship to entities that are not Dasein but hold some significance to Dasein (Heidegger, 1962). While ontic inquiries do not reveal the being of Dasein, these entities play a significant role in how Dasein understands and reveals itself in relation to the entities in the world.
Two modes of ontic beings that play a significant role in understanding the existence structure of Dasein are present-at-hand and ready-to-hand entities, which come into existence as temporal or historical beings (Heidegger, 1962). Present-at-hand refers to something that exists in worldspace but is wordless, ontic, and can be arranged into categories (Heidegger, 1962). Heidegger (1962) uses the concept of present-at-hand to denote our theoretical apprehension of a world made of up of ontic entities. Present-at-hand entities can refer to both objects of science as well as everyday perception, things which shape both our understanding of and experience within the world (Heidegger, 1962). Heidegger (1962) denotes ready-to-hand entities, as a separate mode of being, as something comes into existence when it becomes part of a world of practice. Ready-at-hand equipment, for example, manifests itself only when used within a meaningful network of purpose (Heidegger, 1962). The structure of existence, for Dasein, attempts to investigate the ontological nature of being through the experiences and practices which constitute our initial encounter with the world.
Heidegger (1962) grounds philosophy as the pursuit of ontology through his emphasis on Dasein. Dasein refers to the uniquely human state of existence in the world which is conscious of its own existence. Dasein emerges through a return, or deconstruction, back to the primordial understanding of ἀλήθεια as perceiving, and λόγος as discourse or revealing (Heidegger, 1962). Truth is perceiving the revealing of being through discourse grounded in the world. Dasein is temporally able to stretch and hop along time non-linearly and possesses a tripartite ontological structure consisting of existence, thrownness, and fallenness (Heidegger, 1962). Dasein, while unique to humanity, relates to ontic entities within the world. Modes of being within the world can include entities ready-at-hand, which reflect our practical relation to the things that are useful, and present-to-hand, which reflect our theoretical understanding of the world. While these entities do not possess being, these entities play a role in how Dasein relates to the world and understands its own being. Thrownness, mood, plays an important role in how we experience the world. Fallenness, meanwhile, presents a challenge to our ability to achieve authenticity through accepting that we are ultimately a finite being-towards-death. Heidegger’s pursuit of the ontological throughout his philosophy holds significant consequences for understanding his approach to phenomenology. Phenomenology, for Heidegger (1959, 1962, 1988), is the fundamental method for investigating ontology. 
Heideggerian Phenomenological Approach
An examination of Heideggerian phenomenological approach requires an examination of the role phenomenology plays within the larger body of Heidegger’s philosophy. When examining Heidegger’s work, it is important to note that traditional scientific notions of data as isolated facts or reference points do not conform to the Heideggerian conceptualization of the interconnectedness of being-in-the-world (Conroy, 2003). Rather than following isolated points towards some larger conclusion, a Heideggerian approach conceives of the world as a vast and densely wooded landscape in which the researcher must follow the twists and turns of the terrain that they are interested in (Conroy, 2003). Unlike more traditional scientific inquiries, which utilize a deductive or inductive approach to the generation of knowledge, a Heideggerian approach can be conceptualized as an abductive quest towards the revealing of being (Boje, 2019). Essentially, a Heideggerian phenomenology is investigative as it seeks the union of interpretation and connectedness to reveal the ontological structure of phenomena (Conroy, 2003). Heidegger’s ideals of phenomenological description, discourse, language, interpretation, and understanding have paved the way in the development of a phenomenological approach which includes both the hermeneutical art and science of interpretation of written text and the phenomenological exploration of being as understood through lived experience (Horrigan-Kelly et al., 2016; Wilson, 2014). 
More recent developments in phenomenological research have attempted to highlight how Heidegger’s philosophy guides method. These include the interpretive phenomenological analysis (IPA) movement, sometimes referred to as interpretive phenomenology (IP), which has helped in emphasizing Heidegger’s discussions on interpretation within the context of phenomenology as an interpretive endeavor (van Manen, 2014). Conroy (2003) notes that while there is variation among various IP or IPA designs, these approaches traditionally include,
an openness to change and input from participants throughout the study until in-depth interpretation commences; active contribution of the focal groups to the hermeneutical research spiral; and built-in ongoing reflection and interpretation by all contributors as appropriate to six aspects of the study, described later. (p. 15)
In addition to these traditional elements of the IP research process, narratives typically serve as the prime research tool that allows the most direct access to a participant’s world while also diminishing the ability of a researcher to contribute to the covering up of phenomena by the imposition of preexisting theoretical conceptualizations or understandings (Conroy, 2003). While many scholars utilize Heideggerian phenomenology in some variation of IPA or IP methodologies, some scholars in the Heideggerian approach are beginning to reject the notion of a Heideggerian phenomenological methodological approach completely. McSherry et al. (2019) demonstrate an alternative approach that seeks to understand lived experience, via Heideggerian phenomenology, by completely opposing the use of a method. McSherry et al., drawing on Heidegger’s insistence on the uselessness of a singular phenomenological methodology (Heidegger, 1962, 1988), utilize a therapeutic approach to examining ontological significance which can be gleaned from experience by placing the self under question in relation to the other person. This approach conceptualizes interpretation as a more primordial discourse that allows for the revealing of phenomena in a manner which is less obscured by traditional understandings of methodology (McSherry et al., 2019). The diversity of conceptualization and implementation of Heideggerian phenomenological approaches presents both challenges and opportunities for scholars seeking to better reveal the ontological significance of phenomena within experience (Conroy, 2003; Giorgi, 2007; van Manen, 2014).
Interpretation plays a significant role across all major traditions within the Heideggerian phenomenological process. As Conroy (2003) notes, metaphorically, the footprints that we find on the pathways of phenomenological inquiry are both unique and yet blend into the terrain over time. Therefore, a researcher must make decisions about following the current path, jumping to a different pathway, or forging a brand new one. These twists and turns, and the endless possibilities open to researchers in this process, represent the role of interpretation within Heideggerian phenomenology (Conroy, 2003). Some paths are visible while others are not, representing the complexity and diversity of interpretive pursuits available to the researcher (Conroy, 2003). The interconnection of footprints, pathways, and terrain point towards the web of relation in which we operate as being-in-the-world while also opening the ability for research to engage in discourse across time. That is to say, as Dasein has the ability to stretch along and hop between time, research aimed at investigating the ontological nature of phenomena engages in a discourse with both itself and future research that does not build upon but rather reveals different aspects of the ontological nature of phenomena. 
Heideggerian phenomenology seeks to understand both experience and everyday practices to begin to uncover the ontological web of significance which exists around us in the world. Conroy (2003) discusses how we tend to engage in skilled coping from a Heideggerian perspective. Skilled coping is our attempt to evade the finiteness of our mortality, thus obscuring the nature of being from us (Heidegger, 1962). Conroy argues that our interactions with people and things are typically ready-to-hand, that is, we are not always aware of the significance of these interactions. However, we are sometimes provoked by some unusual thing or person which are unready-to-hand, which Heidegger (1962) defines as the temporary disturbance of our skilled coping. The result is that things become present-at-hand, making us aware of something and how we must deal with it (Conroy, 2003). This is the type of inquiry which aids in the process of ontological revealing as discourse that Heidegger places as the crux of his phenomenological method. 
Heidegger (1959, 1962) argues that phenomenological methods are useful in showing that phenomena are grounded within the world, whether directly or through a referent. The goal of phenomenology, for Heidegger (1959, 1962), is to uncover that which has been hidden, the ontological, from the traditional methods of philosophic inquiry. Phenomenology always seeks to refer back to the thing itself by constantly questing even obvious seeming qualities of phenomena while also casting light upon its own process (Heidegger, 1959, 1962). Heidegger (1962) thus flips the question of the “what” an object is for “how” the research understands the ontological significance of the “what” of an object. So how do we then approach the study of phenomenology from a Heideggerian perspective? Heidegger (1962) examines phenomenology by deconstructing the etymological meaning of the original Greek φαινόμενον, phainómenon, which is translated as that which appears, and λόγος, translated as logos (p. 51). Heidegger (1962) notes that phenomenon signifies, “that which shows itself in itself” (p. 51). Heidegger (1962) goes on to argue that phenomena are, “the totality of what lies in the light of day or can be brought into the light- what the Greeks sometimes identified simply with τὰ ὄντα (entities)” (p. 51). Entities can show themselves in many different ways, including by showing what it is not, depending on how it is accessed, that is, depending on the phenomenology utilized to perceive the phenomenon (Heidegger, 1962). 
