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Abstract of the Dissertation 

Once Upon a Time: 
A Case Study of Stories in the Collective Memory of a Family-Owned Business 

 

Using a single case study methodology and the theoretical lens of collective 

memory, this study explored the stories told in a family-owned business. From the 

research, a robust picture of these stories emerged. 

Interviews, observation, and document review occurred at a family-owned, 

agriculturally based manufacturing business. Three family member and 22 non–family 

member employees were interviewed for this study. From the interviews, five stories 

emerged, which met the criteria of being shared among either the family member 

employees, the non–family member employees, or both employee categories.  

Collective memory, as defined by Casey (1997), provided the theoretical 

foundation for the study, allowing the stories identified to be considered in relation to 

history and commemoration (Schwartz, 2005) and nonparticipant narrators (Casey, 1997; 

Linde, 1997). In the analysis of both family members’ and non–family members’ stories, 

the notion of a hybrid story emerged. A hybrid story incorporates two distinct stories, a 

family story and an organizational story, that could each stand independently. However, 

within the hybrid story, the two distinct stories are united into one cohesive story.  

The identification of the hybrid story answered the calls of multiple scholars. 

Using collective memory to analyze these stories addressed Boje’s (2008) appeal for 

more theorizing and research uniting collective memory and organizational stories. The 

hybrid story represents a new type of entrepreneurial story, as Wry et al. (2011) 

requested. Stories, including the hybrid story, are an artifact of an organization’s culture. 
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As such, the hybrid story presents further cultural exploration, as Nicholson (2008) 

invited. Finally, the inclusion of non–family member employees’ data allowed for their 

representation within this study, a gap previously noted within the family business 

literature (James et al., 2012; Mitchell et al., 2003; Sharma, 2004).  

The implications of the hybrid story are unknown at this time; however, some 

benefits for family-owned businesses can be hypothesized. First, the hybrid story may 

provide employees with a greater sense of stability. Second, hybrid stories may create 

increased stability and understanding during periods of organizational change. Finally, 

hybrid stories may have implications for increased legitimacy. 
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CHAPTER 1: 

INTRODUCTION 

 Once upon a time, I heard the following story:  

It was blizzard conditions, and not one of my three cars would start, but I’d only 
been working at the company for about 2 weeks, so I bundled up in my coveralls, 
hat, and facemask and started walking the 10 miles to work. I’d gotten about 3 
miles when a man in a pickup stopped and asked where I was going. I said to the 
feedlot down that away. He said that coincidentally, he was as well. So he asked if 
I wanted a ride, and I got in. He turned the heat on high and asked why I was 
walking. I explained about my car trouble and said there was no way I was going 
to call in because of weather. He said, “I certainly wish I had more employees as 
dedicated as you.” I asked if he worked there too, and he said, “I own the joint.” 
He dealt with a lot of people who were a lot higher class than me, but from then 
on when he saw me, he called me by name. You always felt like you were part of 
the family when you worked there. (K. Coulson, personal communication, August 
22, 2008) 

 The story above, in addition to others like it, was relayed to me about my 

husband’s family business. However, stories like this are not only told within that 

specific business. Indeed, stories occur within all organizations in both turbulent and 

stable times (Boje, 1991). Stories are prevalent in organizations, and there has been 

recent documentation of the benefits of a study of organizational stories: “Narratives . . . 

carry the relational, dramatic nature of social realities to the fore . . . and [can] offer 

alternative understandings of social relationships in and around the family business, and 

raise new research questions” (Dawson & Hjorth, 2011, p. 12). Yet, to date, few 

documents have been found that address the stories within family businesses (Dalpiaz, 

Tracey, & Phillips, 2014; Dawson & Hjorth, 2011; Hamilton, 2006; Hougaz, 2015; 

Jackson, 2016; Johansson, Li, & Tsai, 2014; Smith, 2009, 2014; Steier, 2007; Zwack & 

von Schlippe, 2011), and only two (McCollum, 1992; Zwack & von Schlippe, 2011) 

considered the stories of both family and non–family member employees. 
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 Despite the lack of literature on the topic within family business research, the 

study of stories within the fields of organizational and entrepreneurial theory is 

flourishing. Multiple articles on the topic have been written in recent years (e.g., Garud, 

Gehman, & Giuliani, 2014; Garud, Schildt, & Lant, 2014; Ibarra & Barbulescu, 2010; 

Larty & Hamilton, 2011; Wry, Lounsbury, & Glynn, 2011). Garud has emerged as a 

prolific scholar on the topic, publishing two recent studies combining the concepts of 

entrepreneurship and narratives. In 2014, Garud, Gehman, et al. examined the concept of 

innovation through narrative analysis in entrepreneurial settings. Garud, Schildt, et al. 

(2014) built on the work of Wry et al. (2011) to explore how projective stories and 

storytelling affect future expectations, which can be used to increase venture legitimacy 

in entrepreneurial settings. Ibarra and Barbulescu’s (2010) organizational theory 

contribution focused on self-narratives and how those narratives change the narrator. 

Larty and Hamilton (2011) and Wry et al. (2011) framed their work within the field of 

entrepreneurship. Larty and Hamilton (2011) proposed a structural approach to narrative 

analysis within entrepreneurial studies, and Wry et al. (2011) examined how specific 

types of stories affect legitimation processes and cultural entrepreneurship identity. 

Despite the differences within their fields and approaches, each set of authors identified 

subsequent research needed on the topic of stories. Indeed, Wry et al. (2011) went on to 

issue a call for more research on the types of stories being told, as they appear to have 

implications for legitimation. 

 While the interest in organizational stories is thriving, the topic remains difficult 

to explore due to the lack of a solid theoretical foundation for stories. Boyce (1996) 

claimed, “Little of the research in organizational story and organizational culture is 
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clearly grounded in earlier theoretical work” (p. 11). In general, however, scholars 

consider organizational culture as providing the theoretical underpinnings for these 

stories (H. Hansen, personal communication, January 8, 2010). According to the early 

scholars within the field (e.g., Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Peters & Waterman, 1982; 

Smircich, 1983), organizational culture is rooted within the field of anthropology. By 

association, then, stories have a strong connection to anthropology as well. Indeed, 

anthropologists have long studied stories in cultures (e.g., Thompson, 1977), but 

anthropology typically does not study business organizations, and studies utilizing stories 

often go beyond cultural considerations.  

This information offers a strong indication that organizational stories would have 

their basis within the theoretical foundation of anthropology, and historically, as 

previously described, many scholars have utilized this foundation. However, 

organizational stories transcend many fields and theoretical perspectives. Stories have 

been utilized as a unit of analysis within organizational studies addressing change 

processes (e.g., Barry, 1997; Buchanan & Dawson, 2007), strategy development (Barry 

& Elmes, 1997), knowledge management (Snowden, 2000), and strategic leadership 

(Boal & Schultz, 2007). Additionally, more recent studies have branched out and 

considered organizational stories from the theoretical perspective of sociology (e.g., Boje, 

2008; Linde, 2009), thereby allowing a more in-depth look at how institutions organize 

and what the relational interactions are within those institutions. 

Typically scholars have not specified their theoretical position. Instead, 

assumptions about their theoretical focus can be drawn from a study of their work and the 

references they used. For example, some have leaned on the theoretical foundation of 
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anthropology (e.g., Czarniawska, 1997; Gabriel, 2000, 2004), while others have focused 

more on sociology (e.g., Linde, 2009). Two authors have merged the two foundations: 

Boje (2008) and Czarniawska (1998). Within his most recent work on the topic, Boje 

(2008) appears to have blended anthropology and sociology, drawing on the work of 

Schein (1985, 1999), but also dedicating an entire chapter (chapter 3) to the sociological 

concept of collective memory. Czarniawska (1998) dedicated several pages within 

chapter 1 to collective memory, but devoted an entire chapter (chapter 2) to 

anthropology. In general, though, most researchers who incorporated stories into their 

research have drawn more from anthropology, which does not typically integrate the 

concept of memory.  

This study utilized a more sociological consideration of the stories told within 

family businesses, with collective memory serving as the basis for examination. None of 

the family business and entrepreneurship articles exploring stories mentioned previously 

utilized this perspective. Collective memory contributed to this study as it “is seen as a 

viable link in predicting and understanding current and future actions of organizations” 

(Casey, 1997, p. 111). Additionally, Casey found that collective memory can be used by 

employees for sensemaking of their past, present, and future actions. Finally, while 

organizational learning was not the focus of this study, Casey addressed the link between 

organizational learning and collective memory, stating that collective memory can also be 

useful in an organizational learning capacity to explore how new information is 

understood and disseminated through the organization. As such, the sociological 

construct of collective memory provided a viable and valuable perspective to use in 

examining the stories told in a family business. Having supplied this brief introduction of 
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the topic, the focus now shifts to the two specific constructs considered within this 

research in addition to the context.  

The Constructs 

Stories 

 Stories, and their many facets, have been explored in a variety of ways and within 

myriad disciplines in an attempt to examine and understand their significance. Earlier 

scholars explored the role and “art” of the storyteller (Sawyer, 1962), the storytelling 

event (Georges, 1969), and reasoning behind the storytelling process itself (Thompson, 

1977), to name a few. As previously discussed, many of these explorations utilized a 

primarily anthropological lens, wherein various cultures provided the context for study. 

Indeed, stories from numerous cultures—e.g., Native American trickster tales, ancient 

Greek myths, and German Märchen, or fairy tales—are among those that have been 

studied as ways of teaching lessons, entertaining, or encouraging heroic deeds 

(Thompson, 1977). Celi and Boiero (2002) claimed that it is storytelling that “keeps a 

culture’s myths and legends alive in the community and within the individual” (p. 62). 

However, Celi and Boiero also emphasized that while the described preservation is 

important, it is not necessarily inflexible: Knowledge of the past can “change our values 

and belief systems; a return to stories is important to understand the new evolving 

present” (p. 60), implying that the stories may help provide stability and understanding in 

the face of change.  

 Stories have been explored in numerous disciplines besides the examples 

previously listed. Scholars studying medicine, psychology, and education have all 

incorporated stories into their fields. However, for the purposes of this research, the field 



 

6 

of organizational studies provided the overarching context. More specifically, the 

exploration of stories by organizational behavior and entrepreneurial scholars offers 

perhaps the most relevant research. Although many of these scholars have considered a 

variety of topics using organizational stories as their unit of analysis, the research is far 

from complete or saturated, as evidenced by the ongoing study of the topic (e.g., Anteby 

& Molnár, 2012; Boal & Schultz, 2007; Boje, 2008; Creed, DeJordy, & Lok, 2014; 

Gabriel, 2000; Hansen, Barry, Boje, & Hatch, 2007; Ibarra & Barbulescu, 2010; Larty & 

Hamilton, 2011; Rae, 2004; Wry et al., 2011). Indeed, Barry (1997) stated, “It might be 

argued that the story of organizational storytelling has just begun” (p. 31).  

While their unit of analysis is the same—organizational stories—these scholars 

have explored these stories in their own unique contexts, and yet they all agree about 

their significance. Boje (1991), considered by many to be a key organizational 

storytelling scholar, was one of the first to articulate the importance of telling stories, 

claiming they are “the preferred sense-making currency of human relationships” (p. 106). 

Weick (1995) added to that conversation by explaining that “people think narratively” (p. 

127). In exploring the significance of organizational stories, two previous studies 

identified a key link between stories and organizational cultures: Wilkins (1984) 

recognized stories as a mechanism for transmitting values within organizational cultures, 

and Zwack and von Schlippe (2011) explored the link within the context of a family-

owned business and concluded that stories were a vehicle for value transmission within 

that context as well. The ability of organizations to use stories to convey their values may 

offer insight as to why the topic of organizational stories remains meaningful within 

organizational theory studies.  
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Collective Memory 

 Despite the entrenchment of organizational stories in anthropology, the 

sociological concept of collective memory provides a useful framework for analyzing the 

stories told by family member employees and non–family member employees within a 

family-owned business. Indeed, in his recent work, Boje (2008) claimed, “Collective 

memory has not been adequately theorized, much less researched in story and narrative 

studies” (p. 75). He went on to explain how critical collective memory is to each 

individual sensemaker and that even in the collective, individual variation and flexibility 

exist and have value for the storytelling organization. As such, collective memory served 

as the second construct within this study.  

Collective memory research began within the field of sociology and was greatly 

advanced through the work of Halbwachs (1950/1980). Through ongoing research, 

scholars have come to define the concept as “shared interpretations of the past as related 

by members of an organization” (Casey, 1997, p. 116). The concept of collective memory 

also allows for the notion of commemoration (Schwartz, 1982, 2000, 2005), wherein 

events are “invested with an extraordinary significance and assigned a qualitatively 

distinct place in our conception of the past” (Schwartz, 1982, p. 377).  

The preceding definition of commemoration links closely to a type of 

organizational story—the saga wherein “a large portion of the organization’s history . . . 

[is] told in heroic style” (Wilkins, 1983, p. 82). Using this definition, when sagas are told, 

they are frequently told as a commemoration of a significant event or events within an 

organization’s history. However, this statement should not be taken to imply that 

commemorations are always told as sagas. In fact, commemorations may occur in 



 

8 

multiple forms: the retelling of historical facts (e.g., the Gettysburg Address [Schwartz, 

2005]), a description of a significant organizational figure’s actions during a difficult 

time (e.g., Walt Disney [Boje, 1995]), or a simple recounting of an event in story form 

(e.g., Reed College [Clark, 1972]).  

 There are many commonalities between collective memory and organizational 

stories. Although commemoration links closely to sagas, there are other connections. 

Both elements include discussions of schemata (e.g., Bartlett, 1932; Bartunek & Moch, 

1987; Casey, 1997; DiMaggio, 1997; Halbwachs, 1950/1980), scripts (e.g., Casey, 1997; 

Martin, 1982, 2002; Schank & Abelson, 1977, 1995; Wilkins, 1978), and sequencing 

(e.g., Bartlett, 1932; Gioia & Poole, 1984; Halbwachs, 1950/1980; Martin, 1982, 2002; 

Weick, 1995). Within stories, the schemata, scripts, and sequencing combine to form a 

story skeleton or gist (McGregor & Holmes, 1999). This story skeleton or gist provides 

the foundation for memory formation, both individual and collective. Additionally, 

culture, of which stories are a part, is considered by some organizational theorists to be 

stored in memory (DiMaggio, 1997; Walsh & Ungson, 1991), and as such, a 

distinguishable link between organizational stories and collective memory exists.  

 Collective memory also provides a link to the concept of nonparticipant narrators. 

The concept of nonparticipant narrative was introduced by Linde (1997), who claimed 

that a “key moment for the development of institutional memory comes when a story is 

told by someone who was not a participant in the event” (p. 284). The stories of 

nonparticipant storytellers not only signify the presence of collective memory within that 

organization, but also provide an opportunity for greater understanding of “the informal 

channels by which the institutional memory is reproduced” (Linde, 1997). Studying not 
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only the participant, but in particular these nonparticipant narrators, allows for greater 

understanding of organizational memory (e.g., Walsh & Ungson, 1991) and collective 

memory (e.g., Casey, 1997), which in turn can help provide insight into the “current and 

future actions of organizations” (Casey, 1997, p. 111). Therefore, the use of collective 

memory, specifically, as a theoretical foundation for this research has the potential to 

further enrich the study of organizational stories.  

To summarize, organizational stories have primarily been explored using the lens 

of anthropology. However, collective memory also provides a viable theoretical 

framework and grounding for organizational stories. Studies of collective memory have 

shown viable implications for organizational theory in such diverse areas as identity (e.g., 

Anteby & Molnár, 2012; Linde, 2001) and sensemaking (e.g., Boje, 2008; Casey, 1997). 

A thorough analysis of identity and sensemaking is beyond the scope of the current study; 

however, their inclusion in collective memory studies validates the use of collective 

memory as a theoretical framework within this study, as results may lay a foundation for 

subsequent research within those areas. More specifically, the use of collective memory 

as a theoretical basis for exploring organizational stories allows for the inclusion of topics 

such as history and commemoration (e.g., Schwartz, 2005); consideration of 

nonparticipant narrators (e.g., Casey, 1997; Linde, 1997), a concept more fully developed 

within the collective memory literature; and the exploration of stories of different 

segments of an organization’s population. In Casey’s (1997) definition of collective 

memory, she referred to “members of an organization.” She did not say all members or 

most members, and, indeed, she referenced Bartlett (1932), who talked specifically about 

groups, not entire populations. According to Boje (2008), whose interest in collective 
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memory has grown in more recent years, “Collective memory varies according to groups 

embedded in organizations and their environment” (p. 75). As a result, the sociological 

underpinnings of collective memory allow for a consideration of the similarities and/or 

differences of the stories among the diverse groups within an organization’s population. 

The Context 

Stories and collective memory are not the only elements within this research. 

What must also be discussed is the context for this study: a family-owned business. 

Indeed, this context provides additional justification for this research. Literature within 

the past 10 years (e.g., Nicholson, 2008) has called for new ways of exploring the 

pressing issues of succession and sustainability within family-owned businesses. 

Specifically, Nicholson encouraged more study in the field of culture. In their recent 

attempt to provide some unity in the perceptions of culture within organizational studies, 

Giorgi, Lockwood, and Glynn (2015) positioned stories as the central piece of their 

integrative framework on culture. Additionally, stories have been defined as an artifact 

within an organization’s culture (Dyer, 1986; Hatch, 1993; Schein, 1985). As such, this 

study offers a unique response to the call from Nicholson’s work. Steier’s (2007) and 

Dawson and Hjorth’s (2011) research furthered the argument for exploring stories in 

family businesses, as both articles pointed to the social and relational understandings that 

can be provided through the exploration of narratives. However, to date, only 10 

documents (including the two just mentioned) have been found that even mention the 

topic of stories within family businesses (Dalpiaz et al., 2014; Dawson & Hjorth, 2011; 

Hamilton, 2006; Jackson, 2016; Johansson et al., 2014; McCollum, 1992; Smith, 2009, 

2014; Steier, 2007; Zwack & von Schlippe, 2011). This lack of literature in the context of 
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the recent call for more focus on cultural considerations within family business studies 

and the contributions to social and relational understanding brought about by narrative 

exploration provides justification for further study.  

 Family businesses are considered a critical organizational structure, impacting 

both economies and societies as a whole (Astrachan & Shanker, 2003; Daily & Dollinger, 

1993; Gersick, Davis, Hampton, & Lansberg, 1997; Neubauer & Lank, 1998). Despite 

their significance, family businesses struggle to survive, a phenomenon that led one of 

the foremost family business scholars, John Ward, to state in 1987: “Keeping a family 

business alive is perhaps the toughest management job on earth” (p. 1). Recent scholars 

(e.g., Garud, Schildt, et al., 2014; Wry et al., 2011) have claimed that a focus on the 

stories told within entrepreneurial businesses may have implications for the legitimation 

of these businesses, which, within organizational theory, connects cultural sensibility 

conformity to organizational survival (Deephouse & Suchman, 2008; Wry et al., 2011). 

As a family-owned business is a specific type of entrepreneurial business, the study of 

stories told in these businesses may have implications for their ongoing operations. 

In the broadest sense, employees within family-owned businesses can be divided 

into two main categories: family members and non–family members. While other 

categorizations exist, this research remained at this level and focused on these two 

groups. Non–family member employees are of special import within this study, as they 

have only briefly been considered within the family business literature (e.g., Adams, 

Taschian, & Shore, 1996; Churchill & Hatten, 1997), and scholars within the field have 

acknowledged this oversight (e.g., Chua, Chrisman, & Sharma, 1999; James, Jennings, & 

Breitkreuz, 2012; Mitchell, Morse, & Sharma, 2003; Sharma, 2004). Chua et al.’s (1999) 
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empirical study found that “the existence or prevalence of non–family managers 

mitigates concern because it [the non–family component] enhances the stability and 

continuity of the business during succession” (p. 34), thereby acknowledging the 

importance of non–family member employees, managers in this case, during times of 

succession. A recent study by James et al. (2012) examined 2,240 family business articles 

in scholarly journals published between 1985 and 2010. Of those 2,240, only 83, or 3.7%, 

“acknowledged the role of non–family members in family firms” (James, 2013). Sharma 

(2004) stated that non–family member employees “face a complex environment in family 

firms” (p. 23) and that the understanding of these stakeholders is “preliminary at this 

stage, showing a need for more systematic research attention in the future” (p. 23). 

According to Ward, Envick, and Langford (2007), “Many family-owned 

businesses must rely on non–family member employees to operate and be successful” (p. 

38). Indeed, a 1999 study of Canadian family firms estimated that over 80% of all 

employees within a family business are non–family member employees (Deloitte & 

Touche, 1999). Interestingly enough, Browning (1991) claimed that the main theme of a 

chapter entitled “Productivity through People” in the text In Search of Excellence (Peters 

& Waterman, 1982) “is that 80% of the firm’s work is done by the average player” 

(Browning, 1991, p. 65). In the case of the family-owned business, the “average player” 

(p. 65) could be defined as the non–family member employee.  

Failing to consider the impact of these non–family members neglects an important 

aspect of organizational behavior—the human capital asset within businesses. Family 

members are not the only ones providing that capital; indeed, it can be argued that the 

non–family member employees in the Deloitte and Touche (1999) and Browning (1991) 
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examples provided the majority of that capital if based solely on the ratio of family 

members to non–family members.  

With the two constructs and the context sufficiently clarified, a problem statement 

can now be articulated. 

Problem Statement 

This study addressed two main issues: first, the neglect of the sociological 

construct of collective memory in exploring organizational stories, which thereby limits 

understanding of institutional organizing, activity, relations, and memory; and second, a 

need to consider family-owned businesses from a cultural perspective, which this 

research accomplished by identifying and analyzing stories. 

Within organizational theory, scholars have linked stories to sensemaking (e.g., 

Boje, 1991, 2008; Weick, 1995), communication (e.g., Browning, 1991; Sinclair, 2005; 

Weick & Browning, 1986), and institutional direction and progress (e.g., Browning, 

1991; Klapp, 1973). Entrepreneurial narratives have also been examined, and links have 

been established between these stories and organizational relations and processes (e.g., 

Hjorth, 2007) and legitimation (Garud, Schildt, et al., 2014; Wry et al., 2011). However, 

the underpinnings of these studies, with the exception of Boje (2008), have rested on the 

theoretical foundation of anthropology.  

Sociology, and in particular the theoretical construct of collective memory, offers 

insight into institutional organizing, relationships, and memory. A key contribution of 

collective memory to organizational theory is the incorporation of the nonparticipant 

narrator (a concept not typically considered within anthropological studies), whose 

presence has implications for three distinct elements: institutional organizing, 
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relationships, and memory. The nonparticipant narrator’s story can help verbalize the 

organizing and direction of the business (Casey, 1995). As the nonparticipant narrator 

may represent the “average player” (Browning, 1991, p. 65) within an organization, the 

relations of these employees should not be overlooked when considering an 

organization’s success. Finally, the nonparticipant narrator is described as a critical figure 

in the development of institutional memory (Linde, 2009).  

Organizational theory scholars such as Wilkins (e.g., 1983, 1984) and Boje (2008) 

allude to participants who did not experience a story first hand. For example, Wilkins 

(1983) described how new students at Swarthmore College heard “some part of the 

Swarthmore saga” (p. 81). He went on to explain that the students who believed in the 

story viewed it as almost “sacred.” It is safe to assume that not all of the students who 

“believed” were participants of the story, and thus they would meet the criteria of a 

nonparticipant narrator. However, the students’ participation, or lack thereof, was not the 

emphasis of the article and was really only an allusion. Wilkins’ (1984) descriptions of 

the “Scotch tape story” at 3M and the “nine-day fortnight” at an electronics company, 

along with Boje’s (1995) description of “What would Walt do?” at Disney reference the 

concept of nonparticipant narrators, but do not fully explore it. As such, the 

organizational theorists who base their story examinations only on anthropologically 

based frameworks may overlook sociological components, such as the nonparticipant 

narrator, which may provide further enrichment and additional theoretical grounding to 

the study of organizational stories. 

Family business theory is considered by many to still be nascent (e.g., Bird, 

Welsch, Astrachan, & Pistrui, 2002; Venter, Boshoff, & Maas, 2005), with most studies 
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not beginning until after 1990 (Bird et al., 2002). Since 1990, scholars have continued to 

look for ways to advance the field (e.g., Astrachan, 2010; Casillas & Acedo, 2007; 

Dawson & Hjorth, 2011; Dyer & Sanchez, 1998; Litz, Pearson, & Litchfield, 2012; 

Mitchell, Morse, & Nicholson, 2008; Sharma, 2003, 2004; Sharma, Hoy, Astrachan, & 

Koiranen, 2007; Stewart & Miner, 2011), including the expansion of considered concepts 

and methodology. An example of one such concept is culture, and an example of one 

such methodology is narrative analysis.  

In his 2008 article on evolutionary psychology, culture, and the family firm, 

Nicholson (2008) called for new ways of exploring the family firm, including more focus 

on the organization’s culture, which he argued would promote a culture characterized by 

the following: 

values of familial inclusion, a wide diversity of human types and talents, fluid and 
organic structures, flexible and multiple models of leadership, high involvement 
methods of working and making decisions, and a commitment to the enduring 
legacy of the firm beyond the stewardship of its current owners and managers. 
(p. 82) 

Organizational stories serve an integral role within an organization’s culture as a vehicle 

for value transmission (Wilkins, 1984; Zwack & von Schlippe, 2011). Yet, family 

business scholars, perhaps because of the young age of the field, have rarely considered 

organizational stories within their context, and seldom, if ever, have the stories been 

considered within the sociological perspective of collective memory.  

Wry et al. (2011) made a strong case for further identifying the types of stories 

told in entrepreneurial businesses as a way of legitimating these businesses. Deephouse 

and Suchman (2008) described how legitimation has a strong connection to 

organizational survival. As the field of family business studies is currently considered an 
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extension of entrepreneurship, the call issued by Wry et al. (2011) can encompass future 

family business research as well. While family-owned business survivability and 

sustainability were not key concepts within this research, this study has the potential to 

lay a foundation for future empirical studies considering the correlations between these 

constructs. 

Dawson and Hjorth (2011) have promoted a new (at least to family business 

studies) methodology—narrative analysis—as a way of “advancing our knowledge of 

family businesses” (p. 1). They made a case that narrative analysis can contribute in three 

identified ways: “offering novel insights into the relational construction of family 

businesses” (p. 2); “bringing in an analytical capacity to study ‘how?’ questions” (p. 2); 

and “exemplifying how research can shift focus from individuals and results to relations 

and processes” (p. 2). While this study did not use a narrative analysis methodology, 

stories shared from the research site were identified and analyzed through schemata, 

scripts, and sequencing, which may further understanding of Dawson and Hjorth’s 

identified topics. Additionally, while the relations among family member employees and 

non–family member employees were not a central construct within this study, the results 

may advance the understanding of those interactions, as collective memory studies have 

been found to promote greater insights into relations and processes within organizations 

(Casey, 1997).  

Purpose and Research Question 

The purpose of this study was to identify and analyze the organizational stories 

told within a family-owned business. Using a theoretical lens of collective memory and a 

case study methodology involving individual interviews, observation, and document 
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review, this research identified the stories told within a family-owned business from the 

perspectives of the two overarching employee categories: family member employees and 

non–family member employees. Subsequent to their identification, the stories were 

analyzed using a collective memory concept, that of commemoration. Grounding the 

study within the field of sociology, and more specifically the theoretical framework of 

collective memory, allowed for the inclusion of nonparticipant narrators, and thus an 

enhanced consideration of institutional organizing, relationships, and memory—

components that have been linked to organizational legitimation and survival. Overall, 

this inclusion provided a greater understanding of the stories told by both family member 

employees and non–family member employees in the family business and contributed to 

the theoretical literature on stories. 

 The primary research question stemmed directly from the study’s purpose:  

RQ: What is the content and context of stories told by family member employees and 

non–family member employees within the collective memory of a family-owned 

business?  

Subsequent questions were designed to contribute further information to the research 

question. 

a.  Who is telling these stories? 

b.  To whom are these stories told? 

c.  What stories are told? 

d.  When are these stories told? 

e. Where are these stories told? 
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f.  Why are these stories told? 

g.  How are these stories told? 

Significance of the Study 

This research contributes in two ways. First, this study enriches the theoretical 

foundation of organizational stories by using a collective memory lens to explore the 

stories told within family-owned businesses. Second, this study contributes to the theory 

of family business studies by identifying and analyzing the stories told within a family-

owned business by both family member and non–family member employees. Scholars 

have begun to explore stories within the field of family business studies (e.g., Dalpiaz et 

al., 2014; Dawson & Hjorth, 2011; Hamilton, 2006; Hougaz, 2015; Jackson, 2016; 

Johansson et al., 2014; Smith, 2009, 2014; Steier, 2007; Zwack & von Schlippe, 2011). 

However, only McCollum (1992) and Zwack and von Schlippe (2011) considered both 

family member and non–family member employees. This lack of attention to a group that 

often comprises more, percentage-wise, of the family business’s employee population 

represents a serious oversight in family business research. 

This research drew upon the well-developed sociological theory of collective 

memory to explore the stories told in family businesses in an effort to provide greater 

insight into how stories emerge and how and why they are told in family businesses. 

Additionally, this study explored the role of the storyteller and whether the story was 

relayed as a personal story, wherein the event was experienced firsthand, or as a story 

that he or she did not experience firsthand, but was simply told, in which case the teller 

was a nonparticipant narrator. The presence of a nonparticipant narrator is a key 

characteristic of collective memory (Casey, 1997; Linde, 1997). As current family-owned 
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business scholars have called for more attention to the stories within family firms (e.g., 

Dawson & Hjorth, 2011; Steier, 2007), this research also has significance for family 

business theory, as potential implications exist in relation to legitimacy (Garud et al., 

2014; Wry et al., 2011), stability and understanding during change (Celi & Boiero, 2002), 

and stability during change (Smith, 2009). 

Finally, this study also has implications for practice. Family-owned business 

scholars have spent copious amounts of time on the issues of succession and closure rates 

(e.g., Sharma, Chua, & Chrisman, 2000) or, more specifically, the fact that family 

businesses continue to close at an alarming rate (e.g., Allio, 2004; Ward, 1987). 

Organizational culture has been identified as an underdeveloped component of study 

within family-owned businesses, but it is a component that has a critical influence on the 

success of these businesses (Nicholson, 2008). Organizational stories are key artifacts of 

these organizational cultures (Hatch, 1993; Schein, 1985), and therefore, a greater 

knowledge of how stories are told and why they are important to participants has the 

potential to further understanding of family business culture. This research provides 

empirical insight into the stories told in a specific family business. Greater understanding, 

including identification and analysis of stories, may result in the encouragement of using 

stories during times of transition, which has potential implications for succession 

processes and/or the long-term viability of these organizations (Wry et al., 2011). 

Additionally, a greater understanding of organizational stories and the roles of those 

telling these stories may lead to advancements in topics such as cultural preservation, 

organizational sustainability, adaptation, and commitment within family-owned 
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businesses—topics beyond the scope of this study that have connections to the constructs 

examined.  

Theoretical Framework 

 The construct of collective memory was the theoretical foundation of this 

research. It has served as a theoretical foundation in understanding organizational 

memory and its relationship to organizational identity (Casey, 1997; Linde, 2009). The 

theory of collective memory originated in the field of sociology through the work of 

sociologists such as Durkheim, Halbwachs, and Mannheim. Much of the foundation is 

credited to Halbwachs’s (1950/1980) seminal work The Collective Memory. However, 

Halbwachs drew from his mentor, Durkheim, and also Mannheim, who was researching 

the topic in conjunction with generations in the late 1920s.  

Collective memory came into prominence following Halbwachs’s (1950/1980) 

work describing a phenomenon wherein “members of a group often come to remember 

their past similarly” (Cuc, Ozuru, Manier, & Hirst, 2006, p. 752). While the construct is 

primarily rooted in the field of sociology, it also stems from the field of psychology, 

where individual memory research has been ongoing for at least a century. However, 

within the context of this research, the memory of the collective holds the most interest. 

Bartlett (1932) was one of the first to begin exploring memory from a social perspective. 

He distinguished between memory “of the group” and memory “in the group” (Bartlett, 

1932, p. 310). His work provided much of the groundwork for Casey’s (1997) research 

on collective memory, and Casey’s definition of collective memory was the definition 

used within this research.  
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As previously articulated, Casey (1997) defined collective memory as “shared 

interpretations of the past as related by members of an organization” (p. 116). She drew 

upon the work of numerous scholars to develop this definition and stated that it allows 

“for the process and the content of collective memory to emerge along with the degree to 

which it might be shared across an organization” (p. 116). Casey was able to identify “a 

specific process of the creation and transmittal of organizational memory” (p. 134), 

which was “constructed upon and recollected within organizational schemata and scripts” 

and “created by the telling and retelling of initially episodic and eventually semantic 

memories” (p. 134).  

Casey’s (1997) finding of the significance of schemata and scripts provides a 

critical link to organizational stories. DiMaggio (1997) strengthened the argument 

through his consideration of the psychological concept of cognition. In particular, he 

argued that schemata “are much richer in cultural content” (p. 265). His discussion of 

schemata brings the discussion back full circle to the original link of organizational 

stories and collective memory through schemata, which are inherent in collective 

memory. Furthering this argument is the work of Walsh and Ungson (1991), who 

described cultural information as being “stored in . . . stories” (p. 65) and referenced 

Wilkins’s 1983 article on stories as organizational symbols. Collective memory research 

is also often conducted by examining stories (e.g., Casey, 1997; Cuc et al., 2006; Linde, 

1997), and the reason harkens directly to the schemata and scripts referenced by Casey 

(1997).  

The two components of collective memory are history and commemoration; in 

fact, Schwartz (2005) referred to history and commemoration as the “vehicles for 
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collective memory” (p. 64). History is “past events with determinate dates” (Halbwachs, 

1950/1980, p. 102), and “the objective recording of the past” (Schwartz, 2005, p. 63), and 

commemoration is co-remembering or recollections of the past (Schwartz, 2000). Stories 

told in organizations are key examples of commemoration, in that they are frequently 

used to recollect past events or highlight significant aspects of the organizational culture 

such as the identity and values of the organization. 

 Figure 1.1 illustrates the study’s conceptual framework with its two constructs of 

stories and collective memory. Circle A represents the organizational stories told by 

family member employees, while Circle B signifies the stories told by non–family 

member employees. Surrounding both circles is the concept of collective memory. The 

main issue this research sought to understand was the stories told by both groups of 

employees. Collective memory provides the theoretical foundation for this study with a 

focus on commemoration as a key component of analysis.  

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.1. Guiding conceptual framework. 
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Overview of Research Methodology 

The study’s primary research question—What is the content and context of stories 

told by family member employees and non–family member employees within the 

collective memory of a family-owned business?—lent itself to a qualitative research 

design. Further, because of the lack of theory related to organizational stories and the 

underrepresentation of non–family member employees’ and family members’ stories 

within family business research, the study was inductive. 

The primary “tradition of inquiry” (Creswell, 1998) for this study was case study, 

as the study was bounded within one company. Case studies are often utilized when 

contextual conditions might be highly pertinent to the phenomenon being studied (Yin, 

2009, p. 18). The context—the family-owned business—was a critical component of this 

research. Additionally, case studies are often utilized for collective memory studies (e.g., 

Casey, 1997) and organizational story studies (e.g., Czarniawska, 1998). Utilizing the 

characteristics common to both organizational stories and collective memory, specifically 

schemata, scripts, and sequencing, allowed for a more thorough analysis of the stories.  

The primary method for ascertaining these stories was individual interviews of 

both family and non–family member employees. After the stories were accessed, they 

were analyzed to explore their schemata, scripts, and sequencing, which allowed for the 

identification of shared themes and interpretations. A second data collection method was 

participant observation. The researcher spent 3 days making observations at the study site 

prior to interviews. Observation took place within the organization’s entrance area, 

during an employee break, and throughout day-to-day operations, where some stories 

were told without the researcher having to ask about them. Following the observations, 
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themes were identified and recorded. An examination of company literature, specifically 

local newspaper clippings, the company website, and the book published about the 

research organization, provided the final data collection method utilized in this research. 

These documents provided a historical perspective (Schwartz, 2005) of the stories being 

told. The use of each of these three methods—interviews, observation, and document 

examinations—allowed for triangulation.  

A research site was secured for this study in 2012. The site was then, and remains 

today, in its third generation of ownership, which is an indicator of a successful family-

owned business based upon Ward’s (1987) study. At the time of data collection, 2012 to 

2013, the founder was no longer present in the day-to-day activities of the organization. 

The absence of the founder allowed for a greater exploration of the nonparticipant 

narrator phenomenon within collective memory. The total number of employees was 

listed as 152 during data collection. Evidence indicates that firms operating at or around 

the number of 150 employees are better able to maintain a unified culture (Goffee & 

Jones, 1998). 

 The level of analysis was at the organizational level, as it was the family 

business’s stories that were the focus of this exploration. The unit of analysis was the 

stories themselves, reinforced by observation and a review of the organization’s webpage 

and published history. The knowledge gleaned, while not generalizable, provides a 

starting point for subsequent studies. 

Assumptions 

In exploring the role of stories told by family member and non–family member 

employees through the framework of collective memory, the following biases and 
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assumptions are articulated in an effort to address them, as directed by Creswell (1998). 

These assumptions have their basis within the literature, but reflect both my functionalist 

paradigm (Burrell & Morgan, 1979) and my integrationist perspective (Martin, 2002): 

1. Organizational stories are a common method of communication in most 

businesses. 

2. Organizational stories can be utilized to explore the construct of collective 

memory. 

3. The values established by the founder of a family business continue even after he 

or she is no longer involved in the day-to-day operations of the business. 

4. Non–family member employees within family businesses often choose to work 

for that type of business because they are made to feel like family. 

5. By exploring the stories told by non–family member employees in relation to 

cultural preservation through the construct of collective memory, the family 

business closure rate can be addressed. 

Delimitations 

 Many of the delimitations were expressed within the information detailing the 

choice of research site. Subsequent delimitations are as follows: 

1. This study focused only on collective memory within its strictest sense and did 

not consider the related topic of identity (Albert & Whetten, 1985).  

2. This study centered on the organizational stories themselves and not the process 

of storytelling. The process of storytelling may be a topic for future consideration. 

3. This study took place within a family-owned business, and as such the stories 

were initially divided into two categories: family member stories and non–family 
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member stories. (The story told at the beginning of this chapter is an example of a 

non–family member story.) Moral categories that did not impact business 

operations—such as a story about the infidelity of a family member—were not 

considered in an effort to not diffuse the focus of the research within the 

framework of collective memory.  

Limitations 

The primary limitation of this study relates to generalizability and transferability. 

As the research was conducted within one family business, the results are not statistically 

generalizable or transferable; however, they could be analytically generalizable (Yin, 

2009) to the larger theory of collective memory. A more thorough discussion of 

generalizability is provided in chapter 3. 

Definitions of Terms 

 The following definitions come primarily from the literature. Multiple meanings 

of these terms can exist depending on the field and/or author. As such, the definitions of 

these terms are clarified at this point in an effort to prevent misunderstandings. 

Collective memory. “Shared interpretations of the past as related by members of an 

organization” (Casey, 1997, p. 116). 

Commemoration. “An event invested with an extraordinary significance and assigned a 

qualitatively distinct place in our conception of the past” (Schwartz, 1982, p. 

377). 
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Family member employee. An employee of the business who is related to the founder by 

birth, adoption, or marriage. To be considered a family member employee, the 

person should take an active role in the day-to-day operations of the business.  

Family-owned business. An organization that involves at least two generations of family 

members who own at least 50% of the business and who intend to pass the 

business on to subsequent generations (Donnelley, 1964; Harris & Ogbonna, 

2007). The terms family business and family firm are used interchangeably with 

family-owned business within this work. 

History. “Past events with determinate dates” (Halbwachs, 1950/1980, p. 102); “the 

objective recording of the past” (Schwartz, 2005, p. 63). 

Non–family member employee. Any employee who is not a family member, that is, not 

related to the owning family by birth, adoption, or marriage.  

Organizational culture. “The pattern of basic assumptions that a given group has 

invented, discovered, or developed in learning to cope with its problems of 

external adaptation and internal integration, and that have worked well enough to 

be considered valid, and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct 

way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to these problems” (Schein, 1985, 

p. 9). 

Schemata. Generalized “shared meanings or frames of reference” (Bartunek & Moch, 

1987, p. 485). Schemata can also refer to a “story skeleton” (p. 404) or “gist” 

(McGregor & Holmes, 1999, p. 405) or “theme” (p. 404). 

Scripts. “A schema held in memory that describes events or behaviors (or sequences of 

events or behavior)” (Gioia & Poole, 1984, p. 450). 
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Sequencing. The order in which story plots occur: either “beginning-middle-end or 

situation-transformation-situation” (Weick, 1995, p. 128). Sequencing provides 

“the source of sense” (p. 128). 

Story. “A relatively brief account of a specific event or a short series of events” 

(McCollum, 1992, p. 5). “Stories have a clear beginning and ending, cover a 

limited time, and offer a moral or point to the listener” (McCollum, 1992, pp. 5-6; 

Wilkins & Martin, 1980). 
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CHAPTER 2: 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 This chapter considers the literature relevant to the previously defined theoretical 

constructs of organizational stories and collective memory. These constructs are 

addressed individually, as linked together, and then in the context of family businesses. 

Organizational Stories: The Unit of Analysis 

Stories provide a compelling area of study for scholars in a variety of disciplines, 

including psychology (e.g., recovery; psychotherapy with children, adolescents, and 

adults; and family counseling), medicine (e.g., oncology and physical therapy), education 

(e.g., elementary, secondary, and higher education), and business (e.g., accounting, 

marketing, information systems, and management). However, this study focused on the 

exploration of stories by organizational theory and entrepreneurship scholars. Prior to 

exploring that specific research, a brief look at organizational culture is necessary, as it 

was culture studies that allowed for the inclusion of stories in the organizational theory 

literature. More specifically, stories are considered to be one type of artifact, which is 

only one of three major components—artifacts, espoused values and beliefs, and basic 

underlying assumptions (Schein, 2010)—within many organizational culture models. 

While this research focused on the stories and not their role in culture or cultural 

assumptions, a brief look at how stories fit within organizational culture is warranted to 

clarify how and why stories have typically been considered from an anthropological 

perspective versus the sociological perspective of this research.  
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A Brief History of Organizational Culture 

 The study of organizational culture came to the forefront in the late 1970s (Ouchi 

& Johnson, 1978) and the early 1980s (Deal & Kennedy, 1982) and was given a strong 

voice by Schein’s (1985) work, which formally defined culture as “a pattern of shared 

basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems of external adaptation 

and internal integration” (p. 12). Even prior to Schein’s work, however, scholars had 

clarified that all organizations have a culture, be it strong, weak, or even acknowledged 

(Deal & Kennedy, 1982), and organizations had begun to look at organizational culture 

as a competitive advantage (Peters & Waterman, 1982). In general, the field is considered 

to have evolved from the field of anthropology, an evolution strengthened by the 

mentoring of Schein by one of anthropology’s key scholars, Clyde Kluckhohn.  

In general, two models are utilized to explore organizational culture: Schein’s 

(1985) three levels of culture model and Hatch’s (1993) cultural dynamics model. Both 

models include artifacts, values, and assumptions, but from there the models are very 

different. Hatch drew from Schein’s (1985) model and “extend[ed] from origins, 

evolution, and enculturation to the dialectic of change and stability” (Hatch, 1993, 

p. 660). As such, she added symbols as an element within her model and focused more on 

the interactions between the elements, whereas Schein (1985) focused more on the 

elements themselves. Despite the differences, both scholars considered stories as an 

artifact.  

Stories as Artifacts 

In looking at organizational culture, Schein (1992) defined artifacts as “all the 

phenomena that one sees, hears, and feels when one encounters a new group with an 
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unfamiliar culture” (p. 25) and explicitly listed “myths and stories told about the 

organization” (p. 26) within his description of artifacts. Other examples of artifacts, 

according to Schein, are language, technology, products, artistic creations, and style; 

however, the stories were the focus of this research. 

Wilkins (1983) argued that while stories may be artifacts, storytelling is a third-

order control in that it “transmit[s] shared values, frameworks, and assumptions” (p. 87). 

Thus, according to Wilkins, the process of storytelling involves all three levels of 

Schein’s (1992) model: artifacts, values, and assumptions. Subsequent research by 

Wilkins (1984) homed in on the link between stories and the transmittal of values, 

explaining, “Stories are powerful vehicles for transmitting values because they exemplify 

and give concrete context to abstract values” (p. 59). More recently, Zwack and von 

Schlippe (2011) furthered this research by exploring “how the stories communicate 

cultural values in [family] organizations” (p. 2). Using the work of Luhmann (1998), 

Zwack and von Schlippe (2011) found that stories provided repeated orientation, identity, 

unconsciousness, implicit communication, and collectivity and thus were critical in 

transmitting values.  

 The foundational underpinnings for the study of organizational stories date back 

to Wilkins. His 1978 dissertation has been referenced by some of the key organizational 

story scholars (e.g., Boje, 1991; Boyce, 1996; Gabriel, 2000; Martin & Powers, 1983; 

McConkie, 1980). Within his preface and acknowledgments, Wilkins (1978) stated, 

“When people tell stories to each other in organizations they may pass on certain ways of 

thinking about the organization and how it operates” (p. iv). His three primary hypotheses 

centered on differences between the number and content of organizational stories, shared 
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stories and organizational differences, and finally, the relationship of commitment to 

organizational stories (pp. 73-74). Despite his focus on different aspects of organizational 

stories, he discussed a remembrance concept of storytelling within his conclusions, 

stating that “the particular events which are remembered in story form, the information 

which is remembered about the events, and the conclusions which people draw from their 

stories are an expression of their values” (pp. 154-155). This acknowledgment by 

Wilkins, although perhaps unintentional, offers a solid link to a type of organizational 

memory through the use of organizational stories.  

McConkie’s (1980) work reinforced the work of Wilkins (1978) by considering 

stories and values within organizational culture, but also by extending the memory 

concept by considering it within a collective context. McConkie (1980) stated: “The 

stories told in organizations reveal values, preferences, and intervention possibilities at 

the organizational level” (p. 211). Additionally, McConkie also addressed the construct 

of remembrance, describing how “the management team, by collective reminiscence, 

recalled several stories” (p. 217) and how those stories gave new employees information 

on organizational values. Interestingly enough, McConkie compared his research to that 

of Wilkins (1978) and acknowledged that his was not as rigorous. However, McConkie’s 

(1980) work provides another theoretical link to the foundation that Wilkins’s (1978) 

work established. Perhaps most importantly, McConkie’s (1980) work brought up the 

concept of “collective reminiscence” (p. 217), which is significant for links between 

organizational stories and collective memory, as discussed later in this chapter. 
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Defining Organizational Stories and Similar Story Terms 

 This study used the definition of organizational stories from McCollum in her 

study of a family-owned business. Drawing on the work of Wilkins (1984) and Martin 

(1980), she defined the term in this way: 

a relatively brief account of a specific event or short series of events. Structurally, 
the language of stories is concrete and specific: details are offered about who did 
and said what in a particular situation. Stories have a clear beginning and ending, 
cover a limited time span, and offer a moral point to the listener. (McCollum, 
1992, p. 5) 

Within her definition are four key components: (1) an account of a specific event 

or short series of events; (2) a clear beginning and ending; (3) a limited time span; and (4) 

a moral point. These four elements had implications for the analysis conducted within 

this research.  

Within the chapter 1 discussion on collective memory, the term saga was 

introduced and linked to commemoration. Saga is just one of many “story-like” terms 

that appear as one explores organizational stories. Terms such as text, narrative, story, 

drama, saga, myth, folklore/folktale, fable, and legend are all utilized in organizational 

story literature. However, these terms are not interchangeable.  

Gabriel’s (2004) work on myths, stories, and organizations provides one of the 

more clarifying looks at some of the distinctions between the terms and argues that such 

distinction is necessary to prevent misunderstandings. Gabriel defined the overarching 

category as texts, defined as “anything that can be ‘read’ or ‘interpreted’ in some 

manner” (Y. Gabriel, personal communication, July 4, 2012). The broadness of this 

definition adds credence to Gabriel’s (2004) classification of texts as the starting point for 

classifying story terms.  
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Like texts, narratives are still relatively broad, but have enough specificity to be a 

subset of texts. Of all of the terms listed above, narrative appeared to be used most often 

within the organizational theory literature. However, it is also the term used most 

interchangeably with stories in the literature, and Gabriel made it clear that there is a 

difference: “Stories are particular types of narratives” (Gabriel, 2004, p. 2; Y. Gabriel, 

personal communication, July 4, 2012). In his terms, narratives are different from other 

texts because they have “a clear time sequence” (p. 2). According to another prominent 

storytelling scholar, “Narrative is ordinarily understood as a sequential account of events, 

usually chronological, whereby sequentiality indicates some kind of causality . . . and 

action” (Czarniawska- Joerges, 1995, p. 15). A different type of text would be a history, 

where chronology is shown, but causality and action are not. 

The next level within the categorization is stories, which Gabriel (2004) defined 

as “narratives with plots and characters generating emotion in narrator and audience, 

through a poetic elaboration of symbolic material” (p. 2). Czarniawska (1997) defined 

plot as a “basic means by which specific events, otherwise represented as lists or 

chronicles, are brought into one meaningful whole” (p. 18). It is important to note here 

that scholars disagree on this particular order. Some (e.g., Boje, 2001) believe that 

narratives are a subset of stories, and not the reverse as presented by Gabriel (2004). 

Czarniawska (1997) categorized stories as a subset of narratives within her 1997 work, 

but in 1998 claimed that for events to “become a narrative, they require a plot” (p. 2). The 

difference is primarily ontological and epistemological. Much of Boje’s (2001) 

terminologies and analyses place him within the postmodern narratology, whereas this 

researcher identified more with the formalist narratology. Thus, the works of the authors 
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that are listed as formalists (e.g., Barthes, Ricoeur, Propp) who view stories as having 

plots are those whose philosophical stance will be followed. Despite the disparity, the 

categorization of Gabriel (2004) served as the understanding of the difference and 

“order” of narratives and stories. 

Having clarified the order of these principal terms, the focus now shifts to other 

specific genres of narratives: sagas, dramas, myths, folklore/folktales, fables, and 

legends. In organizational studies, drama typically refers to a metaphor of enacted 

narrative involving catharsis, personification, identification, suspense, scripts, and 

performances (Czarniawska, 1997). A saga is “a large portion of the organization’s 

history told in heroic style” (Wilkins, 1983). The key is the heroic component of what is 

told. Drawing from the work of Barthes (1973), Gabriel (2000) described myths as 

characterized by the “loss of the historical quality of things” (Barthes, 1973). Myths 

possess sacred universals such as good versus evil, human versus divine, wild versus 

tame, agency versus fate, and heroism versus victimhood (Gabriel, 2000). Folklore/ 

folktales originally referred to the “customs, superstitions, and stories of the folk, a 

euphemism for the rural poor” (p. 13). The term is still characterized by a connotation of 

unsophistication, and the purpose of folktales is entertainment. Fables “are eulogistic 

narratives relating to the exploits of a specific named individual, acting in the manner of a 

parable, embodying the themes of success and morality to inspire” (Smith, 2009, p. 32). 

Finally, legends are based in history, but usually contain supernatural elements (Gabriel, 

2000).  

Figure 2.1 graphical represents this categorization. Within the illustration, the 

broadness of the concept of texts is depicted as the base of the inverted triangle. History 
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(which was used as an example of a nonnarrative) and narrative are more defined, with 

stories, dramas, sagas, myths, folklore/folktales, fables, and legends listed as specific 

types of narratives. In the graphic, story appears in bold, as it leads to the primary 

construct within this study, the organizational story. 

 

 

Figure 2.1. Categorization of “story-like” terms. 
 
 

The Process of Storytelling 

While storytelling was not the focus of this research, it does provide the 

mechanism by which stories are passed from person to person. Sawyer (1962) clearly 

stated that the knowledge of the beginning of storytelling is not definite. For her, “it is 

enough if we remember that . . . people had been doing certain things for certain reasons 

for thousands of years and there existed an accumulation of experience that took a higher 

form than mere instinct. Experience began to be remembered” (p. 45). By her accounts, 

“the first primitive efforts at storytelling consisted of a simple chant, set to the rhythm of 

some daily tribal occupation such as grinding corn, paddling canoe or kayak, sharpening 

weapons for hunting or war, or ceremonial dancing” (pp. 45-46). While the date of the 
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birth of oral storytelling is not definite, the first documentation of written storytelling 

dates back to 4000 B.C., with the Egyptians writing down The Tales of the Magicians on 

papyri. 

