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During an organizational consult focused on organizational culture, and the corporation’s executives’ reports describing problems with employee engagement and commitment. Leaders complained of unmotivated employees, errors, and poor performance, including simple mistakes that cost hours or even days, and tens or hundreds of thousands of dollars of losses. Further information gathering using non-intrusive measures in the form of climate survey and culture assessment reviews told a different story, exhibiting employees’ displeasure with numerous aspects, including their relationships with leaders, lack of autonomy, inadequate rewards, and even discrimination. Employee interviews followed, and some of the story regarding organizational climate and culture are exhibited in this excerpt of an employee’s account.  
“I know almost definitively that behind closed doors, they’re blaming me for it.  My boss’s boss even came up to me the other day and asked how I’m getting along and if there’s anything else I need.  Mind you, he never speaks to me any other time he’s on the site.  OSHA gave them a citation because of something they didn’t do.  The inspector assumed that I needed the ramp and didn’t think to ask or wonder whether I asked for it, wanted it, or would even use it. That was his assumption, and now they’re over here making their assumptions and blaming me for it behind my back.  I can feel it. You know how you can just feel things, even if you can’t put a finger on it? It’s that. I get the cold shoulder, you know?  But I didn’t ask for this.  They did say last year when I started here that they’d get this ramp, but they never did.  I didn’t ask for it though, they assumed I wanted it.  I didn’t complain about it not being there either.  You think I’d call OSHA? Nope.  And make this stand out even more?
Really, I barely ever ask for anything [long deep exhale].  I’ve got this disability, you know, and I can’t get away from it.  It’s part of me now, and that’s just who I am.  I don’t let it stop me or slow me down though.  They never have to ask me to do anything because my work’s always done, and usually early.  I volunteer for all kinds of stuff. I do extra tasks and help out my co-workers all the time, you know? They never have to ask me twice for anything.  I didn’t ask for this accommodation, just like I didn’t ask for this disability.  The one I did ask for, they didn’t provide.  All I wanted was a more accessible desk.  Easy.  That’s all I asked for.  It’s been nine months, but no desk.  Why’s it they never have to ask me twice for anything, but they can’t just provide the one accommodation I did ask for.  I shouldn’t have to ask for that repeatedly.   Everybody else pesters the managers for what they need. I’m not used to that.  I worked on active duty with this disability for some time before being retired.  I’m used to it. I changed, but my performance didn’t. There, if I asked for accommodations, it was done. If my CO said he’d do something, it was on his radar and he’d get it done. Here, it’s not like that.  There’s enough I deal with on my own, so why’s it I have to work extra hard just to be viewed as equal with everyone else, and I do much more than them?  I make due with what I have and make things happen.  No matter what, I get the job done, with no complaints while some of the others are out there whining about doing what they’re paid for. That’s why I don’t ask for nothing, because I don’t want to seem that way or to be seen as less.  And now I have to deal with this assumption and this undercover blame just because they didn’t do the right thing.  I know it’s going to affect my year-end, even if it’s hard to prove. So now I have to take on even more to prove myself, and figure out how to get him to believe I didn’t have nothing to do with this, because now it’s my fault, and I didn’t even call OSHA.”  
The excerpt text comes from an unstructured conversational interview with an employee working in an industrial worksite. The words tell the story, explaining the situation this employee is experiencing within his organization. However, there is a lot more to the story than the event description. We learn a great deal from the words, phrasing of the words, the tone of the responses, and the non-verbal cues, among other factors. This excerpt provides more than the narrative description of the event, but also exhibits elements of the essences of organizational and leadership behaviors, culture, as well as aspects of the employee’s history, identity, raw emotion, sense-making, decision-making, fears, behaviors, and expectations. But this is only part of the story, and from only a single individual. As powerful as this fraction of the story is, how can we determine what is really going on in the organization, especially when the narrative contradicts the narratives of the executives? And when working on diagnosing organizational problems and planning interventions based on our interpretations, as the instruments of research, how can we move towards certainty that our assessments and interpretations are valid?