Heidegger (1962, 1988) presents phenomenology as the method of ontology, which, through investigation and interpretation of the being of Dasein, addresses considerations of being, worldhood, care, and time in search of a new understanding of Dasein that has been lost since the time of Pre-Socratic philosophers. Thus, being itself becomes the basic problem of phenomenology while time becomes the horizon of the possibility of being (Heidegger, 1962, 1988). Projection, which is conceptualized by Heidegger as a structure of our way of being within the world, is a quality of Dasein which already contains practical understandings and interpretations while also simultaneously living towards future possibilities (Giorgi, 2007; Heidegger, 1962). In this way, phenomena already contain interpretations while simultaneously projecting future possibilities, adding a level of temporal interconnectivity which carries significance for phenomenological projects.
Heidegger’s concept of Dasein offers the potential to create a shared sense of experience within research, through beingness, in which it is possible to reveal insight into ontological meaning through co-creation between entities. In other words, a researcher and a participant, through discourse, can create a world of shared meaning which gains significance through its Being-in-the-world. This significance, or rather this shade of phenomenon, is accessed through interpretation. Language concepts, in theory, shape and give structure to our experiences as we live them. 
Heideggerian Phenomenological Method
Heidegger (1988) presents a phenomenological method which is fundamentally routed in the goal of reaching being itself through encounters with entities. Heidegger (1988) offers a three-fold phenomenological method that positions phenomenology as the sole means by which ontology might be accessed. The three-fold phenomenological method includes reduction, construction, and destruction. Reduction involves the attempt to interpret the relationship of humanity to the world from within the relationship (Heidegger, 1962, 1988; Seeburger, 1975). Specifically, reduction involves suspending the totality of what is present-at-hand, which includes our theoretical apprehension of a world made up of objects (Heidegger, 1962; Seeburger, 1975). Construction involves the use of interpretation, which occurs through the encountering of entities, which is necessary due to the hiddenness or “covered-up-ness” of phenomena (Giorgi, 2007; Heidegger, 1962, 1988). Since being is somewhat uncovered to Dasein, the act of interpretation helps to tie into that moment of uncovering wherein a phenomenon reveals itself as it wishes to show itself (Giorgi, 2007; Heidegger, 1962, 1988). The essential component of this uncovering, however, is that being shows itself from itself. Deconstruction is the final stage of the phenomenological process, which includes a critical process in which the traditional concepts are deconstructed down to their source (Heidegger, 1962, 1988). This movement is one which both affirms and undoes as being shows itself from itself. The movement of deconstruction is a simultaneous return towards the origins of being and a movement towards the future meaning of being.
The positionality of Heidegger’s phenomenological approach presents a further consideration for those wishing to prioritize phenomenology in the pursuit of ontology. Heidegger positions his phenomenology within a world of entities in which the mode of being can only be understood from within the world (Heidegger, 1962; van Manen, 2014). The aim of reduction in Heideggerian phenomenology is to uncover a direct and primal contact with and connection to the world and our experience with being as it shows itself from itself, not as we conceptualize it (Heidegger, 1962; van Manen, 2014). Reduction for Heidegger is not about removing conceptualizations by transcending them; rather, it is about grounding ourselves closer to primal being as it shows itself from itself (Heidegger, 1962). Reduction is not inductive or deductive, but a continuous deconstructive approach towards the original, primal source of meaning. The resulting ontological reduction shifts from a focus on the “whatness” of being towards the “mode” of being (van Manen, 2014). As a result, each phenomenon requires a different approach to encounter being as it shows itself from itself. 
Heidegger presents a phenomenological methodology which possesses ambiguity (Giorgi, 2007). This ambiguity arises out of the tension between the openness required to allow phenomena to show itself as itself and the accuracy required to capture that revealing (Giorgi, 2007). How might the phenomenological methodology presented by Heidegger be utilized in research? As researchers engage in a Heideggerian phenomenological project, Giorgi (2007) notes that some researchers utilize interpretive narrative accounts that present a lifeworld of a specific way of being in a particular setting or settings. These accounts are interpretive in that they do not claim to represent a definitive or complete view of the lifeworld, but rather, present some aspect of a particular way of being (Giorgi, 2007). However, interpretation also must involve the process of reduction, construction, and deconstruction. Reduction aims for a direct and primal contact with the world and our experience with being as shows itself from itself, not as we conceptualize it. Construction involves our direct encounter that moves us, via interpretation, toward that moment of uncovering, wherein a phenomenon reveals itself as it wishes to show itself. Finally, deconstruction involves the return towards the origins of being and a movement towards the future meaning of being. This process is one which is variable and often presents itself in a non-linear fashion. The goal of this process is an encounter with being that reveals an aspect of a phenomenon.
The result of a Heideggerian phenomenological project is an interpretive inquiry which contains a description of what has been encountered (Giorgi, 2007; van Manen, 2014). This description can be open ended and offers researchers a variety of options on how to describe the results (Giorgi, 2007; van Manen, 2014). For example, when utilizing storytelling within phenomenological research, probing, through questioning and interpretation, the shift between people’s ways of thinking and acting within stories, reflects both the interpretation of the researcher and the simultaneous reflection of the re-interpretation of researcher and storyteller as connected entities (Conroy, 2003). Conroy (2003) notes that this shift is what moves research from descriptive toward interpretive. The key with such accounts is that they do not attempt to make epistemological claims because they are ontologically focused. These accounts serve as an access point for the researcher to engage in interpretation, since, as Heidegger argues, there is no understanding without interpretation (Giorgi, 2007; Heidegger, 1962, 1988). The goal of interpretation is to answer the practical or existential concern that motivated the inquiry rather than providing validated knowledge (Giorgi, 2007). As a result, the researcher looks to uncover truth, as Heidegger understands it, that is currently concealed, through discourse with participants. Important in this act of uncovering is that a researcher must also acknowledge any blemishes, variances, or perplexing aspects of the data to demonstrate what was both revealed and simultaneously concealed (Giorgi, 2007).
Heideggerian Phenomenological Movement
The role of movement within Heideggerian phenomenology is important in understanding the process and trajectory of the revealing of a phenomenon as it shows itself to itself. Heidegger (1962, 1988) presents an ontologically grounded approach to philosophy which is fundamentally non-linear and offers an opportunity to engage in research which explores the ontological structure of phenomena within the world. Phenomenology, within a Heideggerian approach, refers to a general probing disposition rather than to a specific methodological process. Since the goal of the Heideggerian project is to allow phenomena to be seen from itself as it shows itself from itself, each phenomenological pursuit will be distinct so as not to presuppose the ontological nature of phenomena. In order to allow a phenomenon to be seen as it shows itself from itself, it is necessary to both return to the primordial origins of the thing itself as well as to examine future possibilities (Heidegger, 1962). To aid in the process of allowing phenomenon to be revealed as it shows itself, researchers often employ reduction, construction, and deconstruction (Giorgi, 2007; Heidegger, 1962, 1988; Seeburger, 1975; van Manen, 2014). This process constitutes the hermeneutical circle championed by Heidegger (1962, 1988). Contemporary scholars who have utilized Heideggerian phenomenological approaches have increasingly argued that the circle does not adequately capture the non-linearity and complexity of the process of moving towards the revealing of a phenomenon’s ontological structure (Boje, 2019; Conroy, 2003). Rather than a circle, these scholars argue that both the process of research, as well as the revealing of ontological significance, more closely resembles a spiral (Boje, 2019; Conroy, 2003). 