 From these ancient beginnings, storytelling has infiltrated multiple aspects of our 

society. “It is to be found in religions, in families, and in business, and the result of 

storytelling is usually found to be a significant factor in bringing people together and 

creating a sense of a learned alliance” (Abrahamson, 1998, p. 446). Storytelling captured 

the imagination of scholars, according to Georges (1969), in the 19th century when they 

“came to regard stories as cultural artifacts and to conceive of them as surviving or 

traditional linguistic entities pervaded by meaningful symbols” (p. 313). Storytelling has 

moved beyond these anthropological beginnings to permeate literature across a multitude 

of disciplines. 

In general, Georges’s (1969) description of “storytelling events” serves as one of 

the foundational definitions of the process of storytelling—particularly within the 

organizational theory literature (see Boje, 1991; Boyce, 1995, 1996) but also in medical, 

educational, communication, and cultural disciplines. Central to Georges’s (1969) 

definition is the notion that the storytelling event needs to be considered holistically, as 

he argued that previous explorations of the process were “atomistic” (p. 317), focusing on 

only one facet (e.g., the context) of the event. Indeed, he stated: 

To isolate any one aspect of a storytelling event (for example, that part of the 
message communicated by the linguistic code) and to disregard or consider as 
subordinate or incidental all other aspects of a storytelling event is to give that one 
aspect an independence and a primacy it simply does not have. (p. 317) 

Georges proposed such a holistic view through the offering of a set of postulates, 

which define the storytelling event as a communicative event and a social experience 
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wherein status relationships among participants impact the event. Georges furthered his 

definition, stating that all storytelling events are unique, yet despite their individuality, 

they “exhibit degrees and kinds of similarities” (p. 319). Additionally, he presented a 

graphical representation of the process in an attempt to depict what happens during a 

storytelling event (see Appendix A).  

A second perspective on storytelling came from the work of Sawyer (1962). 

While her definition would not be considered as scholarly as Georges’s (1969), it is no 

less significant. According to Sawyer (1962), storytelling is “a folk art” (p. 23). Indeed, 

her inspiration came from the storytellers of old: the Indian, bard, scald, minnesinger, 

troubadour, pinkerdd, or seanachie. For her, “the art of storytelling lies within the 

storyteller” (p. 26) and incorporates experience, the building of background, “creative 

imagination; the power to evoke emotion; a sense of spiritual conviction” (p. 26), and a 

gift for selection. Sawyer (1962) was an adamant advocate for maintaining the purity of 

storytelling, stating it should be “free at the outset from all moral and utilitarian purpose” 

(p. 32). Additionally, she vehemently condemned “the telling of stories to impart 

information or to train in any specified direction” (p. 32). Her position reinforced her 

stance that storytelling is an art. She later confirmed that to impart information or train is 

to engage in “schooling” (p. 55), which has “no kinship with that art of storytelling” (p. 

56). To put this into present-day terms, Sawyer’s argument could be considered a stance 

against contrived stories, which may attempt to “sell, influence, even manipulate” 

(Dennehy, 2001, p. 613), and indeed, within the organizational storytelling literature, 

there is debate over this very topic (see Dennehy’s review of Denning’s 2000 work, The 

Springboard).  
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Despite the apparent lack of scholarship within her work, storytelling scholars 

across a multitude of disciplines—most often those in education (e.g., Abrahamson, 

1998), medicine, psychology, and theology—have referenced Sawyer’s (1962) text. For 

the most part, her work has not been included in the organizational theory literature, due, 

most likely, to its lack of academic rigor. For the subsequent views explored in this 

literature review, however, a combination of both Georges’s (1969) and Sawyer’s (1962) 

definitions is utilized. While this research concentrates on the stories themselves, stories 

cannot exist without the process of storytelling. As storytelling provides the mechanism 

for telling a story, it is important to at least mention Georges’s (1969) explanation of 

storytelling, which explains the way in which the stories studied were shared. 

Additionally, Sawyer (1962) must also be mentioned, as one of her major contributions 

was the emphasis on preserving the art of the story. In other words, stories should not be 

artificial or manufactured, and the stories studied within this document would meet the 

definition of art. 

The Composition of Organizational Stories 

Within their 1999 article, McGregor and Holmes (1999) researched storytelling 

about relationships, showing that study participants had a strong recollection of stories 

over time as a result of what they termed the storytelling skeleton or gist. Their results, 

stemming from a longitudinal, quantitative study, provide a strong link to the concept of 

remembrance, as they identified an element of the story—its skeleton or gist—that 

remains even after significant passages of time. (Interviews were conducted after 2 

weeks, 6 weeks, 8 weeks, and 40 weeks within their research.) The key is to consider 
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how this remembrance takes place and how the knowledge structures of schemata and 

scripts, in addition to the concept of sequencing, explain the process.  

 Schemata were defined by Bartunek and Moch (1987) as “generalized shared 

meanings or frames of reference” (p. 485). Through these schemata, shared 

interpretations link to the social aspect of the storytelling process. Georges (1969) 

characterized storytelling as an event involving communication and social experience 

wherein status relationships among participants impact the experience. This definition 

requires a social experience, involving, at the very least, a storyteller and a listener. 

A more narrow type of schemata is a script. Both concepts are drawn from the 

field of cognitive psychology and from the theoretical work of Schank and Abelson 

(1977, 1995). Wilkins (1978) drew from their 1977 text, whereas McGregor and Holmes 

(1999) pulled from their 1995 chapter. Both works by Schank and Abelson (1977, 1995) 

discussed the concept of the telling of sequential events. In 1977, they referred to it as 

scripts, but as their research evolved, Schank and Ableson (1995) used the terminology of 

story skeletons or gists. Drawing on this work, McGregor and Holmes (1999) used the 

same terminology—story skeletons or gists, in addition to adding the term theme. 

McGregor and Holmes defined these interchangeable terms as “schemata that guide 

selective and reconstructive memory” (p. 404). Despite the evolution, the basic concept is 

the same: an event occurs and is given meaning and remembered for a period of time 

afterwards. It is the story skeleton, gist, or theme that acts as the schemata of the story, 

which allows for the possibility of remembrance. McGregor and Holmes’ research 

revealed that themes/gists/story skeletons did, indeed, result in greater remembrance of 

the story, further emphasizing the importance of the schemata.  
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 Martin (2002) also drew from the work of Schank and Abelson (1977) to 

elaborate four key characteristics of scripts: 

1. A script specifies a well-defined set of characters or roles. 
2. It contains a single, fixed sequence of events. 
3. In addition, some events in a sequence may be optional. 
4. When one of several alternatives may occur, these options are referred to as 
    script branches. (Martin, 2002, p. 74) 

Casey (1997) also explored scripts within her qualitative research on collective 

memory. Her data revealed that “scripts . . . also emerged in the collective stories” (p. 

126). In very broad terms, the result of the storytelling process is a story. The story is 

made up of a gist or skeleton, which can also be referred to as schemata. 

Another characteristic in the composition of stories is sequencing. Weick’s 

inclusion of the idea of sequencing within his definition indicates the importance of the 

concept to organizational stories. Gioia and Poole (1984), in defining scripts, 

incorporated the notion of sequencing: “A script is a schema held in memory that 

describes events or behaviors (or sequences of events or behavior)” (p. 450). Wilkins 

(1978) also discussed the concept of sequencing in the context of scripts, explaining, “If a 

similar event sequence is experienced several times, either personally or vicariously, it 

apparently becomes stored in memory” (p. 31). 

Despite the depth of explanation of the three characteristics of organizational 

stories, the concepts can be hard to visualize. To clarify the relationship, Figure 2.2 

illustrates how the knowledge structures of schemata are narrowed down into a particular 

schema or scripts. According to Martin (2002), specified characters and/or roles, 

sequencing, and alternatives within stories characterize story scripts. The main 

characteristic within the context of this research was sequencing, illustrated by the 
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continued use of solid lines. Dashed lines surround the characteristics of characters/roles 

and alternatives, indicating their lesser significance within this research. 

 

 

Figure 2.2. The interaction of the characteristics of stories. 
 
 
 Having looked at the theoretical underpinnings of stories and the components 

within stories, the focus now shifts to a specific genre of organizational stories, those told 

within the field of entrepreneurship. Family business studies currently fall under the 

overarching category of entrepreneurship; considering the relative nascence of the field 

of family businesses, examining how stories have been studied in the “parent” field has 

applicability to this study. 

Entrepreneurial Stories: A Unique Type of Organizational Story 

 Entrepreneurial studies date back to the 1920s and the work of Sorokin (1925). He 

studied deceased men whose wealth was above $1 million and also men currently living 

who paid taxes in excess of $40,000 to get a better understanding of who they were and 

what led to their wealth. Subsequent studies continued the work of identifying both the 

people and their actions (e.g., Adams, 1954; Collins, Moore, & Unwalla, 1964; Miller, 
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1949, 1955; Mills, 1945). While this research did much to advance the field of 

entrepreneurial studies, one component in particular has applicability to this research: that 

of the stories told by and about these men and women.  

 Some of the first studies of these stories took place in the 1970s (e.g., Andreano, 

1973; Sarachek, 1978) using the myth of Horatio Alger as the foundation for exploration. 

The rags to riches stories by Horatio Alger, Jr. provided compelling similarities to the 

self-made men and women explored within entrepreneurial studies and were used to 

further the field. Similar studies continue today (e.g., Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001; Rae, 

2004; Smith, 2014; Smith & Anderson, 2002; Wry et al., 2011); however, the basis of 

these studies has advanced beyond the Horatio Alger myth. 

 In 2001, two of the key scholars in this particular area of entrepreneurship, 

Lounsbury and Glynn, argued that entrepreneurship could be advanced “through a focus 

on cultural processes” (p. 559). Since that time, narrative studies in entrepreneurship have 

taken two distinct paths. The first path explores narrative analysis as a methodology for 

examining entrepreneurship (e.g., Clarke & Holt, 2010; Fillis, 2006; Garud, Gehman, et 

al., 2014; Hjorth & Steyaert, 2004; Larty & Hamilton, 2011; Steyaert, 1998). The second 

path explores the specific types of stories being told about these entrepreneurs and their 

organizations (e.g., Garud, Schildt, et al., 2014; Smith, 2005, 2009, 2014; Wry et al., 

2011) and the makeup of these stories (e.g., Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001). The second path 

applies most to the current study’s attempt to identify the types of stories told within 

family-owned businesses. 

 Smith (2005) described entrepreneurial narratives as having a storybook 

structuration, in which the beginnings and endings dominate the story. The beginnings 
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typically emphasize disadvantage or humbleness, while the endings are generally happily 

ever after. Smith went on to detail that many of these stories were fabrications, which he 

argued “is indicative of need for legitimacy” (p. 10). Wry et al. (2011) furthered the 

discussion on legitimacy by expounding upon a link between stories and identity in 

entrepreneurship. They identified two basic types of entrepreneurial stories: identity and 

growth. They defined identity stories as those “which define and meaningfully label the 

collective identity” (p. 452), while growth stories are those “which explain and 

coordinate the increasing number of members” (p. 452).  

Growth stories further subdivide into inviting stories and signaling stories. The 

inviting stories are defined as those used “to recruit new members into a collective 

identity while making its boundary flexible around the practice variants these actors 

might pursue” (p. 454). Signaling stories, on the other hand, “emphasize particular 

extensions of core practices that may apply to multiple kinds of actors” (p. 455). 

Subsequent to the presentation of their findings, these scholars encouraged further study 

and identification of similar stories and thereby offered support for the current study. The 

next section considers the study’s second construct of collective memory.  

Collective Memory: The Guiding Framework 

Theories or models that explain how stories are facilitated within organizations 

are scarce. The well-developed theory of collective memory shares some basic premises 

with organizational stories in that they both focus on recollections and remembrances. As 

a result, collective memory provides a plausible framework within which to continue the 

exploration of organizational stories.  
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The Definition of Collective Memory 

The construct of collective memory offers a slightly less complicated definition 

than that of organizational stories. The idea is typically credited to the seminal work of 

Halbwachs (1950/1980) to describe a phenomenon wherein “members of a group often 

come to remember their past similarly” (Cuc et al., 2006, p. 752). Much of the theoretical 

foundation of collective memory stems from the fields of sociology and the work of 

Durkheim, a mentor to Halbwachs. Much of the work also comes from the field of 

psychology, where research on individual memory has been ongoing for at least a 

century. However, this study was most interested in the memory of the collective.  

Bartlett (1932) was one of the first to explore memory from a social perspective. 

Within his work, he distinguished between memory “of the group” and memory “in the 

group” (p. 310). Indeed, his work provided much of the groundwork for Casey’s (1997) 

research on collective memory, and Casey’s chapter provided the theoretical foundation 

for this portion of the literature review.  

Within her qualitative research on collective memory, Casey (1997) defined 

collective memory as “shared interpretations of the past as related by members of an 

organization” (p. 116). She drew upon the work of numerous scholars to develop this 

definition and stated that it allows “for the process and the content of collective memory 

to emerge along with the degree to which it might be shared across an organization” (p. 

116). Casey also specified organizational schemata and scripts as knowledge structures, 

which she used as units of analysis within her research. Through her research, Casey was 

able to identify “a specific process of the creation and transmittal of organizational 

memory” (p. 134), which was “constructed upon and recollected within organizational 
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schemata and scripts” and “created by the telling and retelling of initially episodic and 

eventually semantic memories” (p. 134). The finding of the significance of schemata and 

scripts within this research provides a critical link to organizational stories. 

Sharing 

 Sharing is a key component in the definition of collective memory. In its very 

basic form, to share is an action verb depicting a process whereby one person relays 

information to another. In this definition, how the information is relayed (e.g., talking, 

drawing, pantomiming) does not matter. In this study, though, the unit of analysis was 

stories. As such, it was a given that the “how” was through stories, both written and oral. 

Of interest was the process of sharing information about important organizational events 

through stories. This study was also interested in the passive verb form of share and the 

adjective shared, which depict something that at least two people have in common. For 

example, two people within an organization may know the same story, but perhaps they 

do not know one another. In this case, they share a story or have a shared story, but one 

person did not share the story with the other. This example depicts a very simplistic form 

of memory within the organization. In fact, Walsh and Ungson (1991) argued that it is 

sharing that makes memory in organizations possible. These terms were critical in this 

study on collective memory, which addressed how stories were shared with employees 

and whether they shared the same stories and the same interpretations of the stories. 

Interpretation 

 The concept of interpretation provides a final key component within the definition 

of collective memory that must be considered. Like the concept of sharing, interpretation 
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can be described in two ways when researching stories: as a story interpretation or an 

event interpretation. Story interpretation considers how a person makes sense of the story. 

A story is told, and a person might be asked, “What does that story mean to you?” That 

person’s answer becomes how he/she interprets the story and makes meaning of it. 

However, interpretation can also mean how a person makes sense of a concept. This type 

of interpretation would be called event interpretation. For example, a person might be 

asked, “What are two critical events within the history of this organization?” The events 

that the person describes tell how he/she is defining or explaining what a critical event 

means to him/her. Within this research, the definitions of both story interpretation and 

event interpretation were applicable. Participants were typically asked the significance of 

stories they told: “Why do you think you remember that?” and many provided answers 

alluding to their story interpretation. Also relevant to the concept of collective memory 

within this research was the definition of event interpretations. When participants were 

asked about critical events, did more than one person tell of the same event? If so, the 

participants were said to share event interpretation. Thus, like sharing, event 

interpretation provided a strong component of analysis within collective memory.  

Between Organizational Stories and Collective Memory 

As mentioned previously, a strong link exists between collective memory and 

organizational stories. Collective memory research is often conducted by examining 

stories (e.g., Casey, 1997; Cuc et al., 2006; Linde, 1997), and the reason for doing so 

harkens directly to the schemata and scripts referenced by Casey (1997). In fact, both 

stories and collective memory incorporate the characteristics of schemata (e.g., Bartunek 

& Moch, 1987; Casey, 1997; DiMaggio, 1997), scripts (e.g., Casey, 1997; Czarniawska, 
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1997; Martin, 1982; Schank & Abelson, 1977, 1995; Wilkins, 1978), and sequencing 

(e.g., Gioia & Poole, 1984; Martin, 2002; Weick, 1995), which combine to form a story 

skeleton or gist (McGregor & Holmes, 1999). This story skeleton or gist provides the 

foundation for memory formation, both individual and collective.  

While the structural similarities of these concepts are many, similarities also exist 

with regard to their outcomes. For example, stories have resulted in sensemaking within 

organizations (Boje, 1991, 2008; Weick, 1995), but collective memory has also had 

similar results (Casey, 1995), perhaps because it was stories that were studied in 

exploring collective memory. However, the use of stories in many collective memory 

studies is not by chance. Casey described how “collective stories arose in the recollection 

of significant events” (p. 122), thereby further emphasizing the connection between 

collective memory and organizational stories. A second and final outcome similarity is 

organizational direction. Browning (1991) and Klapp (1973) described how 

organizational stories can help clarify organizational direction and progress. Casey 

(1995) found that explorations of collective memory generate similar results. Again, the 

connection may be a result of organizational stories as a unit of analysis, but the parallel 

finding only strengthens the link between collective memory and stories.  

One of the primary reasons for utilizing a collective memory framework was 

previously established: the theoretical underpinnings of organizational stories are 

relatively unchartered (e.g., Boyce, 1996). In other words, there is not one set way to 

study them. The collective memory framework provided a potential avenue for 

conducting this research. Additionally, collective memory focuses on groups, and two 

groups were of interest within this story, as the focus of the study was the stories told by 
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family and non–family member employees, which they may or may not have personally 

experienced. As such, the framework of collective memory, which emphasizes the 

experiences of the group (Bartlett, 1932; Halbwachs, 1950/1980), offered a logical way 

to explore the phenomenon.  

Another key component of collective memory is the tension between history and 

commemoration. Halbwachs (1950/1980) briefly explored this concept, but it was 

Schwartz (1982, 2000, 2005), drawing from the theoretical foundation provided by 

Halbwachs, who is credited with advancing this field of research within collective 

memory. Abraham Lincoln provided the subject for much of Schwartz’s work (e.g., 

2000, 2005), and using Lincoln as an example, he explained the tension between history 

and commemoration. Within his 2000 text, Schwartz described how, according to history, 

Lincoln was shot on April 14, 1965, by John Wilkes Booth. Commemoration, however, is 

how different groups at different times considered Lincoln following his death. In other 

words, differences can exist between what actually occurred and how it is discussed some 

time after the event or even shortly after the event. Halbwachs (1950/1980) discussed this 

same concept in relation to the example of a saint. A very religious man is beatified 

following his death, and “legends were composed with the help of remembrances . . . 

preserved and faithfully written down by those among whom he lived” (p. 28). He 

continued the example saying, “Many of these recorded events would not be recognized 

by the saint himself because they never happened to begin with” (p. 28). The memory (or, 

as Schwartz would say, “the commemoration”) is created by the group. This tension 

provides an interesting dynamic when studying the stories told within a family-owned 

business, a dynamic that was further explored within this research. 
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 As mentioned in the first chapter, one of the key moments in the creation of 

institutional memory is when a story is told by someone who did not experience the event 

firsthand (Linde, 1997). These people are referred to as nonparticipant narrators. The 

stories told by these narrators allow for the reproduction of institutional memory time and 

time again to future generations. Rather than referring to participant and nonparticipant 

narrators, Casey (1995) referred to episodic memory, which is personally experienced, 

and semantic memory, which is not personally experienced (p. 122). A critical 

component to remember is that retellings are often tailored to the listener, a process 

called recipient design (Sacks, 1992).  

Despite these differences, Linde (1997) argued that stories typically fall into three 

categories: origin stories, institutional event stories, and paradigmatic narratives. Origin 

stories may tell a story either of the organization’s founding or a significant figure within 

the organization during its early development (Vansina, 1985). Institutional event stories 

focus on significant events within the organization’s history, such as successes, disasters, 

or turning points (Linde, 1997). Paradigmatic narratives are “stories that show instances 

of what a successful career . . . consists of, and how it was achieved by specific, real-life 

agents” (Linde, 1997, p. 141). Their purpose is to offer an example to new employees 

about a path they might also use to succeed.  

In her 1995 study, however, Casey allowed the categories to emerge from the 

research. This approach resulted in the following topics: “funding crises; changes in the 

treatment program; and expansion of the organization” (p. 123). An organizational 

member’s death, which occurred near the end of her data collection period, appeared to 

be on the verge of becoming a category as well. Of interest is that each of Casey’s 
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identified categories could easily fit within the three categories established by Linde 

(1997). In both cases, it was the stories and those who were telling them that were 

significant. As such, stories and their narrators were an integral component in this 

research, as both contribute to the understanding of collective memory.  

Family Businesses: The Contextual Field 

The family corporate structure is the oldest and most widespread organizational 

structure in existence today. Indeed, the world’s oldest organization, Japanese innkeeper 

Houshi Onsen, was founded in 718 and is currently in its 46th generation (O’Hara, 

Mandel, & Gunasti, n.d.). Family businesses are considered one of the most important 

organizational structures, impacting both economies and societies as a whole (Astrachan 

& Shanker, 2003; Daily & Dollinger, 1993; Gersick et al., 1997; Neubauer & Lank, 

1998).  

Defining the Family Business 

Litz (1995) commented: “There is considerable definitional confusion concerning 

what is meant by the term family business” (p. 100). Multiple scholars have agreed 

(Basco & Rodríguez, 2009; Chua et al., 1999; Collins & O’Regan, 2011; Lansberg, 

Perrow, & Rogolsky, 1988; Upton et al., 1993). Indeed, a 2008 report ordered by the 

European Commission identified over 90 different definitions for family businesses 

utilized within the European Union (Mandl, 2008). Multiple definitions existed even 

within the same country; Denmark, for example, utilized seven different definitions 

(Mandl, 2008). Much of the confusion relates to who is considered family and who is not, 

particularly in the current society of broken and mixed families. The ongoing debate 
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about a clear definition of family appears to be one of the key limitations to further 

advancing the field. 

Scholars have made progress toward a more unified definition (P. Sharma, 

personal communication, March 6, 2012); however, a conclusive result has yet to be 

reached. This study utilized a combination of characterizations from two seminal studies 

to delineate family firms. It defined a family-owned business as an organization that 

involves at least two generations of family members (Donnelley, 1964) who own at least 

50% of the business and who intend to pass the business on to subsequent generations 

(Harris & Ogbonna, 2007). This is a fairly narrow definition of a family business 

(Brännback et al., 2008), but reflects the type of family business of interest. As a 

reminder, the terms family business and family firm are used interchangeably with family-

owned business within this work. 

 The struggle with defining family in the context of a family business also relates 

to defining non–family member employees. Most scholars have considered non–family 

member employees to be those who aren’t family members. For this study, a non–family 

member employee is considered to be anyone who is an employee of the business who is 

not related to the owning and operating family by birth, adoption, or marriage.  

Contributions of Family-Owned Businesses 

Family businesses play a significant role in societies and economies. Statistics 

vary, but the Small Business Association (n.d.) claims that 99% of all U.S. businesses 

today are small businesses. Family businesses, in general, fall under the category of a 

small business, and statistics show that around 80% of all small businesses within the 

United States today are family-owned (Small Business Association, n.d.). Concerning 
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their economic contribution, family businesses provide anywhere from 29% to 64% of 

the U.S. gross domestic product and employ 27% to 62% of the U.S. workforce 

(Astrachan & Shanker, 2003). This family business impact is not limited to the United 

States. By conservative estimates, ownership and/or management by families in 

businesses worldwide ranges from 65% to 80% (Gersick et al., 1997; Neubauer & Lank, 

1998), making them a significant contributor to the global economy.  

Challenges Facing Family Businesses 

In 2006, what was then the world’s oldest family business, Kongo Gumi—

founded in 578—was sold to a public company as a result of overextension and a 

recession in its primary business of temple construction (Hutcheson, 2007). While a 

family business well into its 40th generation of ownership is an anomaly, the failure, 

defined in the instance of Kongo Gumi as the business passing out of family hands, 

underscores some of the difficulties facing many family businesses today.  

Family businesses are continuing to either close their doors or pass outside of 

family hands at an alarming rate. This trend is not new, as the statistics concerning this 

phenomenon date back to Ward’s 1987 study of family businesses in Illinois. That study 

generated the following statistics: only 30% of family businesses pass to the second 

generation, only 12% transfer to the third generation, and a mere 3% operate into and 

past the fourth generation. While the research is close to 30 years old, subsequent studies 

have confirmed Ward’s findings (J. H. Astrachan, personal communication, January 28, 

2009), and these rates continue to be cited in most family business research.  

Despite the significance of Ward’s (1987) findings, clarification needs to be given 

to the terminology utilized within his findings. Most scholars cite this issue as “family 
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business survival rates” (e.g., Allio, 2004, p. 28), implying that those not surviving are 

failing. Headd (2003) cautioned against such terminology and argued for a clearer 

delineation between the terms failure and closure. He cited U.S. Census Bureau data that 

“about a third of closed businesses were successful at closure” (p. 51). While Ward 

(1987) did not make this distinction within his study, he did clarify that of the 20% “still 

surviving as independent companies [in 1984], 5% were sold to outsiders, 2% went 

public and were no longer controlled by the founding family, and 13% were still owned 

by the same family as in 1924” (p. 2). However, Headd (2003) presented a strong 

argument for closer attention to terminology.  

The Kongo Gumi situation not only highlights an example of longevity within a 

family business, but also serves to offer a warning for why many family businesses 

restructure—overexpansion. Nevertheless, more often than not, these businesses 

restructure because of family and management issues (File & Prince, 1996). In fact, what 

makes the situation of family businesses so unique compared with other small businesses 

is the very complexity of the family structures and cultures within these businesses. 

Questions concerning the integration of family members into the current organizational 

structure, generational transfers without a direct heir or an heir who is a daughter, or 

management qualifications or lack thereof of succeeding generations present a unique set 

of problems for family businesses. Family businesses might deal with unique issues such 

as family culture, ownership, and involvement (Daily & Dollinger, 1993). Finally, a 

distinction can be made between a family business’s culture and that of a non–family 

business (e.g., Denison, Lief, & Ward, 2004). Family issues faced by these firms are 

often combined with management issues and might involve problems such as estate 
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conflicts, infighting among family members, or lack of proper succession plans (File & 

Prince, 1996). 

Research on Family-Owned Businesses 

Despite the longevity and importance of family businesses, research on family 

business topics has only recently come to the forefront of organizational studies. Bird et 

al. (2002) found that while “academics have been studying family businesses for decades 

[e.g., Donnelley, 1964], . . . these case studies were often archived” (p. 337). It has only 

been since the early 1990s that research has become increasingly visible, a fact that has 

led many scholars to consider the field to still be in its infancy (e.g., Bird et al., 2002; 

Venter et al., 2005). Subsequent studies have shown continued growth in the field (e.g., 

Collins & O’Regan, 2011; Debicki et al., 2009; Sharma, 2004; Stewart & Miner, 2011). 

In their 1999 work, Chua et al. listed the prominent topics of family business study as 

ownership, governance, management, and succession. Evidence of the ongoing evolution 

of the field was provided by Basco and Rodríguez (2009), who indicated that most 

scholars now classify their studies into one of four areas: strategic process, governance, 

human resources, and succession. 

Bird et al.’s (2002) empirical study served as a status report on the state of family 

business research at that time. Of the 148 articles in their study, 21 were published before 

1997, with the remaining 127 published between 1997 and 2002. Bird et al. concluded 

that “family business research has become increasingly empirical and more rigorous in 

recent years . . . [and] is increasing in sophistication” (p. 346), which “bodes well for the 

development of an independent field for family business . . . as an academic and 

professional domain” (p. 337). Scholars’ acknowledgment of these businesses’ economic 
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and sociological contributions provides a logical explanation for the recent growth in the 

field. Indeed, a more recent study found 291 articles published in 30 management 

journals between 2001 and 2007, but identified numerous topics that still need to be 

examined within the field, including noneconomic goals, agency theory, and the 

resource-based view of the firm (Debicki, Matherne, Kellermanns, & Chrisman, 2009). 

While cultural areas were not included, Nicholson’s (2008) research did show that 

cultural areas have been overlooked within family business research. 

 As previously mentioned, Ward’s (1987) study revealed how rare it is for family 

businesses to pass beyond the third generation. Another result of Ward’s (1987) research 

was the focus within the family business literature on the transference of leadership from 

one generation to the next. Succession is perceived as one of the key events, if not the 

key event, in preserving the business, and as a result, the concept of succession comprises 

the heart of most studies. In fact, almost one-third of all family business studies have 

been devoted to succession issues (Sharma et al., 2000, p. 234)—which makes sense 

considering the far-reaching societal and economic consequences related to the viability 

of these family organizations. 

 The heightened focus on succession has highlighted two key elements that are 

generally neglected within family business research as a result: the role of organizational 

stories and the import of non–family member employees. While the topic of culture 

within family businesses is not new, the consideration of the stories within these 

businesses scarcely exists. One recent article did use stories in its study of succession; 

Dalpiaz et al. (2014) specifically looked at succession narratives in the Italian company 

Alessi to promote the use of a cultural perspective in the study of family firms. Most 
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cultural research within family businesses has centered on distinguishing the culture of a 

family business from that of a non–family business (e.g., Dyer, 1988; Nicholson, 2008), 

using the culture as a competitive advantage (e.g., Tokarczyk, Hansen, Green, & Down, 

2007), or considering the different cultures within the dimensions of a family business 

(e.g., Schwass, 2005). None of these articles, however, addressed the specific cultural 

artifact of stories and how organizational stories might contribute to these organizations.  

The Link Between Organizational Stories and Family Businesses 

While culture has been considered within the context of family business literature, 

most research has focused on the assumptions (e.g., Dyer, 1986, 1988) or the values (e.g., 

Denison et al., 2004; Schwass, 2005; Zwack & von Schlippe, 2011). Indeed, little 

attention has been given to the types of artifacts, barring several works on organizational 

stories within the family business (Dawson & Hjorth, 2011; Dalpiaz et al., 2014; 

Hamilton, 2006; Hougaz, 2015; Jackson, 2016; Johannson et al., 2014; McCollum, 1992; 

Steier, 2007; Zwack & von Schlippe, 2011). Apart from their work, however, stories have 

rarely been considered within the context of family business research.  

However, as previously mentioned, stories have been found to provide a strong 

link in transmitting organizational values (Wilkins, 1984; Zwack & von Schlippe, 2011). 

The culture of family businesses is distinct from that of non–family businesses (Denison 

et al., 2004), and exploring these values through the use of commemoration to identify 

and analyze the stories told within these businesses can potentially provide a link to 

organizational legitimation (Garud, Schildt, et al., 2014; Wry et al., 2011) or stability 

even during times of change (Smith, 2009).  
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Conclusion and Implications 

This chapter has highlighted numerous links between organizational stories and 

collective memory, including both fields’ use of the concepts of schemata, scripts, and 

sequencing. It has also highlighted the lack of research addressing links between 

collective memory and family businesses. Considering the topic of collective memory 

within a family business context is fairly groundbreaking at this time and, as such, has the 

potential to make significant contributions to the field of family business research. 

Dalpiaz et al. (2014) argued that the utilization of a cultural perspective in family 

business studies is “an important step forward in family business research” (p. 1390), as it 

presents a more complete view of the family business than the many family business 

studies grounded in economics. They went on to promote further cultural research in the 

field, which this study attempted to do. Significant support for the current study also 

came from Smith (2009), who argued that stories are needed for the perpetuation of 

family businesses, as it is through values communicated through language, narrative, and 

storytelling that these businesses are continued (p. 27). Further, Wry et al. (2011) 

requested more studies on the specific types of stories told in entrepreneurial businesses; 

they argued that identifying the types of stories has implications for legitimation, which 

in turn, has implications for organizational survival. Zwack and von Schlippe (2011) 

provided a solid connection between the stories told in family businesses and the culture 

in those businesses, as stories are a vehicle for transmitting cultural values within these 

businesses. Identifying and analyzing the stories told within family-owned businesses 

through commemoration has the potential to reveal institutional direction and progress 

(Browning, 1991; Casey, 1995; Klapp, 1973) as well as organizational values (Wilkins, 
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1983; Smith, 2009; Zwack & von Schlippe, 2011), both of which have implications for 

legitimation (Wry et al., 2011) and are important to a type of business that has such a 

high restructuring rate. 

 The current study also considered non–family member employees who contribute 

to organizations in many ways, not the least of which is through the telling of the stories. 

This is a group that has been largely neglected by family business scholars. As previously 

referenced, a 1999 study of Canadian family firms estimated that over 80% of all 

employees within a family business are non–family member employees (Deloitte & 

Touche, 1999). By focusing only on succession issues and not considering non–family 

member employees, scholars have perpetuated an oversight.  

 Again, recent literature on the topic (e.g., Dawson & Hjorth, 2011; Steier, 2007) 

provides support for including the stories of non–family member employees within the 

current study. Both Dawson and Hjorth (2011) and Steier (2007) discussed their studies 

as having significant implications for relationships within family-owned businesses. Both 

supported the use of stories for further understanding the relationships within these 

businesses. While neither article specifically referred to the family member 

employee/non–family member employee relationship, one cannot deny the importance of 

these relationships within a family firm. By comparing and contrasting the schemata, 

scripts, and sequencing utilized by the two employee categories, a greater understanding 

of the relationships between these two entities can result. The next chapter details the 

methodology of the current study.  
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CHAPTER 3:  

METHODOLOGY 

The first chapter of this study presented a conceptual and theoretical framework 

of organizational stories and collective memory within the context of family-owned 

businesses. The second chapter expounded upon the theory behind these constructs and 

the context based upon literature currently available on the topic. This chapter describes 

how the identified constructs were examined within the study context and under the 

structure of the research question with its seven subquestions:  

RQ: What is the content and context of stories told by family member employees and 

non–family member employees within the collective memory of a family-owned 

business? 

a.  Who is telling these stories? 

b.  To whom are these stories told? 

c.  What stories are told? 

d. When are these stories told? 

e.  Where are these stories told? 

f.  Why are these stories told? 

g.  How are these stories told? 

These questions align with the objective of this research project: they are 

inductive and thus exploratory. Additionally, they address qualitative issues and satisfy 

the goals and objectives of this research. This chapter details the study’s research design, 

site selection, procedures for data collection and analysis, and trustworthiness.  
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Research Design 

 This section describes the intent of the study. It then provides, in response to 

Creswell’s (2009) suggestion, a discussion of three elements: worldview, strategy, and 

methods.  

Intent 

While not discussed specifically in Creswell’s (2009) list of components to 

consider when determining research design, the concept of intent is included inherently. 

Any time one discusses design, the purpose of the project should be considered. To recap 

the overall intent of this research, this study sought to explore the stories told by family 

member employees and non–family member employees in a family-owned business.  

The overarching goal of this study was to enrich the organizational theory 

literature through the exploration of organizational stories told by both family member 

employees and non–family member employees within the context of the collective 

memory of a family business. The focus was organizational stories; despite their 

popularity in various streams of literature, it does not appear that they been considered 

from a sociological perspective. While the primary goal was to contribute to 

organizational theory, the possibility exists to contribute to the fields of collective 

memory research and family-owned business literature as well.  

Worldview 

 My worldview is primarily post-positivist. Traditionally, those with this 

worldview choose quantitative research designs. However, the term primarily within the 

first sentence was used intentionally.  
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When considering worldview, research perspectives also come into consideration 

and inform many research design choices (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Greene & 

Caracelli, 2003). My research perspective is dialectic (Greene & Caracelli, 1997), 

meaning I see the value and usefulness in all research perspectives. Thus, I define my 

worldview as dialectic with strong post-positivist leanings. A more detailed description of 

the background behind my worldview can be found in Appendix B, the researcher 

subjectivity statement. This worldview informs the following research perspectives for 

this specific study. 

Research perspectives. Two main contributions informed the research within this 

study: the work of Berger and Luckmann (1966) and that of Burrell and Morgan (1979). 

Berger and Luckmann (1966) were among the first to acknowledge that a person’s reality 

can be influenced by the external world around him or her. Burrell and Morgan (1979) 

termed this a subjectivist approach and contrasted it with an objectivist approach. They 

created a matrix incorporating subjectivist and objectivist approaches, and adding 

regulation and radical change as well. It can be argued that examples of research 

exploring organizational stories can be found within all four quadrants of Burrell and 

Morgan’s matrix; however, typically, stories are explored within a subjective sociology 

of regulation or an interpretive perspective.  

Studying the construction and components of stories is not a new idea. Yet some 

of the foremost scholars on the topic, Boje (1991, 2008) and Czarniawska-Joerges (1995, 

1997), have not necessarily agreed on how it is done. However, both have agreed that 

storytelling is a “never-ending construction of meaning in organizations” (Czarniawska, 

1997), and reiterating the work of Berger and Luckmann (1966), those external to the 
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process can influence that construction. Sacks (1992) referred to one segment of the 

process as recipient design, wherein a narrator customizes his or her story to fit the 

listener. The decoding process within the communication model describes how listeners 

then add their own meaning to what they hear. The key is that the storytelling process is 

interpretive for both participants: the storyteller and the story listener. As such, an 

interpretive perspective, which acknowledges the social construction of reality, guided 

this research.  

Strategy 

Creswell referred to this component of the research design as a “tradition of 

inquiry” (1998), an “approach of inquiry” (2007), and a “strategy of inquiry” (2009). 

These terms can be used interchangeably, but the term strategy is used within this 

research. The strategy refers to the type of study performed (Creswell, 2009). Each of the 

three options—qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods—has unique types of 

strategies. The type of strategy is often informed by the objective of the study. 

Exploration was the overarching objective of this study. As mentioned, 

organizational stories have been explored in a multitude of contexts; thus, it is surprising 

that more attention has not been given to them within family businesses. In general terms, 

this study used qualitative induction to explore the stories, as little theory exists to 

quantitatively assess. More specifically, a case study served as the primary qualitative 

method, as the study sought an in-depth exploration of the stories told in a family 

business by both family member employees and non–family member employees. Case 

studies are often used to explore, but they can be used for other descriptive and 

explanatory purposes as well (Yin, 2009). However, most agree that their primary 



 

64 

function is exploratory. Creswell (2009), for example, defined a case study as 

“explor[ing] in depth a program, event, activity, process, or one or more individuals” 

(p. 13).  

A case study methodology allowed this study to be bounded to one organization 

(Yin, 2009). Case studies are often utilized for collective memory studies (e.g., Anteby & 

Molnair, 2012; Byington, 2006; Casey, 1997; Cavanaugh, 2005), and collective memory 

provided the theoretical foundation for this study. Case studies are also often used in 

studies of organizational stories (Czarniawska, 1998).  

The use of a family-owned business added specificity to the study context. Family 

businesses have been identified as having a unique culture (e.g., Chrisman, Chua, & 

Steier, 2005; Dyer, 2006; Habbershon, Williams, & MacMillan, 2003; Tokarczyk et al., 

2007). Because of this aspect of uniqueness, a family business provided a strong, 

bounded setting for this study. According to Yin (2009), “You would use the case study 

method because you wanted to understand a real-life phenomenon in depth, but such 

understanding encompassed important contextual conditions—because they were highly 

pertinent to your phenomenon of study” (p. 18). Within this research, stories were 

explored in depth and the context, the family-owned business, was highly pertinent to the 

stories being studied.  

Methods 

Within Creswell’s (2009) research design framework, methods of research 

comprise the third and final component. Creswell defined methods as “the forms of data 

collection, analysis, and interpretation” (2009, p. 15). According to Creswell, a key 

determinant in the type of method is whether the information is needed in advance or is 
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allowed to emerge during the data collection process. As previously stated, this study 

explored stories told, and that information emerged during data collection. Thus, the 

methods were chosen based upon their ability to acquire such information.  

Yin (2009) suggested that six main types of data collection can occur in a case 

study: a review of documents, archival records, or physical artifacts; interviews; direct 

observation; and participant observation. This study used three methods of data 

collection: participant observation, individual interviews, and document review. The use 

of multiple methods is another indication of the appropriateness of the case study method, 

as utilizing multiple data collection procedures is traditional within the case study process 

(Creswell, 2009).  

The goals of this methodology were twofold. One goal was to reveal through 

thick, rich descriptions (Geertz, 1973) both formal and informal stories that were told 

within this organization. Formal stories would be those contained in press releases, for 

example, compared with informal stories told in more spur-of-the-moment situations. 

Often, it is the informal stories that take into consideration the challenges, successes, 

heroes, and goats within the organization. An additional goal of the interviews was to 

determine the extent to which collective memory was shared within this organization and 

how that collective memory was used. Each of the distinct data collection methods—

participant observation, individual interviews, and document review—provided means of 

accomplishing these goals.  
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Site Selection and Entry 

Site Selection 

Table 3.1 lists the criteria for site selection, their rationale, and how they were 

satisfied by the study site. 

Table 3.1 
Criteria for Site Selection 
Category Criterion and rationale Study site characteristics 
Business  
type 

An organization that involves at least 
two generations of family members who 
own at least 50% of the business and 
who intend to pass the business on to 
subsequent generations (Donnelley, 
1964; Harris & Ogbonna, 2007). 

The business was privately held, and 
the family maintained 100% of the 
ownership shares. Two third-
generation family members and one 
fourth-generation family member were 
actively involved in the day-to-day 
operations of the business. 

Family  
business  
delineation 

A company in at least its third 
generation of ownership. Since less than 
12% of family businesses pass to the 
third generation (Ward, 1987), a 
business in its third generation can be 
considered a success. 

The business was owned and operated 
by a third-generation family member. 

Founder  
participation 

A family-member founder who is no 
longer active in the day-to-day 
operations of the business. The rationale 
was to allow for more non–family 
member narratives and, thus, more 
deeply explore the collective memory of 
the business. 

The founder of the business passed 
away in 1958. 

Business  
size 

150 to 500 employees. Evidence 
indicates that firms operating at or 
around the number of 150 employees 
are better able to maintain a unified 
culture (Goffee & Jones, 1998). 

When the study began, the business 
was listed as having 152 employees. 

Business  
documents 

The availability of a website, current or 
past newsletter, and/or published 
materials on the business. These sources 
allow for document review (Yin, 2009). 

The business has a website and a book 
published for its 100th anniversary. It 
has a historical room with extensive 
newspaper clippings, letters, awards, 
and personal histories from past family 
members, some dating back to the year 
the business was founded. 

Family vs.  
non–family  
member  
employees 

At least half of the workforce should be 
non–family member employees to 
ensure adequate participants to study the 
secondary research question concerning 
stories told by non–family members. 

Of the 152 employees in the business, 
only three met the established criterion 
of a family member: one who is related 
to the founder by birth, adoption, or 
marriage. 
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The Site 

 With the specified delimitations, I was concerned I would have to travel 

extensively to conduct research. When I initially described the type of business I wanted 

to explore, one family business scholar feared I might even have to travel internationally 

to find a business that met the parameters. I was surprised and relieved when my research 

site ended up being only 300 miles away.  

I was originally made aware of the research site from my mother, who happened 

to have one of the products produced by the company. All product packaging contains a 

brief description of the founding of the business, and after reading about it, my mother 

thought it might be a fit. During one of her visits to my home, she showed me the product 

and told me about the company, and I immediately looked it up online. It looked like a 

perfect fit for my research—and indeed, it proved to be.  

For the sake of confidentiality, the company is referred to within this study by the 

pseudonym “Family-Owned Agriculture Business,” or FOAB for short. Most of the 

“story” of FOAB is presented within chapter 4, but briefly, the facility, an agricultural 

business in the Midwest, was built in 1891 at a site south of its current location. It moved 

to its present location in 1897. In 1906, the founder of the present-day business purchased 

it and began operations. The family who owns the business today has been involved since 

the purchase of the business in 1906. It has grown into one of the largest independently 

owned businesses of its type in the United States. The company has expanded into an 

operation with storage, retail, and manufacturing facilities involving over 150 employees. 

While it did have operations in other states (primarily in the 1940s and 1950s), today, it 

remains in one state with operations in eight different cities. Data were collected in three 
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of the eight cities and five different facilities (three of which were located within one 

city). Each facility type was represented during data collection: storage, retail, and 

manufacturing. 

Site Entry 

 My first contact with the research site consisted of calling the company’s main 

number and asking for someone in the Marketing Department. A senior vice president 

took the call and invited me to email him an explanation of the research request. On May 

8, 2012, the president/CEO called and verbally confirmed site authorization. As the 

president and CEO would be participating as an informant in the study, there was very 

little contact with him prior to receiving approval for data collection from the institutional 

review board, which occurred on Tuesday, September 18, 2012. Between the initial 

contact and approval to collect data, the only other contact was to secure the site 

authorization letter, which was received on July 10, 2012. 

 On September 27, 2012, I visited the research site and initially met with the 

president/CEO. Upon hearing the plan, he brought his son, his administrative assistant, 

his vice president of marketing, and his human resources director into his office and 

shared information about the study. Each agreed to participate in interviews, and the 

administrative assistant was designated the primary contact for identifying interview 

participants. At the close of the meeting, I made arrangements to begin data collection the 

following Monday, October 1, 2012, which would continue for the following 2 weeks.  

After the entry meeting, the president/CEO showed me the Heritage Room—a 

room dedicated to previous family members. It contained an almost exact replica of his 

father’s original office (the offices had been relocated in 1979) and many of his hunting 
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trophies. Additionally, the walls were covered with family snapshots and correspondence. 

One item the president/CEO showed me was a letter from the founder to his wife prior to 

the purchase of the facility. Unfortunately, I was never able to return to that room and 

was subsequently told by an interview participant that the room is “really only for 

family.” However, the rest of the building also contained old photographs of the original 

facility in addition to equipment from early days of production, but they were not the 

personal family mementos like those seen in the Heritage Room.  

Data Collection  

I originally planned to complete the data collection during the 2 weeks spent at 

the site following the site entry meeting. However, two things occurred that prevented the 

completion of this goal. First, during the very first interview, I discovered that FOAB is a 

unionized business. I was definitely caught off guard by this information. During the 2 

weeks of interviews, I asked to interview some union employees, as they make up nearly 

two-thirds of the total number of employees, but was told, “They’re not just standing 

around over there; they’re very busy.” I was left with the very distinct impression that 

union member interviews might not happen. The second thing that happened was that the 

third family member was out of town on the day I traveled to his location. He oversees 

the sister facility of FOAB—hereafter referred to as FOAB Secondary—and I was not 

able to interview him until November 21, 2012.  

It seemed wrong to not have union members represented within the data 

collection, especially considering how many union employees worked at the facility. As 

such, when I returned transcripts to the participants during the summer of 2013, and the 

president/CEO asked, “What can we do to help you finish this project?” I immediately 
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asked for permission to interview some union members. Following my explanation that it 

was important to me to have representation within the study from the union, he promptly 

called the plant supervisor and asked him to let me interview three people on July 7, 

2013. With the arrangements made, I returned home. Upon arriving that day, the 

president/CEO was out of town, and I was told that I would not be able to interview the 

union members. Following several subsequent email exchanges, I finally secured 

approval to interview three union members on September 19, 2013, almost 1 year after 

the first interview. Table 3.2 summarizes my time at the site. 

 
Table 3.2 
Observation and Activities Conducted at the Research Site 
Date Time Activities 
September 27, 2012 2 hours Entry meeting 
October 2012 2 weeks Participant observation and interviews 
June 2013 1 hour Return of transcripts 
July 7, 2013 45 minutes Interview 
September 19, 2013 2 hours Union interviews 
December 15, 2014 6 hours Document review* 
*This visit involved very little participant observation, since the time at the site included only a 
brief meeting with the president/CEO and I saw very few other company members during that 
time. 
 
 
 

At the conclusion of the three interviews on September 19, 2013, I had completed 

25 individual interviews: interviews of all three family member employees and 22 non–

family member employees.  

 As previously explained, data were collected for this study through three methods: 

participant observation, individual interviews, and document review. While the use of 

multiple methods allows for triangulation (Yin, 2009), it also connects to collective 

memory, as Boje (2008) said that collective memory is created out of orality (interviews), 

textuality (documents), and visuality (observation) (p. 85). The following sections further 
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describe the rationale behind the selection of these three methods in addition to the 

experiences encountered with these methods during data collection. 

Participant Observation 

Participant observation involves the researcher observing what occurs, but also 

interacting in events or situations; indeed, the researcher is “not merely a passive 

observer” (Yin, 2009). This element is critical in allowing participants to be observed in 

natural situations, but also allowing for the observation of the “context of the ‘case’” 

(Yin, 2009, p. 102). The goal of this method was to have informants within the research 

site become “partners with me” (A. Wilkins, personal communication, June 14, 2012) in 

this research.  

My initial goals relating to participant observation involved engaging in the 

following situations as a participant observer: a new employee orientation meeting, a 

lunch with a mix of both non–family member employees and/or family member 

employees (or perhaps each group individually), a project meeting with both family 

member employees and non–family member employees involved, or an informal meeting 

where stories were told without me having to ask. Unfortunately, I was not able to 

participate in any of these events. I did have the opportunity to go on break with five 

non–family member employees on two separate occasions, one of which included the 

telling of some stories. Additionally, one opportunity for observation came while 

interviewing one of the participants. Because of her position, she had to remain at her 

desk, and the president/CEO walked by and told a story while the participant and I talked. 

Thus, while not meeting the original goals, I did have the opportunity to see storytelling 

in action within the business. As a result, both family member employees and non–family 
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member employees were observed in their organizational settings, and the two stories 

told during observation were documented, via researcher journaling and completion of an 

observation summary form. The observation summary form can be found in Appendix F. 

Participant observation has the potential to generate thick, rich descriptions of 

stories told, but also the opportunity to possibly witness the extent to which collective 

memory is visible within this organization from an observational level. Conducting 

participant observation first was an intentional strategy within this research design. 

Spradley (1979) encouraged the use of observation to guide the interview process. 

Spradley argued that going into an interview with little or no lead-in and asking someone 

to discuss a certain situation does not properly set the stage for the interview. As a result, 

participants may freeze, be ineffective, or not relate information accurately. However, if 

the interviewer observes the participants in their natural environment and then in the 

interview asks the participants to relate what they were talking about or their feelings 

about the situation, the results are much more positive. In other words, the information 

gleaned from the observation can provide an appropriate lead-in. Spradley’s technique is 

considered an ethnographic (cultural) interview technique. While culture and cultural 

assumptions were not the focus of this research, Spradley’s methods and the reasoning 

behind them were applicable to the research and were expected to provide a more 

comfortable setting for the individual interviews.  

Individual Interviews 

The second step of data collection was the individual interviews, which Yin 

(2009) called “one of the most important sources of case study information” (p. 106). 

Interviews were conducted with both family member employees and non–family member 
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employees. All three family member employees were interviewed. My initial goal was to 

also interview 20 to 25 non–family member employees. That goal was met, as 22 non–

family member employees were interviewed.  

Sampling. This study utilized nonprobability sampling. Interview participants 

were chosen primarily by the administrative assistant, who second only to the 

president/CEO had the longest length of tenure within the organization. As such, she was 

very knowledgeable about who would make a good interviewee. She asked me about the 

characteristics that were needed and promptly called someone to schedule an interview 

time. 

Selection criteria for interview participants included position within the 

organization, length of employment with the organization, and geographic location. The 

variety allowed for the development of subcategories within the business; the overarching 

categories, as previously specified, were family member versus non–family member. The 

only exclusion criterion was if a non–family member employee was a non-native English 

speaker, as all interviews were conducted in English. Language was never an issue.  

Interview protocol. An interview protocol was created for both family member 

employees and non–family member employees (Appendices D and E). Prior to 

conducting these interviews, pilot interviews were conducted within a similar agricultural 

family business to determine the appropriateness of the questions and to refine them. The 

production of a well-designed interview protocol, which the pilot interviews helped to 

provide, allowed for thick, rich descriptions (Geertz, 1973) of stories told. Additionally, 

the questions helped to define the extent to which collective memory was shared within 

the organization. 
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Interview logistics. Interviews were conducted in the historical room of the 

company, and many of the participants referred to the photographic and written archives 

contained within the room. Interviews began by establishing a rapport with participants. 

One of the important things to find out initially was whether or not the informant was in a 

proper frame of mind to participate. Had he or she just come from a stressful meeting? 

Was he or she having a bad day? This addressed the scenario presented in a class of the 

professor going through a 2-hour interview on mother-daughter relationships and finding 

out at the conclusion of the interview that the woman being interviewed had recently 

experienced the death of her mother, which had a direct impact on her responses and 

basically invalidated the interview (Graham, 2008).  

