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Twice-Told-Tales: Small Story
Analysis and the Process of
Identity Formation

MICHAEL BAMBERG

Let me start by laving omt some assumptions - though they may be a bit over-
simplified — about narrative analysis and qualitative methods. My aim s to orient
the reader of this chapter Loward opltions, that is, choices that we have when
engamng in qualitative inguiry and in doing nurrative analysis as a particular kind
of qualitative method,

Narrative analysis, understood in a hroad sense as work with texts (particularly
work with written texls of narrative lormats), has a long standimg history.
Hermeneutics. the rellective arl and science of text analysis and wilerpretation,
goes back hundreds, if not thuousands, of years in the sociul traditions of Western
and non-Western histories. It can probably cven be viewed as one of the land.
mirks i the process of civilization (cf. Elias 1974, 1982). While a number of
strands of hermeneutic analysis attempt 1o reveal (and anatyzc) underlying oral
traditions of the narratives under consideration. such as of the origins of biblical
stories or fairy tales (as in the collections ol the oral tales by the Grinm Broth.
ers), technological innovations over recen| decades that enable the preservation
of oral records have radically revolutionized the field of empirical work with
narratives. For once, it has hecome possible to record and transeribe the language,
cluding the concomitant performance features (such as intonation and pitch
tontour, pauses, gesture, cye gaze). In additon. it also has enabled innovative
views ol integraling these aspects ol individual performances with the context of
situation and concomitanl actions, reactions, and interactions between the speak-
¢rs and audiences within which the naratjves under scrutiny arc focally and
Communally embedded. As a consequence of this technological innovation. i
ratives could hegin 1o morph slowly from their tcatment as texts that re-present
the meanings as cucoded, preserved, and transmitted in (hese tCxls Lo processes
within which these meanings werc locally, situationally, and contextually “under
construction,” In other words, whal moved more nto the forceround along with
recent technological innovations is the functional role that narratives play in-the
process of inleractional meaning construction: what people actually do when they
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164 M. Bambiry

tell stories — or, to put it more plainly, narratives as sites for social and individual
mieaning constriction and not just as the carriers of what may be considercd as
socially and mdividually meaningtol.

‘I'his is not meant Lo imply thal narratives in previous tradifions ol inauiry have
not been taken to represent sites Lot the analysis of social and individual Meaning,
constructions. ‘The long tradition ol using, the na rrative interview as a site Lo
lapping into the nareator's sense ol self and identity, recently termed “hig story
research” (of. Bamberg, 2006, Freeman 2006, Georgakopoulou 2006b), was prob
ably one of the most influental contributors in the urn Lo parrative that has
worked its way into the social sciences over the last 30 10 40 vears (cf. Bumberg
2007a). However, Lhe tendency within these rraditions 1o equate life and story
and to essentialize sell and identity (cf. Bamberg [or a eritical review, under
review), that is, assuming that narralors have aself and an wentity as some inler-
nal organizing principle locatahle in the “hig stories” they tell (and, which they,
assumingly, live by}, has resulted in particular forms of narrative data collection
technigues and subscquent procedures of analysis. Typically, these forms of analy-
<15 do not need to account for the locality and situatedness of interactive features
of nareative performunce but can more dircetly. and as we have critically argucd,
often more superficially, move into the sense of sell that is “self~disclosed” i the
narrative interview siluation. In contrast, the analyvsis of small sjorics. as demon-
atrated in recent contributions (Bamberg 20074, b: Bamberg and Georgakopou-
lou, in press; Georgakopoulou 2006a: Georgakopoulou, 2007) requires a more
detailed account of how storytellers appropriate particular discourses in order to
position characlers (in the there-and-then) and cach other (the audience and
themselves in the here-and-now of the telling situation) so as to display a sense
of how they intend 10 “come actoss” in situated contexts as persons who “have”
_ or better “claim™ - a sense of sclf. In short, small story research does nod start
from, and is not built on, the assumption that people have a sense of self ay [irst
located in the person and subsequently locutable in their stories, but that, in the
process of telling stories, they engage in “identity work™ that results (local and
situated) displays of a sensc of sell.