The answers lie not only in the necessity to engage in the qualitative methods of narrative, phenomenological, and grounded theory inquiry, but to do it in a way that ensures that we move through the process of telling the stories in a way that is accurate, and that requires steps of testing, verification, and falsification of our suppositions and interpretations.  This is done through storytelling science using a particular approach—self-correcting methodology.  This approach is the focus of this volume of storytelling in business.
Storytelling in Life and Business

Storytelling is not novel. In fact, it is a natural occurrence in our lives, as we all engage in telling stories in some form throughout the courses of our lives, whether it be for communication, for entertainment, for teaching and transferring knowledge, or even for reflection and self-understanding (Drake, 2002; Kowalewski and Waukau-Villagomez, 2011; Polkinghorne, 1988; Shufutinsky, 2019; Walker, 2017). These methodologies—storytelling methods—have continuously increased in popularity in organizations, whether for studying organizational dynamics, or for use in organizations for a number of different operational purposes (Boje, 1991, 1995, 2018; Choy, 2017; Driver, 2009; Gabriel, 2000), including marketing, employee motivation, and influencing citizenship behaviors and loyalty. For these purposes, stories are used by leaders and others in business organizations to build trust, transfer new and tacit knowledge, provide rich accounts, and generate emotional connections (Auvinen et al., 2013; Sole and Wilson, 2002). Stories can be both wonderful and practical. They are both ontological and epistemological. They can include varying temporal distance, temporal proximity, temporal depth, and richness. They can be both diagnostic and dialogic. Stories can and do inhabit every thread of our lives (Shufutinsky, 2019) and beyond. And therefore, the way that we engage with them and the way that our stories are told matters, whether they are the stories of our creation, our recreation, or our work in the business setting.
The neuroscience of storytelling is highly relevant in business settings, because the science behind it shows that changes in oxytocin development, cognition, and empathy, as some examples, are modified during stories, and can alter feelings, motivation, behavior, thinking, and collaboration of individuals in organizations (Zak, 2014). But storytelling does not stop there. It is not simply about using stories to motivate employees, garner loyalty, influence corporate citizenship, or to us success stories and charisma to market the corporation. Storytelling has shown to be effective in organizational research (Boje, 2018a; Boje et al., 2006; Boje & Rana, 2021; Rhodes and Brown, 2005; Shufutinsky, 2019; B. Shufutinsky, 2021; Sibel, 2019) through the use of a variety of methodologies, including the more prevalent approaches of narrative inquiry, phenomenology, and grounded theory. However, these methodologies, despite depth of richness and specificity, also have their flaws and opportunities for improvement. The movement towards better qualitative research methods is grounded in improvement of storytelling methodological approaches (Boje, 2018a; Boje & Rosile, 2020; Brown and Humphreys, 2003; Kleiner, 2019; Parisi-Knup, 2022; Rhodes and Brown, 2005; Saraceno, 2021; Shufutinsky, 2019; Sibel, 2019).
Innovating Organizational Research Methods 
Organizations are messy and dynamic, and change is inherent and continual, with moving interdependent elements of organization design influencing the sociopolitical, historical, ethical, and personal factors in organizations (Buchanan and Bryman, 2007; Fabac and Stepanic, 2008; Shufutinsky, 2018; Swanson and Holton, 2005). Thus, understanding what goes on in organization can also be a messy and dynamic process. Therefore, it is essential that we have dynamic, effective research methods in order to study organizations.
Intervention research, action research, and scholarly field research play important roles in understanding what goes on in corporations, non-profits, government agencies, and other organizations, including organizational behaviors and systems, but also the conduct of in-situ research and  publishing of the research (Zardet et al., 2021). These different approaches include, but are not limited to research methods that examine and tell the stories of organizations and their stakeholders, including the use of narrative inquiry, phenomenology, ethnography, and grounded theory (Buono et al., 2018; Creswell, 2013; Shufutinsky, 2019). Unfortunately, despite the progress made in qualitative inquiry and the historical explanations of these methods as approaches for theorizing and building theory, these traditional methods of inquiry are not always effective or adequate for theorization and require additional grounding. This is the focus of this volume.