Following the establishment of rapport and appropriateness of the timing of the 

interview, interviews commenced with an opening script to clearly explain the purpose of 

the interview while emphasizing confidentiality. Often referred to as the informed 

consent process, this step was an integral part of ethical research practices involving 

human subjects. Each informant was presented with a document outlining the process and 

possible risks and benefits, both of which were minimal. Steps to maintain the 

informants’ privacy and confidentiality were also detailed, as well as the informants’ 

right to not answer any question or to remove themselves from the study at any time with 

no repercussions. Interviewees were given time to consider participating and ask any 

questions. None of the participants had questions; thus upon their agreement, they were 

given the research consent form (Appendix C). 

Once the formal interview information had been addressed, the interviews moved 

on to demographic information that allowed for categorization of the informants based 
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upon whether or not they were a family member employee or a non–family member 

employee. Additionally, the participants’ position within the organization (which allowed 

for the determination of whether or not they would need to tell stories frequently within 

the course of their job, such as one in public relations) was accessed, as well as their 

length of employment with the company. This element related to collective memory, and 

more specifically, the nonparticipant narrator component of the study. Subsequent to 

demographic information, the interview became in depth, asking open-ended questions 

about “key facts of a matter as well as their opinions about events” (Yin, 2009, p. 107). A 

final “one-shot question” (Patton, 2002) asking if there were any other stories the 

participant could think of concluded the interview.  

 Transcription and member check. After the formal interviews, the transcription 

process began. Transcripts were provided to the informants to allow for member check. 

Participants were given 4 weeks to review their transcripts. Only one participant, one of 

the family member employees, had concerns about his transcript. He asked that I not 

include specific purchase prices or certain terminology relating to an incident that 

occurred within the organization’s history. This information was removed without 

compromising the data.  

Document Review 

The third, and final, step of data collection involved a review of archival records 

on December 15, 2014. As stated by Yin (2009), “Except for studies of preliterate 

societies, documentary information is likely to be relevant to every case study topic” (p. 

101). He went on to list specific benefits of access to company documents, such as 

providing the ability to access the material multiple times, the presentation of correct 
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spellings and titles, and the accessibility of corroborating details from other sources, such 

as dates of specific events.  

As previously mentioned, the research site housed a historical room with display 

stands covered with large scrapbooks containing newspaper clippings dating back to the 

early 1900s. On the shelves were boxes full of other documents, photographs, and 

industry publications. The room itself had shelves full of framed pictures and framed 

awards. Additionally, pictures covered most walls. The room had a seating area where 

people could spend time reviewing the information. This room, referred to as the Archive 

Room, unlike the Heritage Room mentioned previously, was open to employees. In fact, 

during the document review visit, one employee came in searching for the date of an 

event in one of the numerous newspaper clippings.  

An examination of company literature—specifically, the organization’s website, 

the book published about the 100th anniversary of the organization (hereafter referred to 

as the centennial book), any company or customer newsletters, and available newspaper 

articles about the company—provided the archival records review. Additionally, within 

individual interviews, informants were asked if they had recommendations for any 

documents that would be helpful in researching the topic. Three different participants 

referenced items that might have been helpful. One participant said she had been given a 

CD that told some of the company’s history when she joined the company. No one was 

able to produce the CD for me. Another participant referred to the story told on the 

product packaging. I was given a gift pack of products and was able to see the story, but 

it was an abbreviated version of what was told in the centennial book. The final 

recommendation was the annual reports that the president/CEO shared at the yearly 
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stockholder meeting. When asked, he was reluctant to share those documents with me. As 

such, apart from the published book and the documents within the historical room, no 

other documents were referenced. Stories encountered via these document sources were 

identified and documented and included within the analysis of data. A sample document 

summary form appears in Appendix G. 

While the information from document review did not yield the thick, rich 

descriptions (Geertz, 1973) of the individual interviews, it did help identify the formal 

stories within the organization in addition to serving as a historical reference. 

Additionally, it offered additional understanding as to where nonparticipant narrators 

learned certain stories as part of the organization’s collective memory. 

Limitations of Data Collection 

Once all data had been collected, four limitations that arose during the data 

collection process were identified: 

1. Because of the purposeful sampling utilized, wherein the administrative assistant 

arranged people for me to interview, I was not able to talk with anyone who had 

been at the business for less than 5 years. 

2. The three union members were chosen by a family member. The shortest length 

of tenure among the three was 25 years.  

3. Interviews of the three union members were limited to 30 minutes. Not all 

interview questions could be covered in that amount of time. 

4. I was not able to interview participants in all eight cities.  
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Data Analysis 

Within research methods, analysis, like data collection, falls under the category of 

implementation. Analysis plays a critical role within the implementation category as it 

informs and is informed by both collecting and interpreting data. Thus, this section 

addresses, in detail, how qualitative analysis was conducted within this study.  

One of the first elements to address is the level of analysis. For this study, the 

level of analysis was at the organizational level, as it was the organization’s stories that 

were the focus of the exploration. The stories told by both family member employees and 

non–family member employees provided the primary unit of analysis. The key in 

analyzing the stories was delving into their schemata, scripts, and sequencing. By doing 

so, differences and similarities among the stories became apparent. These differences 

related somewhat to the overarching categories of family member employees and non–

family member employees but also the subcategories of employee position, length of 

tenure, and geographic location.  

Data Reduction 

For each data collection method, summary forms and transcripts were input into 

Atlas.ti for coding and theme development. The data were coded using Lichtman’s 

(2006) six-step process to look for codes, categories, and then themes. From this coding 

process, interpretations were identified (Creswell, 2009). However, also of import in data 

reduction is how the data methods provide information that relates to the research 

questions. The goal of data collection was not only to generate thick, rich descriptions 

(Geertz, 1973) of both formal and informal stories, but also to reveal to what extent and 

how collective memory (the stories and their interpretations) was shared throughout the 
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organization. These goals address the research question: What is the content and context 

of stories told by family member employees and non–family member employees within 

the collective memory of a family-owned business? 

 Analysis and reduction of the stories occurred in four different phases. The first 

analysis (October 2013) involved coding every incident in every interview. At that point, 

over 250 “stories” were identified. Following peer review in July 2014, I was encouraged 

to revisit the definition of a story to see if all of what was identified was actually a story: 

“a relatively brief account of a specific event or a short series of events. Stories have a 

clear beginning and ending, cover a limited time, and offer a moral or point to the 

listener” (Wilkins & Martin, 1980; McCollum, 1992). This definition lists four criteria to 

be met for an incident to be considered a story: (1) it must have a clear beginning; (2) it 

must have a clear ending; (3) it must cover a limited time; and (4) it must offer a moral or 

point to the listener. Indeed, many of the “stories” originally identified did not meet these 

criteria and were, thus, incidents rather than stories. As such, each interview was 

recorded to distinguish between stories and incidents.  

During the individual interviews, I was privileged to hear 160 stories. Combined, 

the three family members told me 32 stories, while non–family members told me 128 

stories. However, not all of the stories related to the research question, and as such, a 

third analysis occurred during February 2015, which involved a third recoding of each 

interview to ensure that the stories included did, indeed, address the majority of the 

elements relating to content and context. In other words, the code for what (content) and 

at least five of the six codes for context (who, to whom, when, where, why, and how) 

must have been evident in each story. For example, to address the issue of “where,” 
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stories were eliminated that were not told inside the business, as the overarching question 

asked for stories told in the collective memory of a family business. Following this 

component of data reduction, the original definition of a story was modified to include 

only those stories told within the physical boundaries of the organization. Thus, the new 

definition of an organizational story for this research could be stated as “a relatively brief 

account of a specific event or a short series of events” (McCollum, 1992, p. 5), with “a 

clear beginning and ending, cover[ing] a limited time, and offer[ing] a moral or point to 

the listener” (McCollum, 1992, pp. 5-6; Wilkins & Martin, 1980), which occurs within 

the physical boundaries of the organization. The stories meeting the research question 

criteria and the definition of a story numbered 46; family member employees told 8 of the 

stories, and non–family member employees told 38. 

Another part of the analysis, which occurred during the third phase, involved 

categorizing the stories based on various themes. As Lichtman (2006) described, certain 

overall themes emerge during coding. It wasn’t until this point during the research 

process that those themes became apparent. Lichtman defined themes as “a way to make 

sense of a large amount of data” (p. 14). Themes have a direct correlation to scripts, 

which are a required component of a story. The correlation can be explained as follows: 

as previously discussed, Gioia and Poole (1984) defined scripts as “schema held in 

memory to describe events or behaviors” (p. 450). While scripts involve sequencing, an 

equally important, if not more important, element of a script is the schemata, which 

describe the “gist” of the story (Schank & Ableson, 1995). The gist of the story is the 

theme of the story, or how sense is made of the story and/or how it can be remembered. 

Eight themes were identified, which provided a way of categorizing the 46 stories. 
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The final phase of analysis related directly to collective memory. The implication 

of “shared interpretations of the past” (Casey, 1997) for this research is that more than 

one participant had to tell a story pertaining to the same topic for it to be considered part 

of collective memory. During the analysis of the 46 stories in the third phase, I was able 

to confirm that the previously established eight themes also offered examples where more 

than one participant relayed a story directly relating to the topic. Those identified themes 

were listed as Foundings, Fires, Discord, Old Ways, Employees, Support, Philosophy, 

and Miscellaneous.  

Within this final analysis, one more step was taken in an effort to add rigor and 

validity to the study. Instead of saying “more than one participant,” I chose to incorporate 

the concept of triangulation. According to Creswell (2012), “When qualitative 

researchers locate evidence to document a code or theme in different sources of data, they 

are triangulating information and providing validity to their findings” (p. 251). While the 

overall level of analysis was the organizational level, the process of narrowing the stories 

brought the analysis down to the individual level. Indeed, the different sources of data 

were the various participants. Triangulation, then, provided a final tool for narrowing the 

data and supplying rigor and validity to the findings.  

For non–family member employee participants, only stories where at least three 

participants relayed a variation of the same story relating to the theme were included. For 

family member employees, the requirement of three was reduced to two, as only three 

total family members were employed at the research site. As such, this final level of 

analysis allowed for the stories to be narrowed from 46 to 5. The five stories fell under 
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four research themes: Founding, Fires, Philosophy, and Discord. These themes provide 

the primary headings for the data presented within the next chapter.  

Data Integration 

Following data reduction, all of the information generated was integrated in an 

attempt to make inferences (Miller, 2003; Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 2003) concerning the 

research questions. As this study utilized qualitative analysis, the inferences were 

primarily inductive in an attempt to show the significance of the data generated on the 

what (stories), the who (the tellers), and the when (the event prompting or initiating the 

story) as it related to the research question. According to Miller (2003), the results of this 

case study would provide an enumerative induction (p. 428), wherein conclusions from 

this study may generalize, but cannot transfer to other family businesses, even those 

sharing similar characteristics.  

Research Quality and Trustworthiness 

 Multiple tests exist to examine research quality. This final section considers these 

tests in an attempt to ensure the quality of the research design. Two separate books were 

utilized to explain the quality measures within this research: Yin (2009) and Lincoln and 

Guba (1985). Yin (2009) stated that certain logical tests exist to judge the quality of any 

research design. He believed that inherent in social science research are the tests of 

construct validity, internal validity, external validity, and reliability. Lincoln and Guba 

(1985) focused more on the trustworthiness of qualitative research. Trustworthiness 

addresses how a researcher can indicate value in her or his research. In general, 

trustworthiness involves a consideration of the elements of credibility, transferability, 
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dependability, and confirmability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Each of these different 

concepts is now addressed, beginning with the quality of Yin (2009). 

Construct Validity 

 According to Yin (2009), the primary way to ensure construct validity is to “use 

multiple sources of evidence” (p. 42). The design utilized three different types of data 

collection and, thus, met the criteria for multiple sources of evidence. The use of multiple 

sources allows for triangulation, wherein “the events or facts of the case study have been 

supported by more than a single source of evidence” (p. 116). Triangulation also allows 

for greater credibility of the data (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 

Internal Validity 

 Yin (2009) identified two main concerns over internal validity in case studies. 

The first primarily addresses explanatory case studies where researchers attempt to 

explain how one event leads to another. This case study did not attempt to explain an 

event or phenomenon, but to identify it. As such, the second concern relating to 

inferences was of most interest within this study. “Basically, a case study involves an 

inference every time an event cannot be directly observed” (p. 43). Collective memory 

considers interpretations. Interpretations cannot always be observed, although the 

individual interview process did allow for that to some extent. However, the other data 

collection methods did not allow for that observation. As such, ensuring that all data 

supported the inferences made, building a logical and detailed explanation, and 

addressing rival explanations helped address the internal validity concerns. 
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External Validity 

 External validity typically refers to generalizability. It is generally believed that 

single cases do not allow for generalizing. However, Yin (2009) argued that the bias 

against generalizability in case studies stems from the use of statistical generalizability 

wherein “a sample is generalize[d] to a larger audience” (p. 43). Statistical 

generalizability cannot be applied to case studies, as case studies “rely on analytical 

generalization . . . [wherein] the investigator is striving to generalize a particular set of 

results to some broader theory” (p. 43). However, the generalizability cannot be 

confirmed until the research is duplicated in additional settings. The research within this 

study did not duplicate a previous study. As such, the results of this particular, single case 

study are not yet generalizable.  

Reliability 

 According to Yin (2009), reliability refers to the process of doing the same case 

study and arriving at the same findings and conclusions. Yin was quick to point out that it 

would have to be the same study in the same setting and not a duplication of the steps in a 

different setting. They key to generating reliability is “to make as many steps as 

operational as possible and to conduct research as if someone were always looking over 

your shoulder” (p. 45). I created an audit trail, wherein all information and steps of the 

research process were detailed fully to provide for reliability.  

Having considered each of Yin’s (2009) four components of research quality, the 

focus now shifts to Lincoln and Guba’s (1985) four elements of trustworthiness.  
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Trustworthiness 

In considering the methods of verification within the qualitative research process, 

the primary element of consideration is trustworthiness. As previously stated, 

trustworthiness relates to the value of the research that can be indicated by the researcher. 

Trustworthiness is accounted for by credibility, transferability, dependability, and 

confirmability. 

One of the key elements of credibility that was incorporated into this research was 

the construct of triangulation. Triangulation was discussed under the topic of Yin’s 

(2009) internal validity. As a reminder, triangulation involves the use of multiple data 

collection techniques. Three different techniques were utilized within this research: 

participant observation, individual interviews, and document review. Thus, the concept of 

triangulation was met. 

The next element, transferability, wherein the study could be replicated in another 

setting, was accounted for via thick, rich description. To some extent, the participant 

observation process, and in larger measure the individual interview process, was 

documented in thick, rich description. Therefore, transferability was achieved within this 

research.  

The concept of dependability was achieved through multiple techniques. First and 

foremost, I engaged in reflexive journaling during the entire data collection process. 

Upon completing interview transcripts, participants were given a copy for member check. 

They were not required to conduct the member check, but were encouraged to do so. 

During the coding process, I engaged in a peer debriefing process to ensure that personal 

biases were not interfering with the codification of the data. Finally, the inclusion of a 
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subjectivity statement (Appendix B) allowed for this research to be conducted in epoche, 

which promotes the dependability of the research. 

Finally, the creation of an audit trail of the steps taken within this research 

allowed for the concept of confirmability to be achieved. Accurate documentation of the 

process and steps taken can allow future researchers to retrace the steps taken in this 

study and validate or negate its findings.  

Chapter Summary 

 A comprehensive strategy was developed for studying the role of organizational 

stories told by the employees in this family-owned business. This chapter has fully 

detailed the research design, sampling, and data collection procedures of the study, as 

well as the rationale and techniques for data analysis.  

The study reached its goal in generating data to address the research questions. 

Additionally, this study’s emphasis on qualitative triangulation addressed both issues of 

internal reliability and external validity (Jick, 1979). The elements of this study created 

rigor, uniqueness, trustworthiness, and transferability, while still remaining true to my 

interest in organizational stories told by non–family member employees in a family-

owned business. 
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CHAPTER 4:  

RESULTS 

 This study focused on stories told in a family-owned business, addressing one 

overarching research question and seven subquestions:  

1. What is the content and context of stories told by family member employees and 

non–family member employees within the collective memory of a family-owned 

business?  

a.  Who is telling these stories? 

b.  To whom are these stories told? 

c.  What stories are told? 

d. When are these stories told? 

e.  Where are these stories told? 

f.  Why are these stories told? 

g.  How are these stories told? 

The interview questions were developed to access and assess meaning from both 

content and context. Subquestion c addressed content, while the remaining six 

subquestions examined context. While each subquestion could elicit information about 

meaning, Subquestion f specifically related to meaning.  

Data were collected through participant observation, individual interviews, and 

document review. All phases of data collection contributed to the study of content and 

context. Additionally, data from family member employees were initially analyzed 

independently of data from non–family member employees to explore the possibility of 

differences between the two groups.  
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 Interview questions and methodology also allowed for exploration of the 

collective memory, defined as “shared interpretations of the past as related by members 

of an organization” (Casey, 1997), within the researched family-owned business. Shared 

interpretations were identified through the examination of the stories that emerged during 

both family member employees’ and non–family member employees’ individual 

interviews, which served as the unit of analysis for exploring collective memory within 

this family-owned business. Further insights on the concept of collective memory were 

revealed through an examination of commemoration and history. Additionally, the 

notions of schemata, scripts, and sequencing—three elements previously defined as 

integral in stories—furthered the analysis of collective memory. As with the concepts of 

content and context, collective memory was examined by considering the family member 

employees’ data separate from that of non–family member employees.  

 The chapter begins with a description of the company and the participants and a 

brief history of critical and significant events within the organization. Critical events are 

defined as “an occurrence affecting the company that generates certain decisions, 

behaviors, or ‘claims made’ that have implications for how the social actor defines itself; 

sometimes referred to as a ‘fork-in-the-road’ event or defining moment” (Tompkins, 2010, 

p. 24). Critical events differ from significant events, which Tompkins defined as “an 

occurrence affecting the company which, while important, does not generate decisions, 

behaviors, or ‘claims made’ that have implications for how the social actor defines itself” 

(Tompkins, 2010, p. 24). Both the brief history and the timeline were created from 

document analysis. The history and timeline are important because the findings are 

presented in chronological order based on when the event in the story occurred.  
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After presenting an overview of the themes and stories, the chapter then discusses 

each in depth. When possible, the stories are introduced with a brief historical description 

ascertained from documents. Following the descriptions, evidence from both family 

member employee and non–family member employee stories (if both are available) is 

presented. This subdivision allows for the emergence of differences between the scripts 

and/or sequencing among the two employee categories. The initial findings focus on 

content, which allows for the consideration of one of the key research subquestions. Later 

within the respective discussions, data are presented on context, which allows for 

consideration of the additional research subquestions. In combination, the findings 

provide information relevant to the overarching research question. 

To maintain confidentiality and privacy, participant names are not used. A 

pseudonym corresponding with a letter in the Greek alphabet is used in place of their 

actual names. Throughout this chapter, quotes from interviews, both individual and 

group, and observation are presented in the modified format for textual analysis as 

suggested by Kvale (1996). Comments such as “uh” and “um” were removed from 

quotes. The significant removal of other text deemed unnecessary to the analysis is 

indicated by the use of ellipses. Some text was removed to protect the confidentiality of 

the participants and the organization; the text removed to privatize the quotes is marked 

by the use of parentheses. Any information inserted for clarification purposes utilizes 

brackets. Italics within the text are used to show verbal emphasis by participants (such as 

“He really didn’t like that”). Finally, any nonverbal cues relevant to analysis, such as 

tears or “getting choked up,” are indicated by the use of the symbols “< >” (such as 

“What he did meant a lot <tears up>”). 
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Description of the Company and Participants 

 The research site for this study was identified in spring 2012, having met the 

criteria described in chapter 3: It is a family-owned business in its third generation of 

ownership with intentions to pass the business to the fourth generation; the founder is no 

longer present; and there are approximately 150 employees. Purchased in 1906, the 

company has been owned and operated by the same family for the past 110 years. The 

primary facility is centrally located within the United States and continues to operate 

within the same industry, agriculture.  

The organization has grown geographically since its beginnings, including at one 

point having nine manufacturing facilities throughout its current state of operation in 

addition to three other states. Today, with industry consolidation, due in part to improved 

transportation and greater efficiencies (Gamma, personal communication, November 29, 

2013), the company has two manufacturing facilities, Family-Owned Agriculture 

Business Primary (FOAB Primary) and, located approximately 130 miles away, Family-

Owned Agriculture Business Secondary (FOAB Secondary); eight storage/retail facilities 

around the state; and one dedicated retail establishment situated approximately 5 miles 

from FOAB Primary.  

Since its inception, the overall FOAB organization has had three presidents: the 

founder, his son, and now his grandson. Another grandson of the founder is also active 

within the business, serving as executive vice president within the overall organization 

and manager of the sister facility, FOAB Secondary. The great-grandson of the founder is 

a vice president within the organization. Like his father and uncle before him, he has 

worked within all facets of the organization, but currently works out of FOAB Primary. 
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 Thus, three family member employees were active within FOAB at the time of the 

study. Within this research, family member employees were defined as those related to 

the founder by birth, marriage, or adoption who are active in the day-to-day running of 

the business. All three family member employees participated in individual interviews 

during data collection. Non–family member employees were defined as employees who 

are not related to the owning family by birth, marriage, or adoption. At the time of data 

collection, the total number of employees (both family and non-family) at FOAB was 

152. Twenty-two non–family member employees consented to be interviewed for 

individual interviews: 17 worked at FOAB Primary; one worked at FOAB Secondary; 

one worked at an off-site storage/retail facility approximately 85 miles from FOAB 

Primary; one worked at an off-site retail facility approximately 3 miles from FOAB 

Primary, a relatively new venture for the company; and two worked at another off-site 

retail center also approximately 3 miles from FOAB Primary. Of the 17 employees at 

FOAB Primary, eight worked in the main office of the company and the remaining nine 

worked in the manufacturing facility (plant) located across the street from the main 

office. Of the nine who worked in the plant, three were union members (Table 4.1). 

 
Table 4.1 
Description of Research Participants 
Category Facility Union  N 
Family FOAB Primary offices No 2 

 FOAB Secondary offices No 1 
 Nonfamily  FOAB Primary offices No 8 

 FOAB Primary plant No 6 
 FOAB Primary plant Yes 3 
 Off-site center No 2 
 Off-site retail No 1 

 Off-site storage No 1 
 FOAB Secondary offices No 1 
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Information on participants’ length of tenure was gathered, as tenure may have 

implications for the stories told. Table 4.2 shows approximate tenure lengths. Based upon 

this participant group, short tenure was defined as working for the company for 1 month 

to 10 years; medium, for 10.1 to 25 years; and long, for more than 25.1 years. Most 

participants (15 of 25) were long-time employees. Only two participants had worked at 

the company for less than 10 years, and eight participants had been there for 10.1 to 25 

years. At the time individual interviews were conducted, the longest tenured non–family 

member employee had worked at FOAB Primary for 50 years. The shortest tenured non–

family member employee had worked at FOAB Primary for 5 years. 

 
Table 4.2 
Participant Tenure 
Category Pseudonym  Tenure length

Family Alpha Medium 
 Beta Long 
 Gamma Long 

Nonfamily  Delta Long 
 Epsilon Medium 
 Zeta Long 
 Eta Long 
 Theta Long 
 Iota Medium 
 Kappa Long 
 Lambda Long 
 Mu Long 
 Nu Short 
 Xi Medium 
 Omicron Long 
 Pi Medium 
 Rho Medium 
 Sigma Long 
 Tau Short 
 Upsilon Medium 
 Phi Medium 
 Chi Long 
 Psi Long 
 Omega Long 
 Alpha Beta Long 
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A Brief History of the Business 

History was defined in chapter 1 as “past events with determinate dates” 

(Halbwachs, 1950/1980, p. 102) and “the objective recording of the past” (Schwartz, 

2005, p. 63). The chronology presented within this section was gathered from a book 

written about the company to document its centennial and from newspaper articles found 

within the organization’s Archive Room. Not all events, however, were documented in 

the Archive Room, which resulted in research of the local newspaper’s microfiche at the 

local public library for information on those events. 

Many of the stories discussed in this chapter revolve around both critical and 

significant events within the history of this family-owned business. As such, a 

chronological presentation of the findings organizes the stories, as similar events could 

happen at different times; for example, a fire in the facility occurred on four different 

occasions. From this chronological history, a timeline was created, and this graphic is 

presented following the narrative description.  

 In 1895, the founder’s family moved from Michigan to an area just north of where 

the current business is located. The founder originally worked in retail in multiple 

locations: the local city, back in his original state up north, in the Chicago area, and then 

upon returning to the local area, in a different city approximately 30 miles west of his 

local city. Through his retail work in the local area, he developed a positive reputation, 

and because of that reputation, he was approached by another company to sell 

agricultural products, which he did for the next several years. During one of his sales 

calls, the founder was made aware of an agricultural business for sale near his home. To 

raise money for the business, he sold his farm (purchased while working as an 
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agricultural salesman) and his stock in his current organization and bought the business. 

The year was 1906. While the business did exist prior to that time, the family had not 

been involved with it. When the founder purchased it, he renamed it to the name it 

continues to hold today, and the company has remained with the family since that time. 

Thus, FOAB was started in 1906 by the grandfather of the current president.  

 The history of FOAB is punctuated by several critical events, including tragedies, 

geographic growth, product growth, union situations, and leadership changes. One of the 

most tragic events was a major fire in the facility in 1934, wherein the facility burned to 

the ground. The fire occurred during the height of the Depression, and the owner 

mortgaged everything he and his wife owned to rebuild the facility. In 1935, the founder 

repaid that note and reopened the facility. This is the same facility that stands today. 

There have been other fires since that time, in 1954, 1978, and 1997, but because the 

facility was rebuilt in concrete and steel rather than wood, it only incurred minor damage 

(compared with the complete loss of 1934).  

 As the organization evolved, the family chose to purchase and develop facilities 

in other parts of the state. Growth began in 1911 with the addition of a similar facility in 

the southern part of the state. That was followed by the purchase of eight other processing 

facilities in the state including the purchase, in 1917, of the only other processing facility 

still owned by the organization today. That business was incorporated into the current 

business in 1932 and is run today by the FOAB executive vice president, the younger 

brother of the current president. 

 Growth did not always involve geographic expansion. For FOAB Primary, growth 

was also signified by product line changes. In 1942, the company was responsible for 
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supplying millions of pounds of product to the government for the war effort; in fact, the 

company was honored for its service to the Armed Forces in 1945. Under the leadership 

of the second president, the organization expanded its focus to include value-added 

convenience products. That expansion occurred in 1964. Under the guidance of the third 

president, that expansion continued to more individualized consumer products through 

the introduction of new packaging in 1986. Today, the organization is still considered 

cutting edge in its industry.  

 FOAB Primary is currently a unionized business; FOAB Secondary was once 

unionized but is not today. This is one of the major differences between FOAB Primary 

and FOAB Secondary. Both organizations were unionized in the early 1950s when there 

was a strong push nationwide for manufacturing and processing industries to unionize. 

The nationwide push was a result of numerous accidents within the industry and because 

of industry consolidation (Gamma, personal communication, June 11, 2014). During 

1971, both FOAB Primary and FOAB Secondary experienced a union strike, which 

lasted approximately 6 weeks, from April 26, 1971, to June 10, 1971. After that event, 

FOAB Secondary sought to dissolve its union, a move that was not opposed due to its 

small size—a total of 25 employees. There has been one subsequent strike at FOAB 

Primary, but it was not of the magnitude of the strike in 1971. 

 Leadership changes also provided critical events in the history of FOAB. In 1946, 

the founder was named FOAB chairman of the board, a position he held until the early 

1950s. In 1954, prior to the fire that same year, the founder suffered a heart attack. That 

was followed by a severe stroke in 1955, which left him unable to speak. He passed away 

in 1958. His son, having been around the business his whole life, had been running the  
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business for 8 years at the time of his father’s stroke. At the meeting where the founder 

was named chairman, the son was named president. Just as their father had, the current 

president and executive vice president grew up in the business. The current president 

returned to the business full-time in 1967, but stepped into leadership much earlier than 

anticipated when his father passed away from an aggressive disease in 1979. His brother, 

the current executive vice president and manager of FOAB Secondary, had returned in 

1969 and moved into his current position at the same time the current president moved 

into his. The fourth-generation family member returned full-time to the business in 2005. 

Like his predecessors, he has grown up working in the business.  

 While other events provide significance within the history of FOAB, these events 

provided the most relevance to the findings presented within this chapter. A graphical 

representation of these events is presented in Figure 4.1. 

 

 

Figure 4.1. Timeline of major events. 
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Overview of the Themes 

Initially, over 250 different incidents were identified from the 25 interviews. 

Through the four-phase process of analysis described in chapter 3, that number was 

narrowed down to 160 stories, then 46, and then 5. Thus, within the established 

parameters, five different stories emerged to provide viable data for this research. Each 

story is related to one of the four themes that were also derived during analysis: Origins, 

Fires, Philosophy, and Discord (Table 4.3). To fulfill the criteria of collective memory, 

each theme included a story told by at least three non–family member participants or at 

least two family member employees (since there were only three), thereby meeting the 

goals of triangulation. 

Table 4.3 
Overview of Themes and Stories 

Theme Stories 
Number of versions of this story included in data

Family members Non–family members 
Origins The Founding 2 8* 
Fires Depression Fire 2 9 
 1997 Fire 0 3 
Philosophy            Banker Philosophy 3 0 
Discord 1971 Strike 0 4 

*Although 17 participants told a version of the Founding, only eight stories were included, as the 
remaining nine versions did not contribute new information to the data. 
 

The Fires theme contained two stories. The other three categories each had one 

story. While the original goal was to present the stories within this chapter in thematic and 

chronological order, the two fire stories made a chronological presentation impossible. 

Chronologically, the fire stories included one of the earliest events, the Depression Fire, 

which occurred in 1934, and the most recent event, the fire of 1997. As such, the stories 

are presented in the modified chronological order listed in Table 4.3: The Founding  

(1906), Depression Fire (1934), 1997 Fire, Banker Philosophy, and 1971 Strike. 
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Not all participants told a variation of one of the five stories. Some participants 

told of different incidents that were not included, as the incidents were not a story based 

on the definition utilized within this research, did not sufficiently answer the research 

question, and/or were not told by at least two other non–family member employee 

participants or one other family member employee participant. Table 4.4 lists the stories 

included by individual participant.  

 
Table 4.4 
Participants and the Five Stories 

Employees 
The 

Founding 
Depression 

Fire 1997 Fire 
Banker  

Philosophy 
1971  
Strike 

Family member  Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 
Alpha X  X   X X   X 
Beta X  X   X X   X 
Gamma  X  X  X X   X 

Totals 2 1 2 1 0 3 3 0 0 3 
Non–family member  Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Delta X   X  X  X X  
Epsilon X*   X  X  X  X 
Zeta X*   X  X  X X  
Eta X*  X   X  X  X 
Theta X*  X  X   X  X 
Iota X*   X  X  X  X 
Kappa  X X  X   X  X 
Lambda X*  X   X  X X  
Mu X  X   X  X  X 
Nu  X  X  X  X  X 
Xi X  X   X  X  X 
Omicron  X  X  X  X  X 
Pi X*  X   X  X  X 
Rho X   X  X  X  X 
Sigma  X  X  X  X  X 
Tau X   X  X  X  X 
Upsilon X   X  X  X  X 
Phi X*  X   X  X  X 
Chi  X X   X  X X  
Psi X*   X  X  X  X 
Omega X   X  X  X  X 
Alpha Beta X   X X   X  X 

Totals 17 5 9 13 3 19 0 22 4 18 
* This participant’s version of the story is not included within the presentation of data as it did not 
contribute details above and beyond what had already been presented by other participants. 
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If a participant told the story of the Depression Fire, the 1997 Fire, the Banker 

Philosophy, or the 1971 Strike, his or her version of the story is presented within this 

chapter as it relates to content and context. In the case of the Founding, eight of the 

participants’ versions of the story are presented. The nine other participants’ versions 

were similar enough to one of those eight that it did not warrant inclusion.  

Theme 1: Origins 

Only one story emerged about the origins of FOAB, and it is entitled the 

Founding. During data collection, the interview protocol for both family member 

employees and non–family member employees asked only one question about a specific 

story, and it was the founding, versus other interview questions, which were broader in 

nature (e.g., “Before you worked here, do you recall if you had heard or read about any 

events or stories relating to this business?”). As a result, the founding story, more than 

any other, elicited a tremendous amount of data. All three family member employees and 

17 of the 22 non–family member employees were able to tell a variation of the story of 

the Founding. 

The Founding: Historical Description  

The founding of FOAB intertwines two historical components: the history of the 

founder and his family and the history of the facility itself. The founder’s family moved 

to the area approximately 11 years before the actual facility was purchased in 1906. They 

built a log cabin with the original intent of farming (as they had done up north); however, 

establishing a farm in those days was not easy, and the son (the soon-to-be founder) was 

forced to look for work outside of the farm to help supplement the family’s income. 
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Because of his work and schooling in the north, the founder had waited almost 2 years 

before joining his family on the farm in 1897. During the fall of 1897, the founder 

secured work in the nearby local town as a clerk in the shoe department of “one of the 

new town’s most important retail businesses” (Centennial Book, p. 19). After several 

months, he was promoted to assistant bookkeeper and cashier. The following spring 

(1898), however, he moved back north where he contemplated becoming a surgeon, a 

vocation he had strongly considered prior to moving to the area in 1897. He held three 

different jobs during his time in the north, one of which involved managing a major 

candy company in Chicago. In the fall of 1899, he returned to the area for a visit and was 

approached about becoming a salesman for the ACME Company in the nearby major 

city. While he still thought he wanted to be a physician and surgeon, he felt compelled to 

be geographically closer to his family. The two ideals were mutually exclusive, as 

medical school was not available in the local area at that time. In the spring of 1901, the 

founder made his final move to the local area. He remained a salesperson for the ACME 

Company for close to 5 years before learning of the availability of the wooden 

agricultural manufacturing facility in late 1905. On April 20, 1906, the facility was 

granted a charter of incorporation, meaning the founder used capital stock to purchase the 

company, and on Tuesday, April 24, 1906, FOAB opened for business.  

As evidenced from the preceding account of the founder and his family, the 

FOAB facility existed prior to its purchase by the founder. A brother and sister and one 

other gentleman built the facility around 1892 in a town south of its present location. A 

river separated the two locales. In 1895, the local town was officially founded, and at that 

time, it was the third largest city in the territory. Talk in the territory was that the local 
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town might become the capital of the state once statehood occurred. As a result of that 

talk, the choice of the railroad to go through the local town, and in anticipation of a need 

in the growing town for the products the facility generated, the local town donated a site 

for the facility, which allowed for its move to its present location. When the river was 

low, the building was placed on skids and dragged by mules to its present location. Prior 

to its purchase in 1906, the facility went by a different name. Following his purchase of 

the facility, the founder renamed it to the name it still operates under today. 

The Founding: Content from Family Member Employees 

 All three family member employees were able to recount the story of the 

Founding of FOAB Primary. Gamma also told the story of the Founding of FOAB 

Secondary, the only family member employee to tell both stories; however, Gamma 

explained that he seldom, if ever, told either story. When asked about the telling of the 

FOAB Primary founding story, he replied, “I don’t have an audience for it.” In relation to 

the FOAB Secondary founding story, he responded, “I really don’t get the chance to tell 

the story about this (facility) very much at all.” As such, his versions of both stories did 

not meet the criteria of answering the research subquestions and are not included.  

In both Alpha and Beta’s telling of the Founding of FOAB Primary, they 

intertwined portions of the history of the founder and his family and pieces of the history 

of the facility, a characteristic found in almost all of the interviews, both family member 

and non–family member. Both family members also included some of the historical 

background of the founder prior to his purchase of the facility:  

Alpha: (The family) came to (this state) in 1895 and built a log cabin north of 
town, and at that point, his son (the founder) . . . , who started the (facility), came 
after they had homesteaded there and began to work in (this state). (The founder) 
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started work in (a nearby city) in a clothing store, and he was a person that, the 
story was relayed to me, he treated everyone fairly. He had some interactions with 
people of different races, people of different genders, and in all those things, he 
always treated people very fairly and was a person that people, when they came to 
that store, really, they sought him out, and because of that, he earned a reputation 
as a good salesman. 

Beta: The log cabin is north of town. . . . When they all started the farm, (the 
founder) was part of that. Well, you can imagine they [the times] were pretty 
tough. So he needed a job to help supplement, so he came down here first to a dry 
good store, right up town here, and he got a job, and then he was offered a job in 
(a nearby city), so he went over there and sold women’s dresses. . . . They needed 
somebody who was neat, clean, and all that, and, well, (he) had come from (a 
northern state), and his mother was a pretty upstanding citizen, in terms of culture 
and how to act and dress and all that, so he started selling women’s dresses. Well, 
he had no prejudices coming from the north and so pretty soon, the black ladies 
understood that he would treat them very nice. So they started telling their friends, 
and pretty soon, he was the number one salesperson in (major city), mainly selling 
all the dresses and clothes to minority ladies, and so he always called them by 
their nice name—Mrs. So and So or Lady—and very polite.  

As the story continued, both of the participants incorporated parts of the history of 

the facility itself: 

Alpha: He became a (product) salesman after that and he was a traveling salesman 
for the ACME (Company) and would travel around the state. And he was a—as I 
learned later on, he was a very religious man and had a great—a great dedication 
to his church and to his faith and so—and also he was a very good baseball 
pitcher. And so when he was traveling around throughout the state he would 
typically—the story my dad always tells me is that he would—during that time all 
the little towns had like town baseball teams that would play against each other, 
and so he’d ride from town to town on the railroad and he would typically pitch 
for the local team on Saturday and then he would go to the local church and he 
would sing in their choir on Sunday. And then my dad said he’d always come 
back to the office with a full load of (product) orders on Monday. So part of his—
the way he got to know people was not just showing up and selling them things, 
but was getting to know them and getting involved in what they—where they had 
common interest. And so I learned about that from him.  

But during that time as he was traveling, he met all sorts of people all over the 
state, as you can imagine, and one of the families that he met were the (X Family) 
from (a town south in the state) and they told him about a (facility) up in (local 
town) that was for sale. It happened to be for sale because the man that had owned 
it and that—it (the facility) was (a different name) at the time—he had to sell it 
because he had a problem with his wife and they got divorced. And the story was 



 

103 

that she left town and took all his money with her, and so he was kind of left 
destitute and he was forced to sell the (facility). At that point in time my great-
grandfather bought it, and it had recently been moved from (a nearby town) up to 
(local town) to its present location, and that’s when he bought it. He changed the 
name from (a different name) to (the current name), and that was in 1906. 

Beta: Pretty soon the guy that had the ACME (Company), which was in 
downtown (major city) by the depot, he asked (the founder), Why don’t you come 
work at the ACME (Company) because I’ve got a salesman that got sick or 
something and the guy needed a—so offered him more money so he went to work 
there. And then, you remember, there were no roads, so there was only buggies, 
horses, railroads, so he’d travel all of (the eastern side of the state), which is 
where the railroads were, and west of (major city) was just nothing, just nothing 
as far as you could see. . . . While he was selling (product) in (other parts of the 
state), they’d love to have him come by, and they did because he could play 
baseball. He was a good baseball player, and he’d play on these sandlot teams on 
Saturday, and then he’d sing in the Baptist choir on Sundays, and he loved to sing. 
And those two qualities really endeared him to a lot of the people in those small 
communities. You know, small towns, it’s a big treat when somebody comes and 
visits the town <chuckle>. You just don’t have a lot of people—you weren’t that 
mobile. They did everything, worked hard on the land and the prairie and brought 
your produce and your livestock and stuff to town, and everybody just—you 
know, so he would get orders and they’d want him to come back so they’d give 
him a lot of orders to take back home to (major city) for (Product A) and (Product 
B) and (Product C) and say, When are you coming back? So he just really 
developed quite a reputation of doing that.  
 
So then he was out selling (product) down in (another town) one day, and the guy 
that ran the store, the general store, was a (specific family). . . . He told (the 
founder): There was this (facility) for sale up here at (local town), and you ought 
to go buy it because you could make a go of it yourself instead of selling 
(product). So he and my (family member) bought, put it together, and that—and 
he—oh during, one time I think this is in that letter I showed you, he had bought a 
piece of property out by (another town in the state) for like (dollar amount) and 
about this same time it was just like providence was there because he needed to 
raise money to buy this (facility) and a guy wrote him and said I’ll give you (a lot 
more) for that (property worth xxx). Well he—you know, maybe that (property 
worth xxx) had a lot of oil on it, but (the founder) had his mind on the (property), 
I mean on the (facility), so he sold it for (amount) and plus what they had in their 
savings they bought the (facility) in 1906, and that’s how it started.  
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The Founding: Context from Family Member Employees 

The interview protocol for family member employees included specific questions 

to help determine information relating to the context of the stories told, e.g., when, where, 

and why the stories were told. Context questions were divided into two categories 

depending on whether the participant was hearing the story or telling the story. If the 

participant heard the story, subsequent questions asked: Who told you that story? When 

did he/she tell you that story? Why did he/she tell you that story? How was that story told 

(e.g., in writing or verbally)? Where did you hear that story? If the participant had relayed 

the story to others, questions included: To whom have you told that story? When did you 

tell that story? Why did you tell that story? Where did you tell that story? If this story was 

heard or told outside of the business, it was not included within this presentation of 

findings, as this study explored stories within the parameters of the business. A final 

question that relates to the context, but also to the collective memory component of the 

research question, was why a story was remembered. If that question was answered 

within the interview, the answer is included here as well. 

When Alpha was asked about the story of the Founding, he explained that he had 

heard his father verbally tell the story when he returned to full-time work at the 

organization. He heard the story at that time because preparations were underway for the 

100th anniversary celebration.  

When asked if he’d told the story, Alpha spoke of telling it outside the business to 

various civic organizations. Additionally, he explained that when guests came to the 

office, he and his dad would “give an introduction and talk about the (facility),” which 

explained both when and why the story might be told. 
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In describing how he’d learned the story of the Founding, Beta explained that 

he’d seen it written down. He elaborated on why it wasn’t verbally spoken to him: 

You know, you’ve got to remember when I was a little boy you didn’t get to visit 
much with grandparents, and you think now that’s so sad because there was a lot 
of times when grandparents were pretty busy trying to make things go that you 
didn’t—you saw them a lot of times at Christmas and Thanksgiving and maybe 
come by for ice cream on—you know on your birthday, but they weren’t sitting 
down and telling stories. 

While Beta didn’t specify where he’d seen it written down, it can be assumed that 

one of the places might have been the newspaper. One of the earliest clippings describing 

the Founding was dated October 22, 1946. Additionally, one of the archived documents 

found was a typed document entitled “The Personal History of (the Founder).” It also 

detailed the story, much as Beta described. Because he didn’t hear it, the questions of 

when and why were not pertinent.  

Beta had shared the story with others inside of the organization. He did not recall 

when he had last told it or why, but the main reason he would tell it is “if somebody else 

asks the question.” Alpha was able to shed some light on Beta’s telling of the story, 

stating, “They’ve heard my dad talk about it, probably the people in the office much more 

than the people in the plant, because when we have guests and people come into the 

office they’ll—when my dad and I give an introduction and talk about the (facility), 

they’re typically there, and they hear it as well.” 

The Founding: Collective Memory of Family Member Employees 

Within this document, collective memory has been consistently defined from the 

work of Casey (1997), wherein she described collective memory as “shared 

interpretations of the past as related by members of an organization” (p. 116). Of import 
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within the definition is the idea of shared interpretations. In chapter 2, the concept of 

shared was explored as an adjective describing something held in common, wherein two 

people can tell similar versions of the same story even if they do not know each other. 

Person A tells a version of a story; Person B tells a version of the same story; the two 

people don’t know each other, but they share that one story. Additionally, the concept of 

interpretation is also essential. Interpretations can be considered in two ways within this 

research: first, how participants interpreted a story and second, how they interpreted 

concepts, or events. As defined within chapter 2, these concepts are referred to hereafter 

as story interpretation and event interpretation. Story interpretation reflects what a certain 

story means to the individual participant. Within the interview protocol, some 

participants were asked about the significance of a certain story or why they might 

remember the story told. The answers often, but not always, offered insight into those 

participants’ interpretation of the story. Also of significance within this research is the 

idea of event interpretation. Event interpretation denotes how participants made sense of 

a concept. For example, participants were asked to name two critical events that had a 

significant impact on the organization. The stories told when answering that question 

provided insight into what the participants considered to be critical events within FOAB. 

Another example would be the question asking participants to tell the story of the 

Founding. While most contributors told a version of the same story, it is possible that 

some participants could have told of a different “founding”; in other words, to some 

participants, the concept of founding could mean something different, indicating no 

shared event interpretation. Within this collective memory section, and the subsequent 

sections, these two types of interpretations are considered. 
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Another important element of collective memory is the concept of a 

nonparticipant narrator. According to Linde (1997), a “key moment for the development 

of institutional memory comes when a story is told by someone who was not a participant 

in the event” (p. 284). While there is a difference between institutional memory and 

collective memory (collective memory is a type of institutional memory), the concepts 

are closely related, and as such, the idea of the nonparticipant narrator has applicability to 

this study. Casey (1997) referred to the two types of narrators as episodic and semantic. 

Episodic narrators have personally experienced the event being described in the story, 

whereas semantic narrators have not had that personal experience. The narrative role is 

another component that is discussed within these collective memory sections. 

Also within the theory of collective memory are the concepts of commemoration 

and history. Schwartz delineated the difference between the two elements. He explained 

commemoration as an event invested with an extraordinary significance and assigned a 

qualitatively distinct place in our conception of the past (Schwartz, 1982). He described 

history as “the objective recording of the past” (Schwartz, 2005, p. 63). Halbwachs 

(1950/1980), upon whose work Schwartz drew from, defined it as “past events with 

determinate dates” (p. 102). Within this research, the historical components were derived 

from both newspaper clippings and the centennial book and were considered within the 

context of an event occurring on a specified date. While Schwartz argued that newspapers 

do not always provide the objectivity needed to be history within their recounts of events 

(e.g., newspaper accounts of the Gettysburg Address), in this case study, newspapers 

were the only possible historical source. The centennial book served both as 

commemoration, since it was published to celebrate the 100th anniversary of FOAB, and 
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as history, since the authors drew heavily on the newspaper accounts of past events. The 

historical and/or commemorative aspects of the stories are considered within these 

sections as well. 

Thus, in exploring collective memory as it relates to the findings within this 

chapter, four components are considered. First, do the employees within FOAB (both 

Primary and Secondary) share the same interpretation of the story; in other words, do 

they have shared story interpretations? Second, do employees recall the same story when 

asked about a specific event; in other words, do they share the same event 

interpretations? Third, are the participants episodic narrators, recounting a story they 

personally experienced, or semantic narrators, recounting stories that were relayed to 

them? Finally, does the story represent an example of commemoration or history? As 

with content and context, the collective memory of family member employees and non–

family member employees was explored independently in order to identify comparisons, 

or similarities, and contrasts, or differences. 

Story interpretation. As mentioned, in answering why a participant remembers a 

certain story, his or her interpretation of that story often is revealed. Alpha was able to 

articulate very clearly why he remembered the Founding, and he emphasized the 

importance of the family component in this story and how it connected him to that 

history: 

It’s very important to me because when I came back to the (facility), it’s as much 
about being with family and being part of the—and being with family and 
supportive of family even more so than it is about the business. And so because of 
that, I really think about the family timeline that goes along with the (facility) 
timeline. Both are important, but the family one is the one that’s more personal to 
me, so that’s—those stories are something I just can’t let go of, and every time I 
hear those details they come alive to me. 
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When asked why he thought he remembered the story of the Founding, Beta 

explained that it’s the difficulties that stood out. He said: 

It’s an imprint on the—you visualize it in your mind and you think: “Gosh, if I 
was there, or what would I have done?” or “How did they scrape the money?” or 
“How did they sacrifice?” You don’t talk about the ice cream and cake, you talk 
about—you know, okay, he was traveling around, he had to get—raise the money, 
and you know and they—it was just the struggles that you remember. 

The preceding information indicates that no real shared story interpretation 

existed for the two family members. For Alpha, the significance was the family 

component and the connection to the history. For Beta, the significance was the struggles. 

Event interpretation. Both participants shared the same interpretation of 

founding, as evidenced by both family members telling of the start of FOAB. However, it 

could be argued that because the protocol specifically asked for the story of the 

Founding, participants were led to a certain interpretation of the concept and would 

naturally tell the same story. Despite this, the event interpretation was shared. 

Narrative role. The Founding occurred in 1906. Alpha and Beta were not alive at 

that time, yet both were able to provide robust versions of the story of the Founding. 

Despite the depth of detail within their recounting, both were considered semantic 

narrators, as neither was a firsthand witness of the Founding of FOAB: Alpha heard the 

story from a family member, and Beta had seen it written down, most likely in the 

personal history of the founder and/or in an old newspaper clipping. Of note is the 

absence of Gamma’s version of the Founding. While he was able to tell the Founding, his 

geographic separation from FOAB Primary resulted in him not having an audience for 

the story.  
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Commemoration or history. The story of the Founding is both a historical and 

commemorative event within the timeline of FOAB Primary. A newspaper clipping 

found in the Archive Room of FOAB Primary announced the granting of the charter to 

the founder on April 21, 1906. Other historical components, apart from the date, were 

difficult to ascertain, as the recounts of the story were from a personal history of the 

founder. However, there can be no doubt that the event is commemorated today. Both 

family members who recounted the story of the Founding told a version of the story very 

similar to the presentation contained within the centennial book. The story within the 

centennial book was obviously influenced by the document recounting the personal 

history of the founder, as direct quotes from the document can be found within the book. 

As a reminder, the centennial book was published in 2006 to celebrate the 100th 

anniversary of FOAB. A centennial celebration is itself a form of commemoration, and a 

book published to honor the occasion is also commemoration. However, as mentioned, 

the book is also historical, as its primary source was newspaper clippings, but also some 

personal histories of family members within the organization. Most interviews for this 

research occurred 6 years after the centennial celebration of the organization. Yet in the 

case of the family members, the story content remained consistent with the account in the 

centennial book. 

The Founding: Content from Non–Family Member Employees 

As with the family member employee interview protocol, the non–family member 

employee protocol also asked about only one specific story, which was the Founding. 

Each of the 22 non–family member employee participants was able to tell some part of 

the Founding, but not all of the information from the 22 met the four criteria of a story, as 
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it is defined within this research, and not all met the standards established for content and 

context. However, 17 of the participants’ narrations did meet all of the required elements. 

Of those 17, only eight versions of the story are included herewith, as the remaining nine 

versions did not contribute new information to the research. 

Delta’s telling of the Founding was one of the most detailed of all of the non–

family member employees:  

(The current president’s) grandfather’s family was from (up north), and they were 
apple farmers. Well, they didn’t have good apple crops and they went broke, they 
were completely busted, and there was land to be had in (this state) that was free 
so they came down here and homesteaded out by (nearby town) in (nearby) 
county and built a log house out there. . . . They lived up there and the son who is 
(the current president’s) granddad, . . . went to work to bring money into the 
family at—in (major city). He sold women’s apparel, and I think he had two or 
three other jobs and then he had an opportunity to go to work for a place called 
ACME (Company). And this was back around the turn of the century, . . . so he 
liked the business. He, you know, he had to travel around some, but of course the 
traveling then was much more restricted, you know, but just the mode of 
transportation, and he really liked the business. And then the opportunity, of 
course this is over a few years, the opportunity came to buy a (facility) that was 
south of town toward (nearby town). He bought it for (a certain amount). It was 
just where they (produce) the (product) and they made so many barrels of 
(product) a day; that’s all they did was just (product), and they dragged that across 
the river. I know there’s a name for it, but where they put wood or a log and it 
rolls with mules. When the river was down, they waited until the river was down 
as far as it would go and then they dragged it, however it was with the logs, and 
dragged it to—back, just right down there <indicating a direction>, on the other 
side of the (structures), and that’s what it was. 