| Telling and Retelling Stories for the Purpose of
Identity Tormation

From a big story vantage point, the question of how we acguire our stories (50
that we can have and subsequently tell “our life™) would require what Shweder,
Goodnow, Hatano, Levine, Markus and Miller call tracing “the natural history of
stories in children’s lives™ (Shweder et al, 2006, p. 749). In other words, how do
people (over time) retell and revise the same stories ol their lives, or at least the
critical evenls, and in this process form a sensc of sell as the primary locus of a
cullurc-specific being (cl. Baltes et al. 2006)? Thus, retellings of stories, again from
the vanlage point of big story rescarch, would represent a site of practices that
are aimed toward an attunement and slow in tegration into how individuals learn
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to mapage ihemselves as same and different from others, and as bewng the same
in the face of comstanl change (navigating the uniqueness and the identity
ditemma. ¢f. Bamberg (20070). Unfortunately a study of this magnitude has not
heen done; in addition, it may be questionable which of the stonies that are told
and retold actually would count as the relevanl ones — so they could be argued
(o add up 1o the tellers” lives  captured and reflected i these constuntly revised
lif storics.

However, retellings of stories have been of interest to linguists and cognitive
researchers for other reasons. In particular, memory rescarch has investigated
retcllings us potentially contributing Lo a better nnderstanding of the interface
of what actually happened. how it was “epcoded™ into memory, how memaory
sglores” these cncodings (and in this storing process not only prescives bt also
may alter whal was originally encoded), and how these memaories are trans
formed into the act of “storying™ (in the form ol a sccond “encoding” from
memory nto language).

Investigations of relellings (cf. Chale 1998, Ferrara 1994; Mishler 2004 Nornick
19981, b) have revealed a number of factors that assist and contribute 1o changes
and sameness (or similarities} between first and seeond versions. Inoa natural,
conversationally embedded setting, and in the condition of the same andence,
the way the story is told is likely to change. In its sceond telling, the same audi
ciee does not need to be informed about the corollary information, and the
speaker can abbreviate the path to the gist —or. alternatively, can make parts that
were underexplored in the first telling more relevanl in the second narrative.
However, we would expect the gist  the backbone of whal happened 1o remaimn
pretly much the same.

In contrast. if the audience had changed and the teller could be assumed Lo be
very much the same person, we could expect the story to be the same as well - or
50 it seems. Why should the teller change the sequence of events or the way the
sequence was asscmbled and evaluated? In other words, why should a telter
chanee a stovy in a second telling? 1t could be suggested that a difference in audi
enee — be it different in terms of age, gender or cullural background  might have
quite an cfteet on how tellers tailor the events and their evaluation, particularly m
terms of how they intend o come across with what they Lell. This change may
oceur even il the memory of what happened was cxactly the same. ' The change may
surface in the way the story is packaged and performed - particularly in terms ol
how tellers attempt to present a sensc of who they are — way back then when the
reported events happened, or right hore,in the now of the telling siluation.

Another factor that could result in some change in the second story may he
due o Lime that has elapsed between the two tellings, 11 he speaker has changed
in significant ways between the two tellings, this change could contribule to a
reinterpretation of what (aclually) had happencd back there and then. It could
also result in rewor king the “memory bank.” which would resull, i turn, inanew
presentation of scif w the here and now. These kinds of identity changes, one
could expect, often result in different narratives ol what seemingly was one and
the same (original) event Or sequence of events, However, it should also be
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cautioned that audicnces exposed to those (wo versions are likely to note and
comtent on the difference. poteatially pressuring the teller 1o eive additional
reasons for why or how Lhis change could have come about

To summarize, second rellings give an ideal apporiunity to sort out these dil-
lerent factors and bring them back into considerations ahout how a sense of sell
15 put together (“claimed ™) and reworked at dillerent occasions. In other words,
retellings could form an ideal basis for a developmental look into the formation
of sell and identity. In addition, an investigation of retellings would he particularly
interesting from a small slory perspective, since this would imply the HCCESSITY T
pay close attention to the contextual and local detail within which the participants
al the storytelling occasion are positioning the characters in the there-and-then
i order to position a sense of sell in the here-and-now of the lelling context.