Grounding the Methodology for Business Storytelling

Traditional qualitative methods are not always adequate for theorization, and often, despite being described as such, do not lead to theory. As such, we propose a way of doing a storytelling methodology called, “self-correcting induction” from the work of Charles Sanders Peirce (1931/1960), states “In an induction we enlarge our sample for the sake of the self-correcting effect of the induction.”  Additionally, Peirce adds, “Nor must we lose sight of the constant tendency of the inductive process to correct itself” (1931/1960)  Peirce exhibits  much enthusiasm as he continues to state, “So it appears that this marvelous self-correcting property of Reason, which Hegel made so much of, belongs to every sort of science, although it appears as essential intrinsic, and inevitable only for the highest type of reasoning, which is induction” (Boje & Rosile, 2020).
The Peirce triad framework of abduction-induction tests-deductive theorizing is depicted as follow (figure 1).
Figure 1.
Peirce’s Abduction-Induction-Deduction Triad for Theorizing 
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Peirce proposed four inductive tests, including (a) critical reflections on theory, (b) [conversational] interviews with others, (c) studying science about it, and (d) doing experiments and using them to correct abductions, deductions, and what you do in induction. However, both do not adequately deal with Trafimow’s (2012) ‘auxiliary assumptions’ in what Peirce calls the abduction-induction-deduction (A-I-D) triadic, which is also advocated by Henri Savall and colleagues, in Socio-Economic Approach to Management (SEAM) (Boje, 2017b, 2018b, 2019b). 	Comment by Anton Shufutinsky: I have numerous SEAM books and articles, and I cannot find ones with David in them with these dates, except 2018b
As a description of the process of these tests, we begin with Peirce’s abduction, what van der Klei calls doing soul-searching, and self-reflection before entering a storytelling conversation (Boje & Rosile, 2020). Although Maori research is not restricted to only particular interview styles, van der Klei embraces unstructured interviews because he champions “putting your skin in the game,” permitting the researcher to be part of the interview as an insider and engaging in back-and-forth conversational storytelling. In this scenario, the researcher is not  a bystander-researcher. Thus begins the first phase of the storytelling conversation method of self-correcting, in self-reflection, long before a sequence of encounters. This self-engagement is often seen through the use of autoethnography before a study begins, in the early stages of storytelling research. In the second phase, Peirce indicates conversations with others that have different viewpoints. This is depicted in van der Klei’s research during which he engaged in conversational interviews with two people on different occasions and sought out a refuting storytelling conversation with one additional person. In third phase, there were three persons he had storytelling conversations with, and began a refuting conversation with another person, who was joined by a colleague (1+1). For Peirce, the third inductive test is to study other paradigms, and bring the corresponding wisdom back to your study. This process is included to bring in alternative science paradigms. For example, including in the study process four separate storytelling conversations with experts, and also involving the refuting conversation as part of the storytelling process for alternative viewpoints. Peirce’s fourth phase self-correcting inductive method is to experiment or intervene. For example, in a final phase, van der Klei gets as many persons as possible, together for a focus group conversation in which he shares the claims and conclusions, the verifications and refutations of the theory he developed in his study.  Essentially, this research process experiences multiple rounds that begin with an autoethnographic abduction by the participant-researcher, engage in iterative interviews that may include dissenting voices, and then, during the entire process, tests and experiments with those ideas as a means of refutation, verification, and falsification.
Peirce (1931/1960) states, with regard to the relation of science, mathematics, and metaphysics, that they share this reasoning by pre-conceived idea, that “never reaches any conclusion at all as to what is or is not true of the world of existences. The metaphysician, on the other hand, is engaged in the investigation of matters of fact, and the only way to matters of fact is the way of experience,” and such is the ontological metaphysics of this American Pragmatist. This matter-of-facting requires the back-and-forth process involved with testing, reformulation, and re-testing of assumptions and analysis for validation or falsification, thus resulting in theory that has undergone a rigorous process of abduction-induction testing, and abductive-inductive deduction.  This is achieved through self-correcting methodology.