Mu also provided many details when telling of the Founding:  

(Founder) who is the—I guess was the founder of the company and is the great-
grandfather of the fourth generation that is coming into a position of responsibility 
at this time, moved with his family from (up north) down to (this state). The 
family, I guess, staked property during one of the last (historical events) in 1895 
and began an existence here. (The founder) was working—worked several 
different jobs in (major city). I think he was in a department store for a while, 
ultimately moved to ACME (Company) where he began to sell (product) for 
them. And you know the stories involve the tales of his you know traveling the 
state, apparently was a really outgoing fella, apparently had some talent in 
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athletics, as well as was musically inclined and so began to be known for his 
abilities in those areas, which endeared him to the people that he called on across 
(the state). Apparently, he had the opportunity to be a major league baseball 
player, a semi-pro baseball player, but his mother discouraged that because it was 
required to play on Sundays so they—they probably shouldn’t do that because 
that’s not what he should be doing on Sundays. But anyway, those skills 
apparently served him well, and he was—played, I guess, on—for several 
different teams in communities where he traveled from time to time and then was 
known for, I guess, singing in some of the churches on Sundays. All that led to 
him meeting people who continued to encourage him, and at one point he was 
made aware that there was a company in (local town), a (product) company that 
was for sale, and so with some encouragement from others he purchased (the 
facility) in 1906 and then 1 year before (historical event), and kind of the rest is 
history at that point. There’s also some interesting stories around the fate of the 
fella who owned the (facility) previously. I guess the reason why the (facility) was 
for sale was his wife had left him with—and taken most of their worldly 
possessions. She was last seen driving in a red dress in a buggy toward (major 
city). And so that’s kind of part of the history that’s handed down. 

While the previous two participants offered lots of detail in their telling of the 

Founding, other participants, such as Rho, boiled the story down to bare specifics, “I do 

know how the company started; that (the current president’s) grandfather founded the 

company, and it started out as a—just strictly a (product facility) and has grown to what it 

is now.” Omega’s version of the story was also brief, “I know they started out as a small 

business and worked their way up, and they’ve done real well,” as was Xi’s, “Understand 

that a Yankee came to (this state) and began a business that I now work at today.” 

Omega’s and Xi’s versions were interesting in that they did not include any specifics 

about the family. Upsilon gave more detail than Omega and Xi, but his rendition also 

involved the family only minimally: 

I can tell you bits and pieces that I know, is just this company was started in 1906. 
They—basically it was a small (facility), actually it was—and I don’t remember 
the exact story of how it was acquired, it was—but you know he was—it was—
where it was purchased basically across the river and was you know they—it was 
just a small (facility) that they basically drug across over here and that’s where it 
kind of ended up in this location. 
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One participant, Tau, knew the basics, but was not clear on some of the specific 

dates: 

It was started back in 1880-something, I believe, and it was operated for a while 
in another part of (this state) and then at some point it burned down, and it was—
then it was relocated here where it was—it’s been for a while and it was over 
here, in another part of (this town), and by (current president’s) father, 
grandfather actually, and then it has been here for—since 1902, I guess, we’ve 
had—it’s been operating here for 104 years. I actually came to work here on its 
100th birthday. I started on its 100th birthday, so actually it’s been 106 then since 
I’ve been here 6 years, so it’s been on this location since that long. 

Alpha Beta also was unclear on the chronology of events surrounding the 

Founding, and also as to who was involved with the Founding: 

Of course, the company has been here since about 1908. . . . My understanding is 
it goes back generations after generations. (The current president) has a dad, and 
he had a grandpa, and they started the (facility), and then, as they started out, I 
think they were on the river at one time, and then they moved to this location and 
from then on as it was handed down, then everybody made it grow. 

While other non–family member employees did have versions of the Founding 

that met the criteria for inclusion in the data, their versions of the story did not contribute 

additional details to this presentation of information.  

The Founding: Context from Non–Family Member Employees 

As with the family member employees, context for non–family member 

employees was initially broken down into two categories: hearing the story and telling 

the story. The subcategories were the same for each of those categories. Non–family 

member employees were also asked why they thought they remembered the story, data 

that contributes to the understanding of the meaning and significance of the various 

stories. 
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Delta explained that she had heard the current president tell the story “many 

times. . . . He’s very verbal about it.” In addressing how the story has been conveyed, 

Delta also stated, “We have written this history; I have typed this history.” Thus, the 

“where” is within the offices. When asked when the story is conveyed, Delta explained, 

“He (the current president) gives many, many speeches and talks and—to children, to 

different organizations—and he references his granddad’s homestead all the time.” When 

asked why the current president tells the story, Delta replied, “He’s just very proud of it. 

He’s very, very proud of his heritage, of the—of just the history and the success.” 

Mu explained that he had also heard the story told by the current president “time 

and again.” He went on, “I’ve obviously, at one point, had it told to me, but I’ve heard 

him tell it to others over the years so it’s a—it was basically an oral tradition. . . . It is in 

our historical book there <indicates the book>, but I heard it first from (the current 

president).” He also explained that he had heard others tell it: “I’ve heard his (the current 

president’s) son tell it; I have heard people that work in my department tell it to others.” 

When asked when it was told, he replied, “I think most of the times we tell it it’s in 

relationship to introducing ourselves to customers.” He explained that for new 

employees, there was no formal orientation, “but I think they’re likely to hear that in their 

first couple of weeks here from somebody.” That explanation also detailed that the telling 

of the Founding occurred within the workplace.  

When asked why he thought the current president told that particular story, Mu 

had a detailed explanation of why the story was told to him initially: 

I think when he told it to me it was just as a—to understand the history of the 
company and to get a sense of where the family had come from, where the 
business had come from, the humble beginnings that it had, and also, I think it 
was told in relation to the kind of determination and tenacity that was required to 
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begin a business in those days, the difficulty that was out there, the hurdles that 
were there going through. . . . I think it was all—it’s all in context of—kind of 
what (the facility) began in spite of all those obstacles, and I just think it’s part of 
the makeup of who the (founding) family is and the makeup of who this company 
has become, and I think it’s rubbed off on others of us who have been around it. 

He went on to explain why he thought the story was shared with others: 

I just think it’s important to them, and I think it’s important to the company, and 
they wanted to share that information with those who were going to be investing 
here so that—so that we understood the genesis of this place and understood what 
allowed it to become what it is today. And I think by—in some ways wanting to 
help us understand that to continue to succeed you needed to have some of the 
same qualities of dogged determination and no matter what’s going to go on, 
we’re going to keep doing our job, and we’ll survive and—by keeping our nose to 
the grindstone and keep moving one foot in front of the other even in difficult 
times. 

Rho, who provided a very short description of the Founding, described that she 

had learned of the Founding from the original product packaging. Before working for the 

company, she had worked as a distributer for their products and saw the story on the 

packaging. She did not articulate a specific time. Rho had told the story to others, but she 

did not specify to whom or when: “Probably not that far back, but definitely about the 

family as far as the impact that they have on our community.” 

 Omega explained that he had heard the story of the Founding “by (the current 

president) talking and by different ones talking, the older guys talking and stuff through 

the years.” When asked when and why it was told, Omega was nonspecific, “Well, they 

don’t as much as they used to. . . . The older guys before me brought it up more than they 

do now. I mean this generation don’t care; they just want a job.”  

 Xi was another non–family member employee who had heard the story of the 

Founding from the current president. He explained that he had also heard it from the 

current president during some union negotiations. When asked why the story might have 
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been told, Xi said, “And his point usually in a story like that is that look, it took all of us 

working together to get where we’re at today; it doesn’t take just one single type of 

person or one single group.”  

 When asked where he had heard the story, Upsilon explained that while “it will 

get referred to by other people, like myself, that’s worked here this long or longer,” most 

of the time the current president tells it. “(The current president) has an amazing memory 

when it comes to specific stories about things. . . . But it’s not general stuff; it’s—he 

remembers lots of details about a lot of conversations and about people.” When asked 

when the story might be told, Upsilon said:  

It’s not like an everyday thing obviously, but most anytime that you get—that you 
get one of the family owners together in a room talking about—at certain times of 
the year when we’re talking about . . . year-end type stuff, I mean whatever it is, 
and we’re just—we’re picking out those points in time that we have to sit down 
and discuss plans or whatever, we’re always going back to what we’ve done in 
the past—so we’re referring to the history there a little bit as we plan for the 
future. 

He later said that he remembered a specific time it was told: 

We had a group of people coming in for a deal like that [outside group coming in 
to the business for a tour], and I’d probably been here 2 or 3 months, and we 
were—there was probably 20 of them or something coming in. And we—they 
wanted to have a little program deal, I mean, basically we were going to—I think 
we served them lunch. And—but I had (employee name), our (specific 
department) supervisor, and then (another employee name) came over, and I was 
pretty new in this deal, and so giving them—answering a lot of questions about 
the plant was not anything I was going to be able to—so I was just kind of helping 
to organize this thing and “Hi, how are you all doing?” and then I kind of let these 
guys, and they both actually—I was, I was impressed with how much of the 
history of the whole thing that they were able to just right off the top of their head 
without any notes or anything really be able to tell. So we’ve all—and those guys 
have been here a long time, too, so when you sit down and start talking about that 
those—someone who has been here a long time they’ve—the history of this thing 
is not hidden anywhere, it’s out in front of you, it’s out in the open, you know. 
And it’s—it’s not a class you take or anything here, it’s just you just pick up 
things here and there and try to—try to remember them the best you can. 
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Upsilon said that the last time he remembered telling the story was during a sales 

presentation to a company in Tennessee, which he attended with the son of the current 

president, whom he let tell the story, as “the stuff I would talk about would be small 

compared to what he would.” Upsilon also explained that while his example was “outside 

(the physical location of the facility),” the story was probably “talk[ed] about more in-

house than we do outside.”  

Like Rho, Tau also had not heard the story from a person, but explained how she 

heard it, when she heard it, and why she heard it: 

There is a CD that the company put out on its 100th birthday with some 
information. There’s a book, and there was a party that I didn’t come to because it 
was right before I was hired, but they gave me some of the stuff, some of the 
goodies. 

She went on to say that she did occasionally hear people make reference to the 

longevity of the organization, “Well, (the facility) has been here for 100 years,” but 

further background was not presented during those times. While Tau could not explain 

where she heard it, she did say that she was given the information upon her employment 

at the company, which implies she was in the organization when she heard it. Tau said 

that she had only told the story of the Founding outside of work, so the context questions 

relating to that were not applicable.  

 Alpha Beta provided a unique explanation of how he knew the story of the 

Founding. “There’s a lot of history here. There’s things in this office even so if you’re 

over here and you see things, there’s pictures, you can hear the talk from the bosses how 

the things went back then.” Alpha Beta did not provide a lot of detail on when he had 

heard it, except that he was over in the offices or the bosses spoke about it. He did, 

however, offer an explanation as to why it might be told: “Well, somebody might be 
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interested in knowing like how long has this place been here; did (the current president’s) 

dad start it or did his grandpa; or how far back did it go, how many generations are we 

talking?”  

The Founding: Collective Memory of Non–Family Member Employees 

As with the review of collective memory for the family member employees, this 

section considers the four collective memory components: story interpretation, event 

interpretation, narrative role, and commemoration or history as they relate to non–family 

member employees. A discussion of the comparisons between the two employee 

categories can be found at the end of this section. 

Story interpretation. Like the family member employees, most non–family 

member employees were also asked why they thought they remembered a certain story or 

what the significance of that story was after they had told the story. Their answers inform 

this particular section of presentation of findings. 

Throughout the 2 weeks I was in the organization collecting data, I soon came to 

realize that Delta was a wealth of information. She had been in the organization for a 

long time, and she knew a lot about it. As such, I was surprised when I asked her why she 

thought she remembered the story. Her reply was unusually short, but somewhat telling: 

“I just think it’s a really good story.” 

Mu, however, had a very clear explanation for why he remembered the story, and 

it tied to the legacy of the organization and how this awareness of the Founding 

represented his investment in the organization and in the family.  

I’ve been here (for a long time), so I’ve got a lot of this place running through my 
blood, and it’s part of the legacy of this place, and I just think it’s impossible to 
have been here the length of time I’ve been here, be as invested with the company 
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and the family as I am, and not be fully aware of those things. . . . It’s just a part 
of kind of my experience at (FOAB). 

Xi was a non–family member employee who had not shared the story with others, 

whereas both Delta and Mu had. However, even though he had not shared it, he did have 

an explanation for why he remembered it. Like Delta, he implied that it’s a good story, 

but it was also of personal interest because of the history of that time. He said, “Because 

it’s—it’s interesting to me; it’s old history; it’s a time of life I think every little boy grows 

up wanting to live in.” 

Rho, Omega, and Alpha Beta did not specify why they remembered the story or 

what it signified to them. Upsilon, however, provided a very detailed explanation as to 

why he remembered it, and like Mu, his tenure at the organization and his understanding 

of the history of it tied him more closely to the family. 

Well, it’s been part of my life for 20 years. I mean, I’m—I’ll be (age) this year, 
and so for 20 of it, I’ve been working for this company. So I mean, that’s—that’s 
the easy answer. I mean I—you hear the stories, you read the books, you see the 
pictures on the wall when you’re up here, you know, so there’s a constant 
reminder of it around you. And I think that’s pretty remarkable how much effort 
they’ve put into—I mean, that’s—and I know that’s more common today for 
people to really exploit their history and things, but—and this isn’t anything new 
for (current president) and of course I didn’t know his dad or anything, but I’m—
from what you see around and some of the old pictures and stuff, I mean (the 
current president) didn’t do all this; it’s been—it’s—he just continued it, so I 
would have a hard time believing that anybody has been more passionate about it 
than he has. But everyone has contributed to that in his family as it’s come up, 
and he and his brother and their kids and I mean their—it’s a—they’ve definitely 
tried to involve everybody that wanted to be involved in this deal in their family. 

Tau also explained why she thought she remembered the story, as to her it was 

confirmation that the company was doing something right because it has been around so 

long. “People say, ‘(The facility) must be doing something right; we’ve been here 100 

years.’” 
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In summary, both Mu and Upsilon referenced being part of the family: Mu 

mentioned being “invested with the company and the family,” and Upsilon said “they’ve 

definitely tried to involve everybody that wanted to be involved in this deal in their 

family.” Delta said, and Xi implied, that the story was a good one, but it was the family 

connection from the telling of Mu and Upsilon that stood out within this analysis. 

Event interpretation. As with the family member employees, event 

interpretation was shared within the telling of this story, as the participants who told a 

version of the story of the Founding all told that version when asked if they could tell the 

story of the start of FOAB. Again, this was to be expected, as the interview protocol 

specifically asked participants if they could tell the story of the founding.  

Narrative role. The story of the Founding was presented first, as it occurred first 

chronologically, in 1906. Most interviews occurred in 2012, 106 years after the 

Founding. As such, none of the non–family member employees could be episodic 

narrators; all were semantic narrators instead.  

Commemoration or history. Six of the eight participants whose versions of the 

Founding are included within these findings heard the story from someone in the 

business. Three of the participants heard it when a group was touring the facility or as 

part of an introduction to the company. Those situations reflected a more historical 

rationale behind the telling of the story. Three, however, explained that they had read the 

story in the centennial book, which, as explained, has its basis in fact, but is an example 

of commemoration. Thus, the story of the Founding was both history and 

commemoration for non–family member employees.  
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The Founding: Comparisons 

 Each story’s comparison section begins with a presentation of basic demographic 

information of the non–family member employee participants whose versions of the story 

are contained within the section. As there were only three family member employee 

participants, their demographic information is not included within this section or in the 

four subsequent stories’ comparison sections to maintain their confidentiality. 

At the time of their interviews, Delta, Mu, and Upsilon worked in the primary 

office; Xi, Tau, Omega, and Alpha Beta worked in the plant; and Rho worked at the off-

site retail facility. Omega and Alpha Beta were union employees at the time of their 

interviews. Upsilon had started off-site and moved to the primary offices. He then went 

off site again and had returned to work in the primary offices for 3 years at the time of the 

interview. Delta, Mu, Omega, and Alpha Beta were all long-time employees at FOAB 

Primary. Xi, Rho, and Upsilon met the criteria of medium-time employees, while Tau 

was the only short-term employee who had a version of the Founding presented within 

this section. 

One of the key ways to analyze story data is through a discussion of schemata, 

scripts, and sequencing. In considering these elements for this story and the four 

subsequent stories, the content could be examined in multiple ways and from multiple 

levels of analysis. The level of analysis for this study was previously defined as the 

organizational level. As such, only overarching scripts and schema were analyzed within 

this research. However, a micro-level analysis of the schemata, scripts, and sequencing of 

each story and a comparison of each of the storytellers’ versions and the contextual 

differences from each of the five stories can be found in Appendices H, I, J, K, and L of 
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this document. Also considered are the collective memory elements, as that provides the 

lens for analyzing the data. 

Overall comparisons of all of the stories are presented at the conclusion of this 

chapter, which informs the findings within chapter 5. The forthcoming descriptions of the 

variations in the content provide a foundation for the concluding discussion of the 

components of schemata and scripts.  

Before proceeding with the analysis, a brief recap of the concepts of schemata and 

scripts is presented. According to McGregor and Holmes (1999), schemata, scripts, and 

sequencing combine to form a story skeleton or gist within stories, and this story skeleton 

or gist provides the foundation for memory formation, both individual and collective. In 

other words, it is this analysis that links these stories to the overarching construct of 

collective memory. As a reminder, the definition of schemata harkens back to the work of 

Bartunek and Moch (1987), where they explained that schemata are generalized, or 

overarching, shared meanings or frames of reference. Schemata are composed of scripts, 

which were defined as a schema held in memory that describes events or behaviors (or 

sequences of events or behaviors). These scripts are the general patterns of action 

described within the story. Sequencing is a component of scripts, which according to 

Weick (1995) provides a source of sense. More specifically, he explained that sequencing 

is the order in which story plots occur. However, this study was positioned at the macro 

or organizational level of analysis. While all three concepts can be explored at that level 

as well, questions relating to sequencing at the organizational level were not included 

within this study. Organizational-level sequencing questions would involve asking for 

participants to tell the story of the organization, and that type of question did not 
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contribute to the overarching research question. As such, only the concepts of schemata 

and scripts are included. For a micro-level consideration of the concept of sequencing, 

see Appendix H.  

Employee schemata. For both family member and non–family member 

employees, the schemata of the Founding was basically the same, and that schemata 

could be defined as the beginning. In its simplest, most factual form, the story of the 

Founding of FOAB could be told as such: The founder purchased the facility and began 

operations. While participants varied in the details provided (see Appendix H), every 

participant, both family and non-family, told a variation of that same basic skeleton/gist. 

Not one participant started at any other time or with any other event; this is the Founding 

story, and it represents the beginning of the organization.  

Employee scripts. The scripts of the two family members were fairly similar. 

Both included many of the same details about the founder, e.g., he was an effective 

salesperson as a result of his baseball and church singing abilities (see Appendix H for 

the full list of details). There were, however, some minor differences in the script when 

the participants focused on some of the details surrounding the facility. For example, 

Alpha spoke of the facility being moved, which Beta did not mention (again, see 

Appendix H for a complete list of differences). Of particular significance to this research 

was a comment made by Alpha: “I really think about the family timeline that goes along 

with the (facility) timeline. Both are important, but the family one is the one that’s more 

personal to me.” Indeed, Alpha described two separate timelines—family and facility—

the result of which was two distinct stories, a family story and an organizational story. 
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However, for the family members, the two stories were inexorably intertwined, resulting 

in a type of hybrid story. 

The non–family member employees’ scripts varied greatly. Two of the non–

family member employees told of the Founding as the family members did—a hybrid 

story, combining the family story and the organizational story. However, those were the 

only two participants of the eight included who told the family story in conjunction with 

the organizational story. The remaining six versions only told of the Founding of the 

facility, and the background family information was not included. For a detailed 

accounting of the differences within each of the eight versions of the story of the 

Founding, see Appendix H. 

Employee context. The overarching research question within this study 

incorporated the concepts of content and context of stories told within the collective 

memory of a family-owned business. Having just explored the overarching content 

elements of schemata and scripts, the discussion now moves to the context. A detailed 

consideration of all contextual elements—who, to whom, when, where, why, and how—

can be found in Appendix H. However, this study primarily focused on the stories from 

the organizational level of analysis. Thus, this section considers the overarching 

contextual questions as they relate to the overarching scripts just presented.  

The two family member employees who told a version of the story of the 

Founding both told hybrid stories. Alpha heard the story orally from a family member, 

but Beta had read the personal history of the founder to learn the story. Both stories were 

told at different times and for different reasons. As such, there were no shared 

overarching contextual elements among the family member employees. 
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Among the eight non–family member participants who told a version of the 

Founding included within this research, two told a hybrid story. Both of those 

participants, Delta and Mu, had heard the story verbally from a family member. 

However, both also referenced the centennial book in telling the story of the Founding. 

Thus, they had both heard and read the story. The remaining six non–family member 

participants, who did not tell a hybrid story, had learned the story in a variety of ways. 

Three of these participants had heard the story from a family member. Three also told of 

hearing it from other people. Only one mentioned learning the story from the centennial 

book. Within this research, a majority of participants had to share an item (e.g., a story, a 

schema, a script) for it to be considered a shared element. Both non–family member 

employees who told a hybrid story had heard the story from a family member and had 

read of it in the centennial book. Thus, the “who” and “how” were shared among those 

who told a hybrid story. However, among the other six participants, no contextual 

elements were shared by a majority of the participants. 

Employee collective memory. Both family member and non–family member 

employees shared this story. As explained when comparing the schemata, all participants 

told basically the same skeleton/gist of the story—a schemata of the beginning. For many 

of the participants, the story represented commemoration, as it held a significant place 

within the company’s past. This idea of commemoration was evidenced by the ability of 

17 of 22 participants to tell a version of this story. While it is historical as well—

factually, the facility was purchased by the founder and opened in 1906—the various 

participants’ ability to remember it indicates its significance. Additionally, the Founding 

was celebrated a mere 6 years prior to most of the interviews, on the 100th anniversary of 
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the company, and the celebrations surrounding that anniversary represented 

commemoration of the Founding. 

All employees who told this story were semantic narrators of the story. Their 

position as a nonparticipant narrator indicated that the story of the Founding was 

indicative of a story within collective memory. Linde (1997) claimed that a “key moment 

for the development of institutional memory comes when a story is told by someone who 

was not a participant in the event” (p. 284). 

Theme 2: Fires 

 Two additional stories that emerged during data collection revolved around fires 

that had occurred within the facility. The two stories are entitled Depression Fire and 

1997 Fire. It is interesting to note that these represent the earliest fire and the most recent 

fire (to date) experienced by FOAB Primary. Both family member employees’ and non–

family member employees’ interview protocols asked participants if they could “think of 

two events that have had the most impact on this organization”; they were told that “these 

events may have been either challenges or successes for the organization and can be 

during your time of employment here or perhaps before you started working here.” The 

story recounting the fires was most often told in response to this question.  

Depression Fire: Historical Description  

 By 1934, the facility that had started in 1906 had grown into a large complex, 

made primarily of wood except for one structure—a concrete storage facility. The 

processing facility was now four stories high, and the office was two stories. It had grown 

from a storage capacity of 15,000 units in 1906 to over 3.5 million units. In 1934, 
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however, much of the United States was reeling in the throes of the Great Depression; 

scholars consider 1934 to have had the highest unemployment rate in U.S. history. Many 

in the state and town where FOAB is located were suffering because of the declining 

cotton, cattle, and oil prices. FOAB, however, seemed somewhat recession-proof and 

appeared to be riding a wave of prosperity, based upon the growth it had experienced, 

until one day in August.  

According to newspaper accounts, employees discovered the fire around 5:45 

a.m. on Saturday, August 11, 1934. It was discovered on the third floor of the facility and 

quickly encompassed that entire floor. While employees tried to contact the fire 

department, the call was delayed as the fire had already damaged the telephone wiring. 

Because of windy conditions, the fire had completely engulfed the four-story processing 

facility and had spread to the two-story office complex by the time the fire department 

arrived. The firefighting technology available at that time prevented the fire department 

from saving any of the wooden structures; all that remained was the concrete storage 

facility. No lives were lost, and only seven firefighters and one railway company 

employee were injured. The total structural loss came in at $300,000, and the facility 

most likely had little, if any, insurance. The cause of the fire was speculated upon but 

never determined.  

The founder never questioned what to do. “That same afternoon, he (the founder) 

began considering plans for replacing his wooden buildings with a large concrete 

structure with the latest type of equipment” (Centennial Book, p. 63). Once the building 

was deemed safe, the current employees were rehired and put to work clearing debris. 
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The founder’s actions over the next days and weeks were dedicated to securing the 

necessary funding to rebuild. 

Because of the state of the overall economy at the time, banks were hesitant to 

loan money. To pay the rising bills, the founder was forced to mortgage everything—the 

home he shared with his wife and all of their clothes, dishes, and personal possessions. A 

copy of the mortgage note was kept in the company archives. As one family member 

said, “If something had gone wrong, he would have literally been out on the street with a 

tin cup in his hand” (Centennial Book, p. 65). Despite the overwhelming obstacles, the 

new concrete facility was dedicated June 6-8, 1935, a mere 9 months after the fire.  

Depression Fire: Content from Family Member Employees 

 Two family members relayed the story of the Depression Fire. As stated 

previously, with only three total family member participants, only two had to tell a story 

for it to be included. As such, the versions of the story told by both Alpha and Beta are 

presented.  

 Alpha was the first interview participant, either family member employee or non–

family member employee, to tell the story of the Depression Fire. He included this story 

in response to the question asking about two critical events within the history of the 

company. His story is as follows: 

The (facility) was wooden, and so there were several fires along the way and 
during one of those fires, my (family member) had this—right around the time of 
the Great Depression, he had to borrow money, of course, to rebuild the plant. . . . 
During that time, the laws were different when you had to put up collateral for a 
loan, and not only did he have to put his house up for collateral, he had to put up 
his—my (family member)’s dishes, he had to put up, all the clothes in his closet 
were put up as collateral for the loan. So if he had, if something had happened, he 
would have gone from owning what was—would have been at the time a sizeable 
company in town to being, you know, absolutely destitute. 
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 Beta also recounted the story of the Depression Fire; however, he told it when 

asked about some of the first stories he remembered hearing about the business. The 

Depression Fire story was the second one he mentioned. His version of it, as shown 

below, is very similar to the version told by Alpha.  

And another story of course, the main story I guess, was when the (facility) 
burned in ‘33, ‘34. And in those days you didn’t have the insurance, and you 
didn’t have the protection under bankruptcy, and so there was a lot of things 
going on then. 

He continued: 

In those days you had to sign a note that everything you owned would be on that 
note attached, including your dishes, your furniture, your clothes, everything—
everything, nothing that you owned was not on that note. So if you didn’t pay it 
back, you were literally on the curb with a tin cup, so you had no protection for 
your family. So your house, your car, everything was on the note. So he—but he 
did it, and he borrowed money and built the (facility) back during the height of 
the Depression. So that was—that was a big deal. 
 

Depression Fire: Context from Family Member Employees 

Alpha had heard the story from family members, but had not shared it with others 

inside the business. In sharing whom he had heard the Depression Fire story from, Alpha 

also articulated the significance of the story: “There’s one that my (family member) talks 

about with (the founder), and that’s one that I think has guided not only the way he (the 

founder) ran the company but also my (other family members).” He did not specify a 

time when he had heard the story or why, but the “how” was specified when he said it 

was talked about.  

One unique element that Alpha brought up was that he had also heard the story 

from a family member not associated with the business—his mother.  
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This is not just my dad’s family; this is her family too. She really identifies with 
those stories and holds onto—because she’s got as big a place in this—the history 
of the company—as my dad does as being there to support him every day. So I’ve 
heard those stories from her as well, and that kind of gives me another insight into 
how my dad, you know, has taken those kinds of lessons and applied them.  

Beta had also heard the story from family members, “granddad and then my dad 

too.” He also shared that he told the story to people both inside and outside of the 

business, but specified that it was those “in the business mainly.” 

Beta did not provide details on when he had heard the story, but he indicated that 

he might tell this story two to three times a year. He provided the following explanation 

for why the story might be told: “It will happen, oh, I’ll bet two or three times a year, 

because things will come up and you say, ‘Well, gosh, you think this is bad; let me tell 

you what happened. . . . ’”  

Beta later provided more context for the telling of a story like this. He said,  

You know, you don’t have a big meeting and stand up there and tell stories. You 
tell them to your people and you tell it to foremen and superintendents, and they, 
in turn, talk to other people, and they—because things just come up and then it 
kind of fits for the time. 

While discussing this story, he also explained the significance of the centennial 

book.  

Everybody has received that book, and so that was kind of a milestone because 
you know up to then everything was word of mouth, but after that, everybody got 
a copy of the book. Now whether they read it or not, but I think they—they are 
and their families have an opportunity and it kind of—you know, when you’re 
working for an organization, you kind of need to feel a part of it, and that’s how 
you feel a part of it, by knowing the stories. 
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Depression Fire: Collective Memory of Family Member Employees  

As with the story of the Founding, the story of the Depression Fire is examined 

within four of the components of collective memory: story interpretation, event 

interpretation, narrative role, and commemoration or history. 

Story interpretation. As with the Founding, only family member employees 

Alpha and Beta told the story of the Depression Fire. Alpha explained that he 

remembered this story since his family’s handling of that fire influences decisions made 

today. He said:  

Every decision we make around here, on a daily basis, we deal with things we’d 
like to do but things you can’t do for whatever reason. There’s constraints on your 
customers or constraints on your financial position—those kinds of things. At the 
position that (we) are at, we’re wrestling with those decisions every day. Do we 
go ahead and we risk this, or do we wait? Do we take this chance or do we play it 
conservative? And so we are really the ones that have to make the decisions every 
day, and so I think that’s why that story resonates with me is because I see the 
results of that and they’re good results of that [conservative philosophy as a result 
of how debt was handled within the company] over the last 100 years. 

When asked why he thought he remembered the story of the Depression Fire, 

Beta focused on the difficulties that fire brought about, but also how it wasn’t just about 

the effect of the fire on the founder, but on the employees as well. He explained that 

while it was going to be difficult for the founder to recover, people depended upon the 

founder for their jobs. The implication is that despite the difficulties, there was never a 

question of rebuilding, as too many people depended on this man and this company for 

their livelihood: 

Well it was just a—the grit of (the founder) and wanting to turn around and keep 
it going. You know, it was going to mean a lot of heartaches for him, but it 
provided jobs for a lot of people that depended on him. So, they were all 
wondering what was going to happen to them. See, it was not just him, but it was 
them. 
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This idea of responsibility to your employees was reiterated by Beta multiple 

times. At our first meeting, he said, “Take care of your employees, and they will take care 

of you” (Beta, personal communication, September 27, 2012). Within his individual 

interview, he stated at a later point that his responsibility was to “take care of the men 

under your command.” 

As with the story of the Founding, there were no similarities in interpretations of 

the Depression Fire for the family member employees. Alpha talked about how the story 

applied to today, whereas Beta used it as a reminder of his personal creed of taking care 

of those under his authority.  

Event interpretation. Alpha and Beta told this story in response to two different 

questions during their interviews. Alpha told the story when asked about a critical event 

in the company’s history that had a significant effect on the company. Beta, however, 

told the story when asked about some of the earliest stories he had heard about the 

company. As such, there was not a shared event interpretation among the family 

members as it pertained to the Depression Fire. 

Narrative role. As with the Founding, neither Alpha nor Beta were alive during 

1934 when the Depression Fire occurred, and also similar to the Founding, both were 

able to provide very descriptive accounts of the Depression Fire despite not being 

firsthand witnesses. As a result, both family member employees were again considered 

semantic narrators. Both had heard this story from their respective fathers.  

Commemoration or history. The story of the Depression Fire absolutely 

contained historical elements of the timeline of FOAB Primary. However, the inclusion 

of the family elements, such as the founder’s putting his clothing and dishes up for 
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collateral, gave this event a distinct place within the company history and moved it more 

towards commemoration. While the date of the actual fire or the reopening of the new 

facility is not recognized each year, those family elements made this account a 

commemoration. Further evidence of the commemoration of this story was its inclusion 

within the centennial book. As a reminder, the centennial book provides a solid example 

of a commemorative artifact. Newspaper clippings and some personal histories of family 

members within the organization provided the primary sources for the centennial book.  

Depression Fire: Content from Non–Family Member Employees 

 Nine non–family member employees conveyed some version of the Depression 

Fire. One of the interesting things about this story is the different content elements that 

the participants included when telling the story. Six participants referred specifically to 

not only the fire, but also the debt that accompanied the fire. Three participants only told 

the story of the fire. All nine narrations are included within this section.  

 Eta was the first non–family member employee to tell the story of the Depression 

Fire. He told it in response to the question asking for two events that have had the biggest 

impact on the organization. He said: 

Well, obviously there’s one of them, which was a fire. There was a fire, and I 
don’t remember the year, but it was right apparently in the height of the 
Depression, and basically the wooden structure that was the (facility) at that time 
pretty much burned to the ground. And at that time, they didn’t want that to 
happen again so they built back with concrete, and that’s probably, you know, 
made the (facility) last as long as it has because it was no longer a wooden 
structure, it was a concrete structure. 

He went on to talk about the debt associated with rebuilding the facility:  

There are a couple of things I know about the fire. . . . The bank said, “Yes, we’ll 
loan you money to rebuild, but you’re going to collateralize the loan.” And the 
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story goes that they went to his house and, well, actually, I think that the mortgage 
is around in one of these books somewhere [the interview was conducted in the 
Archive Room]. . . . When they went to his house, and they inventoried 
everything in his house including the suits that he had hanging in his closet and 
his shoes, and he collateralized the loan for rebuilding the (facility) with 
everything. Literally the shirt off his back. 

Not only did Eta talk about the fire and the debt, but he also disclosed some 

unique details that I did not hear from any other participants or find during my archives 

review: 

Apparently, as you know as has been told, (the founder) had a lot of goodwill, and 
a bag supplier at the time contacted him and said, “We’ll keep you supplied in 
bags, and we’ll take care of you. Your credit is good with us”—which at the time 
was, you know, very significant because that’s just not—just things weren’t done 
that way back then. 

Mu also told the story of the fire and also included the information about the debt. 

Additionally, his telling was quite detailed: 

I think outside the story of the founding of the company, probably the most 
significant event probably was when the (facility) burned in the 1930s. [It was] a 
devastating fire, kind of burned everything to the ground. The stories about, you 
know, the difficulty that that posed and the struggles that (the founder) had 
meeting the financing to rebuild the plant, that probably was one of the most 
difficult times in the history of the company that I’m aware of. 

He went on: 

The story that comes to my mind in relationship to the fire is that it was 
devastating, and the plant needed an incredible amount of repair; it basically had 
to be rebuilt. And we have in these historical books [referring to those in the 
Archive Room, where the interview was conducted] a number of articles that 
relate to the fire. I think the most interesting piece of information in these books 
about that time, to me, was where the bank had inventoried . . . everything he 
owned down to the clothes in his closet. And there’s a receipt in these books that 
shows that his clothes were part of the backing for the loan. 
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Chi was one of the final non–family member employees to be interviewed. He 

also told of both the fire and debt. In his telling of it, he brought up some elements that 

had not been articulated by previous participants: 

I think the first critical event was the fire at (FOAB Primary). And when I look at 
the fire (at FOAB Primary) that occurred when (Name), the founder, was 58 years 
old, it occurred in the middle of the Depression. He didn’t, from what I 
understand, have a lot of insurance, so he was completely wiped out. And you 
have to realize that at that particular time, a man born when he was born, he had 
already surpassed the average life expectancy of an American male, and so that 
would be like: I have a company, and I’m 75 years old, and it burns to the ground, 
and I’m determined to rebuild it and rebuild it bigger and better. And I’m sure 
you’ve heard the story about him actually mortgaging the clothes in his closet, 
and I don’t think I would have had the fortitude. 

Two other non–family member employees, Lambda and Xi, did tell of the fire and 

debt; however, their descriptions of the debt and how it was handled varied greatly from 

those who described the family’s outlay of collateral to secure the loan to rebuild. 

Lambda was the second participant to tell the story with details of the debt. Lambda was 

also the first to tell this story in conjunction with the question about the Founding of the 

company, but her recounting was very brief: “There was a terrible fire that destroyed the 

business, and that was a really hard time for them.” She continued her story:  

It was after that that they (the family) went out and sold shares to the company so 
that they could have some money to put back in the business, you know, and they 
built it back up from that, and they were just very proud of all of that hard work 
from so many members of the family. 

Phi also told the story of the fire and the debt, and like Lambda, he told the story 

about fire and debt in response to being asked about the Founding of FOAB. The others, 

like Eta, told the story when asked about critical events. Phi, also like Lambda, told the 

story very succinctly: 
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Then the (facility) burnt down in, oh, I forgot which year. He started in 1906, and 
it got going pretty good, and then it burnt down, and he had to go to the bank and 
borrow the money to get it started. There a note on that wall down there [at FOAB 
Primary] that says they had just—he had his dishes, everything mortgaged, 
everything he had—right down to the last thing. He had to make it (the new 
facility) work then. 

Xi also did not speak of the founder mortgaging his possessions and made no 

mention of selling shares of the company to the family, but he did allude to a similar 

situation, involving the use of outside resources to help rebuild, in his telling of the story 

and the rebuilding: 

People still talk about how when the place burned that the people that were here 
invested their own—and this was a time when people didn’t have money, by the 
way—but they invested their own life savings into building the company back and 
helped the company build back, and (the current president’s) dad never forgot that 
and basically gave them jobs for life. Sometimes those stories are told in a 
negative connotation, in that, you know, those guys were protected, but I never 
look at it that way. I mean, are you kidding me? These people had no—had 
nothing, and their job had just burnt to the ground, and they said, “Here. We 
believe in you.” I mean, who does that? 

Unlike Lambda, Xi’s telling of the situation clearly stated that it was the 

employees who invested their money to help in the rebuilding process. 

The final three non–family member employees—Theta, Kappa, and Pi—who told 

a version of the Depression Fire did not include any information relating to the debt the 

founder incurred to rebuild. Within this grouping, Theta was the first to tell the story, and 

he told it when asked about any other early stories that he was aware of: 

Well, I heard in the 1950s, I believe, I mean it will be in the book—I could be 
wrong about the exact date—our (facility) was made out of all wood, and it burnt 
down, and so they had to, when they rebuilt, they rebuilt and everything is in 
cement now. 
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While the date Theta included is indeed wrong, there can be no mistaking that he 

is referring to the Depression Fire based upon the details he included about the burned-

down wood structure and rebuilt cement structure. 

Kappa also spoke of the fire without mention of the debt when asked about 

critical events within the organization’s past. Two elements of his telling stand out: first, 

he talked about pictures of the fire; and second, he included his understanding of the 

rationale behind rebuilding. He said,  

The one [story] that I heard more about was the (facility) burning down at one 
time. I think had pictures in the (facility) when they had fires, yes, and they rebuilt 
instead of just giving up. I admired that, hearing those stories or—(the founder) 
when the (facility) burnt down and they rebuilt it during the Depression of all 
things. So he thought that was a great need for the community. 

Pi’s telling of the story was the most brief and least detailed and was told when 

she was asked about the Founding: “There was a fire, and the (facility) was rebuilt after 

the fire.”  

Depression Fire: Context from Non–Family Member Employees 

Eta had both heard the Depression Fire story and told the story. He heard the story 

from the current president “when he [the current president] was archiving a bunch of this 

stuff, and I believe he actually found a copy of the deed [utilized to collateralize the 

loan].” This information provides the when, where, and why of hearing the story. The 

archiving occurred within the organization, so the where would be within the business. 

 While Eta did not detail a specific time he told the story, he did say he had shared 

it with customers and went on to explain why:  

We will tell customers because if you were—if you were going to build a 
(facility) today, you might pick someplace other than two blocks from downtown 
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(local town). You would want to have some place where, you know, better access 
to (products), better access to roads and highways and that sort of thing. But that’s 
where it was back when it was established in 1906, and then when it burned 
down, and they built it back in concrete, that really kind of became its permanent 
home, and so . . . now you’re not going to move it. 

Eta also said he had told other employees, explaining, “Oh sure, because we have new 

employees that come to work, and you know, they’re good stories so they like to hear 

them.” 

Like Eta, Mu also heard this story from the current president “at some point” and 

mentioned that he had probably heard “at least one other person tell that story,” but was 

unable to remember who. He thought that it “hasn’t been that long ago, but I can’t really 

remember a specific occasion. It may have been the same time when I was telling the 

story of the Founding to one of our new customers.”  

Phi’s telling of the story was somewhat unique, in that he did not work at the 

primary facility. Despite his distance, he was able to give a fairly accurate accounting of 

the Depression Fire. He had heard the stories “down there (at FOAB Primary) . . . 

oftentimes over the years” at meetings. He heard them from the current president who 

went so far in telling the story as to “show us the note on the wall.” While Phi was not 

asked why he thought the current president had told that story, he did say that he had 

shared it with others, both employees at his retail location and customers who came in. 

He stated it had probably been at least 6 months since he had last told it.  

Like Phi, Chi was also located away from the primary facility at FOAB 

Secondary. Because he had always worked at FOAB Secondary, he was only one of two 

participants who heard the story from someone other than the current president. Chi heard 

the story from a long-time manager of that facility. That manager had long since retired, 
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so the telling of the story would have occurred many years ago. Chi was the only 

participant asked to provide his opinion on why the founder rebuilt. He stated simply: “I 

think he wanted a legacy.”  

When asked when she had heard about the Depression Fire, Lambda stated that 

she heard about it from the current president “mainly when he was writing the book,” 

since he relived many of the old stories while compiling them for the centennial book. 

Work on the book was primarily conducted at the offices; thus, Lambda’s telling meets 

the criteria established for inclusion in this research. Lambda did say she had shared the 

story with others, but it was her children who were not associated with the business.  

Xi’s contextual information was much more vague than many of the other 

participants who shared the Depression Fire story. Before even telling the story, he said, 

“This one [story] would be most from other managers, not from (the current president) 

himself.” He said, “People still talk about how when the place burned,” implying that it 

was not a story that’s been forgotten. Of interest was his answer when asked how many 

people he thought might know the Depression Fire story: “ I think most; <pause> I would 

hope most.” 

Xi did state that he told the story both inside and outside of the business. He did 

not give a specific time when he had done so, but when asked why he had, he stated that 

he used the story as positive inspiration: “Trying to interject a positive approach at 

solving a problem or a positive feedback to somebody that may be having a rough day at 

their job or, you know, whether they work here or not.”  

Theta stated that he had heard about the Depression Fire when he started work at 

the facility. “That’s the type of stuff I heard when I first started here.” When asked where 
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he’d heard it, he explained that he heard it from “some of the employees [that worked 

here] when I first started, and they told us the story, and of course, (the current president) 

told us the story, too.” In telling the story, he also alluded to the story being in the 

centennial book written about the company. He had a very definite explanation for why 

the story was told in meetings around the facility—education.  

The reason why they tell those type of stories, first of all, you know some of the 
people . . . may not have, what I call, a lot of common sense, and they don’t think 
about safety things. . . . So that’s kind of why you bring into play about all the 
stories that’s happened here or the stories outside at other companies . . . because 
education is the best tool you’ve got and sharing with people to make them stop 
and think about something before they actually do it. 

He went on to say that he told the story to others for the reason of educating on safety 

issues. “We tell other people, employees. . . . In the safety meetings, we talk about those 

kinds of things, what could or couldn’t happen.” 

 Kappa explained that he had heard the story from the current president and also 

from reading the centennial book. When asked if he’d heard it from anyone else, he said 

that the current superintendent would also talk about it if asked about it. Kappa was one 

of the few who had a solid explanation for why it would be discussed.  

Some of the equipment that they put in the plant at that time when they rebuilt 
we’re still operating—so 80 years, so (pieces of equipment), some of them have 
been upgraded and modified, but the basic machine is still sitting there doing the 
same job. So we start talking about, you know, that was pretty significant that 
they built this structure back then, and we’re still in the same building and using 
the same equipment. 

Kappa also explained that he had shared the story with new employees in his 

department during orientation. He also detailed why: 

My newer employees—I’ll sit them down for orientation in my department and 
I’ll tell them, “Hey, this is some of what you’re getting into.” And explain to them 
some of the—a couple of the guys here have been here for a long time. The guy 
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that trained me now works for me, so he’s—he’s still here and you know the long 
history of it is we need to take care of this because it’s our life, it’s our 
livelihoods. 

Pi’s explanation of the context of the story was as succinct as her telling of the 

story. She read about the story in the centennial book, which was released in 2006, giving 

a timeframe for when she read it, but also the explanation for why she read it—as part of 

the centennial celebration. Additionally, she had also seen interviews about it in the 

newspaper. She did not attempt to guess why the story was told in the book, but later said 

“(The current president) is (this company). He shares his memories.” Pi did not indicate 

that she had shared the story with anyone inside or outside of the business.  

Depression Fire: Collective Memory of Non–Family Member Employees  

Story interpretation. Nine non–family member employees shared a variation of 

the Depression Fire story: Eta, Theta, Kappa, Lambda, Mu, Xi, Pi, Phi, and Chi. As with 

the story of the Founding, not all of the non–family members explained why they 

remembered the story or its significance. However, over half of the participants 

represented within this section of the Depression Fire—Eta, Kappa, Lambda, Mu, and 

Phi—shared their reasons why they remember this story. 

Eta described how the story of the Depression Fire resonated with him because of 

the evidence of determination of the family. He said,  

It’s a, you know, it’s kind of a unique story, you know, and kind of shows (the 
family’s) perseverance because, you know, it didn’t start off easy for him 
apparently. . . . A lot of the stories basically continue to show the (family’s) 
perseverance despite, you know, uphill battles. Sometimes despite showing up on 
the first day and having all of your (product) fall on the floor and despite having 
your entire business burn to the ground, you know, or any of the rest of these type 
things, they, you know, they continued to forge ahead, and that’s why they’re still 
here after 105/106 years, however long it’s been. 
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Like Eta, Kappa also referred to the persistence of the family when asked why the 

story stood out to him. However, he also referenced the need in the community for the 

facility. He said,  

They rebuilt instead of just giving up. I admired that, hearing those stories, or (the 
founder) when the (facility) burnt down, and they rebuilt it during the Depression 
of all things. So he thought that was a great need for the community. 

Mu remembered the story because of the details of it—the use of every item the 

family owned as collateral. He also remembered the story, like previous non–family 

member employees, because of the persistence of the family.  

To me it’s fascinating; number one, that the bank would consider those assets . . . 
to back a loan; and then secondly, I think it just showed to what lengths the 
(family) was willing to go to keep this dream alive. I mean, obviously, they said 
whatever it takes—you know, if it takes everything, you know, we’re going to go 
for it. 

Phi also spoke about how the family’s resolve influenced his remembering of the 

story. “Well, I think it stuck with us because of determination, and they had to have a 

good sense of value and stuff or the people would have never supported it where they 

could have made it work.” In addition to the determination, Phi also referenced the 

family’s concept of value. 

Lambda had a different reason for remembering the story. She explained that she 

liked the story and how, to her, it represented the importance of the notion of family. She 

said: 

I think it is a very neat, a very neat family story. Family is very important, I mean 
it is very important, and the fact that this family has kept this business in the 
family, you know, is just really amazing to me. You know, because they could 
make so much more money, I’m sure, if they would sell part of it off and grow in 
that capacity you know, but they choose not to. They choose to keep it a family 
business. 
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The idea of the determination, perseverance, and persistence of the family was 

definitely a shared interpretation among these non–family member employees. The 

decision of the family to continue despite what could be considered overwhelming 

obstacles stood out to them. The emphasis of each of the participants on the family’s 

persistence, rather than the founder’s, is interesting and brings into play Lambda’s 

interpretation that the story shows the importance of family. 

Event interpretation. The majority of non–family member employees told the 

story of the Depression Fire when asked about critical events within the company’s 

history. Four of the nine participants relayed that story to answer that question; however, 

one participant, Lambda, mentioned the story when asked about the Founding and then 

elaborated upon it more fully when asked about critical events. Two participants told this 

story in relation to the Founding; the final two told this story when asked about early 

stories they knew about the organization. Despite the variations, there can be no doubt 

that the majority of participants interpreted the Depression Fire as a critical event and, 

thus, have a shared event interpretation. 

Narrative role. As two of the family member employees had the longest running 

tenure at the organization at the time of the interviews, the narrative role of all of the 

non–family member employees was the same as the family member employees, who had 

not experienced the Depression Fire firsthand—semantic narrators.  

Commemoration or history. If the inclusion of family elements within a story 

makes it more commemorative, then the story of the Depression Fire was more of a 

history for non–family member employees. Three of the participants telling of the 

Depression Fire did not include any family elements. While six of the non–family 
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member participants told of the debt incurred after the fire, only four of those participants 

told it in conjunction with the founder’s sacrifice to collateralize the debt. As such, five 

participants told this story without the family elements that make a story more 

commemoration than history. While there is no doubt that the Depression Fire had a 

distinct place within FOAB Primary’s past, it did not seem to be an example of 

commemoration for all of the non–family member employees, as the majority of 

participants (five) did not incorporate family elements into the story.  

Depression Fire: Comparisons 

 Of the nine participants who told a version of the Depression Fire, four—Eta, 

Lambda, Mu, and Upsilon—worked in the offices of FOAB Primary. Three—Theta, 

Kappa, and Xi—worked in the plant of FOAB Primary. Phi was at an off-site storage 

facility, and Chi worked in the FOAB Secondary offices. All but three of the participants 

who told a version of this story were long-term employees of FOAB. Xi, Pi, and Phi were 

medium-term employees. None of the participants who told this story were union 

members. 

Employee schemata. For the story of the Depression Fire, the overarching 

schema was one of overcoming obstacles. In its most factual and simple form—in other 

words, its gist—the story of the Depression Fire would go something like this: The 

facility burned in 1934 and was rebuilt and reopened in 1935. As with the story of the 

Founding, while there were variations in the details provided among both family and 

non–family member employees (see Appendix I), the participants’ renditions of the gist 

of the story did not vary. For participants who told this story, either family or non-family, 

there can be no doubt that the fire was an example of a devastating event in the history of 
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the facility. However, all participants indicated that the facility was rebuilt. In other 

words, the story of the company did not stop as a result of the fire. As such, the 

Depression Fire was an example of an obstacle that was overcome. 

Employee scripts. Within the story of the Depression Fire, the scripts of the 

family members were fairly similar. Both told a hybrid story—a story with two distinct 

components: the family story and the fire story. Within the family story, both Alpha and 

Beta provided many of the same details relating to how the founder used his and his 

wife’s personal belongings as collateral on the loan to rebuild. When telling the story of 

the fire, both mentioned specifics about the organization—the fire occurred during the 

Depression and the structure was made of wood.  

When considering the scripts of the non–family member employees, their 

versions of the story of the Depression Fire varied widely. Four of the non–family 

member employees—Eta, Mu, Phi, and Chi—told of the Depression Fire as a hybrid 

story; however, three of the participants—Theta, Kappa, and Pi—did not mention the 

family story at all, but only that there had been a fire and the facility had to be rebuilt. 

Theta, Kappa, and Pi also made no mention of the debt to rebuild. The final two non–

family participants—Lambda and Xi—did mention the loan, but said the financing to 

rebuild was secured by selling shares of the company and did not involve the family. In 

other words, Lambda and Xi did not incorporate the family story, and thus, their version 

was not an example of a hybrid story. 

Employee context. When considering the context of the story of the Depression 

Fire, it is appropriate to continue within the same vein as the scripts just mentioned. In 

other words, which context variables were shared within the overarching scripts? The two 
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family member employees, who both told this story as a hybrid story, had both heard the 

story verbally from another family member. Apart from the oral telling and the hearing 

from another family member, there were no other shared contextual variables among the 

family member participants. 

Among the non–family member employees, four of the nine narrators of this story 

told a hybrid story. All four confirmed hearing the story told verbally by a family 

member. Additionally, not one of the four mentioned the centennial book. Of the 

remaining five participants, who did not tell a hybrid story, three had heard the story from 

a family member, but two of those three had also heard it from other employees. Two of 

the five referenced the centennial book, and one of those two had only heard of the story 

from the book. Thus, the overarching shared contextual feature was the four non-family 

member employees who told a hybrid story that they had heard orally from a family 

member. Appendix I details each of the contextual elements for both family member and 

non–family member employees.  

 Employee collective memory. Among the non–family member employees, the 

story of the Depression Fire shared the interpretation of the determination, persistence, 

and perseverance of the family. While family member employee Beta also shared the 

story interpretation of determination, persistence, and perseverance, he emphasized those 

qualities within the founder rather than the family. Four of the non–family member 

employees and one family member employee told this story when asked about critical 

events; one told it when asked about the Founding, but elaborated upon it more fully 

when asked about critical events. This event was not commemorated within the company, 

but it was commemorated with a lengthy description within the centennial book. 
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Additionally, multiple newspaper articles detailing the event were found in the Archive 

Room. Most participants who told this story considered it extraordinarily significant. 

Thus, this event seemed to be a historical event with some commemorative elements.  

In conclusion, as with the Founding, all participants who told of the Depression 

Fire were semantic narrators. As such, the Depression Fire is another example of a story 

within the collective memory of this organization. 