Within the IP tradition, Conroy (2003) argues that everyday interpretation merges with re-interpretation as our lives, experience, and knowledge of the world merges with the lives, experience, and knowledge of others within the world. The circle thus becomes expanded as it interacts with Being-in-the-world across the axis of time on which Dasein stretches and hops along. This widens out our circle and increases the movement towards revealing, as interpretation merges with reinterpretation in a non-linear fashion. The spiral forms as a result of grounding, that is, the drawing towards the ground, of ontological pursuit. As this trajectory is pulled towards the ontological foundation of existence, a spiral forms that has three dimensional components: length, breadth, and depth. The use of the spiraling as the understanding of trajectory that reveals the ontological nature of phenomena and the process of research utilizing a Heideggerian phenomenological process offers the opportunity to account for the non-linearity of both Dasein and the revealing of the ontological structure of phenomena. Research, therefore, takes on a living quality that resembles a discourse in which groups, other than just an initial researcher or participants, can participate in the process of interpretation rather than something which is static or inward-facing (Boje, 2019). The process of spiraling utilizes probing, through both questioning and interpretation, the shifts in participants’ and the researcher’s ways of thinking or recounting of experiences. As Conroy (2003) notes, “The hermeneutical ripple effect of the spiral is dynamic, impinges on others’ interpretations, and, over time, changes the understandings of all” (p. 14). Over time, the spiraling within a research project draws closer to the ground of ontological structure by expanding its three-dimensional qualities through the use of probing and by utilizing an approach that seeks to expand interpretation. 
The complexity of spiraling can also not be conceptualized as singular spirals, but rather, must be understood within larger multiplicities (Boje, 2019). Heidegger (1962, 1988) emphasizes the interconnectedness of existence and being. As a result, there is no self, no subject, and no object, which means that beings, phenomena, and the world cannot be understood in isolation. Therefore, it is more accurate to say the process of spiraling is a dynamic movement towards the ontological structure of Being-in-the-world in relation to other spirals, resulting in a multiplicity of spiraling which closely resembles what Boje (2019) has referred to as rhizomes. Rhizomes, which are lines, such as vines and roots, are interconnected without symmetry (Boje, 2019). Rhizomes represent the multiplicity of interconnections among and between ontological structures within the world and results in a blurring of our ability to separate individual spirals from one another (Boje, 2019). Probing, which includes both questioning and interpretation, allows the research trajectory to begin spiraling into multiplicity as it seeks to ground itself towards ontological significance and opens the ability of research to take on a living quality that includes movement and conversations across time (Boje, 2019; Conroy, 2003). The result is that the process of research mirrors the way in which a phenomenon shows itself from itself.
Triskelion Multiplicity of Ontological Understanding Model (TMOUM)
Storytelling, Self-Correcting Heideggerian Phenomenological Method
The process of model building within a Heideggerian phenomenological approach requires consideration for the phenomenon which is being examined within a research project. In the case of the development of the Triskelion Multiplicity of Ontological Understanding Model (TMOUM), a Heideggerian self-correcting phenomenological methodology that incorporates the use of living stories to reveal multiplicities of ontological understanding was utilized to examine the phenomenological essence of crisis that communication professionals in K-12 public school districts experience (Saraceno, 2021). This model incorporates the use of storytelling, grounded theory, and a variation of a Peircean self-correcting methodology in order to engage in a spiraling towards an aspect of the ontological structure of crisis. This project did not claim to reveal the entire ontological structure of crisis, but rather, focused on the experience of crisis to highlight the important role which experience plays within our own understanding of our ontological significance. That is to say, the experience of crisis served as a reminder of our own finitude, allowing the possibility of overcoming our average everydayness to be open to perceiving an aspect of crisis as it shows itself from itself. 
In order to ground storytelling, as a means by which the experiences of participants and the researcher were shared, in ontology, a Heideggerian phenomenological approach was utilized (Saraceno, 2021). A Heideggerian phenomenology, through its emphasis on Dasein and Being-in-the-world, provides a framework to reveal that which, “shows itself in itself” (Heidegger, 1962, p. 51). As Heidegger (1962, 1988) notes, there is no set, standard phenomenological methodology, since no two phenomena are the same. Rather, phenomena require unique approaches that allow for the phenomenon to be seen from itself as it shows itself from itself. Specifically, Heideggerian phenomenological approaches are particularly well suited to understanding living stories. 
Living stories, as Boje (2019) notes, reveal themselves in a non-linear unfolding. The non-linear structure of living stories aligns with Heidegger’s notion of temporality as the “horizon of all understandings of Being” (Heidegger, 1962, p. 17). The conceptualization of living stories, as put forth by Boje, are particularly well-suited to the conceptualization of time, put forth by Heidegger (1962), in which beings project towards the future. Heidegger (1962) delineates the notion of being projecting towards the future through the concept of “having-been-ness,” which notes that what comes out of the future for me is my past. Having-been-ness encompasses both personal and cultural baggage and is not a predestination of future outcomes (Heidegger, 1962). Rather, through “resoluteness,” it is possible for one to freely overcome this past through different action (Heidegger, 1962). The present is not a series of “now” moments, but something which can be seized and taken hold of, creating the anticipation of alternative futures (Heidegger, 1962). As living stories begin in the now, but are always oriented towards the antenarrative (Boje, 2019), so Heideggerian phenomenology is likewise oriented towards anticipated futures along the horizon of ontological understanding.
Engaging with and within living stories underscores the Heideggerian understanding of the interconnectedness of Being-in-the-world. A Heideggerian phenomenological approach allows a researcher to follow the twists and turns of a living story in pursuit of ontological significance (Conroy, 2003). Fundamentally, a Heideggerian phenomenology allows a researcher to investigate living stories in searching for the connectiveness and amalgamation of interpretation of the ontological nature of phenomena (Boje, 2019; Conroy, 2003). Living stories, therefore, become the discourse through which a phenomenon may reveal an aspect of its ontological structure as it shows itself to itself.
While a Heideggerian phenomenological approach satisfies the first criteria of empirical science, storytelling grounded in ontology, another methodological approach is required to satisfy the criteria of experimentation (Boje, 2019). As Boje (2019) notes, qualitative-multiplicity, such as living storytelling, are structured as spirals and rhizomes. The non-linear structure of living structures, however, raises an important question. How might a living story, examined through a Heideggerian phenomenology that underscores the necessity of interpretation in ontological inquiry, be utilized in experimentation?
Spiraling, within both living stories and Heideggerian phenomenology, requires an experimental design that is not trapped within a closed circle of social constructivism. Spiraling, through the use of Heideggerian phenomenological approaches, releases research from being the closed interpretation of a researcher and participant and allows the research process to grow and include interpretation by others (Conroy, 2003). Probing, through questioning and interpretating, the shift between people’s ways of thinking and acting within stories, reflects both the interpretation of the researcher and the simultaneous reflection of the re-interpretation of researcher and storyteller as connecting in a shared sense of Being-in-the-world (Conroy, 2003). 
Boje (2019) offers an experimental design methodology, the Peircean Self-Correcting method, which utilizes abductive reasoning through a cycle of sampling, examining, interpreting, testing, and verifying. A Peircean Self-Correcting approach allows researchers examining qualitative-multiplicity storytelling to utilize antenarrative, grounds research in ontology, and engages in 4th Wave Grounded Theory (Boje, 2019). Peircean Self-Correcting methodological approaches have been seen to be flexible in its application within phenomenological studies (Boje, 2019; Kleiner, 2019; Saraceno, 2021; Shufutinsky, 2019; Sibel, 2019), reflecting Heidegger’s heterodoxic assertion in phenomenology as a pursuit, or pathway, towards uncovering or revealing the ontological rather than a rigid, universal methodology (Heidegger 1962, 1988).