2 Material

Following Shweder ctal. (20006), the perfect material for an empireal inguiry into
the topic of identity formation processes would be the twice-told Lales of the
sine person over 4 period of time. We assume that children or adolescents don'l
“have a life” — or at least a lifc story and the wentity that in big story rescarch is
assumed to go along with it — so it would be lascinating o use storics of the
(seemingly) same expericuces that reflect the different stages in the formation
process ol the child’sfadolescent’s identity. Similarly, we could collect the stories
(again, about the same experiences) before a client started histher therapy with
the story alter the therapy had ended and (hopefully} find a diffcicnce in terms
of the identity claims in these two stories. However, the data T will work with in
this chapter arc diflerent.

The twice-told tale under serutiny in this chapter comes from a woman, approx
imately in her carly forties, who in 1972 told two versions o the camera ol lilm-
maker Liane Brandon' at basically the same time and location: once before noon,
the sccond time in the alternoon. The story in both versions is, it could be argued.
exactly the same: Betty tells how she was invited to the Governor's ball, needed
a dress, shopped for i, and bought it The dress was r zatly beautlul and it was
suld Lo have translormed her sense of her attractiveness/beauty. Tlowever, she
lost the dress shortly after it had been bought, which she clauned caused her quite
a bit of distress. THowever, she bought another dress and wenl to the ball. Com-
paring the two versions in lerms of how they are told and performed, they drasti-
cally differ. In the version that is presented lirst, Belly comes across to the
audience as “witty, engaging, and delightful,” while in Lhe second, she is percerved
as “withdrawn, sad, and viulaerable ™ At least, these are the characterizations the
viewer can read in the catalogue that advertises the video cassel(e,

' Betty Tells Her Story is available from New Day Films, 190 Route 17M, P.O. Box 1084,
Harriman, NY 10926 or online vig htip/fwww.newday.com. The copyright of Heiy Tells
Her Story is with Liane Brandon (1972). renewed 2000, Fxcerpls are reprinted with per-
mission of Liane Brandon,
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The guestion that is typically asked is, what 15 10 that may have cansed the
second version to be differcat from the first? What has happened, either in the
course of telling 1t the first tume or between the two elling oceasions? And in
order to give a tentative answer, we lypically seek more information about the
gecasioning of the two tellings. Here 15 what we know: The lmmaker, Liane
Brandon, had become more 1o know the teller Betiy, had heard the story about
her losing her dress at a previous occasion, and asked Betty whether she would
tell this story “on camera.” Thus, against this background, we can slart from the
assumption that the two tellings should have turned out pretty much identical:
The imstrictions to the teller of the story can be assumed to be much the same.
I both cases the teller designs an anonymous recipient who has not heard this
story belore;, we can assume further Lhal wilhin the course of a few hours between
the moming and the alternoon, the teller has not undergone an wentity trans-
formation that could resultin drastic changes between the two versions presented
in front of the camera. In addition, the actual story that surfaces in both tellings
has been told by the same speaker at multiple occasions, A previous telling was
actually the reason why Betty was invited o perlorm her story in front of the
camera. Actually, as we also found out [rom the ilmmaker. the second telling -
which in reality was the thivd telling on the same day’ - was the atiempt to capturc
on film just another version very much the same. In other words, we have good
arounds to assume that the fitmmaker, the person behind the camera who could
count as a potential audience, though different from the hypothetical, generalized
audience “behind the camera,” did not expect a radically difllerent story,

In sum then. we would expect that Betty, the storyteller, will design herself as
yuile the same person telling her story and that she will design the andience in
very much the same way. We would also expect that these two factors will coin-
cide in the very smme design ol the story, possibly with a few small variations here
and there that we then could further serutinize in terms of having “better™ aceess
to memory (due to the two previous tellings on the same occasion), and “linguistic
packaging stratepies.”™ We should not expect a different telling that could resull
m the impression of the audience/spectator of two different designs of Betty as
the speaker/teller. Or at least, if we were to hear (wo guile different stories in
this kind of sct-up, we would begin to speculate aboul the teller’s stabiliry

Having two versions ol Betty's story. both told the same day and under very
similar circumstances, calls for a detailed analysis that will avoid the pittalls of