1997 Fire: Historical Description  

While two other fires, in addition to the Depression Fire, occurred at FOAB 

Primary, in 1954 and 1978, it was the story of the most recent fire, which occurred in 

1997, that met the criteria to be included in this research. Of note, all three previous fires 

were listed in the centennial book; however, the 1997 Fire was not. Newspaper clippings 

found in the company’s Archive Room provided the historical information about the 

event.  

The 1997 Fire started around 10:00 p.m. in the filter of one of the fifth-floor 

production facility machines after sparks ignited dust associated with the production 

process. Employees on the night shift discovered the fire and notified authorities 

promptly. Their timely actions led to the fire being contained by 11:05 p.m. and almost 

out by 11:15 p.m. There were no injuries resulting from the fire. 

Within the newspaper article, the current president explained that the machine 

involved had been intentionally isolated due to possible hazards associated with it. As a 

result, the fire was confined to an area on the fifth floor of the facility. Despite the quick 

response, damage estimates still totaled nearly $200,000. Following the fire, the current 

president shut down that portion of the manufacturing for several weeks to allow for a 
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thorough inspection of the machine and system, by both employees and officials, in an 

attempt to prevent further incidents. As stated previously, no further fires have occurred 

since that time.  

1997 Fire: Content, Context, and Collective Memory of Family Member Employees 

 Not one of the family member employees mentioned the story of the 1997 Fire. It 

is possible that the lack of a family story within this story kept the family member 

employees from thinking of it during their interviews.  

1997 Fire: Content from Non–Family Member Employees  

 Of the three participants who told of the 1997 Fire, two, Theta and Alpha Beta, 

told this story in answer to the question about events that have had a significant impact on 

the organization. The third participant, Kappa, told the story in answer to the “one-shot” 

(Patton, 2002) question inquiring about any final stories that he felt I should know. All 

three of these participants were working at the facility at the time of the fire in 1997. 

Theta was the first to tell of the fire:  

I had a dust collector that caught on fire, and that shut us down for a while 
because we had to shut the (facility) down, and we had to bring in (product), by 
bulk, from our sister company. . . . In order to keep putting out product for our 
customers, we had to do that almost—I’m going to say roughly a month, it may 
have been more or less before we got our facility back up in operation. 

Alpha Beta, like Theta, also told of this fire when asked about significant impact 

events within the organization. His initial response to the question was, “We’ve had fires 

and lived through some of those times.” His answer was followed by a probing question 

asking for more information about the fires. He responded, “There’s probably only really 

been one big fire and then probably a couple smaller ones, you know, that really—but 



 

149 

there was probably one big one and . . . I was thinking it was in the early 90s, if I 

remember right.”  

When asked for more details, Alpha Beta went on to say,  

It was just basically a (product)-type fire, and it was . . . a big deal at that time, 
you know; it made the papers, the newspapers and TV. . . . And of course, you 
know, it came with progress too. You know, things were rebuilt, things were 
added, things were made better to help prevent those things. 

While employed by the company at that time, Alpha Beta was not in the facility 

when the fire occurred: 

As a matter of fact, I got a phone call about, oh probably about midnight one 
night, and they were calling us all in because we had a big fire that night and were 
coming in. They had already had the fire put out but we were coming in to help 
clean up, start the cleanup process, and so we started doing all that until we got it 
cleaned up the best we could, and then later on, they started on, you know, 
rebuilding. 

He did provide a bit more information on the extent of some of the damage than 

the previous participants, stating: 

Because they were fighting the fire on the fifth floor, every floor below that, you 
know, we get like water damage from the fire department, you know—all the 
water you had to use. And so we had a—there’s a retail store here in town that 
they called and had them open up, and we’d go in and get supplies to help. . . . So 
we could go ahead and help clean up and so we ended up with a lot of, you know, 
different things to work with, tools and whatever else we needed. 

 Unlike the previous participants, Kappa told the story of the 1997 Fire at the very 

end of his interview. His version of what happened was similar to Theta’s but contained 

quite a bit more detail of the event and his actions specifically: 

Probably one that I remember most that I was involved in was we had another fire 
in the (facility). We had—they’re called a dust collector and they control the dust 
on all the machinery, the process inside the plant and one of the machines that . . . 
it was supposed to be pulling dust away from sparked and sparked a fire. . . . I live 
10 minutes from here and the guy calls me on the phone and says, “Something 
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happened, we don’t know what. We’ve got smoke all through the (facility).” I’m 
in the vehicle coming down here, and I see the smoke. . . . Each one of us that 
were here working at the time has a story about that night that that happened. It 
was in January. So I show up, and the police won’t let me down here, and the 
plant superintendent and the president and maintenance supervisors, they’re all 
trying to get here. Well, . . . finally they let me in. The policeman asked the fire 
chief, “This guy says he’s the head (position). Do you want him in there?” “Yes, 
we want him down here! Let him in now!” So, we had to shut the power off so the 
maintenance supervisor and I got the power shut off, and then we went in, and 
they couldn’t find the fire because that machine was in a separate part of the 
building, but all the machinery that it controlled the dust on that’s where the 
smoke was coming out of. . . . So we went in, found it and took care of it.  
 
But we were down for about 13 to 14 days trucking (product) in from other 
companies that were helping us out. The dust collector company had another 
machine, just about ready to go, to go to another company. That company allowed 
them to give it to us so we could get back in business. . . . We had contractors 
come in, electrical contractors and building contractors come in, put everything 
back together, got everything cleaned up. The employees pitched in, got all of the 
smoke damage and water damage taken care of. We were operating again in about 
2 weeks after something major like that. 

Of interest in Alpha Beta’s telling was his statement: “There’s probably only 

really been one big fire,” which was in reference to the 1997 Fire and not the Depression 

Fire.  

1997 Fire: Context from Non–Family Member Employees 

 When considering the context of the non–family member employees’ telling of 

the 1997 Fire, an important consideration is that this is the first story told within this 

research that the participants experienced firsthand. While they may not have been on site 

when it occurred—it is unknown if Theta was on site at the time of the fire or was called 

and told of the fire—they were each affected by the events of that night. Both Kappa and 

Alpha Beta were called in to help in the hours shortly after the fire. Theta may have been 

as well—in fact, he most likely was—but that detail was not stated during his interview. 
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Both Kappa and Alpha Beta heard of the event initially from others affiliated with 

the company, but both became participants in the event upon arriving to help. As such, 

both told the story more than hearing about it. Theta also talked more about telling the 

story than hearing about it. He said,  

We discuss it all the time. We have foreman’s meetings weekly and we talk about 
dust; we talk about things that happened in the past. “Okay, this is what we did 
back here, and we seen it didn’t work, and this is what we have to do to prevent 
this from ever happening again.”  

When asked if he had told the story, Theta said,  

Yes. We have a weekly safety meeting. Every Monday we’ll have our—my entire 
department, I mean we do it plant-wide in various departments, we have a safety 
meeting, and we bring up you know hazards like that, what could happen, that 
type of stuff. 

Thus, Theta explained when, to whom, and why he told the story.  

Kappa also talked about telling the story to members of his department but 

explained that it was done typically during the first year of employment: “Probably not 

something we just come out and tell them, but you know in my department they may get 

it the first—well, you know, within the first year they’ve worked here.” When asked 

when the story might come up, Kappa addressed both when and why: “Probably when 

we’re training them, why you don’t do certain things or why you have to go check on a 

machine on a certain frequency or this is what you have to be careful of when you make 

an adjustment.” He then cemented his role as a teller of the story, stating: “Yes, I tell 

them that.” 

Alpha Beta did not fully state that he had told the story of the fire, but did talk 

about others telling of the fire. When asked if he told new people about that experience, 

he replied,  
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Ah, no, probably not that. You know, most of them don’t realize that had 
happened. You know, most of them weren’t here at the time, and you know, they 
may ask questions when you talk about a fire, and they’ll tell ‘em. 

It is hard to determine if he is referring to himself as the “you,” but it seems not 

when he further says, “they’ll tell ‘em.” He also went on to say that he had heard the 

story during fire trainings. He then added the following interesting information, “Well, 

some of them [new employees] might say, ‘Well, I remember when that happened.’ Of 

course, they weren’t working here, [but they] remember when it was on the—in the 

newspaper, on TV or something.” 

As stated, it was hard to determine if Alpha Beta ever actually told the story to 

someone, but he had definitely heard the story told at various times for the purposes of 

training, and he explained how others had heard it through various news media as well. 

1997 Fire: Collective Memory of Non–Family Member Employees 

The story of the 1997 Fire provided the first example of a story that only non–

family member employees told.  

Story interpretation. Three non–family member employees shared a variation of 

the story of the 1997 Fire: Theta, Kappa, and Alpha Beta. As with the previous stories, 

not all three participants explained why they remembered the story or its significance.  

Theta did not explicitly state why he remembered the story, but in telling about 

the event, he made the following comment when explaining why this story was told 

during safety meetings: 

You try to work in the safety realm of everything now because, you know, 
everyone—you know, you don’t want to see anything happen to the company 
because if—if you was to have a big explosion over there, there’s no telling how 
long that would shut you down, and all of that. And it would affect a lot of people 
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that work here and rely on (this company) as how they feed their families 
basically. 

Thus, for Theta, the significance of this story was that people relied on this company for 

their livelihoods, and if the employees did not take the safety instructions seriously, the 

ramifications could be substantial, as the company was needed to take care of its 

employees.  

 Kappa also did not state why he remembered the story of the 1997 Fire, but again, 

the significance of it to him came through in his discussion about the event. Kappa 

explained that the importance was to let the newer employees know “why you don’t do 

certain things or why you have to go check on a machine on a certain frequency or this is 

what you have to be careful of when you make an adjustment.” As with Theta, the 

significance was safety. 

However, Kappa also probably remembered because of some of the other events 

that went on in conjunction with the fire. He said, “We were stopped along the way, or 

they wouldn’t let us in. Finally, they let me in. The policeman asked the fire chief, ‘This 

guy says he’s the head (employee), do you want him in there?’ ‘Yes, we want him down 

here! Let him in now!’” Instances like that would increase the recollection of that type of 

event. 

 Alpha Beta spoke of the fire in relation to safety trainings, but his discussion did 

not convey information indicating why he remembered the story. However, like Kappa, 

Alpha Beta described certain occurrences surrounding the event that have probably 

helped keep the memory alive. He said,  

It was a big deal at that time. You know, it made the papers and, you know, the 
newspapers and TV and things like that. And of course, you know, it came with 
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progress too. You know, things were rebuilt, things were added, things were made 
better to help prevent those things. 

In this description, Alpha Beta gave some indication of the significance of the event to 

him—“It was a big deal at that time.” Additionally, his discussion on how “things were 

made better” as a result of the fire implied some emphasis on safety.  

 For all three participants, the 1997 Fire story had an implied significance of 

safety, meaning that the participants did have a shared interpretation of this story. Theta 

also emphasized the need for the company to take care of its employees, and while this 

was not a shared interpretation for this story, it was a shared interpretation for the overall 

theme of fires (see the Depression Fire discussion above). 

Event interpretation. Two of the participants, Theta and Alpha Beta, told the 

story of the 1997 Fire in response to the question about critical events within the timeline 

of FOAB. Kappa told this story in answer to the “one-shot question” (Patton, 2002) at the 

end of the interview, and while he did not say it was a critical event, he did say, “it was 

pretty scary.” Delta was the first non–family member employee interviewed, and hers 

was the second interview overall. During her interview, I came to realize that fires in this 

industry have a bit more significance than just a facility fire due to the volatile nature of 

the materials. While only two tellers of this story termed it a critical event, there can be 

no doubt that all three participants would define it as significant.  

Narrative role. All three non–family member employees were episodic narrators. 

While only Kappa had some firsthand experience with the actual fire, both Theta and 

Alpha Beta witnessed the immediate after-effects and participated in the cleanup efforts.  

Commemoration or history. If the inclusion of family elements within a story 

makes it more of a commemoration, then the story of the 1997 Fire was definitely a 
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history for non–family member employees. This was one of two stories—the second 

being the 1971 Strike, which is discussed later—where there was no mention of the 

family at all. The definition of commemoration refers to “extraordinary significance” 

(Schwartz, 2005), and while the 1997 Fire was significant and defined as a critical event 

by two participants, it is not believed that they would term the fire in 1997 as 

extraordinarily significant.  

1997 Fire: Comparisons 

As a reminder, no family member employees mentioned the story of the 1997 

Fire. The three non–family member employees who told a version of the 1997 Fire, 

Theta, Kappa, and Alpha Beta, all worked at the FOAB Primary plant, both at the time of 

the fire and the time of the interview. Both Theta and Kappa were nonunion managers 

within the facility, whereas Alpha Beta was a unionized facility worker. All three 

participants were long-time employees.  

Employee schemata. Like the story of the Depression Fire, the story of the 1997 

Fire had the schemata of overcoming obstacles. The story skeleton/gist could be stated as 

follows: A dust collector caught fire, resulting in the closure of that portion of the facility 

for several weeks. During that time, supplies were brought in from the sister facility, 

which allowed FOAB to continue to operate. All three narrators of this story told of the 

event, the fire, which would definitely be termed an obstacle. It was not a hurdle of the 

magnitude of the Depression Fire; however, it did cause a disturbance in production. Yet, 

the event did not result in the closure of the facility, as the Depression Fire had in 1934. 

In fact, after only a few days, production was underway again. As such, the 1997 Fire 
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was merely an obstacle that the company overcame. Appendix J provides a detailed look 

at each of the content elements relating to the 1997 Fire. 

Employee scripts. While this story shared the theme of Fires with the story of the 

Depression Fire, that is all that the two stories shared. The one shared script among all 

three non–family member employees was the lack of family involvement in this story. In 

fact, not one participant mentioned a family member, even in passing. As such, this story 

was not a hybrid story, but only an organizational story.  

Employee context. Within the two previous stories, context was explored in 

direct relation to the scripts, or more specifically the use of a hybrid story or not, within 

the story. Within the story of the 1997 Fire, the shared context related to these three non–

family member employees sharing this story verbally with employees, either subordinates 

or coworkers, in an effort to explain what not to do as it pertained to certain pieces of 

equipment. While the 1997 Fire was briefly described in the centennial book, none of the 

three participants referenced the book when talking about this event. A detailed 

consideration of all contextual elements can be found in Appendix J.  

Employee collective memory. The 1997 Fire was one of two stories that 

contained a shared story interpretation. Like the story of the Depression Fire, which had a 

shared interpretation of determination, persistence, and perseverance, the story of the 

1997 Fire had a shared interpretation of safety. It was recounted regularly to tell 

employees of the potential hazards within the industry. Two of the three participants, 

Theta and Alpha Beta, also shared the event interpretation of the story of the 1997 Fire 

being a critical event, whereas Kappa told the story when asked the final “one-shot” 

(Patton, 2002) question. There were no elements of commemoration within this story—it 
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was not celebrated, nor did it not contain any family elements—but it was referred to 

within the centennial book, and a brief article on the fire was found in the Archive Room. 

However, the story was not perceived, even by the three non–family member employees 

who told the story, as extraordinarily significant. As such, the story of the 1997 Fire was 

history. 

In conclusion, unlike the previous two stories—the Founding and the Depression 

Fire—the story of the 1997 Fire was told from firsthand experience. Because all three 

participants were episodic narrators, all three personalized the story (see Appendix J). As 

such, it was difficult to say whether or not the story was part of the collective memory of 

this organization, especially considering that only three participants out of 25 told the 

story. It was, however, a story told within the organization and, as such, remains part of 

the discussion. 

Theme 3: Philosophy 

 Unlike the other four stories within this chapter, this story, Banker Philosophy, 

has no archival documents to support it. It, by far, was the most personal of all of the 

stories told and was told only by family member employees, revealing it as a part of 

family lore not shared with many outside of the family. While the debt incurred as a 

result of the Depression Fire no doubt laid the foundation for the story, no written record 

of this story was found. 

Banker Philosophy: Content from Family Member Employees 

 Alpha was the first of the family members to share the story of the founder’s 

philosophy on bankers: 
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There’s another instance in his life where (another city in the state) was in great 
trouble during the Great Depression, and he [the founder] basically allowed 
(them)—we had (facilities) across the state, not just (here) and the (other city) . . . 
use (one of those facilities in this other city), which was owned by (the founder), 
as collateral for some loans to help do some things in the town. Well, when it was 
all said and done, they did not get—they would not give (the founder) the deed to 
the (facility) back and so they basically stole (that facility) from (the founder). 
And so during that—so all those—those kinds of things led (the next president of 
the company) to be very wary about debt, very wary about you know outsiders. I 
think (the founder) was a very compassionate man, and if I look at some of the 
things he gave—he was a philanthropist in town and he did some things for (the 
local university) and some things that he was very generous, but he also, I think, 
he learned some lessons about people taking advantage of him, and so because of 
that, he became a very conservative person financially, which I think has proven 
the company well and is one of the main reasons we’re here. But the story I’ve 
always heard from my dad is that (the founder), when he passed away on his 
death bed, . . . his dying words were “never let yourself get into the clutches of a 
banker.” 

 In sharing some of the history of the organization, Beta also shared his version of 

this story: 

(Another) family bought the (a facility in a different city) from (the founder) and 
then they sold it, and they got in trouble. And (another businessman), who was the 
owner of (the facility in a different city), made (products) there and then (in 
another city), they bought that from (the founder) and made—matter of fact that 
one was stolen!! Now that’s a story! That was absolutely stolen during the 
Depression from (the founder), um-hm, because they—the banker wanted (the 
founder) to put the—they had a banking holiday, you know, about the banks were 
being closed and to keep the bank open he needed to borrow, the bank needed to 
borrow money to put money in the bank. He came to (the founder) and wanted the 
deed on (facility in another city) to use that as collateral to borrow money to save 
the bank. Well, so (the founder) didn’t operate on contracts, just by shaking of the 
hand. So he gave him the deed. And when the—all this was over, they wouldn’t 
give the deed back to him. So the bank stole it. . . . He had nothing but—he signed 
over the deed, and he shook their hand. 

While Beta discussed the comment on the bankers, he actually told it in relation to 

another event, the clearing of the debt for the rebuilding of the facility after the 

Depression Fire:  
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So if you didn’t pay it back you were literally on the curb with a tin cup so you 
had no protection for your family, so your house, your car, everything was on the 
note. So he—but he did it, and he borrowed money and built the (facility) back 
during the height of the Depression. So that was—that was a big deal. And so 
then when he paid it off about 15 years later, he was—he was pretty weak and 
then he had a stroke. For about 6 to 8 years, I guess, (he) laid in the hospital, he 
couldn’t talk but he would—I’d go, when I was a little boy, I’d go, and he’d spell 
words you know <chuckling>. But he, on the banknote when he paid it off, he 
wrote across the face of it: Never again! So that was really hard to do, build it 
back, when a lot of people would have run. So that was a big deal <sounding 
proud>. 

Gamma also told a very condensed version of the story, which contained no 

reference to whether or not the comment was made when the Depression note was paid 

off or in response to the “theft” of the other facility:  

(The founder) was incapacitated his last 4 years. (He) had a stroke and was—
couldn’t talk, and he could only point at an alphabet card to communicate and . . . 
the last thing he told (his son), he pointed it out, he said: “Never get in the 
clutches of a banker.” 
 

Banker Philosophy: Context from Family Member Employees 

 Alpha explained that he had heard the story from family members (father, uncle, 

and mother), and while he seldom told the story, he had shared it with “a few of my close 

friends in town that I work with.” He went on: 

But they’re very personal stories about (the founder) and my family, and so I—
unless I see a real need, I typically don’t share some of those intimate stories 
about (the founder’s) deathbed and those kinds of things. Those are more personal 
than I would share when I talk to the Kiwanis or something like that. 

 The lack of common knowledge of these stories was reiterated when he was asked 

how many people within the organization might know of these stories. He replied, 

“Maybe two.” 

 Alpha also explained why he might tell someone this story:  
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Sometimes, I feel like they look at the business and they see it from the outside 
and they see all the great things that are—from the outside. And they don’t see 
some of the struggles from the inside. . . . The people I have very close 
relationships with, sometimes I feel the need to let them understand that it’s not 
always just roses and perfect and there’s—you know—there’s philosophy 
differences at times. There’s personality differences at times and those kinds of 
things. Sometimes it helps to talk about those and—but I don’t really share those 
with an enormous amount of people. 

Beta had also heard the story from family members: “Well, granddad and then my 

dad, too.” Beta also shared his speculation on why he had been told those stories: 

Because they just wanted it to be embedded in your thought about —you know, if 
you’re a business, you’ve got to be dedicated just like you dedicate yourself to 
your family. So good or bad, you’re there to help because people depend on it. 
You just don’t say adios, get in the car and go to California, leave ’em, you know, 
nobody paying the bills because people are raising families and they depend on 
that weekly paycheck, and they’re paying their bills and they’re raising (kids). But 
by doing that, you know, you develop a loyalty in each other: They’re loyal to me, 
and I’m loyal to them. I think loyalty is a huge part of this whole deal. You know, 
if you don’t have it, well then they’ll say, “Well, I don’t know if he’s going to be 
there tomorrow or not or I’m—or is he going to cash in and run off?” I mean, you 
know, you can conjure up a lot of thoughts, but you want to try to dispel all of 
that, and so you tell the stories because it’s the—it’s kind of who you are, you 
know. Just like you’re talking to your grandparents, the things that they went 
through to buy the house or buy the farm or, you know, and then there were 
sicknesses or there was—what you remember, and a lot of times you don’t really 
remember the good times, and I think that’s probably the history of so many 
places. You remember those trials because the trials kind of define you. 

Gamma explained that he heard the story from his father and had shared this story 

with others, including his vice president. He elaborated that he didn’t share it often with 

those outside the family, though, as “it’s personal.” He also summed up the significance 

of the story through the lesson he learned from the story: “It was something I always 

adhered to, you know. Pay your notes off, do your own thing, don’t depend on anybody 

else for your livelihood.” 
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Banker Philosophy: Collective Memory of Family Member Employees 

Story interpretation. The Banker Philosophy story seemed very significant to all 

three family member employees. Again, it was the only story that all three family 

members told. However, the significance varied some from family member to family 

member. 

When Alpha told the story of the Depression Fire, he flowed immediately into a 

story that occurred around the same time—one of a facility that was lost to another city 

because the founder trusted in a handshake over a contract. The story of the Banker 

Philosophy arose from those two events and was told at the same time as the other two 

stories. While they were two separate stories, there was an essential connection between 

the two. Because Alpha did not separate the two, the significance of the Banker 

Philosophy shared the significance of the story of the Depression Fire:  

Every decision we make around here, on a daily basis, we deal with things we’d 
like to do but things you can’t do for whatever reason. There’s constraints on your 
customers or constraints on your financial position—those kinds of things. At the 
position that (we) are at, we’re wrestling with those decisions every day. Do we 
go ahead and we risk this, or do we wait? Do we take this chance or do we play it 
conservative? And so we are really the ones that have to make the decisions every 
day, and so I think that’s why that story resonates with me is because I see the 
results of that and they’re good results of that [conservative philosophy as a result 
of how debt was handled within the company] over the last 100 years. 

While the personal significance of the Depression Fire story was the same as the 

personal significance for the story of the Banker Philosophy, Alpha did go on to describe 

the significance of this philosophy to the company as well. He said: 

And so that story about him having to put his own clothes up for—for collateral 
and to rebuild the business and some people stealing that company from him in 
southeastern [state], had really changed his viewpoint on, “if I’m going to grow 
this company, and if I’m going to do all these things, I’m going to do it based on 
what I earn and just put those things right back in the company.” And because of 
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that, to this date, we continue as a company. We don’t have a lot of debt, and we 
just continue to reinvest our profits and reinvest things that we get out of the 
company back into the company. And so I think that strategy from his life lessons 
has been one that’s just been carried forward for the last 100 years. So I think 
that’s one of the major events is just his philosophy towards doing it with your 
own hard work and not—and being pretty conservative at the same time. 

Beta told two stories relating to the Banker Philosophy: one in relation to the lost 

facility in another part of the state and the other in relation to the debt incurred after the 

Depression Fire. While he did not explain why he remembered the story about the facility 

lost to a city in another part of the state, he did say this: “He signed over the deed, and he 

shook their hands, and so you’ll remember that. He was a man of principles.” In talking 

about the debt following the Depression Fire, he said, “So that was really hard to do, 

build it back, when a lot of people would have run. So that was a big deal <sounding 

proud>.” Both comments have an inherent sense of pride about them. Beta was very 

proud of the principles of the founder, in both of these situations, which definitely speaks 

to the significance of these stories to him. He did address the significance of both stories 

later saying, “Those kinds of stories, you know, they really defined family businesses 

because it’s just not a—you know, a bed of roses. You’ve got to—you get one hardship 

after the next hardship, and it just takes a lot of grit to just keep going.”  

Gamma provided the following explanation for why he remembered the Banker 

Philosophy story:  

Boy, that stuck with me <chuckle>. (The founder) had a lot of apparently pretty 
rough experiences, but it didn’t—it was something I always adhered to, you 
know, pay your notes off; do your own thing; don’t depend on anybody else for 
your livelihood.  

The story of the Banker Philosophy definitely had implications for the way FOAB 

Primary and Secondary operated; however, the interpretations of the story among the 
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three family members were mainly different. For Alpha, the significance related to 

company philosophy as it pertained to debt and being conservative. For Beta, the 

significance was pride in the founder. For Gamma, the significance was personal, and 

while it did relate to debt management, he clearly said it was his debt management and 

not the company’s. As such, there was no real shared interpretation among the family 

member employees for the Banker Philosophy story. 

Event interpretation. Like the story interpretation, the event interpretation was 

also disparate among the family member employees. Alpha told the Banker Philosophy 

story when asked about critical events within the company. Again, Beta told two separate 

stories; however, both were told when he was asked about early stories he’d heard about 

the company. Gamma told his version of the story at the outset of the interview when 

rapport with the interviewee was being established. Thus, the family member employees 

did not share the event interpretation of the Banker Philosophy story.  

Narrative role. The Banker Philosophy story covered two time periods: first, 

during the Depression (when the fire and debt occurred, but also when the facility was 

lost), and second, when the founder was near the end of his life. None of the three family 

member participants were alive during the Depression, so for that event, they were 

semantic narrators. However, both Beta and Gamma were alive when the founder passed 

away. Despite this, all three participants claimed to have heard the story from their father, 

and as such, they were all semantic narrators for this event as well. 

Commemoration or history. The story of the Banker Philosophy corresponds 

with two historical events: the Depression Fire and the loss of the facility. The story 

could be termed an epilogue, which often brings closure to a story in literature. Several 
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employees within the organization knew the story of the Depression Fire (see above); 

however, not one of them told this story. It was only told by family members, and in 

being told, it brought a sense of closure to the story of the Depression Fire. As it was a 

family story, and family stories have been heretofore considered a commemoration, this 

story seemed to meet the criteria for commemoration, as for these family member 

employees, it was an event with extraordinary significance. However, the event is not 

celebrated, and it was not archived in the Archive Room or the centennial book. There 

are commemorative components of the story; however, the story of the Banker 

Philosophy is better defined as a historical epilogue to the story of the Depression Fire 

and the lost facility. 

Banker Philosophy: Content, Context, and Collective Memory of Non–Family 

Member Employees 

 None of the non–family member employees mentioned the story of the banker 

philosophy, as most likely very few of them had heard this story. Gamma did state that he 

had shared it with one of his employees, but Alpha and Beta were not that specific. As 

Alpha said, “It’s personal.” 

Banker Philosophy: Comparisons 

 Employee schemata. Like the two stories about fires, this story also had a 

schemata of overcoming obstacles. The story skeleton, or gist, of the Banker Philosophy 

story could be described as such: During the Depression, in an effort to help out a 

struggling town, the founder gave the deed of his facility in that town to the town for use 

as collateral. Upon paying off the town’s loan, the bank that the town had given the deed 
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to refused to return it. Despite some differences in their renditions of the story (see 

Appendix K), all three family member employees followed the gist of the story. There 

was an obstacle (the bank did not return the deed), but that event did not stop the 

company from continuing and growing. In fact, the event was used as a learning 

experience, which influences company policy even today. Thus, the story of the Banker 

Philosophy definitely provided an example of overcoming obstacles and even excelling 

in spite of the obstacle. 

Employee scripts. Like the previous stories that family member employees told, 

the Founding and the Depression Fire, this story was told as a hybrid story with 

organizational and family elements. The organizational story was that the founder gave a 

facility deed to a town to use as collateral to secure a loan and the bank did not return the 

deed. The family story was the founder writing out the sentiment to “never get in the 

clutches of a banker.” 

Employee context. All three family members had heard the story orally from 

their respective fathers. Additionally, all explained the “why” as being a lesson to avoid 

debt. Thus, there were multiple shared contextual elements within the telling of the story 

of the Banker Philosophy. A detailed list of contextual elements is found in Appendix K.  

Employee collective memory. Two of the family member employees—Alpha 

and Gamma—shared the story interpretation of debt management. Beta expressed pride 

in how the founder had handled the situation. All three participants shared the story when 

asked different questions. Alpha told it as a critical event; Beta told it when asked about 

early stories he remembered; and Gamma told it at the beginning of the interview. There 

was no historical evidence for this story; in other words, it was not included in the 
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centennial book or found in newspaper clippings within the Archive Room. With the 

addition of the family components, the story would appear to be more commemorative. 

However, the event was not celebrated and was not discussed regularly; in fact, not one 

non–family member employee alluded to the story. As such, the story is relegated to 

history.  

In conclusion, this was the only story told by all three family member employees. 

Additionally, this was the only story that was not mentioned, even in passing, by a non–

family member employee. As this story had basically been shared only among family 

members and very close friends—Gamma explained that with his vice president, “We 

share everything”—it was difficult to say whether it was in the collective memory of the 

organization. The story was definitely within the collective memory of the family 

member employees. Additionally, it incorporated specific components from the history of 

the organization. As such, the story remains within this research. 

Theme 4: Discord 

 This theme, like the first detailing the story of the Founding and the third dealing 

with Philosophy, included only one story—the 1971 Strike. In talking about the 

unionization of FOAB and the 1971 Strike, the two family members located at FOAB 

Primary never mentioned the strike or the union. The family member at FOAB Secondary 

did mention the union and the 1971 Strike specifically as his second critical event, but as 

neither of the other two family member employees had mentioned it, it could not be 

included. The family member at FOAB Secondary did, though, have this to say about it: 

“The strike in 1971—that was a nasty deal.” Despite the lack of family member content 

and context, three non–family member employees, however, did tell the story of the 1971 
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Strike, and their renditions of it are found within this section. Two of the non–family 

member employees who told the story worked at FOAB Primary; the third participant 

worked at FOAB Secondary.  

1971 Strike: Historical Description 

 The 1970s were a time of great upheaval for unions in the United States. This was 

due, in large part, to increased globalization and organizations choosing to outsource their 

production operations to overseas locations to take advantage of cheaper labor sources. 

According to Gamma, the 1971 Strike, which involved both FOAB Primary and FOAB 

Secondary, was instigated from the regional headquarters, which was located out of state:  

You wouldn’t think of a strike in a small town, but the (specific) Union was real 
strong out of (metropolitan city in a neighboring state). . . . It was just the 
leadership of the union, the ones in (metropolitan city in a neighboring state). 
They’re the ones that did it, not our men. 

He went on to say that this was not a nationwide strike, but that “they [the union] 

negotiates on a regional basis or by a company basis, so it was just us.” He also explained 

the impact of the event on the family: “We just couldn’t believe, (the president at that 

time) couldn’t believe that things like that would happen . . . because we always prided 

ourselves in how we treated people.” 

As with the 1997 Fire, the centennial book contained no mention of the 1971 

Strike. Additionally, it did not mention the union either. Details of the strike are the result 

of local newspaper accounts; however, unlike the 1997 Fire historical description, which 

also was the result of newspaper clippings, the details of the 1971 Strike were found on 

microfiche of the local newspaper at the local library. In other words, no documentation 

of this event was found at FOAB Primary.  
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The first mention of the 1971 Strike, which occurred on Monday, April 26, 1971, 

was in the local paper the next day. According to the FOAB president at that time (the 

son of the founder), the reason for the strike was an inability to come to an agreement 

about minimum wage following several weeks of negotiations. Union members declined 

to comment for the article. Three days after the start of the strike, another brief article 

stated that a federal mediator would get involved in the negotiations on Friday, April 30 

(Day 5 of the strike). No other strike details were in the newspaper until May 16, 1971, 

when a three-sentence blurb appeared announcing a union meeting to hear a report on 

negotiations. 

1971 Strike: Content, Context, and Collective Memory of Family Member 

Employees 

 Family member employees did not tell the story of this event. In fact, Alpha and 

Beta did not even mention it. Gamma, however, did, but his telling of the event did not 

meet the criteria of a story. A portion of his description of the strike is found in the 

historical description section. 

1971 Strike: Content from Non–Family Member Employees 

 As previously mentioned, four non–family member employees told a version of 

the story about the 1971 Strike. All four participants mentioned the story when asked 

about events that have had a significant impact on the organization. Two of the 

employees who told of the strike, Zeta and Chi, were not employed at the organization 

during the time of the strike. Both Delta and Lambda, however, were employees at that 

time. 
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Delta was the first to tell a story relating to the 1971 Strike. In fact, it was during 

her telling of the strike that I became aware that FOAB Primary was a union 

organization. Delta was one of the two employees working at FOAB Primary during the 

strike. When asked about two critical events within the history of the company, she 

immediately said, almost before the question was complete, “The strike.” She had this to 

say about it: 

We’ve had two strikes. They—for the life of me, I could not tell you what years, 
although I know I was pretty young, and I worked in the plant; that was just 
lovely! I’m being sarcastic. So we kind of discussed who’s going to do what 
because we had picket lines. It went on for 6 weeks, the first one. I think the 
second one actually was 7 weeks, but it was over wages. I don’t know how long it 
took to recover those wages for the workers, but, you know, when you’re not 
making any money, and you’re only going up 2% or 3%, it takes a very long time 
to recover all your lost wages, but that’s what the strike was about. And so the 
women, as well as the men here in the office, we had like a skeleton crew in the 
office. We were in the old office, the first one. We would drive in, you know, and 
they would—they would yell at us; people that we knew, people that we knew 
from the plant, and they would yell at us: “Don’t work. You’re breaking a picket 
line.” You know, and it just made me feel—I didn’t like doing it at all, but I had 
no choice about doing it. And I mean there was—there was never any violence or 
anything, it was just occasionally what I would call a catcall something like that, 
but we took turns. We tried to do our job, and then, we would go over and work in 
the plant where we actually were still functioning. We still—we stood by our 
product. I had the job of sweeping . . . all day! There is not an inch on first floor 
of that plant that this body has not swept about three or four times because I did it 
all the time. But the thing about it is, it’s like the Brooklyn Bridge . . . you get 
through with it at one end, and it’s time to start again, or cleaning house you 
know, but there’s never a stopping point. But it was really—it was a really taxing 
time, very taxing for everybody. I mean for men, for the women, for the union, for 
the nonunion, everybody, it was just a real difficult time. And I was really kind of 
concerned that they were just going to close the plant down period because that 
happens sometimes and—but it never closed, and they finally negotiated it, and 
everyone went back to work. 

Zeta mentioned the strike, also as one of the critical events, stating:  

I’ve also heard a lot about when the union went on strike, and I wasn’t here then, 
but I’ve heard (others) and those people talk about having to work in the plant to 
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keep it going while those guys went on strike, having to sweep and clean and run 
the machinery. 

Chi, an employee at FOAB Secondary, was also not employed during the time of 

the strike. He initially focused more on the cause of the strike than the event itself, 

stating:  

It was outside influences. They had labor people from the outside influence the 
workers here; it was just a bad influence by outside people, because the men who 
were involved in the strike were still (FOAB vice president’s) friends 30 years 
later. There were a lot of hard feelings, and it was all caused by people from the 
outside. 

He went on to describe some of the results of the strike on FOAB Secondary:  

I believe at that time they probably had 40 employees, and so it would have been 
25 or 30 of the 40 employees affected by it, who actually went out [on the picket 
line], but more than anything it just—it was a big burden on (FOAB vice 
president) to keep (FOAB Secondary) running, and he did not shut the (facility) 
down. He worked 18- or 20-hour days with a couple of the (employees) who were 
not in the union—running the (facility). I mean he ran the (facility). He packed 
(product). He loaded boxcars for 6 weeks. Yes, but he—he virtually didn’t sleep 
for 6 weeks and was out doing whatever it took plus doing the selling. 

Lambda, as mentioned, was employed at FOAB Primary at the time of the strike. 

In fact, she was one of the other people referenced by Zeta, in addition to Delta, who had 

told of what it was like during the time of the strike. Her accounting of the 1971 Strike 

was as follows: 

But since I’ve been involved with (FOAB Primary), the things that I think of that 
are, have really been significant would be like maybe a strike, you know, because 
when I was in the old office, you know, so that would have been prior to 1978, 
I’m not sure about the date that it actually happened, there was a union strike, and, 
you know, the office personnel, management, we actually had to go out into the 
plant and pack product or sweep or—in order to keep the (facility) going, you 
know. I’m sure that was very hard on the company itself to go through that. And, 
of course you know, you have these, a few angry people that, you know, make 
threats as you come through the picket line and things of that nature, but anytime 
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anything like that happens it’s very stressful for the company, but thank goodness 
the strike didn’t last very long but—but, you know, that would be very significant. 

Following some probing questions about the strike, she elaborated further: 

We are a union in the plant, and I assume that we have to be union to do what we 
do. There were times that it was kind of scary, you know. They found some items 
over behind one of the (buildings)—because you know the (buildings), that is like 
a bomb setting there, just a little dust could blow everything away down here, and 
if you put blasting caps over at the site of a (building), that definitely raises some 
eyebrows, you know. It put some fear, and they did find some things over by the 
(storage building) during the strike. I don’t know who put them there, you know; I 
don’t know that they ever found out. And of course they did walk the picket line, 
you know, and they didn’t really bother me from what I remember coming 
through the picket line, you know, because there are some of us that are not union 
of course. We would work in the office, do our jobs. I was in (specific 
department) at that time, and you know, we’d go ahead and get the invoicing out 
and statements out, things of that nature, but as we had time, we would go to the 
plant and help in the plant. Of course it was harder on the men; they had to do all 
the heavy work. Women, we ran sweepers all over the place; some of us worked 
in packing, running packers getting the product out, you know, just helped where 
you could. And it was quite an experience for all of us, you know, but like I said, I 
was never scared because the people that work here, you know, and that’s one 
reason I was so surprised that anybody would put blasting caps out there even if 
they weren’t hooked to anything but—but it’s—it was something to go through. 

Of the four participants who told of the 1971 Strike, only Chi accurately specified 

the date of the event—1971. Zeta did not mention a date, and Lambda only knew that it 

had occurred when she was working in the old office, which, according to her, would 

have been prior to 1978. Additionally, the two participants of FOAB Primary focused on 

the management and office staff having to help keep the facility working at a minimal 

level, whereas Chi focused on the work of the vice president of FOAB Secondary to keep 

the facility operational. He went on to state: 

Had he [FOAB Secondary vice president] stayed in that direction [at the time of 
the strike, the focus of the organization was small packages; the strike resulted in 
a complete change to export products], well, eventually he would have had to 
have change direction, but it forced him to do it immediately rather than in a slow 
transition. 
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1971 Strike: Context from Non–Family Member Employees 

As with the 1997 Fire, the story of the 1971 Strike has the distinction of at least 

two participants being firsthand narrators. As a result, their context would relate to their 

telling the story rather than hearing about the story. The other two participants heard the 

story from others who experienced it. 

Delta was employed at FOAB Primary during the strike in 1971. As relayed 

previously, she crossed the picket lines and swept the plant for the 6 weeks of the event. 

When asked if she had told anyone about the strike, she replied, “Many people 

<laughs>,” but explained that she didn’t think she had spoken of it recently. She said that 

“everyone . . . everyone!” probably knew the stories of the strike, claiming, “Even people 

that were not here, I’m sure they have heard the stories. Maybe not in detail but I’m sure 

they’ve heard them.” Later in the interview, she referenced the strike again, explaining 

why she might tell about it: “Although I have been asked about that [the strike], what was 

it like, you know?” 

When she first told of the 1971 Strike, Zeta mentioned that she had heard of it 

from coworkers, two of whom were Delta and Lambda. She went on to describe a recent 

situation where the story had been told: “Every once—in fact just the other day (her 

coworkers, Delta and Lambda) were saying something about having to go over there and 

sweep, you know, and that brought it up right there.” 

Additionally, Zeta heard the story from one of her former supervisors, with whom 

she maintained a relationship after his retirement. They had “worked together when (she) 

was in the (name) department,” but his telling of the strike occurred after that time. She 

explained:  
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A retired supervisor lived right down the road from me, and I’d visit him quite 
often because he was, you know, getting old, and he just would talk about how 
bad it got that some of the union members just sometimes would drive by his 
house and throw things at his house. So, yes, I think it was pretty sticky, pretty 
you know, I think it got a little bit rough there for a while, but they did keep it 
running and kept the plant going. 

When asked why he had brought up the strike, Zeta explained, “I think one time 

maybe some of the—maybe they were going through union negotiations, and (the retired 

supervisor) just told me that—how bad it was at that time.” 

Chi’s details about the strike and where and when he heard it were more vague. 

When asked if the strike was discussed these days, he stated in no uncertain terms, “No, 

because it is not current.” He did not state that he had heard the story from FOAB 

Secondary vice president, but his telling of the story and the outside influences that 

caused it are almost verbatim. Thus, it was assumed that FOAB Secondary vice president 

had told him of the 1971 Strike. He was not asked and did not volunteer information on 

where or when he had been told the story, but implied the story was told when talk arose 

about when the facility shifted from small packages to large export products.  

Lambda, as previously mentioned, experienced the 1971 Strike firsthand. While 

an example of her telling the story was detailed by Zeta, Lambda also said, “Oh sure, 

sure,” when asked if she’d told the story to others, but she could not recall a specific time 

when she had done so. When asked why she would tell the story, she explained that 

people don’t ask about it, but that “it just comes up in the course of the conversation.”  

1971 Strike: Collective Memory of Non–Family Member Employees 

Story interpretation. Four non–family member employees shared a variation of 

the 1971 Strike story: Delta, Zeta, Lambda, and Chi. As with each of the preceding 
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stories, not all of the non–family members participants explained why they remembered 

the story or its significance. Those that did are recounted herewith. 

As previously mentioned, Delta was the first to talk about the company being 

unionized. While she did not specifically state why she remembered this story, she 

alluded to the reason as she was answering subsequent questions about the strike:  

I don’t know why, as I said, I have negative [events]. I was trying to think—well, 
that’s two, that’s what you need [reference to the two critical events question]. 
You’ll have more from other people. . . . They really were [traumatic], especially 
the (event during the strike). Oh my, scared us, scared me. 

Indeed, the traumatic nature of the strike explained why she remembered it.  

When Zeta was asked about the significance of the strike, she explained: 

I don’t know if it was that significant or if it’s just something I’ve heard about, 
you know? I think it kind of made everyone not want to go on—have a strike 
again. I mean if they have to they would, but I don’t know, hopefully not. 

For Zeta, the idea of avoiding another strike seemed to be the significance of the event 

for her. 

Lambda provided her reasons for remembering the story of the 1971 Strike: 

I had never been through anything like that before, you know, ever—ever. You 
know, you see on TV, you know, people on strikes with the signs, and you’re 
thinking, “Wow!” And then when it disrupts your routine, so, I mean, it disrupts 
everything, you know, and it changes so many lives, so many family lives, you 
know. And so it’s—it’s definitely something that if you go through it, you’re 
going to remember it. 

Even though she did not use the word trauma, as Delta did, the traumatic nature of the 

event kept it in Lambda’s memory.  

Chi did not offer a specific reason why he remembered this story, but he did 

explain how the family member in charge at the time kept things going at great personal 
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sacrifice. While he did not use the term significance, he did say the following, which 

seems to speak to the significance of the story to him, “So that, I think, is a testament to 

the carryover genetically of that determination that his grandfather showed.” The concept 

of determination revealed Chi’s interpretation of this story.  

Both Delta and Lambda shared the interpretation of “trauma” when talking about 

the story of the 1971 Strike. Zeta spoke of avoiding it in the future; her knowledge of the 

strike came from a former coworker, but also directly from Delta and Lambda. As such, 

the concept of trauma was somewhat implied, as that is what Zeta would want to avoid. 

Chi’s interpretation of the strike differed greatly, as it related to the family and how the 

event was handled.  

Event interpretation. All four participants told this story when asked about 

critical events within the history of the company. The question had barely been asked 

when Delta said, “The strike.” The remaining participants listed the strike as their second 

critical event, but nonetheless, all non–family member employees shared the event 

interpretation about the story of the 1971 Strike. 

Narrative role. Only one other story had firsthand participants telling the story—

the 1997 Fire. Unlike the story of the 1997 Fire where all three participants were episodic 

narrators, the story of the 1971 Strike had two episodic narrators, Delta and Lambda, and 

two semantic narrators, Zeta and Chi. Of interest is that Zeta had heard of the strike from 

a coworker, but she had primarily heard of it from Delta and Lambda. 

Commemoration or history. Three of the participants—Delta, Zeta, and 

Lambda—told this story without mentioning the family member employees. For each of 

those three, this story seemed to be more historic. For Chi, this story incorporated 
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commemoration. Not only did his version center on the family member keeping the 

organization going, but it also harkened back to the early days and the extraordinary 

significance of the determination of the founder. As such, the story was somewhat split, 

but for the majority of non–family member employees who told the story, it represented 

history. 

1971 Strike: Comparisons 

As with the story of the 1997 Fire, only non–family member participant versions 

of this story are included. Gamma told the story, but at least two family member 

participants had to tell the story for it to be included. Three of the non–family member 

participants who told the story of the 1971 Strike—Delta, Zeta, and Lambda—worked at 

the FOAB Primary offices. Chi worked at the FOAB Secondary offices. All four 

participants were long-time employees of FOAB. 

Employee schemata. Similar to the stories of the Depression Fire, the 1997 Fire, 

and the Banker Philosophy, the story of the 1971 Strike shared the schemata of 

overcoming obstacles. Reduced to its skeleton or gist, the story could be told as such: A 

union strike occurred at both FOAB Primary and FOAB Secondary in 1971. Nonunion 

employees described breaking picket lines to maintain the facility and production. The 

strike lasted approximately 6 weeks. As with each of the stories told to this point, the 

details included by each of the non–family member employees varied (see Appendix L). 

However, the gist remained the same. An event occurred—a strike—that created an 

obstacle for the company. Despite the difficulties, the company continued operating and, 

following union negotiations, overcame the strike.  
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 Employee scripts. Chi’s rendition of the 1971 Strike was the only story within 

this research that had a component relating specifically to FOAB Secondary. 

Additionally, of the four participants who told this story, Chi’s was the only version that 

was a hybrid story, as he told about the strike but also included how the family member at 

FOAB Secondary worked almost nonstop to ensure that production continued throughout 

the strike. The other three versions, told by Delta, Zeta, and Lambda, were only 

organizational stories and did not include information about the family.  

 Employee context. This story of the 1971 Strike, like the story of the 1997 Fire, 

was shared by non–family member employees. Two of the participants, Delta and 

Lambda, did not hear the story; they lived it. The other nonfamily participant, Zeta, had 

heard the story from Delta and Lambda. Chi, the only participant who told a hybrid story 

about the 1971 Strike, had heard about the event when a family member told him about 

the strike. Among these non–family member participants, there were no shared 

contextual elements. Appendix L contains an examination of each of the contextual 

elements relating to the story of the 1971 Strike. 

Employee collective memory. The four participants who told this story did not 

share the story interpretation; however, they did share the event interpretation, as each 

told this story when asked about a critical event within the history of the company. This 

story was not commemorated within the company or by the non–family member 

employees who told the story: the anniversaries of the start date and end date were not 

celebrated, the story was not recounted within the centennial book, and the Archive 

Room contained no newspaper clippings about the story. The story of the 1971 Strike 

was only part of the history of the organization. 
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In conclusion, this story of the 1971 Strike was unique within the data in that 

there were two nonparticipant narrators and two firsthand participants. Neither 

nonparticipant narrator shared the story with others in the business. However, both 

firsthand participants had. As such, this story might be considered to be on the verge of 

meeting the criteria of a story within the collective memory of the organization. Even 

though the 1971 Strike was not a definitive example of collective memory, it was a story 

that met the criteria of this research and as such is included. 

Overall Summary of Content and Context 

 A summary of the content and context of the individual stories has been presented 

within this chapter. This final summary addresses key similarities and differences among 

the five stories in an effort to provide analysis on overarching themes from the data.  

 As explained in chapter 3, one of the main points of analysis is the similarities 

and/or differences within the overarching categories of family member employees and 

non–family member employees. To identify these components, Tables 4.5 to 4.11 

compare and contrast the four main concepts from each of the stories: (1) non–family 

member employee demographic information, the elements of location, length of tenure, 

and union affiliation. (2) overarching schemata; (3) overarching scripts; collective 

memory, the elements of story interpretation, event interpretation, narrative roles, and 

commemoration or history; (3) overarching schemata; and (4) overarching scripts. 
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Table 4.5 
Overarching Summary of Family Member Employee Versions of the Founding 
Element Summary data 
Schemata Shared—beginnings 
Scripts Shared—hybrid story 
Collective memory  

Story  
interpretation 

• Not shared 
o Alpha: Family/connection to history 
o Beta: Struggles 

Event  
interpretation 

• Shared 
o Story told when asked about the Founding 

Narrative role • Both semantic 
Commemoration or history • Both commemoration and history 

 
 
 
Table 4.6 
Overarching Summary of Non–Family Member Employee Versions of the Founding 
Element Summary data 
Demographic information 

Geographic  
location 

• Employees working at the FOAB Primary offices presented the most 
detailed descriptions 

• The less interaction with FOAB Primary offices, the more script and 
sequencing errors 

Length of tenure • Long-term employees presented the most detailed descriptions 
Schemata • Shared—beginnings 
Scripts • Two hybrid stories—Delta and Mu 

• Other six stories—only organizational stories 
Collective memory 

Story  
interpretation 

• No majority of shared interpretations 
o Both Mu and Upsilon spoke of how it connected them to the family 
o Delta and Xi just appreciated it for a good story 

Event  
interpretation 

• Shared—all told when asked to tell the story of the Founding 

Narrative role • All semantic 
Commemoration  
or history 

• Both commemoration and history 
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Table 4.7 
Overarching Summary of Family Member Employee Versions of the Depression Fire 
Element Summary data 
Schemata 
Scripts 
Collective memory 

• Shared—overcoming obstacles 
• Shared—hybrid story 
• Shared—hybrid story 

Story  
interpretation 

• No shared interpretations 
o Alpha: Guidance for company policy today 
o Beta: Personal policy of taking care of your employees 

Event  
interpretation 

• No shared interpretation 
o Alpha: Critical event 
o Beta: Early stories 

Narrative role • Both semantic 
Commemoration  
or history 

• Both history and commemoration; the inclusion of family story seems 
to emphasize commemoration 

 
 
 
Table 4.8 
Overarching Summary of Non–Family Member Employee Versions of the Depression Fire 
Element Summary data 
Demographic information 

Geographic  
location 

• Among those who told the hybrid story, two were located within FOAB 
Primary offices, one within FOAB Secondary offices, one at off-site 
storage facility 

• Of the three who provided the least detail, two worked in the FOAB 
Primary plant and one at off-site retail facility 

Length of tenure • All but three were long-term employees 
• Only one of the three medium-term employees told the hybrid story 

Union or not • No union members told this story 
Schemata • Shared—overcoming obstacles 
Scripts • Four hybrid stories—Eta, Mu, Phi, and Chi 

• Four organizational stories—Theta, Kappa, Lambda, Xi, and Pi 
Collective memory 

Story  
interpretation 

• Shared interpretation of family determination, persistence, and 
perseverance 

• Interpretation (not shared) of importance of family 
Event  
interpretation 

• Four told the story as a critical event 
• One told the story as part of the Founding and then elaborated more fully 

when asked about critical events 
• Two told the story when asked about the Founding 
• Two told the story when asked about early stories 

Narrative role • All semantic 
Commemoration  
or history 

• Only five participants included family elements to make it commemoration 
• Primarily history for non–family member employees  
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Table 4.9 
Overarching Summary of Non–Family Member Employee Versions of the 1997 Fire 
Element Summary data 
Demographic information 

Geographic location • All three worked in the FOAB Primary plant 
Length of tenure • All three were long-term employees 
Union or not • One union member told this story 

Schemata • Shared—overcoming obstacles 
Scripts • Shared—organizational story 
Collective memory  

Story interpretation • Shared interpretation of safety 
Event interpretation • Two told when asked about critical events 

• One told as part of the “one-shot” (Patton, 2002) question to conclude 
the interview 

Narrative role • All three were episodic narrators 
Commemoration  
or history 

• History 

 
 
 
Table 4.10 
Overarching Summary of Family Member Employee Versions of the Banker Philosophy 
Element Summary data 
Schemata 
Scripts 
Collective memory 

• Shared—overcoming obstacles 
• Shared—hybrid story 

Story interpretation • Not shared 
o Alpha: Company debt management 
o Beta: Pride in founder 
o Gamma: Personal debt management 

Event interpretation • Not shared 
o Alpha: Critical event 
o Beta: Early stories 
o Gamma: Introductory rapport 

Narrative role • All semantic 
Commemoration  
or history 

• The story is not commemorated; however, it is not recorded as part of 
the history either. However, it did occur and, thus, it is history. 
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Table 4.11 
Overarching Summary of Non–Family Member Employee Versions of the 1971 Strike 
Element Summary data 
Demographic information  

Geographic location • Three participants worked at the FOAB Primary offices 
• One participant worked at the FOAB Secondary offices 

Length of tenure • All four participants were long-time employees 
Union or not • None were union members 

Schemata • Shared—overcoming obstacles 
Scripts • One hybrid story—Chi 

• Three organizational stories—Delta, Zeta, and Lambda 
Collective memory 

Story interpretation • Both Delta and Lambda shared the interpretation of trauma, which 
Zeta did to some extent as well 

• Zeta interpreted the story as something to avoid 
• Chi interpreted it as an example of family dedication to the company 

Event interpretation • All four participants told this story when asked about critical events 
Narrative role • Two participants, Delta and Lambda, were episodic narrators 

• The two remaining participants, Zeta and Chi, were semantic 
narrators 

Commemoration  
or history 

• This story was not contained within the centennial book 
• For the three participants at FOAB Primary, the story was history. 