What unites the various applications of Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies is the use of iterative, transparent, data-driven, and interpretive inquiry in the pursuit of phenomenological research. Researchers have the flexibility to utilize various population structures within the Peircean Self-Correcting method. Shufutinsky (2019), for example, explored the experience of Wounded Warriors in corporate work environments through interviewing a series of individual Wounded Warriors within a self-correcting cycle until a saturation of data had been achieved. Sibel (2019) adapted the Peircean Self-Correcting method to examine the experience of undocumented Mexican residents of the United States by interviewing different groups at different stages of the iterative process. Kleiner (2019) examined the way we make sense of our relation to information communication technology (ICT) infrastructure and its effects on work processes by utilizing a variation of the Peircean Self-Correcting method and living story method with a singular participant. My study on the phenomenological experience of crisis utilized a dual self-correcting cycle in which my own interpretation became subject to self-correction against and within that of my participants as we worked towards mutual understanding in the pursuit of ontological revealing (Saraceno, 2021). My interpretation captured my thrownness, that is mood, and noted my perception of the encounter with being in a web of ontological relation.  In each example, the Peircean Self-Correcting method was adopted to meet the needs of the particular research question and population that the authors were interested in examining.
Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies, which are adaptable in implementation, are united in the use of an abductive process to test assumptions and through an iterative process which allows study participants to verify and validate data (Boje, 2019). Within a Peircean Self-Correcting method, a researcher begins by testing an assumption, based on a dominant narrative or research question, through a series of storytelling conversations or interviews (Boje, 2019). The data collected is then interpreted by the researcher, who seeks to verify and validate it by engaging with the participants after each round of sampling, after which the initial assumption is reformulated and retested. The initial assumption is deductive in that it presupposes some theoretical understanding of the world. The process of using the data to reformulate the assumption being tested is inductive in that it stems from a particular instance to make an inference about the theoretical world. Finally, the process of using multiple, iterative rounds of data collection and testing, is abductive in that the Peircean Self-Correcting method does not claim to make generalizable theory, but rather makes the best possible prediction based on incomplete observations. Boje (2019) emphasizes the iterative nature of Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies, reflecting the complexities of spiraling multiplicities, is a never-ending process. 
Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies align both with Heideggerian phenomenology and 4th Wave grounded theory. From a Heideggerian perspective, Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies emphasize the importance of ontological grounding, engage in deconstruction, are fundamentally discursive, and align with Heideggerian notion of truth as perceiving. Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies reaffirm the significance of interpretation grounded in ontological meaning. Researcher and participants engage in a discourse, through storytelling or interviewing techniques, that utilizes a web of ontological relation between entities. Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies are deconstructive in that they seek to deconstruct, that is falsify (Popper, 2002), an assumption or dominant narrative. The use of the iterative process seeks to probe towards the ontological grounding of a given phenomenon, which requires both a return to the primordial origins of a thing as well as considering its future possibilities (Heidegger, 1962). Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies seek to find this primordial origin, ontological grounding, as well as project possible futures, as it cycles from round to round of analysis. These methodologies are also discursive in that they produce data that is co-constructed between a researcher and participants (Boje, 2019). Verification, which includes confirmation, validation, re-examination, and reformulation, helps both the researcher and participant allow phenomenon to begin to be revealed as it shows itself in itself. In other words, the use of verification techniques helps prevent both researcher and participant from allowing average everydayness (Heidegger, 1962) to conceal the ontological structure of phenomena. Finally, the abductive design of Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies aligns with the Heideggerian notion of truth as ἀλήθεια, meaning perceiving (Heidegger, 1962). Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies do not claim to produce generalizable theory, but rather, can be utilized in the pursuit of generating substantial theory that is ontologically grounded, through the incorporation of 4th Wave grounded theory techniques, as it seeks to move from qualitative-multiplicity towards empirical science (Boje, 2019). These methodologies are thus particularly well-suited to examining questions of phenomenological significance through the use of abductive, iterative processes to reveal some aspect of the ontological structure of a particular phenomenon. 
Storytelling, Self-Correcting Heideggerian Phenomenological Method
The following model, which I named the Triskelion Multiplicity of Ontological Understanding Model (TMOUM), was designed specifically to examine communication professionals in K-12 in local education agencies’ (LEAs) experiences of crisis (Saraceno, 2021). The triskelion is an ancient and widespread symbol which traces its roots back to the Neolithic era (Mackenzie, 2013). While there are many variations of this symbol across both culture and time, triskelion motifs are united in the use of three rotational, symmetrical spirals (Mackenzie, 2013). The use of the triskelion within this model refers to the spiraling, interwoven, and complex relationship between existence, experience, and being found within Heideggerian phenomenology. The triskelion, as a unitive symbol, is dynamic in its spiraling motion, which is three dimensional in space, and stretches along time, thus offering a description of how this model operates within spacetimemattering (Boje, 2019). 
Within TMOUM, the triskelion also represents the multiplicity of interpretation that constitutes the method by which the model seeks to perceive or reveal the ontological significance of the phenomenon of crisis through an examination of participant interpretation, researcher interpretation, and the coalescence of participant and researcher interpretation. Finally, the triskelion captures the intertwining role of Heideggerian phenomenology, 4th Wave grounded theory, which includes self-correcting methodologies, and living storytelling methodologies and techniques within TMOUM. TMOUM, which is a new model that has been designed specifically in order to examine the experience of crisis, reflects the notion within Heideggerian phenomenology that there is no such thing as a method but that each phenomenon requires a unique approach (Heidegger, 1962, 1988).
This model was utilized to understand the experience of crisis to reveal an aspect of the ontological structure of crisis as a phenomenon. Essential to this pursuit was the incorporation of phenomenological methodologies that can incorporate the complex relationship between experience, ontological being, and interpretation present within Heideggerian phenomenology. Further, such a model sought to encompass the trajectory of both ontological revealing and research that is spiraling (Boje, 2019; Conroy, 2003) towards ontological grounding. In order to move towards ἀλήθεια (Heidegger, 1962), this model had to be dynamic, probing, and aware of the ontological significance that such an approach carries for the researcher, participants, and the world. Finally, the model had to be fundamentally deconstructive as it sought to rediscover primordial origins and future possibilities.
Data Gathering
TMOUM is best described as storytelling, self-correcting Heideggerian phenomenological study (Saraceno, 2021). I conducted low end, semi-structured interviews with five participants, in addition to capturing my own living story, in an abductive, reiterative style. The method design consisted of conducting approximately 60-90 minute interviews over multiple rounds. I conducted these interviews though the use of videotelephony services through a cloud-based peer-to-peer software platform technology in order to help protect both my participants and myself from potential COVID-19 exposure. I recorded both the video and audio from each interview and stored these videos on an external hard drive that was password protected. At the start of the research process, I worked with my participants to assign them a pseudonym, the digital cypher to which was also stored on the password-protected, external hard drive. Identifying details, such as precise location, age, sex, gender, etc., were altered as necessary to protect the identities of my participants as much as possible. In terms of the data itself, the dual process of self-correction, for the data and myself, helped to ensure that any rich data produced was done so in a collaborative manner with my participant to reflect the discursive nature of revealing (Heidegger, 1962) and the web of ontological relations which we inhabit.