" The two versions of Bety's story are sctually the Grst and thivd version. A second version
was later discarded due to loo much noise that overlapped with the filming. The fact that
there wore actually several versions was due (o a standard technique that film makers
errployed before we had access to instant replayvs with video recordings,

" Linguistic “packaging™ is o lenm thal refers o the formalting of concrete permuianons
and paraphrases in the context of tellers’ lmgwistic performance, 1t is not that these per-
formances cannot be tied 1o the imeractional business performed between speakers and
listeners and the co-construction business between them. Towever, a number ol aspects
of the packaging devices used may also reflect linguistic patterns,

S Ad that's actually whal happened: Upon viewing the lwo versions in one of our classes,
one of the students commented that Betty was in urpent need of therapy (“Oh myv God;
she neds thorapy ™)
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using the first as the platform for the second as deviating {rom it In other words,
the guestion of what motivated the teller to tell the second version dillerently
does not have o be based on assumptions about a real or more authentic version
of Betty's story as well as of Betty as a pecson. What makes the fwo versions
different from everyday interactions but also quite different from interview nar-
ratives is that Betty iy asked w perform her stocy for an imagined audience — an
audience that is coming from dilfercut backgrounds, with potentially quite dif-
ferent expectations, and an audience that s “timeless”, that s, watching Betty tell
her stories still 35 vears later. In that sense, Belly's stornes are lar from small
storics: they are pretty long, not everydayv-kinds of siories, and not embedded in
an evervday-kind-of intcractional context. Rather, Betty’s two stories resemble
big stories. And oue could argue that the clicitation conditions are probably even
mare contrived and “Sunday-conditions” (cf. Frecman 2006) than those used in
narrative interviews. Nevertheless, Twill try 1o brng to bear the methods of small
story analysis Lo the two versions in order to document 1) thal small story analysis
can be extended and applied to big stories: and 1) how small story analysis
cun reveal aspeets of wentity analysis that big story analysis has difficulties
doctumenting,

Belore | turn to the analytic portion of this chapter, let me attend to an analysis
that has been carried oul previously with a portion of the same data by Elliot
Mishler (2004}, who introduced me to Betly’s story mn the year 2002 at onc of
our Narrative Study Group meelings al his home. He actually ended s article
by inviting his colleagnes to join in with more analytic work on the two versions
of Betiy's story, which I hereby intend to follow up on.

To bricfly summarize, Mishler contrastively compares excerpts from the lwo
versions by use of a transcription method that segments the recordings into idea
units (lines), stenzay, and strophes, which ultimately leads up 1o larger episodic
segments. He works through a numbcer of episodes and tries, v a very reader-
friendly way, to pinpoint those contrasts that are “telling” by revealing the impor-
tant differences between the two versions, The analysis s mainly concerned with
differences in lexical and syntactic choices and noting deviations from the lirst
viersion as additions or subtractions. At the end, he summarizes the analysis: “The
first [version] is a performance picce, a story that Betty has told before, for which
she has a title, and which she knows clicits some sort of ‘oohing and aahing’
response” (Mishler 2004, p. 118). Mishler’s overall characterization of Betty's
sccond version rests very much on the mnterpretation of the lmmaker, who
believes that the difference between the two versions is due Lo a question of hers
right before Betty's scecond telling that may have led Betty to reflect more on her
[eelings back then when she lost her dress. Mishler writes: “The second [version)|
is in response 10 a direct question, one that carries an evaluation of the first telling
as lacking something - as being ‘upbeat’ and not expressing her feclings” (Mishler
2004, po HIR). Mishler adds on that m tus sceond version Betty appears to “con-
front herself,” questioning her previous version [rom the perspective ol an mter-
nal dialogue in which she has doubts and needs to figure out the “real meaning”
of the events back then.
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[ will Luke two poinis of departure from Mishler's analysis. Although 1 find it
intercsting, that Ins overall interpretation of the difference between the two
version is built on the dialogic siluation, that 15, the context of what conversation-
ally wenl on around the two tellings (just as suggested by small story analysis),
it iy imported into his analysis from “outside the data™ I additon, it seems o
take the sceond version as a deviation from the first versiwon, one that is shot
through with the feller’s reflections, revealing more of her deeper, inner self.” In
contrast, in our analysis we will first analyze cach version independently. Only
after having given each its [ull interpretive altention, will we launch nto a com