No family elements were included. Chi did include family elements. 
 

 In considering the summaries, the key findings from the data could be described 

as follows:  

• The stories told by family member employees were always hybrid stories 

combining family stories and organizational stories. 

• Non–family member employees’ stories were primarily nonhybrid stories 

focusing on history. 

o The non–family member employees who did tell hybrid stories, with the 

exception of Phi, were those that worked closely with one of the family 

members.  

o The non–family member employees who told hybrid stories were all long-

term employees. 
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 Only one non–family member hybrid story, Chi’s telling of the 1971 

Strike, focused on a current family member. All other hybrid stories, both 

family and non–family, focused on the founder. 

• Family member employee story interpretations were not shared; non–family 

member story interpretations were more likely to be shared. 

• Non–family member employees who worked at FOAB Primary offices usually 

provided the most detail in telling the various stories. 

• Three participants, Nu, Omicron, and Sigma, did not have any stories included 

within the data.  

Conclusion 

 This chapter has presented information on five specific stories told in this family-

owned business. The stories met the criteria of being a story: they were told inside the 

business; they addressed the content and contextual subquestions of the overarching 

research question; and they had at least two or three participants telling a version of the 

same story, thereby meeting the criteria of collective memory. The stories represented 

triumphs and difficulties in three thematic areas: Founding: the Founding; Fires: the 

Depression Fire and the 1997 Fire; Philosophy: the Banker Philosophy; and Discord: the 

1971 Strike. In many ways, each story indicated the resilience of both the organization 

and the family, as despite the difficulties, the company continued to operate as a family-

owned business today. Based upon the data presented in this chapter, the next chapter 

presents findings and conclusions based upon the original research question and in light 

of the data presented here.  
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CHAPTER 5: 

INTERPRETATIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

 Family-owned businesses have been around for centuries and are a major 

economic entity in the world today, contributing an estimated 70% to 90% of gross 

domestic product annually (Family Firm Institute, 2016). However, it wasn’t until the 

early 1990s that research on family businesses came into its own. While studies on family 

businesses have grown exponentially since that time, approximately one-third of all 

studies have centered on one concept: succession (Sharma et al., 2000). Recognizing that 

the field would not evolve without research diversification, scholars began calling for a 

broadening of investigative topics. The study presented here has attempted to answer that 

call. It has also taken a small step in addressing other calls for research and gaps that 

scholars have identified in the literature:  

1. Nicholson (2008) called for further exploration of the culture within family-

owned businesses. Stories are an artifact and are thus one of many pieces of an 

organization’s cultural puzzle. 

2. Wry et al. (2011) called for further identification of stories within entrepreneurial 

settings. 

3. Several scholars (James et al., 2012; Mitchell et al., 2003; Sharma, 2004) 

acknowledged that non–family member employees are underrepresented within 

the literature. 

4. Boje (2008) noted the neglect of theorizing and research related to collective 

memory and organizational stories.  
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Using an organizational level of analysis, the theoretical lens of collective 

memory, and a case study methodology involving individual interviews, observation, and 

document review, this research identified stories told within a specific family-owned 

business from the perspectives of the two overarching employee categories, family 

member employees and non–family member employees.  

Throughout the research process, five stories emerged that met the analysis 

criteria: the stories met the definition of a story as used within this research; the stories 

had applicability to the research question and subquestions; and the stories were told by 

at least three non–family member employees or two family member employees to fulfill 

the definition of collective memory. Based on the analysis of data presented in chapter 4, 

this chapter discusses seven findings (Table 5.1). These findings relate to the categories 

of family member and non–family member employees, the relationship between the 

stories and collective memory, and the content and context of the stories told. 

Table 5.1 
Study Findings 
No Finding 
1 Family member employees and non–family member employees shared some of the same 

stories. 
2 Some stories told in this family business were hybrids, wherein a family story intertwined 

with an organizational story. 
2a Family member employees always told a hybrid story. 
2b The majority of non–family member employees told organizational stories; only a few 

non–family member employees told hybrid stories. 
3 Family member employees and non–family member employees shared overarching 

schemata.  
4 Family member employees shared overarching scripts within their stories; however, non–

family member employees did not share overarching scripts within their stories.  
5 Both location and length of employment had an effect on the content of the stories told by 

non–family member employees. 
6 The hybrid stories told by family member employees had primarily been heard, and when 

heard, they were heard from other family members. When non–family member employees 
told hybrid stories, they had also heard those stories from family members. 

7 Hybrid stories were told by semantic narrators. 
8 Hybrid stories signified commemoration more often than nonhybrid stories. 
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 This final chapter comprises six overarching sections: (1) presentation of the 

findings as they relate to the overarching research question and subquestions; (2) 

interpretations of the findings as they relate to the theoretical foundations presented in 

chapters 1 and 2; (3) limitations; (4) contributions to theory; (5) implications for practice; 

and (6) suggestions for future research.  

Presentation of Findings 

in Relation to the Research Question and Subquestions 

 Within this study, the overarching research question asked: What is the content 

and context of stories told by family member employees and non–family member 

employees within the collective memory of a family-owned business? The five stories that 

emerged could all be used to explore the four main components within this question: 

content, context, family member employee/non–family member employee, and collective 

memory. To study content, the question of what? was explored in addition to each story’s 

schemata, scripts, and sequencing. To study context, stories were examined through 

questions of who, to whom, when, where, why, and how. To study the differences between 

the stories told by family member employees and non–family member employees, each 

story told by either category was analyzed independently from the other category. 

Collective memory was considered by examining the concepts of story interpretation, 

event interpretation, narrative roles, and commemoration or history in each story. 

Following the analysis of each story, overarching themes among the five stories were 

identified to answer this primary research question. This section presents the findings of 

this study in relation to the overarching research question and subquestions, organizing 

the information by finding. 



 

187 

Finding 1 

Family member employees and non–family member employees shared some of the 

same stories. 

 To explore the content and context of stories, stories first had to be identified. 

Finding 1 becomes evident from a review of Table 5.2. This table shows that both family 

member employees and non–family member employees told the stories of the Founding 

and the Depression Fire. However, family member employees also told the story of the 

Banker Philosophy, and non–family members told the stories of the 1997 Fire and the 

1971 Strike. As such, there were two shared stories between the two employee categories 

(family member employees and non–family member employees), but three of the stories 

were not shared between the two categories of employees. 

 
Table 5.2 
Stories Told by Family Member and Non–Family Member Employees 
Story Family member employees Non–family member employees 
The Founding Yes Yes 
Depression Fire Yes Yes 
1997 Fire No Yes 
Banker Philosophy Yes No 
1971 Strike No Yes 
 
 
 
 Finding 1 considered the stories in their broadest sense: Did the employee 

categories tell the same stories? The concepts of schemata and scripts and whether or not 

these concepts were shared within and among the two employee categories are discussed 

in subsequent findings. 
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Finding 2 

Some stories told in this family business were hybrids, wherein a family story 

intertwined with an organizational story.  

a. Family member employees always told a hybrid story. 

b. The majority of non–family member employees told organizational stories; only 

a few non–family member employees told hybrid stories. 

 Before discussing this finding, it is important to review the concepts of family 

story and organizational story. A family story incorporates many details of the family. 

For example, in the story of the Founding, both family member employees and two non–

family member employees provided great detail on the founder prior to his purchase of 

the facility. The remaining six participants told only an organizational story, where the 

founder purchased the facility and began operations. In the organizational story of the 

Founding, the founder was a main character, but no back story about the founder was 

included. 

 When analyzing the content of the five stories, the notion of a hybrid story 

emerged. It should be noted that Gabriel (2000) also utilized the term hybrid story; 

however, his definition combined story types such as an epic story combined with a 

comic story. Within this research, the concept arose directly from a quote by family 

member Alpha. When telling why the story of the Founding was important to him, he 

said, “I really think about the family timeline that goes along with the (facility) timeline. 

Both are important.” Like Gabriel’s definition, the premise behind the hybrid story within 

this research is that it incorporates two distinct stories: a family story and an 

organizational story. For example, four participants, both family member and non–family 
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member employees, who told the story of the Founding included background information 

on the founder, e.g., his move from up north and his work prior to the purchase of FOAB. 

Six participants did not include any background information on the founder. The founder 

was part of the story in all versions told, but the combination of the family story and the 

organizational story was present in only four versions. 

As shown in Table 5.3, four of the five stories included within this research 

contained at least one example of a hybrid story; the 1997 Fire did not include a hybrid 

story. From this information, Finding 2 emerged. 

 
Table 5.3  
Hybrid Stories Told by Family Member and Non–Family Member Employees 
Hybrid story Family member employees Non–family member employees 
The Founding Yes, 2 of 2 Yes, 2 of 8 
Depression Fire Yes, 2 of 2 Yes, 5 of 9 
Banker Philosophy Yes, 3 of 3 n/a 
1971 Strike n/a Yes, 1 of 4 
 
 
 

Additionally, this information revealed Subfindings 2a and 2b. Family member 

employees only told the stories of the Founding, Depression Fire, and Banker 

Philosophy. As the table indicates, all family member employees always told a hybrid 

story. Non–family member employees, however, did not always tell a hybrid story. In 

fact, non–family member employees told hybrid stories less than half of the time—8 

times out of 21. 

It is interesting to note that six of the non–family member participants told a 

hybrid story at least once. Two non–family member participants told at least two hybrid 

stories (totaling the eight times). Of those six who told a hybrid story, five worked in the 

offices of either FOAB Primary or FOAB Secondary. Additionally, four of those 



 

190 

participants had what could be described as a close working relationship with one of the 

family members at their respective facilities. For example, one participant was a vice 

president who interacted daily with the president, and another was a vice president who 

interacted daily with the executive vice president. With one exception, these participants 

worked in the same office building as the family members, and they most likely saw them 

daily. The only participant who was not in close proximity was a storyteller in his own 

right, as during his interview, he also shared stories that were not applicable to this 

research, stories of his own family. The hybrid stories he told were stories he had heard 

from the current president. It is possible that the storytelling connection between the two 

gentlemen, who were both natural storytellers, resulted in the non–family member 

employee telling a hybrid story, which was an exception to the close working relationship 

and physical geography connection of the other non–family member employees who told 

a hybrid story. 

Finding 3 

Family member employees and non–family member employees shared 

overarching schemata. 

 To explore the idea of content within the research question, interview participants 

were asked to tell various stories, e.g., stories about the Founding, stories about critical 

events, and stories about the 100th anniversary celebration. In telling the various stories 

in answer to those questions, participants answered the content subquestion of “What 

stories are told?” Once all interviews had been conducted, all of the stories were analyzed 

to ensure that they actually met the definition of a story, which is a relatively brief 

account of a specific event or a short series of events that has a clear beginning and 
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ending, covers a limited time, and offers a moral or point to the listener (McCollum, 

1992; Wilkins & Martin, 1980) and, within this research, was told within the physical 

boundaries of the organization researched. Following the presentation of content for each 

of the five stories, shared content within the two employee categories was sought. Shared 

content was revealed through an analysis of schemata and scripts in the five stories.  

When considering the concept of shared content, it is improbable that all 

participants would share 100% of the content elements. However, in the case of the 

overarching story schemata, defined as “generalized shared meanings or frames of 

reference” (Bartunek & Moch, 1987), both employee categories—family member 

employees and non–family member employees—shared overarching story schemata, as 

shown in Table 5.4. 

 
Table 5.4  
Shared Schemata 

Story Schemata 
Shared by family 

member employees? 
Shared by non–family 

member employees 
Founding Origins Yes Yes 
Depression Fire Overcoming obstacles Yes Yes 
1997 Fire Overcoming obstacles NA Yes 
Banker Philosophy Overcoming obstacles Yes NA 
Strike Overcoming obstacles NA Yes 
Note. NA indicates not applicable. 
 
 
 When interview participants were asked about the story of the Founding, the 

specific details they included varied (see Appendix H); however, all participants who told 

the story of the Founding were consistent in its story skeleton/gist: The founder 

purchased the facility and began operations. There were never any variations; not one 

participant told of a “different” founding. The Founding provides the origins of the 

organization. 
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 As with the story of the Founding, the story skeleton/gist of the Depression Fire 

was also consistent among all who told the story: There was a fire that decimated all of 

the facility except for one storage structure. The facility was rebuilt and operations 

continue to this day. The details included varied (see Appendix I), but the overarching 

schemata—overcoming the obstacle of the fire—was consistent. 

 Family member employees told the additional story of the Banker Philosophy and 

shared the schemata of overcoming obstacles. All three family members told the same 

story skeleton/gist: A town where one of the founder’s facilities was located was 

struggling during the Depression. The founder lent the town the deed to the facility in that 

town as collateral for a loan. Once the threat of bankruptcy had passed, the bank did not 

return the deed. Once again, specific details varied (see Appendix K), but the idea of 

overcoming the obstacle of the loss of the facility predicated when each of the family 

member employees told this story. 

 Non–family member employees told two stories in addition to the two shared with 

family member employees: the story of the 1997 Fire and the story of the 1971 Strike. As 

before, participants shared schemata in the respective stories. Within the story of the 

1997 Fire, all three participants told the same story skeleton/gist: The fire occurred, and 

while that department was shut down for repairs, production continued. Details among 

the participants varied (see Appendix J), but the story had the shared schemata of 

overcoming obstacles. 

 Four non–family member employees also told the story of the 1971 Strike and 

again shared the overarching schemata of overcoming obstacles. All participants told the 

story skeleton/gist of the strike occurring and nonunion employees crossing the picket 
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lines to work and continue production. Among the four non–family member employees, 

the specific details varied (see Appendix L), but the overarching schemata of overcoming 

obstacles was shared. 

Finding 4 

Family member employees shared overarching scripts within their stories; 

however, non–family member employees did not share overarching scripts within 

their stories.  

 The second way that content was analyzed within this study was through the 

analysis of scripts. Scripts were previously defined as “a schema held in memory that 

describes events or behaviors (or sequences of events or behavior)” (Gioia & Poole, 

1984, p. 450). The primary scripts that emerged within this study were the inclusion, or 

lack thereof, of hybrid stories. In other words, when participants told the stories, did they 

include both the family story and organizational story or just one or the other?  

 Previously, Finding 2 considered whether or not participants told a hybrid story; 

however, the concept of scripts was not considered at that point. This finding addressed 

not only with whether or not a hybrid story was told, but whether or not the hybrid story 

was shared. For scripts to be considered shared within this research, the majority of the 

participants had to share the idea. Tables 5.5 and 5.6 consider family member employee 

and non–family member employee scripts, respectively.  
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Table 5.5 
Family Member Scripts 

 The Founding: 
Hybrid stories 

Depression Fire: 
Hybrid stories 

Banker Philosophy:  
Hybrid stories 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 
Scripts X  X  X  
Quantity 2 of 2  2 of 2  3 of 3  
Shared? X  X  X  
 
 
Table 5.6 
Non–Family Member Scripts 

 The Founding: 
Hybrid stories 

Depression Fire: 
Hybrid stories 

1997 Fire:  
Hybrid stories 

1971 Strike: 
Hybrid stories

Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 
Scripts X  X   X X  
Quantity 2 of 8  5 of 9   3 of 3 1 of 4  
Shared?  X X  X   X 
 
 
 
 Family member employees shared overarching scripts for all three of the stories 

they told, and every family member employee told hybrid stories. Non–family member 

employees, however, shared overarching scripts only in only two out of the four stories 

they told. While non–family member employees shared the overarching script of a hybrid 

story within their telling of the story of the Depression Fire, non–family member 

employees also shared a script when the three participants who recounted the story of the 

1997 Fire told it as an organizational story only. In other words, the sharing of scripts did 

not require a hybrid story. Within this research, however, four out of the five times that 

scripts were shared (the family member employees telling the stories of the Founding, the 

Depression Fire, and the Banker Philosophy and the non–family member employees 

telling the story of the Depression Fire), the overarching script was a hybrid story. 
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Finding 5 

Both location and length of employment had an effect on the content of the stories 

told by non–family member employees.  

 This study included 25 individual interviews. Three interviews involved family 

member participants; the remaining 22 were non–family member participants. The 

demographic information of geographic location and length of tenure was analyzed only 

in relation to the non–family member employees, since presenting that information for 

family member employees would break confidentiality.  

 Within chapter 4, tables presenting participants’ geography and tenure were 

presented; however, that information was not related to the stories. Table 5.7 relates 

length of employment and location of the non–family member employees to the stories 

they told. Additionally, it adds the concept of the amount of detail contained within the 

telling of the story. In chapter 4, each story skeleton/gist was provided, which represents 

a low amount of detail. If a story was told as a hybrid story, it is designated as high detail. 

Everything in between is designated as medium detail. The purpose of this chart is to 

consider whether there was any correlation between the level of detail presented and the 

demographics of geographic location and employment length. As a reminder, short tenure 

was defined in this study as working at FOAB for up to 10 years; medium tenure, for 10 

years and 1 month to 25 years; and long tenure, for 25 years and 1 month or longer. 
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Table 5.7 
Employment Length and Location of Non–Family Member Employees in Relation to Stories Told 
and Their Level of Detail 

Story Participant 
Level of  

detail Location 
Length of 

tenure 
The Founding 
 Delta High FOAB Primary offices Long 
 Mu High FOAB Primary offices Long 
 Xi Low FOAB Primary plant Medium 
 Rho Medium FOAB off-site retail Medium 
 Tau Medium FOAB Primary plant Short 
 Upsilon Medium FOAB Primary offices Medium 
 Omega* Low FOAB Primary plant Long 
 Alpha Beta* Medium FOAB Primary plant Long 
Depression Fire 
 Eta High FOAB Primary offices Long 
 Theta Low FOAB Primary plant Long 
 Kappa Low FOAB Primary plant Long 
 Lambda Medium FOAB Primary offices Long 
 Mu High FOAB Primary offices Long 
 Xi Medium FOAB Primary plant Medium 
 Pi Low FOAB off-site center Medium 
 Phi High FOAB off-site storage Medium 
 Chi High FOAB Secondary offices  Long 
1997 Fire 
 Theta Medium FOAB Primary plant Long 
 Kappa Medium FOAB Primary plant Long 
 Alpha Beta* Medium FOAB Primary plant Long 
1971 Strike 
 Delta Medium FOAB Primary offices Long 
 Zeta Medium FOAB Primary offices Long 
 Lambda Medium FOAB Primary offices Long 
 Chi High FOAB Secondary offices Long 
*Union members. 
 
 
 

In considering this information, the following conclusions can be drawn: 

• In all of the stories but one (Depression Fire), a high level of detail was provided 

only by non–family member employees with long employment and a geographic 

location of either FOAB Primary or FOAB Secondary offices. These individuals 

had more contact with the family member employees located at those respective 

facilities.  
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o One participant, Phi, was neither located at one of the primary offices nor 

was a long-time employee, but he provided a high level of detail in his 

telling of the Depression Fire. 

• In only two stories did participants provide a low level of detail: The Founding 

and Depression Fire. 

o Of the five participants who told stories with a low level of detail, four 

worked at the FOAB Primary plant. The other participant, Pi, worked at 

the off-site center. 

o Of the five participants who provided a low level of detail, three were 

long-time employees; the other two were medium tenure employees. 

Finding 5 emerged from the analysis of these data. While there were some 

exceptions, in general, a non–family member employee with a long-term tenure was more 

likely to provide a high level of detail. Additionally, non–family member employees who 

were geographically close to one of the family member employees were more likely to 

tell a hybrid story, which included maximum detail. Length of employment, however, did 

not always guarantee a highly detailed story. In fact, over half of the non–family member 

employees who provided minimum detail were long-time employees. However, those 

who provided a low level of detail were not located within the offices of either FOAB 

Primary or FOAB Secondary, indicating that location more than length of employment 

might have had an impact on story detail.  

It is interesting to note that only three non–family member participants did not 

have one story included within the presentation of data. Other non–family member 

employees, such as Omega, did not have their version of the story of the Founding 
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included, but it was analyzed. Nu, Omicron, and Sigma’s versions of the Founding did 

not meet the criteria to be included. Nu had worked at FOAB for less time than any other 

participant. Interestingly, during the interview with non–family member employee 

Kappa, I asked him at what point employees became receptive to the stories they heard. 

According to Kappa, “Probably employees that have been here 5 years or more will 

appreciate that better.” Nu had been at the organization for barely 5 years at the time of 

his interview. 

The other two non–family member employees without a story included, Omicron 

and Sigma, were probably the busiest participants interviewed. Omicron had to leave the 

interview multiple times to help customers, and Sigma was paged multiple times during 

his interview. As such, their interviews were much shorter than average—about 30 

minutes compared with an hour for the other interviews. Nu’s interview, however, was of 

average length.  

Finding 6 

The hybrid stories told by family member employees had primarily been heard, 

and when heard, they were heard from other family members. When non–family 

member employees told hybrid stories, they had also heard those stories from 

family members. 

Within this research, context questions asked who, to whom, when, where, why, 

and how. As a part of data reduction, only those stories told within the business were 

included. Thus, the question of where was not included as one of the context questions 

within the presentation of data in chapter 4. As shown in Tables 5.8 and 5.9, the primary 

consistencies found were within the contextual elements of who told the story and how 
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the story was told. The numbers in the table indicate how many participants gave that 

answer. An “X” indicates that no participant gave that answer. 

As a reminder, family member employees only told hybrid stories. As Table 5.8 

shows, other family members told the family member participants these stories. Two 

participants told the story of the Founding. Beta did not indicate where he had heard the 

story, but Alpha explained that his father had told him. In the story of the Depression 

Fire, Alpha heard it from both his father and his mother; Beta only heard it from his 

father.  

In the stories of the Depression Fire and Banker Philosophy, all participants had 

heard the story verbally. Additionally, all of the family member employees had heard 

those stories from their respective fathers. In the story of the Founding, Alpha had heard 

his father tell the story, but he had also seen it in the centennial book. 

Table 5.8 
Family Member Employee Context Similarities 

 The Founding 
Similarities 

Depression Fire 
Similarities 

Banker Philosophy 
Similarities 

 Yes No Yes No Yes No 
Who       

Father 1  2  3  
Mother  X 1   X 

How       
Verbally 1  2  3  
In writing 2   X  X 

 

Among the non–family member participants, eight employees told the story of the 

Founding, nine told the story of the Depression Fire, three told the story of the 1997 Fire, 

and four told the story of the 1971 Strike. However, this finding relates directly to hybrid 

stories. As such, only two participant responses are applicable in the telling of the 

Founding, four for the Depression Fire, and one for the 1971 Strike. The story of the 
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1997 Fire did not include a hybrid story; as such, it is not included within the discussion 

of this finding. As a reminder, for a contextual element to be considered shared, over half 

of the participants needed to share that element.  

Within the story of the Founding, both non–family member employees, Delta and 

Mu, had heard the story from the current president/CEO. Mu had also heard it told by the 

son of the current president/CEO. Both participants had heard the story verbally; 

additionally, both participants had read the story in the centennial book.  

For the story of the Depression Fire, the results were similar. The four non–family 

member employees had heard the story told verbally, and each had heard it from a family 

member. Eta, Mu, and Phi had heard the story from the current president/CEO, and Chi 

had heard the story told by the vice president of FOAB Secondary.  

Only one participant, Chi, told the story of the 1971 Strike as a hybrid story. He 

heard the story verbally from the vice president of FOAB Secondary.  

Thus, when looking across Table 5.9, the shared elements include hearing the 

hybrid story told verbally by a family member. The story of the Founding also included 

the written element of the centennial book; however, all other examples were verbal. 

Table 5.9 
Non–Family Member Employee Context Similarities within Hybrid Stories 

 The Founding 
Similarities 

Depression Fire 
Similarities 

1971 Strike 
Similarities 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 
Who       

President/CEO 2  3   X 
Son 1   X  X 
Vice president  X 1  1  

How       
Verbally 2  4  1  
Centennial book 2  X   X 
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When Tables 5.8 and 5.9 are compared, the overarching themes become obvious. 

In both employee categories, oral tradition was used to tell these hybrid stories. 

Additionally, family members were the primary narrators of these stories.  

Finding 7 

Hybrid stories were told by semantic narrators. 

Within the theory of collective memory, the role of the narrator plays a significant 

part. Within this research, participants within both employee categories were divided 

based on whether they had experienced an event firsthand or not. If they had personal 

experience with an event, they were referred to as episodic narrators; if they had not 

experienced an event personally, they were considered semantic narrators. Table 5.10 

reveals the types of narrators for each story told.  

 
Table 5.10 
Narrative Roles of Participants 
Stories Family member employees Non–family member employees 
The Founding 2 Semantic 8 Semantic 
Depression Fire 2 Semantic 9 Semantic 
Banker Philosophy 3 Semantic n/a 
1997 Fire n/a 3 Episodic 
1971 Strike n/a 2 Episodic/2 Semantic 

 
 
Considering the timing of the events revealed through stories, it makes sense that 

those stories considering the time periods of 1906 (the Founding) and the mid 1930s 

(Depression Fire/Banker Philosophy) would only incorporate semantic narrators. None of 

the participants within this study were alive during those times. Additionally, the two 

more recent events, the 1997 Fire and the 1971 Strike, would most likely have episodic 

narrators, as more than half of all employees interviewed (13 of 22 non–family member 
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employees and 2 of 3 family member employees) had been at this organization for at 

least 25 years; that was indeed the case, as revealed in Table 5.10.  

It is curious to note that the family members only served as semantic narrators. 

Not one of the stories they told within this research incorporated an episodic narrator. 

The non–family member participants, however, told two stories wherein interview 

participants experienced the event firsthand. The second story, the 1971 Strike, was 

noteworthy in that it was the only story that had both episodic and semantic narrators.  

What was also interesting is that each hybrid story was told by a semantic 

narrator, and episodic narrators never told a hybrid story, as shown in Table 5.11. Finding 

6 arose from that information. Further study would be needed to know the depth of the 

correlation between hybrid stories and semantic narrators, but within this research of 

FOAB, a strong correlation existed between the hybrid stories and semantic narrators. 

 
Table 5.11 
Narrative Roles of Participants in Relation to Hybrid Stories 
Stories Family member employees Non–family member employees 
The Founding 2 Semantic (both hybrid) 8 Semantic (2 of 8 hybrid) 
Depression Fire 2 Semantic (both hybrid) 9 Semantic (5 of 9 hybrid) 
Banker Philosophy 3 Semantic (all hybrid) n/a 
1997 Fire n/a 3 Episodic (no hybrid) 
1971 Strike n/a 2 Episodic (no hybrid) 

2 Semantic (1 of 2 hybrid) 
 
 

Finding 8 

Hybrid stories signified commemoration more often than nonhybrid stories. 

The main distinction between commemoration and history is the concept of 

objectivity. History involves objectivity; commemoration does not. According to 

Schwartz (1982), commemoration also incorporates the concept of extraordinary 
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significance. When analyzing the five stories, it became apparent that when participants 

told a story that incorporated the family story with the organizational story, it met the 

criteria of being extraordinarily significant. Words used included “perseverance,” “family 

is important,” and “whatever it took.” The combination of the family story and the 

organizational story was subsequently termed a “hybrid story.” Hybrid stories were 

originally identified within the first story told, which was the Founding. They were also 

identified within the Depression Fire story, the Banker Philosophy story, and the story of 

the 1971 Strike. When the participants who told those stories spoke of their significance, 

the concept of extraordinary significance emerged. Table 5.12 highlights the development 

of that concept.  

Table 5.12 
Quotations of Significance 
Stories/participants* Quotations 
The Founding  

FME Alpha “It’s very important to me.” 
FME Beta “It’s an imprint.” 
NFME Delta “It’s a really good story.” 
NFME Mu “Be as invested with the company and the family as I am.” 

Depression Fire  
FME Alpha “Every decision we make.” 
FME Beta “The grit of (the founder),” “it was not just him, but it was them 

[the employees].” 
NFME Eta “It’s kind of a unique story,” “shows [the family’s] perseverance.” 
NFME Lambda “Family is very important; I mean it is very important.” 
NFME Mu “It’s fascinating” “what lengths the (family) was willing to go.” 
NFME Phi “It stuck with us because of determination.” 
NFME Chi “I don’t think I would have had the fortitude.” 

Banker Philosophy  
FME Alpha “That strategy from his life lessons has been one that’s just been 

carried forward.” 
FME Beta “That was a big deal,” “those kinds of stories, you know, they 

really defined family businesses.” 
FME Gamma “Boy, that stuck with me.” 

1971 Strike  
NFME Chi “Doing whatever it took.” 

* FME indicates family member; NFME, non–family member employee. 
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 As a reminder, six other non–family member participants told the story of the 

Founding, and four other non–family member participants told the story of the 

Depression Fire. However, not all of those remaining participants shared the significance 

of those stories to them. Yet all of these participants were able to share the significance of 

these hybrid stories, further emphasizing the extraordinary significance these employee 

participants bestowed upon these stories. From this information, Finding 8 emerged. 

 Having considered each of the findings in relation to the research question, the 

discussion now moves to the findings in relation to the theoretical foundations.  

Interpretation of Findings 

in Relation to the Theoretical Foundations 

 With the overarching research question answered, the focus now shifts to a 

discussion of the relationship between the eight findings and the literature, which was 

presented in chapters 1 and 2.  

Finding 1 

Family member employees and non–family member employees shared some of the 

same stories. 

Two of the five stories within this research were shared by both family member 

and non–family member employees—the Founding and the Depression Fire. The sharing 

of the story of the Founding was expected, to some extent, as one of the first interview 

questions asked participants to recount the story of the Founding, if they were able. 

However, their sharing the story of the Depression Fire was a surprise.  
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Literature on stories shared among family member employees and non–family 

member employees is scarce. While researching this topic, fewer than 10 articles were 

found that studied the stories told in family-owned businesses (e.g., Dalpiaz et al., 2014; 

Hougaz, 2015; Jackson, 2016; Johansson et al., 2014; Smith, 2009, 2014; Steier, 2007). 

However, two articles, McCollum (1992) and Zwack and von Schlippe (2011), not only 

identified stories told in a family business, but also considered stories told by non–family 

member employees.  

In one of the earliest examples of a scholar exploring the stories told in a family-

owned business, McCollum (1992), using the theoretical foundation of anthropology, 

explored the stories in a family-owned retail business in an attempt to “explore the 

relationship of the family and business systems” (p. 3). Within her study, McCollum 

cataloged 565 total stories, told by 48 participants, into moral categories. The participants 

represented 5 family members and 43 non–family members from three different stores 

within the retail business. The stories of the non–family member employees most often 

emphasized what it was like to be an employee within the organization, whereas the 

family member employees most often spoke about managing the business. McCollum 

also discovered that in this single case study, family members “told fewer stories about 

themselves” (p. 20); however, they told more stories about other family members. 

McCollum concluded that the stories “reflect . . . the day-to-day processes by which 

relations between the family and business systems are created and sustained” (p. 3) and 

help “construct a system dynamic that reinforces the family’s influence over the 

business” (p. 3). 
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Zwack and von Schlippe (2011) interviewed 20 family and non–family employees 

to explore how values are transmitted within a family-owned business. Using system 

theory as their analytical lens, they found that when the story was interpreted similarly 

among different listeners, it provided a mechanism for transmitting values, even if the 

values had not been made explicit. Further research is needed, they claimed, but they also 

acknowledged that their research “may add valuable new distinctions to explain the 

success of this very special type of business” (p. 13). While Zwack and von Schlippe 

included non–family members as interview participants, comparing and contrasting the 

stories of family members and non–family members was not their focus. However, the 

shared component definitely correlates with this study and offers a possible explanation 

to the success of family businesses in general. 

One of the purposes of this research was to begin to address the value of non–

family member employees (e.g., Mitchell et al., 2003; Sharma, 2004), despite their 

underrepresentation within the family-owned business literature (e.g., James et al., 2012). 

Succession has been identified as a critical event within the life cycle of a family-owned 

business (e.g., Dalpiaz et al., 2014; Sharma et al., 2000). According to Chua et al. (1999), 

“The existence or prevalence of non–family managers mitigates the concern because it 

enhances the stability and continuity of the business during succession” (p. 34). Thus, 

non–family member employees, specifically managers in the case of the Chua et al. 

study, play a crucial role in succession, an identified critical event.  

Within the study presented through this research, it was not possible to identify 

the significance of the non–family member employee, or what stories he or she told, 

during a time of transition such as succession. The last succession in FOAB occurred in 
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1979, when the second president/CEO passed away. While there were participants who 

were employed at FOAB at that time, participants did not mention specific stories that 

were told during that period of transition, which presents a possibility for future studies.  

Finding 2 

Some stories told in this family business were hybrids, wherein a family story 

intertwined with an organizational story. 

Literature utilized within this research identified three different sets of story types. 

The first were the stories identified by Martin, Feldman, Hatch, and Sitkin (1983). These 

authors argued that claims of organizational uniqueness as a result of organizational 

stories were a paradox; instead, seven types of stories existed, and some variation of them 

was told in all organizations. They identified the “rule-breaking story” (p. 441); the “is 

the big boss human?” story (p. 442); the “can the little person rise to the top” story (p. 

442); the “will I get fired?” story (p. 443); the “will the organization help me when I have 

to move” story (p. 443); the “how will the boss react to the mistake” story (p. 444); and 

the “how will the organization deal with obstacles” story (p. 444). The only story type 

applicable to FOAB would be the obstacle story, and in fact, Martin et al. (1983) claimed 

that this is the most common type of story. Indeed, four of the five stories identified in 

FOAB had shared scripts of overcoming obstacles, including the Depression Fire, the 

1997 Fire, the Banker Philosophy, and the 1971 Strike. However, the obstacle stories 

identified by Martin et al. contained heroes and/or heroines. Within the FOAB stories, 

such a person was not always identified. For example, within the story of the 1997 Fire, 

no heroes were necessarily identified. Within the story of the Banker Philosophy, the 

“villain” might be perceived to be the city to whom the founder lost the facility, but the 
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family member employees did not really portray it that way. Instead, the moral of the 

story related to managing debt, so while the founder did “overcome,” that was not the 

purpose of the story. As such, the story types identified by Martin et al. (1983) do not 

have much applicability to this study.  

The lack of applicability brings up an interesting consideration: Are they not 

applicable because this is a family-owned business? The other 10 articles previously 

identified combining research on family-owned businesses and stories (Dalpiaz et al., 

2014; Dawson & Hjorth, 2011; Hamilton, 2006; Jackson, 2016; Johansson et al., 2014; 

McCollum, 1992; Smith, 2009, 2014; Steier, 2007; Zwack & von Schlippe, 2011) did not 

attempt to discuss the stories they identified in relation to Martin et al.’s (1983) study. 

Family business scholars (e.g., Dyer, 1986, 1988; Nicholson, 2008) have shown the 

cultures of family-owned businesses to be different than those of non–family-owned 

businesses. It is plausible that the distinct cultures provide part of the answer as it relates 

to the lack of applicability of the uniqueness paradox. However, it is also possible that 

FOAB was an anomaly and that other family businesses would have more examples of 

uniqueness paradox stories. A multiple case study could provide further evidence on this 

topic. 

The second set of story types came from the work of Wry et al. (2011). They 

identified two types of entrepreneurial stories: identity and growth. Identity stories were 

defined as those “which define and meaningfully label the collective identity” (p. 452), 

while growth stories were those “which explain and coordinate the increasing number of 

members” (p. 452). Growth stories were further subdivided into both inviting stories and 

signaling stories. The inviting stories were defined as those used “to recruit new members 
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into a collective identity while making its boundary flexible around the practice variants 

these actors might pursue” (p. 454). Signaling stories, on the other hand, “emphasize 

particular extensions of core practices that may apply to multiple kinds of actors” (p. 

455). When considering these stories in relation to the stories identified within FOAB, 

the concept of an identity story did not really apply, as this study explicitly did not 

consider the topic of identity. The closest in relevance would be Banker Philosophy, 

wherein the founder’s handling of that situation identified how we, “the family,” handle 

debt; however, only family member employees told that story, and the concept of identity 

would reach beyond just the family. The Depression Fire story did have the shared 

interpretation of perseverance, persistence, and determination, but the non–family 

member employees applied those characteristics to the family, whereas the family 

member employees applied them to the founder. In other words, the participants, both 

family members and non–family members, did not apply those characteristics to 

themselves, per se. In other words, there was no “collective.” The only possible example 

of a growth story would be the story of the Depression Fire, wherein the facility was 

destroyed and rebuilt, which ultimately allowed for future growth and expansion. 

However, the story was not really told in that manner; it was a story of overcoming a 

major setback, and not a story of how the fire and subsequent rebuilding led to the 

company being what it is today. Because no true growth stories were identified, the 

inviting story and signaling story were not applicable to this study either. As such, the 

work of Wry et al. did not really apply to this research. 

The most relevant literature for this research came from the work of Linde (1997), 

who identified three types of stories within collective memory: origin stories, institutional 
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event stories, and paradigmatic stories. Origin stories may either tell a story of the 

organization’s founding or a significant figure within the organization during its early 

development (Vansina, 1985). Institutional event stories focus on significant events 

within the organization’s history such as successes, disasters, or turning points, and 

paradigmatic narratives offer insights into how individuals have been successful in the 

past (Linde, 1997). Each of the three types of stories identified by Linde was identified 

within FOAB. The Founding represented, of course, an origin story. The stories of the 

Depression Fire, the 1997 Fire, and the 1971 Strike were institutional event stories, which 

described, according to participants, critical events within the history of the organization. 

The story of the Banker Philosophy represented the final type of story identified by 

Linde, a paradigmatic narrative, as the loss of the facility spurred a philosophy that 

continues to be used as a successful guide for the company’s debt management today.  

What was not identified within the literature was the type of story that emerged 

during analysis of the stories within FOAB—the hybrid story. A hybrid story combines 

two stories, the family story and the organizational story, into one story. The reasoning 

behind the lack of identification of this type of story may stem from the fact that none of 

the three previously identified studies were conducted within the context of a family-

owned business, which by its very nature is a hybrid entity combining the institutions of 

family and business. However, the identification of this story does answer the call of Wry 

et al. for further identification of stories within entrepreneurial settings, as it may have 

applicability to the legitimacy of the organization and, thus, its long-term survival 

(Deephouse & Suchman, 2008).  
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A final component not identified within the literature were the two employee 

categories utilized within this research, which also provided identification of different 

types of stories. Three stories were identified as being “family member stories” or stories 

told by family members: The Founding, Depression Fire, and Banker Philosophy. Four 

stories were identified as “non–family stories” or stories told by non–family member 

employees: The Founding, Depression Fire, 1997 Fire, and 1971 Strike. As such, 

literature can begin to explore the differences between the two employee categories more 

fully.  

 The two subfindings related to Finding 2 were as follows: (a) Family member 

employees always told a hybrid story; and (b) The majority of non–family member 

employees told organizational stories; only a few non–family member employees told 

hybrid stories. Only speculation can be offered in relation to these findings, as no 

literature was identified to further explore the concept of the hybrid story. However, what 

is applicable is the significance of the family to the family members. As participant Delta 

said, when talking about the current president/CEO, “He’s just very proud of it [his 

family]. He’s very, very proud of his heritage, of the—of just the history and the 

success.” It stands to reason that his son and brother would share his pride. As such, 

logically, the family would always tell a hybrid story.  

The five non–family member employees who told a hybrid story, with one 

exception, were the ones closest to the family members, in terms of geographic distance 

and day-to-day interactions (see Finding 5 for further discussion of the relationship of 

geography to the stories told). Additionally, four of these five non–family members 

commented on the feeling of family within the business. For example, Delta said, “The 
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stability of the place and just working—just having more of a family-oriented business” 

made people want to work at FOAB. Eta said, “It’s the kind of company that if you want 

to feel like you’re a part of a family you can.” Mu explained, “It’s impossible to have 

been here the length of time I’ve been here, be as invested with the company and the 

family as I am. . . .” Chi echoed the sentiments of the other non–family members, saying, 

“It’s like we’re all family members.” It makes sense that those who felt more like family 

members were those that told the hybrid stories; however, future research would need to 

be conducted to explore this concept more fully, as it may have implications for 

organizational stability. As Delta stated, people want to work at FOAB because of the 

stability and the family orientation. The discovery of a correlation between the concepts 

of hybrid stories and stability and family orientation could make a meaningful 

contribution to the field of family business studies. 

Finding 3 

Family member employees and non–family member employees shared 

overarching schemata.  

Throughout this study, schemata have been defined as generalized shared 

meanings or frames of reference (Bartunek & Moch, 1987). Schemata were one 

component utilized within this research to analyze the stories told by both family 

members and non–family members. Both family member participants and non–family 

member participants shared a schema of beginnings in the story of the Founding. 

Additionally, both employee categories, family member employees and non–family 

member employees, shared the same schema of overcoming obstacles in the story of the 

Depression Fire. Within chapter 1, a conceptual framework was provided indicating a 
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distinction between the stories told by family members and the stories told by non–family 

members within the collective memory of this business; it was initially believed that the 

two employee categories would tell different stories and, thus, have different schemata. 

While a revised conceptual framework is presented and discussed subsequently, this 

finding invalidates the original conceptual framework.  

Within the family business literature, the work of Zwack and von Schlippe (2011) 

provides the most relevance to this finding. While they did not study the stories that 

emerged within their research at a family business in terms of schemata, they did look for 

shared values. It seems likely that a connection exists between the concepts of schemata 

and values. Indeed, Ocasio, Mauskapf, and Steele (2016) defined collective memory as “a 

system of values.” This study explored the stories told within the collective memory of a 

family-owned business. As such, finding stories with shared schemata implies shared 

values as well.  

Additional literature on the topic of collective memory also supports this finding. 

While she did not consider employee categories within a family business, Casey’s (1997) 

multisite study on collective memory within a substance abuse rehabilitation facility did 

consider hierarchical levels within the organization. While the concept of hierarchy was 

not considered specifically within this study, it is inherent, as the family members in 

FOAB held the top management positions within the organization. As such, the employee 

categories could have been considered upper management (family) and middle and lower 

management (non-family). Despite the semantic differences, the findings were the same. 

Referencing speculation that hierarchy might make a difference in memory (El Sawy, 

Gomes, & Gonzalez, 1986), Casey’s (1997) research found that it did not make a 
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difference. The two stories shared by the two employee categories in FOAB also 

confirmed Casey’s finding that hierarchy does not seem to influence shared schemata.  

Finding 4 

Family member employees shared overarching scripts within their stories; 

however, non–family member employees did not share overarching scripts within 

their stories.  

Scripts have been consistently defined as a schema held in memory that describes 

events or behaviors (or sequences of events or behaviors) (Gioia & Poole, 1984). 

Through the analysis of the scripts of the stories within this study, the finding of hybrid 

stories emerged. The use of a hybrid story was the main script difference among the two 

employee categories. Family member employee participants always told hybrid stories, 

which incorporated both a family story and an organizational story into one, 

comprehensive story. As such, their overarching script was shared. Non–family member 

employees’ stories, however, were not always a hybrid story. In fact, except in the story 

of the Depression Fire, most non–family member participants did not tell a hybrid story. 

As presented in Finding 2, within the story of the Founding, only two of eight 

participants told a hybrid story, and only one of four participants told a hybrid story in the 

story of the 1971 Strike. The story of the 1997 Fire had no hybrid stories. Within the 

story of the Depression Fire, most participants, five of nine, did tell the story as a hybrid; 

however, that is one story out of four. As such, the overarching script of a hybrid story 

was not shared among non–family member employees. 

While the previous finding linked shared schemata to shared values, the work of 

family business scholars Zwack and von Schlippe (2011) does not apply to this finding. 
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The schemata of overcoming obstacles, for example, connects to a value of FOAB: 

Setbacks will occur, but we, as a company, will persevere. However, within this research, 

scripts were identified whether or not the story was a hybrid, and the schemata remained 

the same. Thus, it is not possible to say at this time if scripts relate to the values of the 

organization. Additional literature concerning scripts in stories within family businesses 

was not identified.  

However, drawing upon the work of Casey (1997) again provides insight into this 

finding. While this study recognized script dissimilarities among the two employee 

categories, Casey found no differences within her data. If we again consider the two 

categories—family member employees and non–family member employees—as 

hierarchical levels, this finding is in direct contrast with her result that scripts were the 

same among the different levels of hierarchy. While it is logical to conclude that various 

organizations—family or non-family, representing similar or dissimilar industries, with a 

variety of cultures—may contain script distinctions, no other research exploring 

differences or similarities among hierarchical levels within an organization was 

uncovered to substantiate this claim. Thus, the distinction between what Casey found and 

what this research identified, while likely predictable, was discussed. 

Finding 5 

Both location and length of employment had an effect on the content of the stories 

told by non–family member employees. 

 As previously stated, hybrid stories contained high levels of detail. In all of the 

stories but one (Depression Fire), a high level of detail was provided only by non–family 

member employees with long employment and a geographic location of either FOAB 
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Primary or FOAB Secondary offices. Within this research, five participants told a hybrid 

story—Delta (Founding), Eta (Depression Fire), Mu (both Founding and Depression 

Fire), Phi (Depression Fire), and Chi (both Depression Fire and 1971 Strike). The story of 

the Depression Fire told by Phi was the one exception, as Phi was a medium-tenure 

employee who worked over an hour away from both FOAB Primary and FOAB 

Secondary.  

The seminal work on organizational memory by Walsh and Ungson (1991) 

provides insight into the portion of this finding relating to length of employment. 

According to them, “One of the most important keys to understanding acquisition, 

retention, and retrieval processes is to understand the nature of individuals that compose 

the organization” (pp. 77-78). In exploring the role of the individuals in organizational 

memory, Walsh and Ungson referred specifically to an employee’s length of service 

within the organization, stating, “Simply put, the organization needs a continuous link to 

its ‘old timers’ to ensure adequate organization memory acquisition and controlled 

retrieval processes” (p. 78). Four of the five participants—Delta, Eta, Mu, and Chi—

could definitely be considered “old timers” in FOAB, with each having over 25 years of 

employment with FOAB Primary or FOAB Secondary. Interestingly, this finding is in 

direct contrast to Casey’s (1997) study, referenced in the two preceding findings, which 

found that tenure was not “a major contributing factor in either the content of the 

collective memory or the organizational schemata and scripts” (p. 131). This dissimilarity 

may signal a difference in a family-owned business versus a non–family-owned business 

in the two distinctive industries, agriculture and substance abuse, or in the 

acknowledgment that organizational culture varies from organization to organization.  
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In terms of geography, four participants not only worked in the main offices of 

FOAB Primary (Delta, Eta, and Mu) or FOAB Secondary (Chi), but also worked closely 

with at least one of the family members, and family member employees always told 

hybrid stories. Thus, geography definitely contributed to the content detail within this 

study; however, no literature was identified to justify this finding. As such, subsequent 

research is needed to explore the concept of geography in relation to the stories told.  

Finding 6 

The hybrid stories told by family member employees had primarily been heard, 

and when heard, they were heard from other family members. When non–family 

member employees told hybrid stories, they had also heard those stories from 

family members. 

 The one shared contextual theme was the telling of the stories orally. Within the 

stories of the Founding and Depression Fire, the shared context was that the participants 

had heard the story most often from the current president/CEO. Both of those stories 

represented a hybrid story, and as previously stated, the concept of a hybrid story is 

unique to this research. As such, literature providing a theoretical foundation is scarce. 

Finding 7 

Hybrid stories were told by semantic narrators. 

 Within collective memory, Linde (1997) made the argument that an event does 

not become part of an organization’s collective memory until it is told by someone who 

did not experience the event firsthand. Casey’s (1997) work did not make this 

delimitation, but instead labeled those who had experienced the event they were telling as 
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episodic narrators and those who told of an event they did not experience as semantic 

narrators. As such, it is interesting to note that only semantic narrators told hybrid stories. 

Again, with little research on this topic, it is hard to say whether or not that means that 

hybrid stories are only told by those who did not experience the event firsthand. It may be 

possible that in the story of the Depression Fire, the founder, who would have been a 

firsthand participant, would not tell of the risks he took to secure the funding for the loan 

to rebuild and would only tell of the event of the fire. However, that story within FOAB 

is not possible to research, as the founder has passed. Johansson et al. (2014) claimed that 

a longitudinal study can contribute a more robust explanation for the experiences within a 

family business, and as such, a longitudinal study may be able to explain more fully the 

reasoning behind Finding 7.  

Finding 8 

Hybrid stories signified commemoration more often than nonhybrid stories. 

According to the organizational theory of collective memory, the constructs of 

commemoration and history comprise collective memory. The main distinction between 

the two is objectivity. Commemoration occurs when storytellers impart “extraordinary 

significance to certain events” (Schwartz, 1982, p. 377), whereas history is “past events 

with determinate dates” (Halbwachs, 1950/1980, p. 102), and an “objective recording of 

the past” (Schwartz, 2005, p. 63). Further, Schwartz (1982) explained that 

commemoration “celebrates . . . and lifts from an ordinary historical sequence those 

extraordinary events which embody our deepest and most fundamental values” (p. 377). 

He went on to explain how photographs and “symbols” can demonstrate commemoration. 
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However, Schwartz (2005) also referred to commemoration as co-remembering, which 

incorporates the concept of collective memory into this work.  

The story that had the most symbols surrounding it was the story of the Founding. 

Pictures from early days were in many of the rooms and offices within the FOAB 

Primary offices. Additionally, it was the celebration of the Founding that led to the 

creation of the centennial book. As such, the story of the Founding represented 

commemoration, and it was also, when told by four participants, a hybrid story. 

Stories can transmit values (Wilkins, 1983; Smith, 2009; Zwack & von Schlippe, 

2011). The stories from FOAB that were termed hybrids were those that incorporated the 

family in a significant capacity into the story, which meant that they incorporated the 

family values. The stories of the Depression Fire and Banker Philosophy were the only 

stories with shared family values. The story of the Depression Fire had the shared values 

of persistence, dedication, and perseverance, while the Banker Philosophy story imparted 

the values of debt management and conservativeness. The only story that did not have 

symbols or values expressed was Chi’s telling of the story of the 1971 Strike. However, 

what he explained was an extraordinary effort on the part of the family member to keep 

the facility functioning. As such, the 1971 Strike still met the criteria of commemoration. 

Revised Conceptual Framework 

 In chapter 1, the conceptual framework of Figure 5.1 was presented.  
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Figure 5.1. Guiding conceptual framework. 
 