Bringing it All Together in this Volume
	This volume of the Encyclopedia of Business Storytelling is focused on the use of self-correcting methods in organizational storytelling research and practice. The volume brings forward scholarly works by numerous researchers focused on business research and organizational storytelling methods, providing a diversity of core knowledge surrounding these methods and giving readers numerous examples of self-correcting induction methodology application. These chapters serve as resources regarding the methodology as well as  exemplars for those wishing to enhance their qualitative inquiry methods when conducting storytelling research in businesses in the future.  
	In chapter two, David Boje, Rohny Saylors, Marita Svane, Yue Cai Hillon, and Jillian Saylors explore the unification of practice and philosophy through relational process ontologies for the full enablement of grounded theory as a means of improved organizational performance. This chapter promotes  and guides the further development of a 4th wave of grounded theory.
In chapter three, David M. Boje, Rohny Saylors, Marita Svane, Yue Cai Hillon and Jillian Saylors expand on chapter two, acknowledging the benefits of grounded theory, examining the evolution of the different waves of grounded theory research over time, and addressing the inadequacy of traditional grounded theory approaches for complex theorization in organizational storytelling research today.  They argue that the typical grounded theory methods present neither ground nor theory, and they describe methodological solutions for the problem. 
Fourth, Anton Shufutinsky and Darrell Burrell introduce a novel storytelling research method, the Multi-Bystander Interpretive Narrative Storytelling (MB-INS) Approach, as a means of capturing pivotal but otherwise inaccessible stories in organizations. The approach is presented through the exploration of a research study performed with the utilization of an abductive-inductive-deductive phenomenological storytelling method that employs a modified self-correcting schema and a structured analytical process to aid in understanding assumptions and transparently undergoing verification and falsification processes, including the use of thematic analysis and tabular verification tools (Shufutinsky, 2020). A 4th Wave approach is applied in order to assist with grounding and theorizing.
In chapter five, James Sibel details the work built on the foundational of Charles Sanders Peirce, addressing both the use of induction and the enhancement of it with abductive and deductive processes that drive self-correcting methods that lead to a broader, less constricting narratology dependent on foundations of mutual respect, honesty, and trust. Sibel also brings to the forefront the challenges to this methodology, discussing Western tendencies of bias and the necessity to take into account the interwoven multiplicities that exist and evolve in e very story. 
In chapter six, Russ Barnes elucidates the four waves of grounded theory by walking us through a study that employs all four waves of grounded theory data gathering and analysis processes, distinguishing between them and culminating in the explication of the benefits of self-correcting induction in the 4th Wave approach.
	In chapter seven, Mark Wynyard Van de klei reports on his indigenous storytelling research surrounding Māori culture and identity and the roles they play in occupation-related decisions in the New Zealand technology sector. The storytelling research philosophy, Kaupapa Tika, centered in his research, although not intentionally developed as a Bojean conceptualization of self-correcting methodology, engages in continual testing for validity throughout the stages of the research data collection and analysis process. Thus, the research methodology shares aspects of self-correcting inductive research (Boje & Jørgensen, 2020; Boje & Rosile, 2022), with the view towards the goal of refutation drawn from the falsification-focused work of Popper. 
Next, Andani Thakhathi explains the application of self-correcting inquiry by elucidating the science of business storytelling through the unique application of Rosile and colleagues’ Storytelling Diamond. In one of the first qualitative single-case studies to apply self-correcting storytelling science using Karl Popper’s epistemology of deductive falsification, this chapter exhibits a nascent study of business venture creation for poverty eradication in an Indigenous South African setting. 
Finally, Anthony Saraceno explores the implications of exploring depth over distance within qualitative research. He examines a methodology designed to access greater ontological depth through non-linear conceptualizations of the nature of experience—the Triskelion Multiplicity of Ontological Understanding Model (TMOUM). A Heideggerian self-correcting phenomenological approach, TMOUM incorporates living stories to reveal multiplicities of ontological understanding (Saraceno, 2021). This model integrates storytelling, grounded theory, and a variation of a Peircean self-correcting methodology to engage in a spiraling towards an aspect of the ontological structure of phenomena.
This collective works of this volume provide a prospect that will aid business researchers engaging in organizational storytelling to undertake this more rigorous and comprehensive approach and to find the ground and the theory in grounded theory and storytelling research through the application of self-correcting methods.
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