The first step in my reiterative process was recording my abductions (Saraceno, 2021). These abductions included what I expected to find in the course of my conversations and captured my underlying assumptions to be tested later in the process (Boje, 2019). After recording my abductions, I began interviewing my participants. I focused on getting to know the participant through both “small talk” and establishing the antenarrative of what happened before the interview (Boje, 2019). The use of antenarrative helped to account for the thrownness, what Heidegger (1962) refers to as mood, as part of the tripartite ontological structure of Dasein. This process also allowed me to help build a relationship with my participants that was going to be essential if we were to engage in the interpretive pursuit of ontological grounding. After the antenarrative, I asked very general questions about their experience with crisis communication in their LEA. Utilizing a low end, semi-structured interview approach, I asked as few prepared questions as possible to begin the conversation around the general topic of crisis communication rather than following a strict set of very specific questions. A conversational approach relies on the use of follow-up questions, which required me to be emotionally observant as to how my participants were feeling during the interview, utilize active listening skills so that my questions could help dive deeper into a particular topic that my participant has touched upon, and be aware of the way in which particular topics may have elicited an emotional response from my participants (Rubin & Rubin, 2012). 
However, it was essential that, in alignment with living storytelling methodologies and Heideggerian notions of discourse, I allowed the conversation to proceed naturally rather than being bound to a set script which would limit the ability of phenomena to be revealed due to prescribing some assumptions about it (Boje, 2019; Heidegger, 1962). As part of this dialogue, I actively utilized responsive interviewing techniques (Rubin & Rubin, 2012), which involved engaging participants and sharing my own stories, thoughts, and insights as the process unfolded. This engagement was critical in helping the research move towards spiraling as it sought to become a living discourse towards ontological grounding (Saraceno, 2021). In addition to my use of responsive interviewing and storytelling methodological techniques, I took short notes throughout the interview as thoughts or impressions occurred to me. 
The next step in my process occurred right after the interview and involved me immediately recording my interpretation of what transpired (Saraceno, 2021). In the moments following my interview, which was grounded in the pursuit of the ontological, I was most conscious of my own consciousness in relation to other consciousness and being. Thus, the recording of my own interpretations directly after the ontologically driven interview, while I was the most aware of my own consciousness, was important for two reasons. The first is that, according to Heideggerian phenomenology, interpretation is necessary in working out possibilities of being grounded in ontological connection and significance. Therefore, it was important that I capture this interpretation immediately following the discourse with my participant, while my encounter was still fresh, and thus, disrupting my average everydayness. The second reason it was important to capture my interpretation immediately after the interview was so that it could be self-corrected later. As part of my dual self-correcting cycle, my own interpretation became subject to self-correction against and within that of my participants as we worked towards mutual understanding in the pursuit of ontological revealing (Saraceno, 2021). My interpretation captured my thrownness, that is mood, and noted my perception of the encounter with being in a web of ontological relation. 
The third step of the TMOUM involved transcribing the interview between my participant and myself (Saraceno, 2021). Since I used a video and audio recording, I had the ability to note changes in non-verbal cues as part of my transcription process. I utilized Rev (https://rev.com), a third-party service, to provide a transcription of the interview. The decision to use a third-party transcription service arose out of consideration around the number of participants and reiterative rounds of interviewing, the limited access I had to participants due to the unpredictability of the ongoing global pandemic and the demands of their professional and personal life, and the need to quickly follow-up with participants in my study. While I was utilizing a third-party service to make the initial transcription within a day of the initial interview, I verified the transcription by listening back through it upon reception of the transcription text. Further, I looked to incorporate any notes I took during the interview while I was still able to recall the interview (Charmaz, 2014; Rubin & Rubin, 2012). Recordings were listened to once before I began to check the transcription document on the second listen-through. I then listened to the recordings a third time in order to double check the transcription to the recording to ensure that it accurately captured the discourse between my participant and myself and to continue to immerse myself in the data. This rigorous process helped to ensure that the data I used in subsequent steps accurately reflected the exchange between my participant and myself. 
The fourth step in the TMOUM utilized the Gioia et al. (2013) methodology, as part of my use of 4th Wave grounded theory, that separately examines my interviews with participants, my own interpretation captured after the interview but before transcription of the interview, and any relevant, publicly available documents such as crisis communication plans or news stories (Saraceno, 2021). While part of the data analysis process, I have included this stage within the model due to the methodological design of the TMOUM that calls for data analysis to occur in tandem with data collection rather than occurring post hoc. For my data analysis, I utilized a coding schema put forth by Gioia et al., which breaks the coding process into 1st Order Concepts, 2nd Order Themes, and Aggregate Dimensions. As I examined each of these levels of coding, I used a variety of coding methods and strategies to make sense of the data I gathered (Saldaña, 2016). These strategies allowed me to evaluate the data I gathered as it related to my research question to produce a richer analysis. Further, I utilized memos (Charmaz, 2014; Saldaña, 2016) to record my thought process during the coding process to increase transparency. The use of the Gioia et al. coding methodology allowed me to examine the themes that emerged so that I could deconstruct these themes to find, as Heidegger (1962) notes, that which is hidden. 
The fifth step in the TMOUM was coalescence, in which I brought together themes from the interview data and my own interpretation to produce a mutual interpretation (Saraceno, 2021). The coalescence of interpretation is important in the Heideggerian phenomenological process, as it emphasizes the discursive process by which the ontological structure of phenomena is revealed as part of the web of ontological relations in which all entities reside. The coalescence of interpretation also is significant in revealing that which is not immediately discernable. The ontological nature of phenomena must be revealed as it shows itself from itself (Heidegger, 1962), which required me to be observant of both what was revealed during the exchange as well as those things that were perceived but not immediately discernable. In other words, the self-correcting process helped me to check the data I gathered and then use both what was apparent and what was not to move to the next iteration of the process. Additionally, the dual self-correcting methodology that I utilized allowed me an opportunity to self-correct my own, initial interpretation against the coalesced interpretation that was produced, adding an additional layer of rigor to my methodological process.
The sixth step was verification (Saraceno, 2021), in which I utilized a self-correcting methodology necessary to engage in 4th Wave grounded theory (Boje, 2019). I self-corrected my work by verifying my understanding of the co-constructed world I created with my participant through engaging with them as they reviewed, critiqued, discussed, reformulated, and challenged it (Conroy, 2003; Heidegger, 1959; Horrigan-Kelly et al., 2016; van Manen, 2014; Wilson, 2014). Verification worked as a safeguard to ensure the accuracy of my interpretation of my participant’s data, my own interpretation, and our mutual interpretation of our discourse. Verification was also an important part of ensuring the rigor of my study as I sought to understand both my participants’, my own, and our mutual experience of the phenomenon of crisis. Verification also aided in the phenomenological process of moving towards ontological grounding by allowing both my participants and me to look past our average everydayness to recognize the ontological web of relations in which we reside. This part of the TMOUM process allowed my participants and myself to begin to descend towards the next whorl of the spiral towards ontological grounding. In terms of research, verification aided in creating research that was alive and which may engage in a living dialogue with future research aimed at revealing ontological significance.
The next step required that I examine the interpretations that I had produced across all my participants for a particular round of TMOUM (Saraceno, 2021). I reconciled verified interpretations to head towards the next iteration of the abductive, self-correcting process. The verified interpretations that been produced were then utilized to test my abductions from the beginning of the round and form the next set of inductions for the next round. The result of the first six steps was a phantasmagoria, a constantly shifting and complex succession of things seen as outlines and shadows. In order to help sharpen that which had been revealed, I needed to deconstruct what had been perceived in order to find both the primordial origins and possible futures. To accomplish this, I deconstructed the interpretations across my participants to begin the next round of the iterative process. That is, after self-correcting the data and myself, I looked to what had been perceived by my participants to ebb the spiral closer towards ontological grounding. This occurred in an iterative process until I achieved data saturation. The TMOUM process, expressed in Figure 1, offers a further glimpse into the process of how this model sought to ground data and the pursuit of ontological significance.