 

At that time, it was believed that the stories told by family member employees 

and non–family member employees would be distinctly different. Research revealed 

otherwise. In fact, there is a distinct overlap between the employee categories. The 

revised conceptual framework is presented in Figure 5.2. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.2. Revised conceptual framework. FME indicates family member employees; 
NFME, non–family member employees. 
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The five stories within this data included one story told only by family member 

employees (represented by A); two stories told only by non–family member employees 

(represented by B); and two stories told by both family member and non–family member 

employees (represented by C). All five stories met the criteria of being part of the 

collective memory. Collective memory incorporates the elements of story interpretations, 

event interpretations, narrative roles, and history or commemoration. Stories only had to 

share one of the notions to be included within this research. Within the story of the 

Banker Philosophy, all three family member participants were semantic narrators who 

viewed the story as a commemoration. With the story of the 1997 Fire, the three non–

family members shared the role of episodic narrators and the story interpretation of 

safety. Within the story of the 1971 Strike, the four non–family member employees 

shared the event interpretation of a critical event. Within the stories of the Founding and 

the Depression Fire, participants shared the narrative roles of semantic narrators. Within 

the story of the Depression Fire, those who told a hybrid story also shared the story 

interpretation of determination, perseverance, and persistence.  

 Thus, the revised conceptual framework more accurately depicts what the 

research revealed. Indeed, family member employees and non–family member employees 

do tell different stories, but they tell some of the same stories as well.  

Limitations 

 Inherent in research are limitations, and this study was no different. The 

limitations of this study must be addressed, as they may have implications for the 

dependability and/or confirmability of this study.  
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One of the biggest obstacles within this research was the unionization of the 

research site. It took almost a year to gain permission to interview union members. Once 

permission was secured, the interviews were limited to 30 minutes. The stories told by 

the union members were very brief and often contained scripting and sequencing 

discrepancies. However, it is unknown if these discrepancies were the result of the time 

constraints or the fact that union members had less interaction with family members than 

other employees. As such, conclusions about the contributions of the union members 

were limited at best.  

 Another limitation was the purposeful sampling utilized within this study to 

identify non–family member employee participants. Multiple times, the person 

coordinating the interviews was asked to provide non–family participants who had been 

at the organization for less than 5 years; in fact, less than 3 years would have been 

preferred. Despite these requests, the shortest length of employment was 5 years. As 

such, conclusions about when stories become known are absent from this research. The 

idea that length of employment affects the familiarity of the stories was alluded to by 

non–family member participant Kappa, but there was no way to study that element.  

 The final limitation was the limited access to participants at off-site locations. 

Specifically, no non–family member employees of the plant at FOAB Secondary were 

provided to interview, but that point was not pushed. By the time interviews occurred at 

FOAB Secondary, 17 interviews had already been conducted. Looking back, more 

attention should have been given to ensuring more balanced representation of the non–

family member employees. For example, balance could have been achieved by 

interviewing three employees from FOAB Primary offices, three managers from the 
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FOAB Primary plant; three union employees from the FOAB Primary plant; three 

employees from off-site locations; three employees in the FOAB Secondary offices; and 

three managers/employees in the FOAB Secondary plant.  

 Addressing each of these limitations would have provided for a more robust 

study; however, as researchers know, they are often at the mercy of the research site. As 

such, the study was conducted within the parameters established by the research site. 

Even with the preceding limitations, the study was able to make contributions, as 

discussed in the next section. 

Contributions to Theory 

 Within the stated purpose for this research, four specific points were identified for 

this research to address, as outlined at the beginning of this chapter. Three of those points 

contribute to organizational theory but have greater implications for family business 

studies, and one relates specifically to organizational theory. As such, this section is 

divided into two parts: family business studies and organizational theory.  

Family Business Studies 

Three of the four purposes established at the outset of this research related 

directly to family business studies: (1) the call issued by Nicholson (2008) to further 

explore the culture within family-owned businesses; (2) the request by Wry et al. (2011) 

for further identification of stories within entrepreneurial settings; and (3) the 

acknowledgment that non–family member employees are underrepresented within the 

literature (Mitchell et al., 2003; Sharma, 2004). Purpose 1 and 3 refer directly to family-

owned businesses, but Purpose 2 refers to entrepreneurial settings. While entrepreneurial 



 

224 

settings are not limited to family business studies, family business research does fall 

under the overarching field of entrepreneurship, and family businesses are defined as a 

specific type of entrepreneurial business. As such, this study met the call of Wry et al. 

(2011) as it was conducted in an entrepreneurial setting. This section considers each of 

these points individually in relation to the research conducted. 

 In 2008, Nicholson called for further exploration of the culture within family-

owned businesses. As described in chapters 1 and 2, Schein (1985) claimed that 

organizational culture consists of three layers: artifacts, espoused beliefs and values, and 

underlying assumptions. The stories within this study represent an artifact within the 

culture of FOAB. Artifacts are not the only component of organizational culture, nor are 

they the most important; all pieces probably have equal import. However, the stories do 

contribute to our understanding of the organization’s culture and thus begin to respond to 

Nicholson’s (2008) request.  

So, what did this research tell us about the culture of FOAB? Twenty participants 

told a version of the story of the Founding; thus, 80% of the participants were able to 

provide that particular story. Twelve participants, or 48%, told the story of the 

Depression Fire. When looking at those early historical events within the timeline of 

FOAB, a near majority of participants knew the history, and they didn’t just know it, they 

appreciated it, as evidenced by their recollection of it.  

Organizational culture is defined in its broadest sense as values and beliefs that 

guide the behaviors of those within the organization. One of the two shared story 

interpretations came from the story of the Depression Fire. The concepts of 

determination, persistence, and perseverance resonated with many of the non–family 
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member participants who shared that story. In fact, Xi was quoted as saying that he told 

that story “to try to provide a positive approach to solving a problem.” The second shared 

story interpretation came from the story of the 1997 Fire. This was the one story where 

all participants shared the significance of the story, which was safety. The 1997 Fire 

story, in particular, was described as being told during training and weekly safety 

meetings to emphasize what not to do. As such, these stories were definitely 

representative of values and beliefs guiding the behavior of those within FOAB. 

So what does this mean for the culture of family-owned businesses? In this 

business, some stories had practical applications. As this was a single case study, the 

findings may not be transferable to other businesses, but this research does provide a 

starting point for subsequent studies on that topic.  

In their study, Wry et al. (2011) defined the need for further identification of 

stories within entrepreneurial settings. As mentioned above, family businesses are a 

specific type of entrepreneurial business. As such, the presentation of the five stories 

within this research relates directly to the need for further identification of stories within 

entrepreneurial settings.  

Linde (1997) presented evidence of three types of stories told within collective 

memory situations: origin stories, institutional event stories, and paradigmatic stories. As 

discussed under the theoretical foundations of Finding 2, the Founding was an origin 

story; the stories of the Depression Fire, the 1997 Fire, and the 1971 Strike were 

institutional event stories; and the Banker Philosophy story was a type of reverse 

paradigmatic story. No evidence has been found that stories within entrepreneurial 
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settings have been identified in this way, which represents the lens of collective memory. 

As a result, at a very basic level, this research addresses Wry et al.’s (2011) request.  

Stories within entrepreneurial settings have been identified as projective stories 

(Garud, Schildt, et al., 2014) and identity and growth stories (Wry et al., 2011). What this 

research contributes is the discovery of the hybrid story—a story that combines both 

family stories and organizational stories into one cohesive story. A hybrid story contains 

two stories that could stand on their own. The story of the Founding, for example, could 

have just told the story of the founder’s background, or it could have just told the story of 

the facility purchase by the founder. In fact, some non–family member participants told 

just the story of the founder purchasing of the facility. Conversely, some participants, 

both family and non-family, told the story of the purchase and the founder, and it was one 

story—not two separate stories in one telling, but one unified story, and that unification 

provided more dimensions to the story, a greater commemoration to that event, than the 

telling of only the family part or the organizational part. Within this research, the hybrid 

stories (the Founding, the Depression Fire, the Banker Philosophy, and the 1971 Strike) 

were congruent; in other words, the stories complemented each other and added a 

richness and depth to the story that would not have been evident if only the family story 

had been told or if only the organizational story had been told. However, it is possible 

that hybrid stories are not always congruent. For example, a negative story (Wilkins, 

1984) combined with a family story is conceivable. Had some of the union members told 

the story of the 1971 Strike, such an incongruent story might have emerged. However, 

this research only identified congruent hybrid stories. As such, the hybrid stories 
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identified through this research provide a new entrepreneurial story, and one that appears 

to be unique.  

While the organizational story literature, obviously, has identified organizational 

stories, this researcher was unable to find the identification of a family story within this 

literature. It is possible that family stories are a distinct type of story in entrepreneurial 

and/or family business studies. However, the family business literature containing 

research on stories (e.g., Dalpiaz et al., 2014; Dawson & Hjorth, 2011; Hamilton, 2006; 

Jackson, 2016; Johansson et al., 2014; McCollum, 1992; Smith, 2009, 2014; Steier, 2007; 

Zwack & von Schlippe, 2011), like the organizational story literature, has also not used 

the term family story, although when the authors are telling stories of the family, the 

concept is certainly implied. It is important to note, however, that the concept of a family 

story, and in fact the term family story, has been utilized within other fields, such as 

historical studies (e.g., The Family Story by Davidoff, Doolittle, Fink, and Holden 

[1999]) and social history studies (e.g., Black Sheep and Kissing Cousins by Stone 

[2004]). As such, perhaps the more appropriate term would be organizational family 

story. Whether the term family story or organizational family story is used in conjunction 

with an organizational story, the fact remains: the notion of a hybrid story has heretofore 

been neglected within organizational studies, entrepreneurial studies, and family business 

studies. 

The final purpose identified was the acknowledgment that non–family member 

employees are underrepresented within the literature (Mitchell et al., 2003; Sharma, 

2004). At the time of the interviews (2012-2013), FOAB had 152 employees. Of those 

employees, three were family member employees who were active in the day-to-day 
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operations of the organization. In other words, family members made up 2% of FOAB. 

Failing to consider the non–family member employee fails to consider the family 

business in its entirety. As non–family member employee Xi said during his interview, 

“But for the non–family members this place wouldn’t exist.” 

A variety of non–family member employees were included within this research. 

Some participants had been at FOAB for a relatively short time, approximately 5 years; 

others had been there for over 50 years. Non–family participants from FOAB Primary 

offices, FOAB Primary plant, FOAB off-site center, FOAB off-site retail, FOAB off-site 

storage, and FOAB Secondary offices were all represented. Hourly and salaried 

employees were represented, as were union and nonunion employees. Within the 

research, four stories from non–family member participants were included, which is more 

than surfaced during the family member employee interviews. Non–family member 

employees provided the only examples of episodic narrators within this study in addition 

to the only shared story interpretations. The non–family members were not just 

represented; indeed, their contributions provided major findings.  

As mentioned above, the Depression Fire and the 1997 Fire were stories used by 

non–family member employees to help guide behavior in this family-owned business. 

They represented both a semantic narrator story (the Depression Fire) and an episodic 

narrator story (the 1997 Fire), illustrating that both stories from the distant past and more 

recent times can provide tools during training and safety meetings to help other 

employees learn what to do and what not to do. Not only did these stories provide an 

example of “how we do things” in FOAB, but they also served as a vehicle for value 

transmission (Wilkins, 1984; Zwack & von Schlippe, 2011). In the case of both stories, 
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the overarching schema of overcoming obstacles was shared among all participants, 

including family members. As such, the overcoming obstacles schema provided insight 

into one of the values within FOAB. In neither situation was there a consideration of 

giving up or closing down. In the story of the 1997 Fire, in particular, each of the non-

family participants told of cleanup beginning immediately once the conditions were safe, 

as well as plans to continue production. There can be no doubt that when employees hear 

these stories, they realize that adversities are always possible in their industry, but FOAB 

will continue in spite of those adversities. Without the contribution of the non–family 

member employees within this research, information on the transmission of values within 

this business would not have been confirmed.  

Organizational Theory 

The key organizational theory component within the purpose of this research was 

the neglect, as identified by Boje (2008), of theorizing and research between collective 

memory and organizational stories. The theoretical lens of analysis for all five stories was 

collective memory, which consisted of story interpretations, event interpretations, 

narrative roles, and commemoration or history. At its very base level, this investigation 

into the stories told within the collective memory of a family business addressed Boje’s 

appeal.  

As mentioned within chapter 2, a link exists between collective memory and 

organizational stories, as stories are often used to study collective memory (e.g., Casey, 

1997; Cuc et al., 2006; Linde, 1997) and components within stories are often within the 

collective memory as well: schemata, scripts, and sequencing. As such, exploring these 

concepts both separately and then together provided a strong way to analyze stories. Each 
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of the five stories presented was analyzed in terms of story interpretations, event 

interpretations, narrative roles, commemoration or history, schemata, and scripts in an 

effort to thoroughly consider the link between collective memory and organizational 

stories.  

At the outset, one of the first connections was the identification of the link 

between schemata and story interpretations. Schemata are used to explore collective 

memory, but the relationship between the two was not identified in literature reviewed for 

this document. Additionally, scripts relate closely to commemoration or history. The 

detail provided within each story, or the scripts, contributed to the determination of 

whether or not a story was commemoration or history. For example, within the story of 

the 1971 Strike, only one of the non–family participants (only four participants told the 

story, and all were non–family member employees) included family details of the strike. 

His script, telling the story as a hybrid, was very different than that of the other three 

participants, who did not mention the family at all when talking about the strike. It was 

his inclusion of the familial elements that led to his version of the story being termed a 

commemoration, or an event with extraordinary significance.  

These two contributions, the link between schemata and story interpretation and 

the relationship between scripts and commemoration, have not been previously identified 

within either the organizational story literature or the collective memory literature. As 

such, this research makes a contribution to the field of organizational theory.  

Current research within the field of collective memory has focused on the concept 

of power and remembering. Sørensen (2014), for example, described how some of the 

darker parts of an organization’s history can be normalized or even marginalized by 
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political and/or social forces, which are often represented by management or another 

dominant force. Within this study, the family could definitely be considered the dominant 

force, and yet during the 22 non–family member employee interviews, there was no sense 

of darker parts of the company’s history being minimalized. The story of the 1971 Strike 

provides the most likely example within this research of a dark event within the 

company’s history. Two impressions stand out from the participants who told this story. 

First, except for Chi, who spoke of the extraordinary sacrifice made by the family 

member at FOAB Secondary to keep the facility operational, none of the other non-

family member employees mentioned the family while talking about the strike. Yet, data 

reduction of the interviews did not reveal any evidence that the family, the power in 

FOAB, had disregarded the event; in fact, Gamma did provide some information about 

the strike and stated, “It was a bad deal.”  

Second, at FOAB Primary, family member participants not only did not refer to 

the strike, but there were also no artifacts—newspaper clippings or personal documents—

referring to the strike in the Archive Room. In fact, the story of the 1971 Strike was the 

only one that required visits to the local library to research and was only one of two 

stories (the Banker Philosophy story, described as “very personal,” was the other) not 

referenced within the centennial book. While it is possible that one of the four available 

newspaper articles could have been missed during document review for the Archive 

Room or book, it is unlikely that four were. According to Ashley (2016) in her study on 

the Chattri Indian memorial in Brighton, U.K., physical space and artifacts can be 

powerful tools in memorializing events. It is possible that the family’s lack of reference 

to, or commemoration of, the event through newspaper clippings in the Archive Room or 
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mention of it within the centennial book served as a way of marginalizing the strike. 

Indeed, Nissley and Casey (2002) claimed that power may purposely influence what is 

remembered. However, the issue is not just what organizations remember, but also about 

what they forget. Casey and Olivera (2011) discussed the “potential of purposeful use of 

power and agency to shape what organizations remember and forget.” Thus, the lack of 

artifacts relating to the story of the 1971 Strike appears to provide support for the family 

power impacting the collective memory. However, four non–family members still were 

able to tell the story, and, indeed, two of those narrators were episodic. As an aside, a 

story that was not included within this research, as only one non–family member 

participant told it, was the story of an employee who was killed by a piece of equipment 

while on the job. Undoubtedly, this story was a dark event within the history of the 

company; however, a newspaper article detailing this event was found within the Archive 

Room. 

What does this research contribute to the discussion on power and collective 

memory? The story of the 1971 Strike does provide some support for the current research 

on the topic; however, one story from a bounded case study certainly does not meet the 

criteria for generalizability. Additionally, analysis of the other four stories contained 

within this research found no support for the correlation between power and collective 

memory. While the subject does merit subsequent study, this research indicates that the 

use of power to influence memory in this family business, while evident, was much less 

prolific than in other types of organizations. 
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Implications for Practice 

One of the main issues facing family-owned businesses today is their survivability 

(e.g., Allio, 2004; Ward, 1987). The numbers identified by Ward (1987), but still 

considered current today (J. H. Astrachan, personal communication, January 28, 2009), 

state that only 30% of family businesses pass to the second generation; only 12% transfer 

to the third generation; and a mere 3% operate into and past the fourth generation. Many 

scholars have chosen to focus on the concept of succession in an attempt to change these 

statistics (e.g., Sharma et al., 2000); however, despite extensive study of succession, the 

rates have remained the same. As such, this study built upon the work of scholars who 

called for study in different areas to consider alternate ways to address the issue of family 

business survivability.  

Organizational culture has been identified as an underdeveloped component of 

study within family-owned businesses, but it is a component that has the potential to 

critically influence the success of these businesses (Dalpiaz et al., 2014; Nicholson, 

2008). According to Wry et al. (2011), more understanding of the stories can encourage 

the use of stories during times of transition, which has potential implications for 

succession processes and/or the long-term viability of these organizations. Indeed, 

participants within this study spoke of using these stories during trying times. For 

example, Xi spoke of telling the story of the Founding to promote people working 

together and of telling the story of the Depression Fire to encourage the use of positive 

ways to solve problems. Theta spoke of telling the story of the 1997 Fire as a way of 

teaching people to not repeat past mistakes. While the implications of those specific 

examples are unknown, FOAB continues to exist and thrive.  
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Organizational legitimacy also affects survivability (Deephouse & Schuman, 

2008). According to Deephouse and Carter (2005), legitimacy refers to social acceptance 

resulting from an organization’s observance of conventional norms. The work of Wry et 

al. (2011) indicated that identifying the types of stories told in entrepreneurial 

organizations has implications for legitimation, which in turn can affect organizational 

survival. The stories identified, through the lens of collective memory, within FOAB 

included an origin story (the Founding), three institutional event stories (Depression Fire, 

1997 Fire, and 1971 Strike), and one paradigmatic story (Banker Philosophy). Two of the 

stories, the Founding and Depression Fire, were well known among the research 

participants, as 20 of 25 participants told the story of the Founding and 11 of 25 relayed 

the story of the Depression Fire. The story of the Depression Fire was the only story to 

have a shared story interpretation among non–family member employees, as it 

emphasized dedication, persistence, and perseverance—concepts that are definitely 

needed for organizational sustainability. Whether the non–family member employees 

utilized these concepts personally in their daily work efforts or whether they applied them 

to their view of the family today is unknown, but what is known is that stories transmit 

values (Wilkins, 1984; Zwack & von Schlippe, 2011), and the values of dedication, 

persistence, and perseverance have positive implications for the survivability of an 

organization. 

While the key mechanism for transmitting stories within FOAB was the oral 

telling of stories by the current president/CEO, the second most popular mechanism was 

the centennial book published about the company. Not every reference to the centennial 

book was included within the presentation data (e.g., some participants referenced the 
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book but their account was not included within the analysis since it did not meet the 

criteria), but multiple non–family member participants referenced it. Having a written 

account of a company’s history, presented in coffee table book style, definitely 

contributed to the non–family member employees’ knowledge of the company and their 

understanding of what the company stood for, or in other words, its legitimacy. As such, 

one of the most tangible implications for practice would be to encourage family-owned 

businesses celebrating a milestone (e.g., 50 years, 100 years) to publish a historical 

account of the business.  

The research site for this study was chosen based upon the criterion of being a 

success, which was defined as being in at least its third generation of family ownership 

(Ward, 1987). As it had recently celebrated 100 years of family ownership, it had the 

history to justify the commemoration through book form. The historical account was 

relatively easy to develop for, as mentioned, family mementos (e.g., letters, written 

memories) and newspaper clippings gave the family a wealth of information to utilize in 

the creation of the centennial book. Newer family-owned businesses (perhaps those in 

their first or second generations) might not yet have those resources available. For those 

organizations, it would be wise to develop a documentation system for organizational 

events. In other words, newer family-owned businesses should be encouraged to keep 

scrapbooks of newspaper clippings relating to the organization and/or have the founder 

create an annual newsletter covering major events of the past year both within the 

business and within the family as it relates to the business. The combination of the two 

components might promote the development of hybrid stories. 
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A key finding within this study was the identification of the hybrid story, a single, 

unified story that combines two stories—a family story and an organization story—that 

could each stand independently. While further research on the concept is needed, some 

speculations about the implications of the hybrid story can be made at this point. 

Oftentimes, a characteristic attributed to family businesses is stability (e.g., Chua et al., 

1999). Within this research, participant Delta referenced the stability of FOAB. While the 

research of Chua et al. (1999) emphasized the stability provided by non–family member 

managers, the inclusion of the family story within the hybrid story may provide 

additional stability during times of change or uncertainty. All organizations have events 

within their history, but telling of those events does not ensure survival of an 

organization. Perhaps the commemoration of the family component within that history 

increases the sense of stability and continuity for employees both telling and hearing the 

hybrid story. Knowing that, in the case of FOAB, the family mortgaged everything to 

continue operations following a devastating fire during the height of the Depression may 

provide an example that the family will do whatever it takes to ensure that the business 

continues, and employees may be reassured when they hear that. Thus, emphasizing the 

commemoration of the family within stories has the potential to increase the sense of 

organizational stability within a family-owned business. 

However, a note of caution is appropriate when suggesting that hybrid stories be 

used during times of transition, change, or uncertainty within organizations. While this 

study emphasized organizational stories, the importance of sharing the stories with 

others, in other words storytelling, cannot be overlooked. Within chapter 2, Sawyer’s 

(1962) notion of the art of storytelling was discussed, wherein she emphasized that the 
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process of storytelling must remain pure. Indeed, Martin and Powers (1983) studied 

organizational stories and discovered that if a story is told that does not match an 

employee’s experience, the story will be dismissed by the employee as corporate 

propaganda. Additionally, Martin and Powers claimed that stories are powerful and can 

be used to manipulate, and if a story is fabricated, it can do serious harm to the 

organization through a lessening of employee support of the organization. More recently, 

Dennehy (2001) spoke out against the contrived stories he identified within Denning’s 

2000 text, The Springboard. According to Dennehy (2001), Denning promoted the use of 

a manufactured springboard story to “sell, influence, even manipulate” (p. 601). Thus, in 

practice, a hybrid story should not be “invented” to create a false sense of stability. The 

hybrid stories identified within FOAB evolved naturally and purely (e.g., Sawyer, 1962) 

and should continue to do so.  

A final note on storytelling relates to when the story is told. According to Linde 

(2009), the occasions for the telling of stories, “that is, when are these stories told, and 

why” (p. 44), is just as important as the stories themselves. Indeed, she claimed that “the 

occasions which allow for the telling and retelling of the stock of the stories . . . constitute 

its acts of remembering” (p. 44). As previously mentioned, within FOAB, the current 

president was one of the key storytellers. When he was asked to explain when he told 

those stories, inevitably, his answer was some variation of “when it fits” or “when it’s 

applicable.” Indeed, he seemed to be intuitively aware of the storytelling occasion. Thus, 

just as the story should be pure, so too should the occasion be appropriate. It is beyond 

the scope of this research to delve into the psychological considerations of individual 

awareness of appropriate times, “occasions,” for the telling of a story; however, with 
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regard to practice, those telling a story, either hybrid or not, should be sensitive to the 

timing of storytelling. 

Suggestions for Future Research 

 The selection of a dissertation topic is often likened to finding one angel (out of 

hundreds) dancing on the head of a straight pin, where that miniature straight pin head 

serves as the entire field of study, and the angel is the narrow topic of the researcher—the 

small contribution that the researcher can make to the field of study. The analogy serves 

as a reminder that while the researcher is making a contribution, there are hundreds more 

that can be made, possibly even from that one study. However, space and time 

considerations simply do not allow for discussion of all of the possibilities within the 

course of one dissertation.  

 Multiple research topics arose while conducting the analysis of data within this 

study, specifically as related to collective memory. I chose to define collective memory 

as shared interpretations of the past (Casey, 1997). I specifically looked for stories that 

had at least three participants telling a version of the same story. I could have looked at 

themes instead. For example, I originally had the theme of presidential support. I heard 

five different stories that gave an example of a time that the current president/CEO had 

supported an employee during a difficult time. However, each story was different, and 

while each story represented the same theme, space and time considerations did not allow 

me to explore those stories. Subsequent research could consider those stories using a 

research design similar to what was employed within this document. 

 Another interesting concept that emerged was the discovery that within FOAB, 

the types of stories differed among the employee categories. Specifically, non–family 
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member employees told stories frequently about other employees; family member 

employees, however, only told family stories. I only once heard one of the three family 

member employees tell a story about an employee, and that employee had been the 

family member’s boss at FOAB Secondary. Conversely, I identified 13 different stories 

that non–family member employees told about other employees. As an aside, these were 

not negative stories. They were just stories about other employees within the company. 

As above, though, space and time considerations prevented the exploration of that notion 

more fully. I only included stories where at least two family participants and/or three 

non–family participants told a version of the same story. The 13 stories about other 

employees were all different stories. A future study could focus more on individual 

stories that were not widely shared.  

 Within Finding 2, Martin et al.’s (1983) examination of the uniqueness paradox 

was compared to the findings within this study. Following that analysis, it was discovered 

that only one of the stories—the overcoming obstacles story—identified by Martin et al. 

had applicability to this study, meaning that the remaining six stories were not found 

within FOAB. This raised two questions: Do the unique cultures found within family-

owned businesses have implications for the uniqueness paradox? Was FOAB an 

anomaly? Future research, more specifically a multiple case study, could explore this 

phenomenon more fully. 

 The following suggestions for future research relate directly to the limitations 

presented earlier within this chapter. Specifically, the limitations relating to long-term 

versus short-term employees and union versus nonunion employees present topics that 

deserve a more robust exploration. If, as suggested within the practical implications 
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section above, stories contribute to the cultural preservation of family-owned businesses, 

and thus their sustainability, then an understanding of when those stories develop 

becomes critical. A comparison and contrast of the stories told by both short-term (1 year 

and less; 3 years and less; 5 years and less) and long-term (25+ years) employees would 

prove beneficial in subsequent studies.  

 The difference between union and nonunion stories was a concept I wanted to 

explore more fully. However, as stated within the limitations, it took a year to gain 

permission to interview union employees, and I was only given access to three of them 

for 30 minutes each. Additionally, each of the union employees had been employed for 

over 25 years. Despite their length of employment, the detail within their stories was 

minimal and there were many scripting and sequencing discrepancies. These 

characteristics could have been explained by the lack of time given for the interview or 

by the lack of interaction these employees had with the main offices and/or the family 

member employees. In any event, this is a concept that should be studied more fully. 

Many of the non–family member participants who worked in the FOAB Primary plant 

spoke of new employees starting to work, going to lunch, and not coming back, or 

working for a week and then not coming back. Would that change if stories were told 

during that first morning or first week? Subsequent research into the topic may have 

applicability to high hourly employee turnover rates. 

 Another concept discovered during this research that relates to employee turnover 

is organizational commitment. According to McShane (S. McShane, personal 

communication, February 9, 2016), knowledge of an organization’s past, present, and 

future creates organizational comprehension, which helps build organizational 
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commitment. Interestingly enough, this ties directly back to Casey’s (1997) study on 

collective memory, wherein she claimed that employees utilize collective memory for 

sensemaking of their past, present, and future actions. Thus, the possibility of a 

connection between collective memory and organizational commitment exists, and stories 

told in a family-owned business could be used to explore this connection. Indeed, 

Wilkins and Martin (1979) discussed how organizational stories can be used in the 

generation of commitment. Employee knowledge of the stories, like the five stories 

presented within this document, lends itself to the notion of knowing an organization’s 

past. As such, this research may have applicability to the concept of organizational 

comprehension, and thereby organizational commitment. McShane (S. McShane, 

personal communication, February 9, 2016) claimed that there is a dearth of information 

on the construct of organizational commitment, so this research combining collective 

memory and the stories told in a family-owned business could provide a foundation for 

future studies within that area. 

 The final suggestion for future research relates directly to the notions of 

generalizability and transferability. As a single case study, this research provides 

information unique to FOAB. Conducting the same type of research in a similar business 

might, but would not necessarily, yield the same results. Recreating the research in 

another company to compare results is always a suggestion for future research; however, 

in this case, I am suggesting that the research be recreated to explore a similar business in 

a different industry. For personal reasons, I greatly wanted to explore a family-owned 

business in the agriculture industry. However, throughout the research, I wondered if the 

stories I was hearing were unique to a business in this industry. A multicase study 
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comparison of stories told in family-owned businesses within three different industries 

could yield interesting results that would be more transferable and generalizable as a 

result.  

In conclusion, this research has generated results that have applicability to this 

business and possibly many others. The preservation of an organization’s culture through 

stories has implications for the organization’s sustainability. By continuing to study and 

develop these concepts, the opportunity exists to help more family-owned businesses live 

happily ever after. 
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APPENDIX A: 

GEORGES’S MODEL OF THE STORYTELLING EVENT 

 

Reprinted with permission from Georges, R. A. (1969). Toward an understanding of storytelling events. 
Journal of American Folklore, 82(326), 313-328. 
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APPENDIX B: 

SUBJECTIVITY STATEMENT  

The purpose of my subjectivity statement is to make readers aware of my 
background, which may influence the way I collect and analyze the data and interpret the 
findings this research will produce (Morrow, 2005). By articulating these elements, I am 
attempting to bracket (Husserl, 1931, as cited in Morrow, 2005, p. 254) these biases so 
that they will not unduly influence me in deciphering the findings resulting from this 
study. Providing this subjectivity statement in epoche is one way of adding 
trustworthiness to the research. 

My interest in stories goes back to learning to read. I have always loved stories 
and dreamed, as a child, of writing the Great American Novel when I grew to adulthood. 
This probably stems from my Native American background—my great-grandfather was a 
full-blood Cherokee—but also from my parents and my brother, who are all voracious 
readers. This interest directed my undergraduate degree, a B.A. in English, and actually 
my postgraduate work, an M.B.A., as I wanted to go into book publishing. I had realized 
by that time that I had neither the discipline nor the skill to write that Great American 
Novel.  

My interest in family businesses stems from my marriage, and also, to some 
extent, from my lack of roots while growing up—my father was a career Marine and 
retired into the glass manufacturing industry, which is almost as mobile as a military 
career. I have been married to a fifth-generation family-owned businessman for 15 years. 
Currently, my son is the only sixth-generation family member with a parent active in the 
business. My husband’s business recently celebrated its 128th anniversary, making it 
fairly old by family business standards, although far from the oldest family business in 
the United States, much less the world. 

I talk about my husband’s business informally, as I have no association with it. 
This choice was mine. I did not want to live with even the slightest possible accusation of 
nepotism. Additionally, during our first year of marriage, my brother-in-law told me that 
I was not a member of the family. I believe that these experiences have directly 
influenced my focus on non–family member employees. They are grossly 
underrepresented in the family business literature.  

I want to see the statistics change: only 30% of family businesses pass to the 
second generation, only 12% transfer to the third generation, and a mere 3% operate into 
and past the fourth generation (Ward, 1987; J. H. Astrachan, personal communication, 
January 28, 2009), and I want to become a voice for the non–family member employee 
whose impact on organizational success must be taken into consideration.  
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APPENDIX C: 

RESEARCH CONSENT FORM 

Once Upon a Time: A Case Study of Stories in the Collective Memory of a Family-
Owned Business 
 
GW IRB Number: 081228 
Principal Investigator: Dr. Andrea Casey 
Sub-Investigator: Sara Acree Hitch 
Sponsor: NONE 
             
 
1) Introduction 
You are invited to participate in a study under the direction of Dr. Andrea Casey of the 
Executive Leadership Doctoral Program, Graduate School of Education and Human 
Development at The George Washington University (GWU). The research will be 
conducted by the doctoral candidate listed below: 
 Sara Acree Hitch, Doctoral Candidate, sahitch@ptsi.net 
 580-338-8050 (home); or 806-339-2690 (cell) 
 
You are being asked to participate in this study because you are a current employee of the 
company and/or a member of the company’s owning family. We ask that you read this 
form and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to participate in the study.  
 
Talk to the research team if you have any of the following: 

• questions, including questions about your rights; 
• concerns or complains; 
• a belief that you have been harmed. 

 
At any time, you can contact the Principal Investigator, Dr. Casey, at 703-726-3763 or 
the Doctoral Candidate, Ms. Hitch, at the numbers listed above. 
 
Your participation in this research study is completely voluntary. You can take part; you 
can refuse to take part; you can join now and quit later. No matter your decision, it will 
not affect your employment status.  
 
The research will take place over approximately two weeks. Your interview will last 
approximately one and one half hours (1.5) and will be a part of the data collected. You 
will be individually interviewed only once, but you will have the opportunity to 
participate in a group interview as well. Efforts will be made to ensure the confidentiality 
of your participation both within your organization and with your employer. 
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2) Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to identify the stories that are told in family businesses. This 
study focuses on the recollections of both family member employees and non-family 
member employees.  
 
3) Procedures 
This is a qualitative study that involves the following: 
 
Interviews: You will be asked to participate in an individual interview. The interview will 
be conducted at a location convenient to you. This interview will be taped and 
transcribed. You will be asked to review the transcription of your interview to verify that 
the transcription reflects the topics you discussed. You may modify the content to more 
accurately reflect what you meant to say. 
 
Findings: You may be asked to review and comment on study findings. If asked to 
participate in this phase of the study, you will be requested to review and comment on the 
written research findings and interpretations or to participate in a 60-90 minute group 
interview or conference call to discuss findings. These conversations will also be taped 
and transcribed. 
 
4) Possible Risks 
There are no physical risks associated with participation in this study. To the best of our 
knowledge, the things you will be doing in the interviews have no more risk of harm than 
you would experience in everyday work life. One possible risk, however, is the loss of 
confidentiality. We will take every precaution to protect the confidentiality of your 
information; however, this cannot be absolutely guaranteed, as there is a risk that 
individuals who know that you participated in the study may be able to identify your 
contributions in the final document. For reporting purposes, all quotes used within the 
final document will be attributed to a fictional name (e.g., Alpha, Beta, Gamma). 
Individual results will be attributed to the fictional names (e.g. "According to Theta, the 
stories told. . ."). Individual results regarding department/division and position/job and 
length of employment will be generalized when attributed within the research to protect 
the anonymity of the informants (e.g., "Theta is an executive within the organization who 
has been with the organization for over 10 years" when it will actually be John Smith 
who is the Vice President of Marketing who has worked for the organization for 15.25 
years. It is anticipated that the generalization will protect his anonymity. While we cannot 
guarantee the confidentiality of discussions, to further protect that confidentiality, we 
request that you not discuss your individual or group interview with others in the 
company. 
 
There is a possibility that some of the questions we ask may be uncomfortable for you to 
answer. You have the right to refuse to answer any question at any time. You may also 
stop participating in the study at any time. 
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5) Possible Benefits 
The results of this study are expected to contribute to the research and theory of 
organizational stories specifically within a family-owned business. You may enjoy the 
opportunity to think, as you are being interviewed and afterward, about important events 
in the history of your organization that have influenced who/what the company is today. 
There may not be any personal benefit to taking part in this study. However, we hope that 
the information this study provides may help others in the future or may help further this 
area of knowledge.  
 
6) Confidentiality of Research Records 
The investigators will make every effort to protect your privacy. If you agree to an audio 
recording of your interview, the recording will be stored under password protection until 
completion of this study. Likewise, any computer files related to the study will be 
password-protected and only accessible to the Sub-Investigator. These files will remain 
securely stored until the completion of the study. They will then be destroyed. 
 
Access to the raw data is restricted to the Principal Investigator, the Sub-Investigator, her 
dissertation committee members, GWU faculty members and doctoral students who may 
assist with transcription, analysis, and/or quality review of the findings and 
interpretations, and departments of GWU responsible for overseeing research safety and 
compliance. However, your real name, your department/division, your position/job, and 
your length of employment will remain confidential. Every effort will be made to ensure 
this confidentiality. You may be quoted. If you are, you will be quoted using a 
pseudonym unless you specifically indicate to the researcher that you want to be quoted 
with your actual name. Your department/division, position/job, and length of 
employment, if discussed within the research, will be spoken of in general terms to 
maintain confidentiality. If the results of this study are reported at conferences or in 
academic journals, no research participants will be named or otherwise identified. All 
research study records will be kept confidential unless you specifically authorize their 
release. 
 
7) Costs 
Except for your time, there are no costs to you for taking part in this study. 
 
8) Compensation 
You will receive no compensation for participating in this study. 
 
9) Questions 
If, at any time, you have questions or concerns about this study, please call the Principal 
Investigator, Dr. Andrea Casey, or the Sub-Investigator, Ms. Sara Hitch, at the numbers 
listed within the Introduction to this Research Consent Form. Should you have further 
questions about your rights in this research study, you may also call the Office of Human 
Research at The George Washington University 202-994-2715.  
 



 

268 

10) Documentation of Informed Consent 
By choosing to participate in the individual interview and the focus group, you agree to 
the following: 

• You have read this form; 
• You understand what is involved in this study; and 
• You agree to participate in this study. 

 
After you have read this Research Consent Form, you will be provided with a copy. 
Please keep it in case you want to read it again or call someone about the study. 
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APPENDIX D: 

FAMILY MEMBER INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

I. Introduction 
 
Greetings 
 
Hi, (name)! Thank you so much for agreeing to meet with me. I’m very excited to have 
this opportunity to talk with you about my research and get your input. 
 
Purpose of the Study 
 
As you might have heard, I’m interested in hearing the stories about important past 
events and occurrences that tell people about this organization and what it is like to work 
here. These may be stories about events that are told within this company or that are told 
at important anniversaries or celebrations. The stories may be a situation you experienced 
firsthand or an event that someone else told you. The stories may describe events that 
could be seen as achievements or blunders. As every company has both successes and 
failures, both may be included as our discussion progresses. I hope that during our visit, 
you will feel free to share the full range of this organization’s stories with me. 
 
The great thing about my research is there are no right or wrong answers; there is no way 
to make your answers better or worse; you just get to tell me the stories about events that 
have occurred within your organization!  
 
I want you to know that if at any time you do not want to answer a question, want to 
conclude the interview, or want to be removed as an informant in the study, you can be 
sure and let me know, and I will do as you ask in those situations, whether it is to skip 
that question, end the interview, or delete the interview.  
 
I will keep all of your responses private, and you will be identified within the research 
through a pseudonym, so that no one will know what answers you give me. Additionally, 
the organization will also be identified through a pseudonym.  
 
I would like to take a minute to clarify here that I am interested in stories about events 
told by both family members and non–family members within this business. So my first 
question will clarify whether or not you are a family member or non–family member. The 
remaining questions will help me determine whether your position has a connection to 
the stories about events that are told and whether a timeline exists of what stories are told. 
In other words, it just helps me organize and categorize them better. Apart from my 
dissertation committee, I will be the only one that sees any of the possible identifiers. 
 
I realize that talking about your position within the organization and perhaps how long 
you’ve worked here may be a way of identifying you. However, this information will not 
be specified within my research; it will only be generalized. So, for example, if you are a 
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non–family member vice president within the organization, I will say “an executive who 
is a non–family member” and not provide your formal title. If you’ve worked here for 22 
years, I would say “with over 20 years of experience in the company.” 
 
Before we move into a bit of paperwork, do you have any questions about what I mean 
by stories or about the process? 
 
Audio Recording of the Interview 
 
In an effort to accurately document your responses, I would like to record this interview. 
I will be using two digital recorders (one is simply for backup purposes should something 
go wrong with the primary recorder), which will then be saved as an audio file on my 
computer. It will be saved under your pseudonym. Once I have verified that the first 
recording captured our conversation and is clear, the second file will be deleted. If you 
agree, from here on, I will not refer to you by name in an effort to maintain your privacy. 
Is that ok with you? Do you have any questions?  
 
Notes During the Interview 
 
I may also take just a few written notes while you are speaking that may help with some 
of our final questions. Your name will not be listed on that document, and it will be 
shredded as soon as we complete the interview. Is that ok? 
 
Review of Confidentiality Information 
 
As I’ve said a couple of times, I have a responsibility to you to do everything I can to 
maintain the confidentiality of this interview and to maintain your privacy. We talked 
about that with regard to the pseudonym I will use for you, the pseudonym I will use for 
the company, and my use of your position and length of employment data only for 
organizing and/or categorizing purposes. This document explains that responsibility in 
greater detail and also talks about the risks and benefits of your participation in my study. 
Here is the document (present Research Consent Form). Please take as much time as you 
need to read it and ask questions. If and once you are comfortable with the information, 
the signature line can be found on page 4. (Allow time to read the document, consider 
participation, and/or ask any questions). 
 
Final Questions 
 
Any final questions? OK, if you’re ready, I’ll turn on the recorders, and we’ll get started! 
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II. Questions on Demographic Information 
 
a. Are you related to the owning family by blood, marriage, or adoption? 
b. When did you begin working with this company? 
c. Could you tell me in order what positions have you held in this company?  

i. What were your responsibilities in those positions? 
ii. How long did you hold each of those positions? 

d. What is your current position (if not previously identified) or clarification, “So, (job 
title) is your current position?” 
i. What are your responsibilities in this position (if the position was not previously 

articulated), or clarification “So, do you have any responsibilities with this 
position other than those you’ve already mentioned?” 

 
 
III. Questions on the Informant’s Experience with Stories  
 
a. What were some of the first stories or events you remember hearing about the 

business?  
i. Did someone tell you that story or did you read about it? 

ii. Who told you that story (or those stories)? 
iii. Do you recall when you were told that story (or those stories)? 

1. Were you employed here at that time? 
iv. Do you remember why that person told you that story (or those stories)? 
v. Why do you think you remember that story (or those stories), or in other words, 

why do you think it was/they were important? 
vi. Have you told anyone else that story (or those stories)? 

1. (If no, move on to question IV.c.vi.) 
2. (If yes) Do you recall the last time you told that story (or those stories)? 
3. (If yes) What was the situation that prompted you to tell that story (or those 

stories)? 
4. (If yes) Have you shared that story more than once? 

a. (If no) That is perfectly fine, but do you think there is a reason why 
you haven’t? 

b. (If yes) Why do you think you’ve told it multiple times? 
vii. Could you take a guess about how many people in the company would know 

this story? (Offer some options—almost no one, one-fourth of all employees, 
half of all employees, three-fourths of all employees, almost everyone.) 

b. Could you tell me the story of the founding of this organization? 
c. Continuing to look back, can you think of two events that have had the most impact 

on this organization? These events may have been either challenges or successes for 
the organization and can be during your time of employment here or perhaps before 
you started working here. 

i. (If no, move on to question IV.f.) 
ii. (If yes) Could you tell me the stories of these two events? 

iii. Event A follow-up questions 
1. When did Event A occur?  
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2. (May need to ask) Were you working here then? 
3. Did you experience the event firsthand? 

a. (If no, move on to question IV.d.ii.4.) 
b. (If yes, move on to question IV.d.ii.6.) 

4. Did you hear or read the story (stories)? 
a.  (If heard) Do you recall who told you the story (stories)?  

i. (If no, move on to question IV.d.ii.6.) 
ii. (If yes) Did that person have a connection to the business? 

iii. (If yes) Do you recall what the circumstances were around that 
person telling you the story (stories)? In other words, what do you 
think prompted him/her to tell you that story at that time?  

iv. (If yes) When did that person tell you the story (stories)? 
b. (If read) Do you recall where you read the story? 

5. Why do you think you remember that story? 
6. Have you told anyone else that story? 

a. (If no, move on to question IV.d.ii.8.) 
b. (If yes) Do you recall the last time you told that story? 
c. (If yes) To whom did you tell the story? 
d. (If yes) What was the situation that prompted you to tell that story? 
e. (If yes) Have you shared that story more than once? 

i. (If no) Only sharing it once is absolutely fine, but is there a 
particular reason why you haven’t? 

ii. (If yes) Why do you think you’ve shared it multiple times? 
7. Could you take a guess about how many people in the company would know 

this story? (Offer some options—almost no one, one-fourth of all employees, 
half of all employees, three-fourths of all employees, almost everyone.) 

iv. Event B follow-up questions 
1. When did Event B occur?  
2. (May need to ask) Were you working here then? 
3. Did you experience the event firsthand? 

a. (If no, move on to question IV.d.ii.4.) 
b. (If yes, move on to question IV.d.ii.6.) 

4. Did you hear or read the story (stories)? 
a.  (If heard) Do you recall who told you the story (stories)?  

i. (If no, move on to question IV.d.ii.6.) 
ii. (If yes) Did that person have a connection to the business? 

iii. (If yes) Do you recall what the circumstances were around that 
person telling you the story (stories)? In other words, what do you 
think prompted him/her to tell you that story at that time?  

iv. (If yes) When did that person tell you the story (stories)? 
b. (If read) Do you recall where you read the story? 

5. Why do you think you remember that story? 
6. Have you told anyone else that story? 

a. (If no, move on to question IV.d.ii.8.) 
b. (If yes) Do you recall the last time you told that story? 
c. (If yes) To whom did you tell the story? 
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d. (If yes) What was the situation that prompted you to tell that story? 
e. (If yes) Have you shared that story more than once? 

i. (If no) Only sharing it once is absolutely fine, but is there a 
particular reason why you haven’t? 

ii. (If yes) Why do you think you’ve shared it multiple times? 
7. Could you take a guess about how many people in the company would know 

this story? (Offer some options—almost no one, one-fourth of all employees, 
half of all employees, three-fourths of all employees, almost everyone.) 

d. We’ve been talking quite a bit about past stories and events. If you haven’t already, 
could you tell me what is the earliest story you have heard about this organization? (If 
told the founding story, that would be the earliest story.) 

e. Let’s look to some more current situations. Think about informal chats, work breaks, 
or talks before or after meetings that you’ve had with people you work with. Are 
there any stories or events that stand out that were told in those types of situations? 

f. How about important organizational milestones such as a significant organizational 
anniversary (perhaps at the 100th anniversary) or a retirement. Are there stories that 
seem to always be relayed during those times that you haven’t already told me?  

g. Stories are not just told in businesses. It is logical to assume that people tell stories 
about their work not just to fellow employees, but also to people outside of the 
business. So, please imagine that I am a friend of yours who doesn’t work here and 
who doesn’t know much about the business. What story or stories or events would 
you tell me about the business so I could get a feel for the place where you work? 

 
 
IV. Concluding Non-Story Questions 
 
a. As we begin to wrap things up, I’d like to ask you where you think the memory of 

this organization is preserved?  
b. Many of the events and stories that you’ve told give an idea of the history of this 

organization. How do you see this history being used within the organization now?  
c. Are there any written documents you would suggest I inquire about reviewing that 

might help me with this study? 
 
 
V. One Shot Question (Patton, 2002) 
 
a. During our time, we’ve talked about quite a few situations where you might have 

heard stories. Are there any situations that you can think of that I missed or any 
additional events or stories that you think I should hear?  

 
I want to remind you that this interview will be kept in the strictest of confidences. I will 
not repeat anything you say. 
 
(Pause, then conclude interview with much appreciation if informant does not say 
anything else). 
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VI. Conclusion 
 
I want to thank you for your time today. I have really enjoyed hearing the events and 
stories you shared with me, and I really appreciate your willingness to talk with me. You 
have helped me tremendously with my research. I will be giving you a transcript of our 
talk today so you can make sure I captured everything correctly. If you think of anything 
else in the meantime, feel free to contact me on my cell phone or via email. Here is a card 
with my contact information on it. Thank you again, so very much! I’m turning the 
recorder off now. 
 
 
Follow-Up Questions (for questions IIIa, IIIb, IVb, IVc, IVd, IVe, IVf, Va, and Vb, if 
stories are presented) 
 
a. Did you personally experience that story? 

i. (If no, continue with the following questions) 
ii. (If yes and not already stated) When did the event that led to the story happen? 

(Then move to question c.) 
b. Did you hear or read that story? 

i. (If heard) Do you recall who told you the story?  
1. (If no, move on to question c.) 
2. (If yes) Did that person have a connection to the business? 
3. (If yes) Do you recall what the circumstances were around that person 

telling you the story? In other words, what do you think prompted him/her 
to tell you that story at that time?  

4. (If not already stated) When did that person tell you this story? 
ii. (If read) Do you recall where you read the story? 

c. Why do you think you remember that story, or in other words, why do you think it 
was important? 

d. Have you told anyone else that story? 
i.  (If no, move on to next question.) 
ii. (If yes) When was the last time you recall telling that story? 
iii. (If yes) To whom did you tell the story? 
iv. (If yes) What was the situation that prompted you to tell that story? 
v. (If yes) Have you shared that story more than once? 

1. (If no) That is perfectly fine to have not, but do you think there is a reason 
why you haven’t? 

2. (If yes) Why do you think that you have shared it multiple times? 
e. Could you take a guess about how many people in the company would know this 

story? (Offer some options—almost no one, one-fourth of all employees, half of all 
employees, three-fourths of all employees, almost everyone.) 
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APPENDIX E: 

NON–FAMILY MEMBER INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

I. Introduction 
 
Greetings 
 
Hi, (name)! Thank you so much for agreeing to meet with me. I’m very excited to have 
this opportunity to talk with you about my research and get your input. 
 
Purpose of the Study 
 
As you might have heard, I’m interested in hearing the stories about important past 
events and occurrences that tell people about this organization and what it is like to work 
here. These may be stories about events that are told within this company or that are told 
at important anniversaries or celebrations. The stories may be a situation you experienced 
firsthand or an event that someone else told you. The stories may describe events that 
could be seen as achievements or blunders. As every company has both successes and 
failures, both may be included as our discussion progresses. I hope that during our visit, 
you will feel free to share the full range of this organization’s stories with me. 
 
The great thing about my research is there are no right or wrong answers; there is no way 
to make your answers better or worse; you just get to tell me the stories about events that 
have occurred within your organization!  
 
I want you to know that if at any time you do not want to answer a question, want to 
conclude the interview, or want to be removed as an informant in the study, you can be 
sure and let me know, and I will do as you ask in those situations, whether it is to skip 
that question, end the interview, or delete the interview.  
 
I will keep all of your responses private, and you will be identified within the research 
through a pseudonym, so that no one will know what answers you give me. Additionally, 
the organization will also be identified through a pseudonym. 
 
I would like to take a minute to clarify here that I am interested in stories about events 
told by both family members and non–family members within this business. So my first 
question will clarify whether or not you are a family member or non–family member. The 
remaining questions will help me determine whether your position has a connection to 
the stories about events that are told and whether a timeline exists of what stories are told. 
In other words, it just helps me organize and categorize them better. Apart from my 
dissertation committee, I will be the only one that sees any of the possible identifiers. 
 
I realize that talking about your position within the organization and perhaps how long 
you’ve worked here may be a way of identifying you. However, this information will not 
be specified within my research; it will only be generalized. So, for example, if you are a 
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non–family member vice president within the organization, I will say “an executive who 
is a non–family member” and not provide your formal title. If you’ve worked here for 22 
years, I would say “with over 20 years of experience in the company.” 
 
Before we move into a bit of paperwork, do you have any questions about what I mean 
by stories or about the process? 
 
Audio Recording of the Interview 
 
In an effort to accurately document your responses, I would like to record this interview. 
I will be using two digital recorders (one is simply for backup purposes should something 
go wrong with the primary recorder), which will then be saved as an audio file on my 
computer. It will be saved under your pseudonym. Once I have verified that the first 
recording captured our conversation and is clear, the second file will be deleted. If you 
agree, from here on, I will not refer to you by name in an effort to maintain your privacy. 
Is that ok with you? Do you have any questions? OK, then if you could read this form 
and sign it. (Provide audiovisual release form; allow time to read it and ask questions.)  
 
Notes During the Interview 
 
I may also take just a few written notes while you are speaking that may help with some 
of our final questions. Your name will not be listed on that document, and it will be 
shredded as soon as we complete the interview. Is that ok? 
 
Review of Confidentiality Information 
 
As I’ve said a couple of times, I have a responsibility to you to do everything I can to 
maintain the confidentiality of this interview and to maintain your privacy. We talked 
about that with regard to the pseudonym I will use for you, the pseudonym I will use for 
the company, and my use of your position and length of employment data only for 
organizing and/or categorizing purposes. This document explains that responsibility in 
greater detail and also talks about the risks and benefits of your participation in my study. 
Here is the document (present Research Consent Form). Please take as much time as you 
need to read it and ask questions. If and once you are comfortable with the information, 
the signature line can be found on page 4. (Allow time to read the document, consider 
participation, and/or ask any questions.) 
 