Figure 1	
TMOUM Process
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Data Analysis
I used a Heideggerian phenomenological structure as the framework for conducting an abductive, Peircean self-correcting process that utilized a Gioia et al. (2013) coding system to analyze my data. Since there was no existing self-correcting, Heideggerian phenomenological methodology before my study (Saraceno, 2021), I altered a Heideggerian hermeneutical arc to develop the first self-correcting, Heideggerian phenomenological methodology (Conroy, 2003; Heidegger, 1959; Horrigan-Kelly et al., 2016; Wilson, 2014). The Heideggerian phenomenological structure consists of five stages that utilize the analytical stages of distanciation, appropriation, explanation, understanding, and interpretation (Horrigan-Kelly et al., 2016). The first stage of Distanciation involves viewing the data of the low end, semi-structured interviews as a co-shared discourse now fixed in materiality (Conroy, 2003; Heidegger, 1959; Horrigan-Kelly et al., 2016; Wilson, 2014). However, I argue that while Heideggerian phenomenological methodologies have overwhelmingly used the hermeneutical arc as the means of analysis (Conroy, 2003; Horrigan-Kelly et al., 2016; Wilson, 2014), such approaches have essentially utilized quasi-grounded theory approaches masquerading as hermeneutics. If, as Heidegger argues, discourse is the ontological-existential structure of Dasein that consists of three basic features of existence, which includes “thrownness,” “projection,” and “Being-along-with,” and is the deepest unfolding of language, then the value of the interview was no longer limited to its sole existence as a transcript (Heidegger, 1959). It is in discourse that the phenomenological and ontological emerge within a Heideggerian conceptualization. This opens the possibility of expanding the use of Heidegger’s work to include the self-correcting, Heideggerian phenomenological methodology I proposed. The next stage of a Heideggerian phenomenological analysis involves using self-reflexivity by acknowledging the researcher’s forestructures or prior knowledge and distancing this knowledge of themselves from the world of the data (Conroy, 2003; Horrigan-Kelly et al., 2016; Wilson, 2014). To accomplish this, I captured my understanding and forestructures, that is my interpretation, of the interview after I participated in it. Prior to my interviews, I had captured my forestructures in the form of abductions that also aided in this process. Following my interpretation, I transcribed the interview data, paying close attention to what was said, the mood of my participant through the use of antenarrative, and the non-verbal cues I was able to observe. After this, I coded all my data, including the transcription of my interviews, my own interpretations recorded after the interview, and any relevant documentation. The fundamental questions which then guided the transition into the next stage of analysis were, “what does the data say” and “what does the data talk about” (Horrigan-Kelly et al., 2016)? 
The first question can be linked to the 1st Order Concepts used in the coding methodology put forth by Gioia et al. (2013) in which I looked at initial coding of the interview transcript, my interpretation, and any relevant artifacts. This question represented part of the second stage of Appropriation which involves recognizing the world the data revealed as interpreted by the researcher through coding. The second question can be linked to the 2nd Order Themes and aggregate dimensions used in the Gioia et al. coding methodology in which I looked at a more in-depth exploration of the data and represents the third stage of Explanation. The subsequent coalescence of all my data, which can be linked to the aggregate dimensions of the coding process, constitutes a movement towards interpreting the phenomenon of being. The fourth stage of Understanding brings the data that I collected back to the participant to facilitate self-correction. This stage was important in that participants had the opportunity to verify our co-constructed, shared world of understanding to ensure that I was self-correcting throughout this process (Boje, 2019). The result of reconciling all my verified, self-corrected interpretations with my participants was the final stage, Interpretation. Meaning from the interpretation generated represented the co-constituted ideal of being with others in the world, in shared humanness and shared interactions in the world (Horrigan-Kelly et al., 2016). Interpretation marks the end of one iteration of the Peircean, abductive process and serves as the foundation for the next iteration (Boje, 2019; Kleiner, 2019; Shufutinsky, 2019; Sibel, 2019). 
Data Bias & Transparency
The concept of bias, within qualitative research, holds a different connotation than in other research traditions (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Rubin & Rubin, 2012). Within a phenomenological study, bias refers to how a researcher addresses, in a transparent manner, the particular assumptions and mental models that the researcher holds in order to limit the impact these presuppositions may have on how phenomena is investigated and studied (van Manen, 2014). As Conroy (2003) notes, bias, as understood in other disciplines, is not applicable within IP design since the researcher seeks to make obvious values, beliefs, and assumptions embedded within the experience of participants while also trying to uncover their own. However, IP design does acknowledge that bias, if not properly recorded and managed, can lead participants towards conclusions not in alignment with how a phenomenon reveals itself.
A Heideggerian phenomenological study, which is fundamentally interpretive, frames bias in terms of how the research process reveals a researcher’s own foregrounding, what we take for granted, and fore-meanings, which are the general understanding of a whole situation we presuppose in advance (Conroy, 2003). The fundamental concern, therefore, within an IP is less with bias, as it is traditionally understood, and more with being transparent. If we are inseparable from our experience, Heidegger (1962) notes there is no such thing as subject and object, then it is necessary for researchers to be as transparent about those assumptions, mental models, anticipations, and experiences since these forces are unified within Dasein. 
TMOUM, a Heideggerian self-correcting phenomenological methodology that incorporates the use of living stories to reveal multiplicities of ontological understanding, addresses the topic of bias by exploring both foregrounding and fore-meaning within the research process (Saraceno, 2021). As the researcher, my foregrounding and fore-meaning had the opportunity to be revealed within my own initial interpretations and then self-corrected through the process of coalescence and verification. TMOUM was designed to utilize a dual self-correcting methodology in order to be both rigorous and transparent. Previous iterations of Peircean self-correcting methodologies have utilized verification in order to ensure that the researcher had accurately captured and understood the meaning of study participants (Kleiner, 2019; Shufutinsky, 2019; Sibel, 2019). Typically, these studies utilized some variation of auto-ethnography to increase the transparency while utilizing verification to make sure that the data reflected the experiences of participants in their own words (Kleiner, 2019; Shufutinsky, 2019; Sibel, 2019). TMOUM took this tradition and sought to build upon it by adding an additional layer of self-correction in which the researcher’s interpretation was simultaneously self-corrected. TMOUM incorporates a self-correction of how the researcher understands herself in relation to a world of beings and being. In addition to self-correcting the data gathered by participants, TMOUM utilizes coalescence to self-correct the initial interpretation of the researcher against that of the interpretation produced in discourse with participants. In other words, the researcher puts forth her interpretations, which are influenced by both past experiences and present-at-hand assumptions and relationships, and then checks those against the interpretation produced through an encounter with Dasein. In this way, the research is marked by both the progression towards ontological understanding for participants, the research, and the researcher.
Rigorous Research

Conroy (2003) posits that rigorous research with a Heideggerian, hermeneutic interpretive phenomenological approach aims to possess truth value, applicability, and consistency. Truth value, which for Heidegger (1962) is understood as revealing or perceiving rather than agreement, refers to the ability of participants to review and verify the accuracy of what the researcher has transcribed and interpreted within their living stories (Conroy, 2003). TMOUM incorporates this standard of rigorous research by utilizing a dual self-correcting methodology in which participants can verify both the data collected by the researcher as well as the interpretation that was produced from the discourse. Simultaneously, the researcher’s interpretation is also self-corrected in relation to the interpretation of the participant and through the coalescence of these interpretations together. The goal of TMOUM was to produce research which is spiraling towards ontological grounding and living in dialogue with future researchers that seek to engage with this approach. Consistency was accounted for within TMOUM through the use of an iterative process that was the same for all participants. 
TMOUM in Practice

TMOUM was created in order to develop the first storytelling, self-correcting Heideggerian phenomenological approach to capture, describe, and explore communication professionals in K-12 LEAs experiences of crisis (Saraceno, 2021). As a communication professional in a K-12 LEA, the researcher simultaneously explored his own experiences of crisis with participants to produce co-interpretation aimed at positioning these experiences in relation to their impact on how participants and the researcher understood their ontological significance. This study also examined the ways in which behavioral and social phenomena are intertwined within mesosystems and organizational systems (Saraceno, 2021). The central research question of this study was, “What are the living stories of communication professionals, in LEAs, concerning their experience of crisis within K-12 LEAs?”
Five communication professionals in a K-12 LEA with at least 2 years of experience within their organization and one researcher participated in this study for a total of six participants. Each participant was interviewed three times using low end, semi-structured living storytelling and then participated in three follow-up conversations for a total of six conversations per participant. These interviews began with establishing an antenarrative for participants before asking them to share an experience of crisis. These conversations typically lasted an hour to an hour and a half in length. The researcher alternated between complementary storytelling, asking unscripted follow-up questions, and listening to participants’ stories. After three rounds of living storytelling conversations and follow-up conversations, data saturation, which is defined as the point at which no new data is being consistently generated (Charmaz, 2014), was achieved among all five participants.
The analysis of the data generated resulted in six rich living stories and eleven stories of the experience of crisis. The analysis that resulted from this rich data yielded a total of 562 coded concepts that were grouped based on similarities, forming a total of 106 themes utilizing the Gioia et al. (2013) methodology. These 106 themes were then further grouped into 42 macro-themes, with an individual table produced for each macro-theme. The study produced 106 themes organized into 42 macro-themes with supporting data provided (Saraceno, 2021). The 42 macro-themes generated within the study were used to produce 12 aggregate dimensions that were subsequently condensed into five aggregate dimensions during the final coalescence of the TMOUM process. Two novel dimensions, which represented new and potentially substantive, theoretical constructs that emerged in the study, included Crisis as Retrovirus and the CCt (Saraceno, 2021). Crisis as Retrovirus conceptualizes the phenomenological experience of crisis as a virus, something that replicates within social, living organizations, groups, teams, and systems to survive (Saraceno, 2021). CCt posits that each person who manages a crisis has a formative experience of crisis, which serves as the conceptual framework for conceptualizing and responding to subsequent crises (Saraceno. 2021). Additionally, three summative dimensions, which fit within existing theoretical models and helped provide examples of these theories in practice, were revealed, including Multiplicity of Self in Crisis, After-Image of Crisis, and Metaphysical Nihilism Towards Public Institutions (Saraceno, 2021).  Ultimately, this study set out to get a sense of the shape of crisis as a phenomenon. The results of this inquiry reveal that the shape of crisis is non-linear, ever folding in upon itself, lingering long after even the memories of this shape fade (Saraceno, 2021). Once experienced, the shape of crisis does not so much leave as lurks below the level of phenomenological recognition as it silently replicates and spreads itself in order to survive (Saraceno, 2021).  
Future Research
Future studies should also continue to test and refine the TMOUM methodological process. While this process should be adapted to the particular phenomenon being studied, more tests should be conducted to continue to refine this process. One area that could be further developed regarding the TMOUM process is the incorporation of multiple researchers into the process. The use of multiple researchers helps to add both rigor and depth to interpretive phenomenological studies (Conroy, 2003). Having additional researchers with unique experiences of their own utilize this methodology to develop and enrich our phenomenological inquiry. As more interpretations enter into a conversation about the experience of the phenomenon, there is more opportunity for self-correction and the incorporation of diverse opinions that help enrich our understanding of phenomena.
Another recommendation for future research involves a continuation of the 4th Wave grounded theory, Peircean Self-Correcting methodologies utilized within the TMOUM process. These processes call for an iterative, ongoing process that results in research becoming a living conversation between past, present, and future research (Boje, 2019). Future research should look to test some of the dimensions generated within my study to continue the process of abductive testing using quantitative methodologies. Quantitative testing is the next step towards developing substantive theory that is potentially generalizable and aids in falsification. After conducting quantitative testing, future research should then revise abductions based on the results of these studies and continue in the 4th Wave grounded theory process by conducting another qualitative study to test abductions in a continuous cycle to help move towards the generation of substantive theory (Boje, 2019; Saraceno, 2021; Shufutinsky, 2019; Sibel, 2019).
Conclusion