Final Questions 
 
Any final questions? OK, if you’re ready, I’ll turn on the recorders, and we’ll get started! 
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II. Questions on Demographic Information 
 
a. Are you related to the owning family by blood, marriage, or adoption? 
b. When did you begin working with this company? 
c. Could you tell me in order what positions you have held in this company?  

i. What were your responsibilities in those positions? 
ii. How long did you hold each of those positions? 

d. What is your current position (if not previously identified) or clarification “So, (job 
title) is your current position?” 
i. What are your responsibilities in this position (if the position was not previously 

articulated) or clarification “So, do you have any responsibilities with this 
position other than those you’ve already mentioned?” 

 
III. Questions on Employee’s Association with the Company Before Hiring 
 
a. Was there something in particular that made you want to work for this company?  
b. Before you worked here, do you recall if you had heard or read about any events or 

stories relating to this business? 
 
IV. Questions on the Informant’s Experience with Stories After Hiring 
 
a. Continuing to look back, do you know the story of the founding of this organization? 

It is ok if you don’t!  
b. Can you think of two events that have had the most impact on this organization? 

These events may have been either challenges or successes for the organization and 
can be during your time of employment here or perhaps before you started working 
here. 
i. (If no, move on to question IV.f.) 

ii. (If yes) Could you tell me the stories of these two events? 
iii. Event A follow-up questions 

1. When did Event A occur?  
2. (May need to ask) Were you working here then? 
3. Did you experience the event firsthand? 

a. (If no, move on to question IV.d.ii.4.) 
b. (If yes, move on to question IV.d.ii.6.) 

4. Did you hear or read the story (stories)? 
a.  (If heard) Do you recall who told you the story (stories)?  

i. (If no, move on to question IV.d.ii.6.) 
ii. (If yes) Did that person have a connection to the business? 

iii. (If yes) Do you recall what the circumstances were around that person 
telling you the story (stories)? In other words, what do you think 
prompted him/her to tell you that story at that time?  

iv. (If yes) When did that person tell you the story (stories)? 
b. (If read) Do you recall where you read the story? 

5. Why do you think you remember that story? In other words, why do you think 
it was important? 
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6. Have you told anyone else that story? 
a. (If no, move on to question IV.d.ii.8.) 
b. (If yes) Do you recall the last time you told that story? 
c. (If yes) To whom did you tell the story? 
d. (If yes) What was the situation that prompted you to tell that story? 
e. (If yes) Have you shared that story more than once? 

i. (If no) Only sharing it once is absolutely fine, but is there a particular 
reason why you haven’t? 

ii. (If yes) Why do you think you’ve shared it multiple times? 
7. Could you take a guess about how many people in the company would know 

this story? (Offer some options—almost no one, one-fourth of all employees, 
half of all employees, three-fourths of all employees, almost everyone.) 

iv. Event B follow-up questions 
1. When did Event B occur?  
2. (May need to ask) Were you working here then? 
3. Did you experience the event firsthand? 

a. (If no, move on to question IV.d.ii.4.) 
b. (If yes, move on to question IV.d.ii.6.) 

4. Did you hear or read the story (stories)? 
a.  (If heard) Do you recall who told you the story (stories)?  

i. (If no, move on to question IV.d.ii.6.) 
ii. (If yes) Did that person have a connection to the business? 

iii. (If yes) Do you recall what the circumstances were around that person 
telling you the story (stories)? In other words, what do you think 
prompted him/her to tell you that story at that time?  

iv. (If yes) When did that person tell you the story (stories)? 
b. (If read) Do you recall where you read the story? 

5. Why do you think you remember that story. In other words, why do you think 
it was important? 

6. Have you told anyone else that story? 
a. (If no, move on to question IV.d.ii.8.) 
b. (If yes) Do you recall the last time you told that story? 
c. (If yes) To whom did you tell the story? 
d. (If yes) What was the situation that prompted you to tell that story? 
e. (If yes) Have you shared that story more than once? 

i.  (If no) Only sharing it once is absolutely fine, but is there a particular 
reason why you haven’t? 

ii. (If yes) Why do you think you’ve shared it multiple times? 
7. Could you take a guess about how many people in the company would know 

this story? (Offer some options—almost no one, one-fourth of all employees, 
half of all employees, three-fourths of all employees, almost everyone.) 

c. We’ve been talking quite a bit about past events and stories. If you haven’t already, 
could you tell me what is the earliest story you have heard about this organization? (If 
told the founding story, that would be the earliest story.) 

d. Let’s look to some more current situations. Think about informal chats, work breaks, 
or talks before or after meetings that you’ve had with people you work with. Are 



 

279 

there any events or stories about the organization that stand out that were told in those 
types of situations? 

e. How about important organizational milestones such as a significant organizational 
anniversary (perhaps at the 100th anniversary) or a retirement. Are there stories that 
seem to always be relayed during those times that you haven’t already told me?  

f. Stories are not just told in businesses. It is logical to assume that people tell stories 
about their work not just to fellow employees, but also to people outside of the 
business. So, please imagine that I am a friend of yours who doesn’t work here and 
who doesn’t know much about the business. What story or stories or events would 
you tell me about the business so I could get a feel for the place where you work? 

 
V. Concluding Non-Story Questions 

 
a. As we begin to wrap things up, I’d like to ask you where you think the memory of 

this organization is preserved?  
b. Many of the events and stories that you’ve told give an idea of the history of this 

organization. How do you see this history being used within the organization now?  
c. Are there any written documents you would suggest I inquire about reviewing that 

might help me with this study? 
 
VI. Final One Shot Question (Patton, 2002) 
 
a. During our time, we’ve talked about quite a few situations where you might have 

heard stories. Are there any situations that you can think of that I missed or any 
additional events or stories that you think I should hear?  

 
I want to remind you that this interview will be kept in the strictest of confidences. I will 
not repeat anything you say. (Pause, then conclude interview with much appreciation if 
informant does not say anything else.) 
 
VII. Conclusion 
 
I want to thank you for your time today. I have really enjoyed hearing the events and 
stories you shared with me, and I really appreciate your willingness to talk with me. You 
have helped me tremendously with my research. I will be giving you a transcript of our 
talk today so you can make sure I captured everything correctly. If you think of anything 
else in the meantime, feel free to contact me on my cell phone or via email. Here is a card 
with my contact information on it. Thank you again, so very much! I’m turning the 
recorder off now. 
 
Follow-Up Questions (for questions IIIa., IIIb., IVb., IVc., IVd., IVe., IVf, Va, and Vb, 
if stories are presented) 
 
a. Did you personally experience that story? 

i. (If no, continue with the following questions) 
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ii. (If yes and not already stated) When did the event that led to the story happen? 
(Then move to question c.) 

b. Did you hear or read that story? 
i. (If heard) Do you recall who told you the story?  

1. (If no, move on to question c.) 
2. (If yes) Did that person have a connection to the business? 
3. (If yes) Do you recall what the circumstances were around that person telling 

you the story? In other words, what do you think prompted him/her to tell you 
that story at that time?  

4. (If not already stated) When did that person tell you this story? 
ii. (If read) Do you recall where you read the story? 

c. Why do you think you remember that story or, in other words, why do you think it 
was important? 

d. Have you told anyone else that story? 
i. (If no, move on to next question.) 

ii. (If yes) When was the last time you recall telling that story? 
iii. (If yes) To whom did you tell the story? 
iv. (If yes) What was the situation that prompted you to tell that story? 
v. (If yes) Have you shared that story more than once? 

1. (If no) That is perfectly fine to have not, but do you think there is a reason 
why you haven’t? 

2. (If yes) Why do you think that you have shared it multiple times? 
e. Could you take a guess about how many people in the company would know this 

story? (Offer some options—almost no one, one-fourth of all employees, half of all 
employees, three-fourths of all employees, almost everyone.) 

  



 

281 

APPENDIX F: 

OBSERVATION SUMMARY FORM 

Observational Event:         
 
Location of Observation:        
 
Observed on Date:      
 
Date of Summarizing:     
 
 
1. Name and significance of this observational event 
 
 
 
2. Who suggested this observational event? Why? 
 
 
 
3. What is the significance/importance of this observational opportunity?  
 
 
 
4. Brief summary of observations: 
 
 “Family story” “Organizational story” “History” 
Participant 1 
☐ Family member 
☐ Non–family member 

   

Participant 2 
☐ Family member 
☐ Non–family member 

   

Participant 3 . . . 
☐ Family member 
☐ Non–family member 

   

 
 
5. How do these observations relate to the research questions? 
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APPENDIX G: 

DOCUMENT SUMMARY FORM 

Document form      
 
Document #       
 
Date received:      
 
Reviewed on date:      
 
 
1.  Name and description of document 
 
 
 
 
 
2.  Event or contact person with which document is associated 
 
 
 
 
 
3.  Significance/importance of document 
 
 
 
 
 
4.  Brief summary of contents  
 
 
 
 
 
5. If document is central to answering the research question, or to a particular contact, 

make a copy and attach this form to the complete document.  
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APPENDIX H: 

MICRO-LEVEL ANALYSIS OF THE CONTENT AND CONTEXT OF THE 

STORY OF THE FOUNDING 

Specific family member employee content details 
• Both told of the log cabin north of the current facility site where the family 

originally resided. 
• Both told of the founder’s beginnings in clothing sales at a department store in a 

nearby town where the founder treated customers equally regardless of race.  
• Both told of the founder playing baseball and singing in the choir once he became 

a traveling salesman and how he developed a favorable reputation because of his 
involvement in those two activities. Both also explained that he traveled via 
railroad to get to the various locales. 
There were, however, a few minor differences: 

• Beta explained that the founder got the job in retail sales because times were 
tough. 

• Beta mentioned the state that the founder’s family had moved from. 
• Alpha went into detail on why the facility was for sale—the owner and his wife 

were divorcing; Beta didn’t mention that, but did describe how the founder raised 
the funds for the facility, which Alpha didn’t mention. 

• Alpha also mentioned that the facility had been recently moved; Beta did not 
mention the move. 
 

Specific Non-family member employee content details 
• Of the eight, only Delta and Mu told much about the background of the founder 

prior to his purchase of the facility.  
o Both told that the founder had moved from up north (family member 

employee Beta mentioned this as well). 
o Delta was the only participant (either non–family member employee or family 

member employee) who described what the family had done up north. 
o Delta mentioned the log house, but Mu did not; both family member 

employees did. 
o Mu mentioned the means by which the family acquired the property for their 

home in this state; no other participants mentioned this. 
o Both Mu and Delta mentioned that the founder had been in retail prior to his 

job as a traveling salesman. 
o Neither Mu nor Delta mentioned the means by which the founder traveled the 

state. 
o Mu mentioned the founder playing baseball and singing. He was the only 

non–family member to mention this element; both Alpha and Beta had 
described this as well. 
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o Mu added that the founder had had the opportunity to become a semi-pro 
baseball player, but had not because of the games required on Sundays. He 
was the only interview participant to mention this. 

o Mu, like family member employee Alpha, told of the original owner of the 
facility having marital problems, which led to his putting the facility up for 
sale (and then being bought by the founder); however, Mu offered the detail 
that the original owner’s wife “was last seen driving in a red dress in a buggy 
toward (major city)”—a detail not shared by any other interview participant. 

o Delta, but not Mu, mentioned that the facility had been relocated and provided 
great detail on how that happened; however, she indicated that the move had 
occurred after the purchase, when, in actuality, it occurred prior to the 
purchase by the founder. While family member Alpha mentioned that the 
facility had relocated, he did not go into detail on that process. 

• The other six non–family member employees—Xi, Rho, Tau, Upsilon, Omega, 
and Alpha Beta—did not provide any details on the prestory of the Founding 
(e.g., the move from north, the log cabin, the work in the retail store).  
o Rho, Xi, and Omega provided the description of the Founding that most 

closely resembled the factual story presented at the beginning of this section. 
o Xi came the closest to mentioning the move from up north, referring to a 

“Yankee” coming to this state. 
o Three participants—Tau, Upsilon, and Alpha Beta—mentioned moving the 

original facility to its current location.  
 Upsilon and Alpha Beta, like Delta before them, indicated that the facility 

had been purchased by the founder and then moved to its current location. 
Again, the relocation occurred prior to the founder’s purchase of the 
facility. 

 Tau’s version of the relocation was somewhat confusing as she combined 
it with the complete devastation wrought by a fire, which actually 
occurred in 1934. She seemed to think the relocation occurred as a result 
of the fire. 

• Of the non–family member employees, only Tau, Upsilon, and Alpha Beta 
mentioned the year the facility started; Delta, Mu, Rho, Xi, and Omega did not 
provide a date. Of those three, only Upsilon was correct in stating 1906. Tau 
thought it was founded in “1880-something,” whereas Alpha Beta thought it was 
in 1908. 

 
Family member employee schemata. In many ways, the family member 

employee schemata of the Founding related directly to the theme categories within this 
chapter. The overarching theme or gist is Origins, and both family members had a shared 
meaning of the story of the Founding. Specifically, the detail that both were able to 
provide in their telling shows the significance of the story to both family members.  

Family member employee scripts. The scripts of the two family members were 
fairly similar. Both included many of the same details, from talking about the founder’s 
family moving from the north into a log cabin, to working in retail, to being an effective 
salesperson as a result of his baseball and church singing abilities. There were, however, 
some script differences. Alpha went into detail on the story behind the sale of the facility 
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to the founder, which Beta did not. Alpha also spoke of the facility being moved, which 
Beta did not mention. Despite the differences in script, the overall schema of the story 
was very similar among the family members.  

Family member employee sequencing. The presentation of the order of events 
surrounding the Founding was basically the same among the family members. As such, 
there were no specific sequencing variations among the family members in telling the 
story of the Founding. 

Non–family member employee schemata. As with the family member 
employees, the non–family member employee schemata of origins related directly to the 
theme of founding. While non–family member employees varied in their telling of the 
story, the schemata did not change. The other 17 versions of the telling of the Founding 
were not significantly different from the eight chosen and, as such, were not included. 
The 17 non–family member employees told a story of a founding that was not the overall 
founding of FOAB. All 17 of the non–family member employees who told the story 
shared the meaning of the Founding.  

Non–family member employee scripts. When considering scripts, non–family 
member employees varied greatly. Two of the non–family member employees told of the 
Founding as a hybrid story, a combination of a family story and an organizational story. 
However, those were the only two participants of the eight included who told the family 
story in conjunction with the organizational story. The remaining six versions only told of 
the founding of the facility, and the background family information was not included.  

A key component that four of the non–family member employees mentioned was 
the relocation of the facility. In fact, many of the 17 non–family member versions of the 
Founding mentioned this event, as the thought of loading a building onto log skids and 
then having mules pull it across a low-running river intrigued many of the non–family 
member employees. However, the relocation actually occurred prior to the founder 
purchasing it in 1906, which leads into the discussion on sequencing. 

Non–family member employee sequencing. Several of the non–family member 
employees had sequencing variations, many of which stemmed from the relocation of the 
facility building in 1895. All four participants who told of the relocation of the building 
said it occurred after the founder purchased the building in 1906, when it had actually 
been relocated 11 years before. Tau even thought the relocation had occurred as a result 
of the fire in 1934, which is the next story discussed. 

Other than the moving of the facility, most of other sequencing components of the 
story were consistent among those who included such elements. There were some 
discrepancies on the actual start date of the facility: Tau thought it was in the 1880s while 
Alpha Beta thought it was 1908, but Upsilon did have 1906 correct, and many of the 
other non–family member employees did not specify a start date. 

The preceding information reveals some significant variations in the content of 
the story between family member and non–family member employees. The following 
section considers similarities and differences in relation to context. 

Specific family member employee and non-family member employee context 
details 

The context information was quite diverse from participant to participant. In an 
attempt to keep the contextual components of each of the stories clear, each story section 
concludes with summary tables of the context data related to that story.  
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Table H.1 
Summary of the Founding Context Data of Family Member Employees Who Have Heard the 
Story 

Participant 
Heard  
story? Who told you? 

When were  
you told? 

How were 
you told? Why were you told? 

Alpha Yes Primarily 
father 

During the 
preparations for 
the centennial 

Verbally Part of the process of 
writing the centennial 
book 

Beta Yes Was written 
down 

n/a In writing n/a 

 

Table H.2 
Summary of the Founding Context Data of Family Member Employees Who Have Told the Story 

Participant 
Told the  
story? 

Where 
did you  
tell it? 

To whom did 
you tell it? When did you tell it? Why did you tell it? 

Alpha Yes In the 
business 

To guests 
who visit  

n/a To provide an 
introduction to the 
business 

Beta Yes In the 
business 

Those who 
are interested 

It can happen at any 
time when something 
comes up 

Somebody asks the 
question 

 
Table H.3 
Summary of the Founding Context Data of Non–Family Member Employees Who Have Heard the 
Story 

Participant 

Heard  
the  

story? Who told you? 
When were you 

told? 

How 
were you 

 told? 
Why were you 

told? 
Delta Yes Current president/ 

book 
When groups tour Verbal/ 

writing 
Pride 

Mu Yes Current president/  
president’s son/book 

Introduction to  
customers 

Verbal/ 
writing 

To understand 
company history 

Xi Yes Current president  Union meetings Verbal To promote 
working together 

Rho Yes Product packaging Prior to her  
employment in  
the retail facility  

Writing Promotion 

Tau Yes CD/book Upon being  
hired 

Audio/ 
writing 

100th anniversary 

Upsilon Yes Current president/  
other people/son 

Year-end meetings/ 
group tour/sales  
presentation 

Verbal Part of the 
introduction 

Omega Yes Current president/  
other guys 

Used to be told  
(in the past) 

Verbal Someone was 
interested in 
knowing 

Alpha  
Beta 

Yes  Bosses When he was over 
in the offices 

Verbal Someone was 
interested in 
knowing the story 
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Table H.4 
Summary of the Founding Context Data of Non–Family Member Employees Who Have Told the 
Story 

Participant 
Told the 
story? 

Where did you 
tell it? 

To whom did 
you tell it? 

When did  
you tell it? 

Why did you 
tell it? 

Delta Yes Outside the org. Those outside 
the org. 

n/a n/a 

Mu Yes In the business Customers Sales 
presentations 

Introducing 
the company 
to customers 

Xi No n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Rho Yes In retail facility Customers n/a To show 

extent of 
generosity  

Tau Yes Outside the org. Those outside 
the org. 

n/a n/a 

Upsilon Yes Tennessee Customers Years ago Introducing 
the company 
to customers 

Omega No n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Alpha Beta No n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 
 There were not many similarities in context between the two family member 
employees, Alpha and Beta. Both participants had heard and told the story, but the 
similarities ended there. Alpha originally heard the story verbally, whereas Beta had seen 
it written down. Alpha heard the story as it coincided with the writing of the centennial 
book, answering both when and why. Beta did not offer details on when or why. In 
telling the story, both Alpha and Beta had done so within the business, but Alpha would 
present the story to guests or visitors as part of an introduction to the business, whereas 
Beta would primarily tell it only if asked about it.  
 All eight non–family member participants had heard the story. All but one, Rho, 
heard it at least once verbally. Rho had seen it on product packaging (as a distributor for 
the FOAB product) prior to her employment at FOAB. Of the seven who heard it 
verbally, five (Delta, Mu, Xi, Upsilon, and Omega) had heard it from the current 
president; two (Mu and Upsilon) had also heard it from the son of the current president. 
Alpha Beta had only heard it from his bosses, and Tau had heard it on a CD presented to 
him when he was hired. Of the seven who heard it verbally, three (Delta, Mu, and Tau) 
had also seen it in writing as a result of the centennial book.  

The explanations of when the story was told varied, with two participants (Delta 
and Upsilon) telling of hearing it during group tours. In fact, Upsilon had heard it in 
multiple contexts—year-end meetings, group tours, and sales presentations. Xi also heard 
it in a meeting for the union. Mu heard it during an introduction to customers. Alpha Beta 
heard it when he was over in the offices. 

There was some overlap between family member participants and non–family 
participants in terms of why the story was told. Like Beta’s reason for telling it, Omega 
and Alpha Beta had heard the story because someone was interested in knowing. Delta 
explained that she was told because the teller (the current president) was proud of his 
family’s history. Mu claimed that when he was told the story, it was during the 
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introduction to customers and given in an attempt to help the customers understand the 
company’s history; Upsilon also said it was part of an introduction to customers. Xi’s 
explanation of why was perhaps the most unique as he said the reason was to promote 
working together. 
 
Table H.5 
Content and Context Summary of Family Member Employee Versions of the Founding 
Content  

Schemata • Founding was main schemata for both family members 
Scripts • Hybrid story for both: Combined family story and organizational story 

• Basically the same for both family members 
• Key quote from Alpha: “The facility timeline that goes along with the family 

timeline,” indicating two separate yet linked timelines 
Sequencing • Basically the same for both family members 

Context  
Heard • Both, yes 
Told • Both, yes 
Who • Alpha: His father 

• Beta: Written history 
To whom • Alpha: To guests and/or visitors 

• Beta: Other employees 
When • Alpha: When introducing the business 

• Beta: When asked 
Why • Alpha: Part of the preparations for the centennial 
How • Alpha: Verbally 

• Beta: In writing 
 
Table H.6 
Content and Context Summary of Non–Family Member Employee Versions of the Founding 
Content  

Schemata • Founding was the schemata for all participants 
Scripts • Hybrid story for two participants of the eight 

• Key component was relocation of the facility prior to founder’s purchase of it
Sequencing • Multiple variations 

o Relocation of facility 
o Date of founding 

Context  
Heard • All eight participants 
Told • Five of eight participants 

o One medium-term and two long-term employees did not tell the story 
o All three who did not tell it worked in the FOAB Primary plant 

Who • Five of eight heard it from the current president/CEO 
• Two of eight read it in the centennial book 

To whom • Three of the five who told the story told it to customers 
When • No consistency on when it was told 
Why • No consistency on why it was told  
How • Six of eight participants had heard it verbally 
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APPENDIX I: 

MICRO-LEVEL ANALYSIS OF THE CONTENT AND CONTEXT OF THE 

STORY OF THE DEPRESSION FIRE 

Specific family member employee content details 
• Both Alpha and Beta mentioned the facility burning. 

o Both mentioned that the facility was wooden. 
o Beta said the rebuilt facility was made of concrete; Alpha did not. 
o Beta mentioned the timing of the fire (1933 or 1934); Alpha did not mention 

the year. 
o Both mentioned the Depression—Alpha in describing when the loan was 

incurred; Beta in telling that the facility had been rebuilt at the Depression’s 
height. 

• Both family member employees emphasized the debt incurred to rebuild the 
facility. 
o Both described the founder putting up all of his and his wife’s belongings as 

collateral for the loan. 
o Both described the significant ramifications—Alpha used the word destitute; 

Beta told how the founder would have been on the corner with a tin cup—if 
the founder had not been able to repay the note. 

Specific non-family member employee content details 
• Theta, Kappa, and Pi told of the facility burning to the ground, but did not include 

any information about the subsequent debt. 
o Theta, like Alpha, emphasized that the facility was made of wood, but added 

(unlike Alpha) that it was rebuilt in cement.  
o Kappa was the only one of these three to mention the Depression as being the 

time when the fire occurred. Theta thought it was in the 1950s; Pi did not 
mention a date. 

o Pi’s telling came closest to the simple and factual telling of the story. 
o Kappa added that the founder had seen the facility as a great need for the 

community. Neither Theta nor Pi (or Alpha and Beta for that matter) 
discussed the founder’s rationale for rebuilding. 

• The remaining six non–family member employees who told of the Depression 
Fire (Eta, Lambda, Mu, Xi, Phi, and Chi) incorporated the element of the debt 
incurred to rebuild. 
o In relation to the fire, only Eta mentioned that the original facility was wooden 

and was rebuilt as a concrete structure. 
o Eta and Chi were the only two of these six non–family member participants to 

mention the fire was during the Depression; Mu did mention it was in the 
1930s. 

o Eta was the only participant, either non–family member or family member, 
who mentioned that one of their suppliers promised to keep the business 
supplied in bags as their credit was good with them. 
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o Chi was the only participant, either non–family member or family member, to 
mention the age of the founder when the fire occurred.  

o Regarding the debt incurred, there were some discrepancies among the 
participants as to how the monies were gained to rebuild. 
 Eta, Mu, Phi, and Chi each spoke of the collateral the founder had to put 

up to secure the loan.  
• Eta said, “the shirt off his back.” 
• Mu said, “everything he owned down to the clothes in his closet.” 
• Phi said, “everything he had—right down to the last thing.” 
• Chi referred to him “actually mortgaging the clothes in his closet.” 
 Both Mu and Eta referred to the document showing the collateralized 

items being contained within one of the historical books in the Archive 
Room. 

 Lambda and Xi had a different take on how funding was obtained. 
• According to Lambda, the family sold shares to gain money to 

rebuild. 
• Xi said that “the people that were here invested their own . . . life 

savings . . . and helped the company build back.” 
 
Family member employee schemata. When considering the micro level of 

analysis, this shared story did not have a shared interpretation for the two family member 
employees. For Alpha, the story was a lesson that guided company policy today, whereas 
for Beta, the story highlighted the struggles of the company, but also the fact that the 
founder, at great personal risk, focused on the well-being of his employees. Except for 
the fact that it fell under the theme of fires, the schemata for the two family member 
employees varied widely. 

Family member employee scripts. While the schemata at the micro level were 
different for the family member participants, the scripts of the family members were 
fairly similar. Within the family story, both told many of the same details, including 
talking about the founder putting up his and his wife’s clothes and their dishes for 
collateral on the loan to rebuild. Both also told of the consequences had the loan not been 
repaid. There were, however, some minor script differences. Both mentioned the timing 
of the event during the Depression, although Alpha talked about it in reference to when 
the debt was incurred and Beta talked about it in reference to when the facility was 
rebuilt. Both spoke of the original facility being wooden; however, Beta explained that 
the structure was rebuilt of concrete, while Alpha did not include that detail. Beta 
mentioned the specific year of the fire, while Alpha did not include the specific year. 
Despite these differences, the scripts of the two family member employees were 
relatively similar overall. 

Family member employee sequencing. There were no specific sequencing 
variations among the family members in telling the story of the Depression Fire. 

Non–family member employee schemata. As with the family member 
employees, the non–family member employee schemata as it related to the story of the 
Depression Fire correlated directly to the theme of fires. However, one of the key 
findings from the analysis of the collective memory of the non–family member 
employees was the emergence of the theme of perseverance, determination, and 
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persistence of the family. All of the non–family members focused on the perseverance, 
determination, and persistence of the family, versus the family member Beta, who spoke 
about the persistence of the founder. This secondary theme emphasized the importance of 
the family, which non–family member employee Lambda specifically mentioned. 

Non–family member employee scripts. When considering scripts, non–family 
member employees’ versions of the story of the Depression Fire varied widely. Four of 
the non–family member employees—Eta, Mu, Phi, and Chi—told of the Depression Fire 
as a hybrid story, a combination of a family story and an organizational story. Three of 
the participants—Theta, Kappa, and Pi—did not mention the family story at all, but only 
that there had been a fire and the facility had to be rebuilt with no mention of the debt to 
rebuild. The final two non–family participants—Lambda and Xi—told about the loan to 
rebuild, but said the loan was secured by selling shares of the company. Lambda said the 
shares were sold to the public; Xi said the employees invested their own monies to 
rebuild. No evidence was found to support these claims.  

Only four of the participants referred to the timing of the fire and rebuilding as 
occurring during the Depression. Four of the remaining participants did not mention a 
date at all. In fact, one participant, Theta, thought the fire had occurred in the 1950s.  

Theta and Eta were the only two to focus on the facility that burned being 
wooden. The remaining non–family member employees did not incorporate that detail 
into their version of the story. Eta was the only participant, either non–family member or 
family member, who mentioned that one of their suppliers promised to keep the business 
supplied in bags, and Chi was the only participant, either non–family member or family 
member, to mention the age of the founder when the fire occurred. 

While there were some commonalities, non–family member scripts, overall, 
varied widely.  

Non–family member employee sequencing. Even though sequencing is a 
characteristic of scripts, the sequencing of the non–family member employees was 
relatively consistent. As mentioned, Theta thought the fire had occurred in the 1950s. 
Additionally, some participants did not mention the year. Had they done so, additional 
discrepancies might have been revealed, but with the data as is, there were no real 
sequencing variations among the non–family member employees.  

Having looked at the similarities and differences within the content of the 
Depression Fire story, the focus now shifts to a look at the context. 
Specific family member employee and non-family member employee context details 
 
 
Table I.1 
Summary of the Depression Fire Context Data of Family Member Employees Who Have Heard 
the Story 

Participant 
Heard  

the story? Who told you? 

When  
were you 

told? 
How were  
you told? 

Why were 
you told? 

Alpha Yes Father/mother n/a Verbally n/a 
Beta Yes Father/grandfather n/a Verbally n/a 
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Table I.2 
Summary of the Depression Fire Context Data of Family Member Employees Who Have Told the 
Story 

Participant 
Told the  
story? 

Where did you 
tell it? 

To whom did you 
tell it? 

When did 
you tell it? 

Why did 
you tell it? 

Alpha No n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Beta Yes Mainly within 

the business 
Employees, 
supervisors, foremen

When it fits It fit the 
time 

 
 
Table I.3 
Summary of the Depression Fire Context Data of Non–Family Member Employees Who Have 
Heard the Story 

 

Heard  
the  

story? Who told you? 
When were 
you told? 

How 
were  

you told? Why were you told? 
Eta Yes President President was  

archiving data 
Verbally Ran across the deed 

Theta Yes Employees/ 
president 

Meetings Verbally Promote common 
sense 

Kappa Yes President/  
superintendent/ 
centennial book 

When super is asked 
or when looking at 
the machinery 

Verbally/
writing 

Super was asked 
or discussion on 
machinery still in use 

Lambda Yes President When he was  
writing the 
 centennial book 

Verbally n/a 

Mu Yes President and one 
other person 

Recently Verbally n/a 

Xi Yes Other managers n/a Verbally n/a 
Pi Yes Centennial book When reading the 

book 
Writing Centennial 

celebration 
Phi Yes President Meeting at FOAB 

Primary 
Verbally n/a 

Chi Yes Manager of 
FOAB Secondary 

Many years ago Verbally n/a 
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Table I.4 
Summary of the Depression Fire Context Data of Non–Family Member Employees Who Have 
Told the Story 

Participant 
Told the 
story? 

Where  
did you  
tell it? 

To whom did 
you tell it? 

When did you 
tell it? Why did you tell it? 

Eta Yes In the  
business 

Customers/ 
employees 

n/a They are good 
stories 

Theta Yes In the  
business 

Employees Safety 
meetings 

To reinforce safety 

Kappa Yes In the  
business 

Employees Orientation Why we need to 
take care of things 

Lambda Yes, but  
those outside  
the business 

n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Mu No n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Xi Yes Both in and 

out of the 
business 

n/a When some-
one is having a 
bad day 

To try to provide a 
positive approach  
to solving a problem

Pi No n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Phi Yes Off-site  

storage 
Customers/ 
employees 

About 6 
months ago 

n/a 

Chi No n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 
 As with the story of the Founding, there were both contextual similarities and 
differences among the family member participants who told of the Depression Fire. Both 
family member participants had heard the story of the fire verbally, and both had heard it 
from their fathers. However, Alpha had also heard it from his mother, and Beta had heard 
it from his grandfather. Beta did not provide details on when or why he had heard the 
story, but Alpha explained he heard it when he returned to the organization, as it was 
around the time the centennial book was being written. 
 Alpha had not told the story of the Depression Fire to others. Beta, however, had 
told it to employees, supervisors, and foremen. He explained that he would tell the story 
when it fit and the reason was because it fit. 
 Of the nine non–family member employees, eight heard the story of the 
Depression Fire verbally. The one who did not, Pi, had read the story in the centennial 
book. Six participants, Eta, Theta, Kappa, Lambda, Mu, and Phi, had heard the story from 
the current president. Xi had heard it from other managers, whereas Chi had heard it from 
Gamma “many years ago.” Gamma did not tell the story of the Depression Fire during his 
interview; as such, his information is not available within this section. Theta and Mu had 
heard the story from others besides the president, but both explained that they’d primarily 
heard it from the president. 
 Mu was the only non–family member employee who claimed he had heard the 
story recently, but he did not explain why he was told. Others, like Eta and Lambda, 
heard the story during the writing of the centennial book (Lambda), which also involved 
an archiving of company data, wherein the president ran across a copy of the deed (Eta). 
Theta explained that he heard the story during meetings as a story to “promote common 
sense” in safety situations. 
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Table I.5 
Content and Context Summary of Family Member Employee Versions of the Depression Fire 
Content  

Schemata • Shared schemata of fires for both participants 
• Emergent theme for Alpha: Past lessons to guide policy today 
• Emergent themes for Beta: Struggles and persistence of founder; taking care 

of employees 
Scripts • Fairly similar; both told a hybrid story 
Sequencing • No variations 

Context  
Heard • Both heard the story  
Told • Only Beta told the story within the business 
Who • Both heard the story from family members 
To whom • Beta told the story to employees  
When • Beta told it “when it fits”—when the timing of it was applicable 
Why • Beta told the story when it was relevant to the situation 
How • Both heard the story verbally 

 
 
Table I.6 
Content and Context Summary of Non–Family Member Employee Versions of the Depression 
Fire 
Content  

Schemata • Overarching theme of fires 
• Emergent themes  
o Perseverance, determination, and persistence of family 
o Importance of family 

Scripts • Four participants told a hybrid story including debt incurred by founder 
• Three only focused on the fire itself with no mention of the debt 
• Two told of debt, but said it was secured with outside help (selling shares in 

the company; employees contributed) and not the founder 
Sequencing • No real variations, but not many mentioned exact year of fire 

Context  
Heard • All nine participants heard the story 
Told • Only six of the nine participants told the story 
Who • Six of the participants heard the story from the president  

• Three heard it from other employees 
• Two read it in the centennial book 

To whom • Of the six who told the story, four told it to other employees 
• Two told it to customers 

When • Not much consistency regarding when they were told 
o Two were told during meetings 
o Two were told when the centennial book was being written 

• No consistency on when the participants told the story 
Why • No consistency in why they were told or why they told the story 
How • All but one participants heard the story verbally; two read the story in the 

centennial book 
• All participants told the story verbally 
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APPENDIX J: 

MICRO-LEVEL ANALYSIS OF THE CONTENT AND CONTEXT OF THE 

STORY OF THE 1997 FIRE 

Specific non-family member employee content details 
• Both Theta and Kappa explained that the cause of the fire was the dust collector. 

Alpha Beta did not detail the cause. 
• Both Theta and Kappa spoke of bringing in products from other companies to 

continue with production. Alpha did not mention this. 
o Theta stated the product came in specifically from FOAB Secondary; Kappa 

claimed it came in from other companies. 
o Theta claimed that went on for “roughly a month”; Kappa said it was “13 to 

14 days.” 
• Both Kappa and Alpha Beta spoke of the cleanup involved after the fire. 

o Kappa said both contractors and employees helped; Alpha Beta only 
mentioned “we,” referring to the employees. 

• Kappa provided quite a bit of detail about how he was trying to get in the facility 
to help with the containment of the fire. Neither Theta nor Alpha Beta included 
that information. 

• Alpha Beta provided quite a bit of detail on what parts of the facility were 
damaged.  

• Alpha Beta also explained how one of the local retail stores opened to help during 
the fire. 

• Only Kappa mentioned the fire occurred in January. 
• Only Alpha Beta mentioned the timing was near midnight. 

 
Except for the topic, there were very few similarities among the narrators of the 

story of the 1997 Fire.  
Non–family member employee schemata. While the non–family member 

employees varied in their telling of the story, the schemata did not change for the 
participants. The primary schema was fires, with a secondary theme of safety. The one 
additional schema that emerged was how the company’s employees relied on the 
organization to provide for their families. 

Non–family member employee scripts. Only once did all three non–family 
member employees share a script within the story of the 1997 Fire—none of them were 
in the facility at the time the fire broke out. Because all three participants were episodic 
narrators, all three personalized the story. From what caused the fire and what was 
damaged as a result of the fire and water, to their specific roles during that time, no 
scripts lined up for all three participants.  

Non–family member employee sequencing. Only two elements represented 
sequencing disparities among the non–family member participants’ telling of the 1997 
Fire. First were date discrepancies: Kappa said the event was “’94 or ’95”; Alpha Beta 
said “the early ’90s”; Theta did not mention a date. The only other divergence was in 
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how long the facility was closed: Theta said it was “roughly a month,” and Kappa said it 
was “13 to 14 days.” The recentness of the event may have contributed to the lack of 
sequencing variations to some extent. 

Specific non-family member employee context details 
 

Table J.1 
Summary of the 1997 Fire Context Data of Non–Family Member Employees Who Have Heard the 
Story 

Participant 
Heard  

the story? 
Who told 

you? When were you told? 
How were 
you told? 

Why were you 
told? 

Theta n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Kappa Yes Company 

affiliate 
At the time of the fire Verbally His help was 

needed 
Alpha 
Beta 

Yes Company 
affiliate 

An hour after the fire; 
during fire trainings 

Verbally His help was 
needed 

 
 
Table J.2 
Summary of the 1997 Fire Context Data of Non–Family Member Employees Who Have Told the 
Story 

Participant 

Told 
the  

story? 

Where  
did you  
tell it? 

To whom did 
you tell it? When did you tell it? Why did you tell it? 

Theta Yes Plant His department Weekly foreman’s 
meetings; weekly 
safety meetings 

Consider the past; 
attempt to avoid a 
repeat event 

Kappa Yes Plant His department; 
new employees 

During the first year 
of training 

To explain why a 
certain task needs to 
be done 

Alpha Beta n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 
 
 Within the context, there were some similarities among the participants. Both 
Kappa and Alpha Beta learned of the fire when called in to help with it. Kappa was called 
in to help contain it; Alpha Beta was called after to help start the cleanup process. Theta 
did not offer any specifics on whether he had been in the facility when the fire started or 
was called in afterwards; rather, he spent more time talking about telling the story as 
opposed to hearing about it.  
 Alpha Beta did not indicate telling the story to others. However, both Theta and 
Kappa told the story to employees. Both participants told it to current employees, but 
Kappa explained that he also told it to new employees. Theta had shared the story during 
meetings, both foreman’s meetings and safety meetings. Kappa shared it with new 
employees during their first year of employment. Their reasons for sharing the story also 
differed, as Theta used the fire as a lesson in what not to do and what to avoid, versus 
Kappa who used it as an additional explanation of why something needed to be done. 
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Table J.3 
Content and Context Summary of Non–Family Member Employee Versions of the 1997 Fire 
Content  

Schemata • The primary schemata was fires 
• The emergent schemata was safety 
• The significance was firsthand experience of the event 

Scripts • The only shared script was not being in the facility when the fire broke out 
• All put their own spin on the story 

Sequencing • There were some date discrepancies on when the fire occurred 
• How long it took to return to operations was also not agreed upon 
• Most of the sequencing, however, was similar 

Context  
Heard • Both Kappa and Alpha Beta told of hearing of the fire, as their help was 

needed as a result of the fire 
Told • Both Theta and Kappa told their employees about the fire 
Who • Neither Kappa nor Alpha Beta specified who told them about the fire; they 

just received a call saying their help was needed 
To whom • Theta and Kappa told the story  
When • Both Kappa and Alpha Beta were told when the fire was ongoing 

• Theta told the story during weekly safety meetings 
• Kappa told the story as part of training new employees 

Why • Kappa and Alpha Beta were told as their help was needed at the site 
• Theta and Kappa have told the story to encourage safety 

How • All were told verbally and told the story verbally 
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APPENDIX K: 

MICRO-LEVEL ANALYSIS OF THE CONTENT AND CONTEXT OF THE 

STORY OF THE BANKER PHILOSOPHY 

Specific family member employee content details 
• Both Alpha and Beta told the back-story describing how another town had asked 

for help from the founder of FOAB. He offered the deed of the facility in that 
town as collateral. Gamma did not tell any back story, but just told of the founder 
sharing his banking philosophy. 
o Beta explained the collateral was so the bank could borrow money to put 

money in the bank.  
o Alpha claimed the collateral was to help do some things in the town. 
o Beta told how the founder did not require a contract when handing over the 

deed as he did business based on a handshake.  
• In his telling of the story, Beta implied that the philosophy was also due to the 

debt incurred to pay off the rebuilding of the facility after the Depression Fire. He 
claimed the founder wrote “Never again!” across the banknote when he paid off 
that loan. He did state prior to that how the founder would spell out words as he 
was unable to speak during his last years of life. 

• Both Alpha and Gamma claimed, “Never get in the clutches of a banker” 
(Gamma) or “Never let yourself get in the clutches of a banker” (Alpha) was 
written on the founder’s deathbed.  
o According to Gamma, the founder spelled that out to his son.  

• In his telling of the story, Alpha explained how that philosophy has been carried 
down in the company to the present and promoted a conservative fiscal policy. 
Neither Beta nor Gamma discussed the implications of the philosophy on the 
company when they told the story. They did, however, discuss the implications in 
talking about context. Gamma also discussed the implications for him personally. 
 
Family member employee schemata. Three disparate schemas arose in telling 

this story. An overarching schema for this story is philosophy. For Alpha, the schema 
was company debt management; for Beta, pride in the way the situation had been 
handled; and for Gamma, personal debt.  

Family member employee scripts. All three participants told of this story in 
reference to the founder, who had a stroke 4 years before his death, being unable to 
speak. However, despite this similarity, like the schemata above, the scripts for the family 
member employees differed greatly. Both Alpha and Beta provided numerous details on 
what prompted the founder to promote his banker philosophy, whereas Gamma focused 
on the philosophy of the comment instead. Many of the details provided by both Alpha 
and Beta, however, were different. For example, when referencing the loss of the facility, 
both said the facility had been given to a bank for collateral. Alpha, however, claimed the 
collateral was for city improvements, whereas Beta said it was collateral so the bank 
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could borrow money. Beta was also the only one who explained that the founder had 
trusted the honor of a handshake, and as a result, he lost the facility. 

When looking at the phrasing of the philosophy, it was almost verbatim for Alpha 
and Gamma. Alpha claimed it said, “Never let yourself get in the clutches of a banker”; 
Gamma quoted, “Never get in the clutches of a banker.” However, Beta said it was 
written on the face of the loan note from the Depression Fire and said “Never again.” 
Gamma indicated that the message was written out to the founder’s son; one of the other 
family member participants seemed to indicate that it had been written out to him, “When 
I was a little boy I’d go and he’d spell words you know but he <chuckle>—he would—
on the banknote when he paid it off, he wrote across the face of it: Never again!” (name 
withheld for privacy purposes).  

Non–family member employee sequencing. For Alpha and Gamma, the 
sequencing of this event was almost identical—the founder, at the end of his life, told his 
son to not let himself get in the clutches of a banker. Beta, in his telling of the story, 
indicated that the founder wrote “Never again” on the back of the note from the 
Depression Fire loan. However, he told this while speaking of the founder being 
bedridden and unable to speak. Thus, the sequencing was somewhat confusing. It is 
possible that these were two separate events; perhaps the founder did both, but that was 
not the impression given during the interviews. While Gamma did not explain what the 
comment was in reference to (either the Depression Fire loan or the lost facility), his 
sequencing was still the same as that of Alpha. 

Specific family member employee context details. 
 
Table K.1 
Summary of the Banker Philosophy Context Data of Family Member Employees Who Have 
Heard the Story 

Participant 

Heard  
the  

story? 
Who told 

you? 
When were 
you told? 

How were 
you told? Why were you told? 

Alpha Yes Father/uncle n/a Verbally Can be assumed to promote 
company debt philosophy 

Beta Yes Father n/a Verbally To emphasize why to avoid debt, 
but also to promote the 
importance of loyalty 

Gamma Yes Father n/a Verbally To reinforce the lesson of 
avoiding debt 

 
 
Table K.2 
Summary of the Banker Philosophy Context Data of Family Member Employees Who Have Told 
the Story 

Participant 
Told the  
story? 

Where did 
you tell it? 

To whom did  
you tell it? 

When did 
you tell it? Why did you tell it? 

Alpha Yes n/a Close friends he 
works with 

n/a To point out that things 
are difficult at times 

Beta Yes n/a His son n/a To emphasize the trials  
Gamma Yes n/a His VP n/a To promote avoiding 

debt 
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 Because of the very personal nature of this story, there were many similarities 
contextually. All three family member employees had heard this story verbally. In the 
case of Beta, it was difficult to tell if the story occurred following the payoff of the 
Depression Fire note or as a result of the town not returning the deed to the facility in that 
town. As a result, it was difficult to say if he experienced the story firsthand or second-
hand. Both Alpha and Gamma clearly explained that they were nonparticipant narrators.  
 None of the participants explained when they had heard that story, but the 
reasoning for hearing it was basically the same for all three participants—using this story 
as a lesson to avoid debt. Beta added that it was also told to reinforce the importance of 
loyalty. 
 Each of the participants shared the story, but only in very limited circumstances. 
Alpha shared it with friends; Beta told his son; and Gamma told his vice president within 
the facility. Both Alpha and Beta explained that they’d told it to point out that there are 
trials within the business. Gamma used it to pass along the philosophy of avoiding debt. 
 
Table K.3 
Content and Context Summary of Family Member Employee Versions of the Banker Philosophy 
Content  

Schemata • Philosophy was the primary schemata 
• Emergent themes: Debt management and pride 

Scripts • Some script inconsistencies 
o The phrase “Never again” versus “clutches of banker” 
o Alpha indicated the phrase was said following the loss of the facility 
o Beta implied the phrase was said in relation to the Depression Fire loan 
o Gamma did not elaborate 

Sequencing • Some sequencing errors 
o Beta indicated the founder wrote the phrase after the Depression note was 

paid off 
o Alpha and Gamma said it was said at the end of the founder’s life 

Context  
Heard • All three heard the story 
Told • Alpha and Gamma told it 
Who • All three heard the story from their father 
To whom • Alpha and Gamma both told it to friends they work with 
When • n/a 
Why • To promote avoiding debt 
How • Verbally 
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APPENDIX L: 

MICRO-LEVEL ANALYSIS OF THE CONTENT AND CONTEXT OF THE 

STORY OF THE 1971 STRIKE 

Specific non-family member employee content details 
• Delta and Lambda were both employed at FOAB Primary at the time of the strike, 

and as such, added very personal elements to the story.  
o Both Delta and Lambda spoke of sweeping the production facility. Lambda 

also spoke of working in the packing department. 
o Both also spoke of the difficulty in breaking the picket lines. 
 Delta said it was people they knew who shouted at them that they were 

breaking the picket line, and she didn’t like doing it, but she didn’t have a 
choice. 

 Lambda said there were angry people who made threats as you crossed the 
line. 

• Zeta was not employed at the time of the strike and just claimed that the strike had 
occurred and that she’d heard how people had to sweep and clean and run 
machinery to keep the facility running. 

• Chi explained the impact of the strike on FOAB Secondary. He also was not 
employed with the company at the time but told how the family member running 
FOAB Secondary had to work 18- to 20-hour days with those few who were not 
union to keep the facility running. 

• Lambda added the detail that someone had put blasting caps near one of the 
buildings.  
o Delta also described that event but claimed it occurred in relation to a separate 

incident. As such, it is not included in the data. 
• Only Chi listed the proper date of the strike; Lambda said it would have been 

prior to 1978. 
• Only Chi mentioned the impact on the family and one of the family member’s 

roles during the strike. 
Non–family member employee schemata. The overarching theme was Strike, 

and all four non–family member participants’ versions aligned with that schema. Three 
additional schemata emerged during analysis: trauma, avoidance, and determination. For 
the two participants who were episodic narrators, Delta and Lambda, the trauma of the 
event still seemed very fresh as they spoke of it. That concept carried over to Zeta, who 
imparted the schemata of avoidance. It is easy to see why she would want to avoid such 
trauma. For Chi, the strike reminded him of the determination of one of the family 
members, which resembled that of the founder. 

Non–family member employee scripts. Delta, Zeta, and Lambda only spoke of 
the story in relation to FOAB Primary. Both Delta and Lambda relayed details of 
sweeping the facility to help keep it operational while the strike was ongoing. Both also 
told of an incident involving someone placing blasting caps at one of the buildings, but as 
Delta told that as a separate story, the information is not included in the data. Both Delta 
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and Lambda also spoke about how difficult it was to break the picket lines. The fourth 
participant’s, Chi’s, version of the story varied greatly from that of Delta, Zeta, and 
Lambda. Chi told how the strike had affected the family at FOAB Secondary and detailed 
some of the labor that the family member did to keep that facility running.  

Many of the scripts of this story were similar, as both Delta and Lambda 
participated firsthand in the 1971 Strike and shared their experiences with Zeta. However, 
the addition of the version from Chi added great variety to the story. 

Non–family member employee sequencing. Only Chi mentioned the proper date 
of the strike—1971; however, Lambda did explain that it occurred before 1978. 
Otherwise, there were no real sequencing variations among the non–family member 
participants.  

Specific non-family member employee context details. 
 
Table L.1 
Summary of the 1971 Strike Context Data of Non–Family Member Employees Who Have Heard 
the Story 

Participant 
Heard the  

story? 
Who told  

you? 
When were  
you told? 

How were 
you told? Why were you told? 

Delta No—
experienced 
it 

n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Zeta Yes Coworkers;  
retired  
supervisor 

“The other 
day”; when 
she would 
visit her 
neighbor 

Verbally Talk of sweeping the 
other building 
brought it up; union 
negotiations were 
going on 

Lambda No—
experienced 
it 

n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Chi Yes FOAB  
secondary 
vice president 

Not asked Verbally During talk of FOAB 
Secondary transitions 

 
Table L.2 
Summary of the 1971 Strike Context Data of Non–Family Member Employees Who Have Told the 
Story 

Participant 
Told the  
story? 

Where did 
you tell it?

To whom did 
you tell it? 

When did you tell 
it? 

Why did you tell 
it? 

Delta Yes Work Many people According to Zeta, 
“Just the other day” 

Have been asked 
about it 

Zeta Not 
asked 

n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Lambda Yes Facility Zeta and other 
coworkers 

According to Zeta, 
“Just the other day” 

Talk of sweeping; 
“it just comes up” 

Chi No n/a n/a n/a n/a 
 
 There are both similarities and differences in the contextual information from the 
story of the 1971 Strike. As previously stated, both Delta and Lambda were employed 
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during the time of the strike. As such, their recollections of it was firsthand. Zeta and Chi, 
on the other hand, were both nonparticipant narrators. Zeta had heard the story from 
Delta and Lambda; additionally, Zeta explained that she had a neighbor who had worked 
at FOAB Primary during the strike, and he had also shared stories from around that time 
with her. Chi heard the story from the family member employee running FOAB 
Secondary. Both explained they had heard the story verbally, rather than reading about it. 
 In fact, Zeta had just heard the story “the other day,” when Delta and Lambda 
were talking about cleaning, which reminded them of having to clean the production 
facility during the strike. Chi heard the story when the topic of transitions at FOAB 
Secondary came up. 
 Neither Zeta nor Chi told the story to others. Delta and Lambda, however, told it 
to “many people” (Delta) and “coworkers” (Lambda). As previously mentioned, Zeta 
indicated that “just the other day” both Delta and Lambda were discussing sweeping the 
facility during the strike. Delta explained that she had been asked about the strike, which 
prompted her telling of it. Lambda claimed that there would be a reminder (such as a 
discussion about sweeping), and the topic would just come up. 

Table L.3 
Content and Context Summary of Non–Family Member Employee Versions of the 1971 Strike 
Content  

Schemata • The overarching theme was discord 
• Emergent themes were trauma of the event, avoidance of a repeat, and 

dedication of the family member who kept FOAB Secondary running 
Scripts • Chi’s version pertained specifically to FOAB Secondary, which resulted in 

script differences 
• Delta, Zeta, and Lambda’s versions related to FOAB Primary and were 

relatively similar 
Sequencing • No real sequencing variations 

Context  
Heard • Both Zeta and Chi heard the story 

• Delta and Lambda experienced it 
Told • Delta and Lambda told the story  

• Zeta and Chi did not tell the story 
Who • Zeta heard the story from a past coworker and from Delta and Lambda 

• Chi heard it from the family member who manages FOAB Secondary 
To whom • Delta said she told the story to “many people” 

• Lambda said she shared it with other employees 
• Both told Zeta 

When • Zeta explained she heard it when she visited her former coworker, but also 
heard it “the other day” from Delta and Lambda  

Why • Delta told the story when asked about it 
• Lambda told the story when it came up, for example when there was talk of 

sweeping at the facility 
• Zeta heard about it from her former coworker when union negotiations were 

going on 
• Chi heard about it during talk of transitional times at FOAB Secondary  

How • Those who heard it, heard it verbally 
• Those who told it, told it verbally  