The fundamental question examined within this chapter was the role of distance versus depth within qualitative research. Historically, Western scholars and authors have conceptualized experience within preexisting narrative structures containing clear linear progression with a defined beginning, middle, and end (Boje & Rosile, 2020). Traditional qualitative methodologies for interpreting experiences and stories, such as 1st, 2nd, and 3rd Wave Grounded Theory and structured interviewing techniques, prioritize the role of distance, which refers to the tendency to fit experience within preexisting narrative structures with a clear and linear beginning, climax, and resolution (Boje, 2019; Boje & Rosile, 2020). The result of this tendency to prioritize the distance within qualitative research has come at the expense of exploring depth within qualitative research, which rejects traditional Western assumptions about linearity in favor of non-linear, ontological approaches to examining experience. This chapter offered the Triskelion Multiplicity of Ontological Understanding Model (TMOUM) as an alternative approach to access greater ontological depth in qualitative research through non-linear conceptualizations of the nature of experience. TMOUM, as a Heideggerian self-correcting phenomenological methodology that incorporates living stories to reveal multiplicities of ontological understanding (Saraceno, 2021), offers an example of and encourages others to continue to develop novel, self-correcting methodologies aimed at exploring ontological significance and adapted to study specific phenomenon (Heidegger, 1962, 1988). In this way, we can help advance qualitative research that seeks to explore hitherto known depths of ontological significance.
[bookmark: _Toc70114125]REFERENCES
Boje, D. (2019). Organizational research: Storytelling in action. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315205854 
Boje, D., & Rosile, G. A. (2020). How to Use Conversational Storytelling Interviews for Your Dissertation. Edward Elgar Publishing.
Charmaz, K. (2014). Constructing grounding theory (2nd ed.). Sage.
Creswell, J. W., & Poth, C. N. (2018). Qualitative inquiry & research design: Choosing among five approaches (4th ed.). SAGE.
Gioia, D. A., Corley, K. G., & Hamilton, A. L. (2013). Seeking qualitative rigor in inductive research: Notes on the Gioia methodology. Organizational Research Methods, 16(1), 15–31. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428112452151 
Conroy, S. A. (2003). A pathway for interpretive phenomenology. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 2(3), 36–62. https://doi.org/10.1177/160940690300200304 
Davis, M. S. (1971). That’s interesting: Towards a phenomenology of sociology and a sociology of phenomenology. Philosophy of the Social Science, 1(2), 309–344. https://doi.org/10.1177/004839317100100211 
Giorgi, A. (2007). Concerning the phenomenological methods of Husserl and Heidegger and their application in psychology. Collection du Cirp, 1, 63–78. http://www.cirp.uqam.ca/documents%20pdf/Collection%20vol.%201/5.Giorgi.pdf
Heidegger, M. (1959). An introduction to metaphysics. Yale University Press.
Heidegger, M. (1962). Being and time (7th ed.). Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc.
Heidegger, M. (1988). The basic problems of phenomenology (A. Hofstadter, Trans.). Indiana University Press.
Horrigan-Kelly, M., Millar, M., & Dowling, M. (2016). Understanding the key tenets of Heidegger’s philosophy for interpretive phenomenological research. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 15(1), Article 1609406916680634. https://doi.org/10.1177/1609406916680634 
Husserl, E. (1982). Ideas pertaining to a pure phenomenology and to a phenomenological philosophy. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-009-7445-6 
Kleiner, T., Jr. (2019). An ontology of industrial work in the Digital Electronic Age (Publication No. 13885237) [Doctoral dissertation, Cabrini University]. ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global.
Mackenzie, D. (2013). The migration of symbols. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315005287 
McSherry, T., Loewenthal, D., & Cayne, J. (2019). A phenomenology of the therapeutic after Husserl And Merleau-Ponty. Existential Analysis: Journal of the Society for Existential Analysis, 30(1), 128–143.
Popper, K. (2002). Science: Conjectures and refutations. In Y. Balashov & A. Rosenberg (Eds.), Philosophy of science: Contemporary readings (pp. 294–301). Routledge.
Rubin, H. J., & Rubin, I. S. (2012). Qualitative interviewing: The art of hearing data (3rd ed.). Sage.
Saldaña, J. (2016). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. SAGE.
Saraceno, A. (2021). The Shape of Crisis: Making-Sense of The Experience of Crisis Within Organizations. Cabrini University.
Sartre, J.-P. (1966). Existentialism. In W. Spanos (Ed.), A Casebook on Existentialism (pp. 275–296). Thomas Y. Crowell Company.
Seeburger, F. (1975). Heidegger and the phenomenological reduction. Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 36(2), 212–221. https://doi.org/10.2307/2107054 
Shufutinsky, A. (2019). From salutes to staff meetings: A triangulated qualitative inquiry study of the experiences of Wounded Warriors in post-military corporate positions (Publication No. 13877860) [Doctoral dissertation, Cabrini University]. ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global.
Sibel, J. (2019). Beyond culture: Social exclusion in the lived experience of long-term undocumented Mexican residents of the United States (Publication No. 13864204) [Doctoral dissertation, Cabrini University]. ProQuest Dissertation & Theses Global.
van Manen, M. (2014). Phenomenology of practice: Meaning-giving methods in phenomenological research and writing. Left Coast Press.
Wilson, A. M. E. (2014). Application of Heideggerian phenomenology to mentorship of nursing students. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 70(12), 2910–2919. https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.12453
image1.jpg
Triskelion Multiplicity of Ontological Understanding
Model (TMOUM) Process

Q...

self
Interpretation

po— -
)

® © 6 6 o0 o o

Self

T
2
3
$
£
S
E

Utilized "small talk” and establishing the antenarrative of what happened
before the interview (Boje, 2019).

Recorded my own interpretations directly after the ontologically driven
interview and allowing for my own self-correcting to occur later in the:
process.

Transcription of the recorded interview, with special attention paid to
listening to the files multiple times in order to become emersed in the
discourse.

Utilized the Gioia et al. (2013) methodology, as part of my use of 4th Wave
grounded theory.

Brought together themes from the iew data and my own
interpretation to produce a mutual interpretation.

I self-corrected my work by verifying my understanding with my participant
through engaging with them as they reviewed, critiqued, discussed,
reformulated, and challenged it.

The result of the first six steps was a phantasmagoria which has been
revealed and which needs to be deconstructed to find both the primordial
origins and possible futures.