parison between the two versions. In addition, we will 1ry to pay closer attention
tar the actual wording and display [eatures in order to be able 1o hetier differenti-
ate between whal she says, how she says it, and the action displays that go along
with botl. For instance, when Betty says “and T remember,” we will not simply
assume Lhat she remembers, as Mishler seems to suggest (p. 107), but that some-
thing additional may be going on: Simce she cun be assumed Lo remember all the
events that she mentions and only a few gel explicitly marked as “remembered,”
the explicit marking of those “remembered” may Wrn out 10 b guite relevant.
In short, we intend o perform a small story, microanalytc analysis on s secm-
ingly monologic data. More concretely. we intend to lay open the interactional
posilivning strafegies in both versions ol this episoele: how Betty the teller posi-
tions hersell as a characler in the events buck-there-and then and how she posi-
tions hersell 1o an imagined audicnce. In weaving these PWo repertores ingether,
positions a sensc of self - one that differs in the two versions she tells

3 Telling and Retelling Betty’s Story

Betore describing the analytic steps in more detail. lel me briefly return o the
issue of tellings and retellings. In the course of working with Betly’s story with
my students, | have tried out a small experiment. | have shown the two versions
i reverse order and asked students 1o comment on the (wo verstons. T will

T We as analvsts do not have access to what Betty saud atter the performance of her first
telhing: nor do we have access 10 the film makers instructions night before ecither of the
telings. What Mishler (and 1 have is a retrospective framimg by the Glmmaker of how wh
makes sense and “expluins” the differcnce between the bwiy versions. This dies not mean
that the filmmaker was wrong, She was at the scene and reports fronn her memory what
she believed had happened. However, T would sugpest that this is a version — just like
Mishler's and just like my own. Rather than starting, [rom the filmmaker’s interpretation.
I think 1t would be more interesting lo work first with the text and then see whether my
analysis is in agreement with the addigonal mformation that wo adimit to further analysis
[rom other sources,

& 1 should hasten to add that Mishler objects 1o the interpretatio that this second version
presents or represents a “lruer” sense of who Loty “really™ s, Rather, Mishler takes these
twor versions 0 be examples of “multiple schves™  sebves that lurk in narrative data taken
in multiple stories, selves thal we may miss when we just elicil and work with one story,
however big it 15,
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abbreviate the results here since the details of this “experiment” are published
¢lsewhere (Bamberg, 2007¢). In short, students who saw version A first, followed
by version 0 usin Lisne Brandon's original version — tended 1o aive credil for
the transformation to the first whing: In the first elling, Betty the teller realized
thal she had nol resolved the experience back then, She thought abour it more
deeply and this type ol reflection resulted in the second version. Students who
caw version B first, followed by version A, that s, those who saw the two VETSI0MS
i the reverse order, argued similarly that the first telling caused the sceond
telling to be different. Here, however, Betly uscd her fivst relling productively
iy the sense that she realized in the process of her first relling that the loss
ol her dress was not important 1o who she “really” s, Consequently, her
second telling (which originally 1s her first telling) gives a clearer sense of her
“true sclf”

A number of lessons are noteworthy from this vadically simple “experiment™
i) viewers are looking for reasons in lerms of how the first telling residdts in the
second ay different: i) they hear the first welling, as fiest. in other words, they do
ao realize or are able to imagine that this story has been told many, many times
before, and that it exists in multiple versions way before the “firse” telling; iii)
they tend to hear the cecond version as traer and more authestic or real; and iv)
they tend 1o attribute a “healing power™ (o the tellings ol stones that can lead
up Lo restorying and revision processcs, While this 15 not the place o reflect and
debate why this is so, 1 nevertheless want to draw attention to the dangers of
these interpretive pruwdur{‘:s,"' particularly when they infiltrale our analytic work
and our attcmpts to listen and be open o potential mittiplicities ol people as
their own historians of the self (cf. Mishler 2004).

4 Analysis
4.1 First Analysis — Top-Down

In the first step of our analysis, we are collapsing the two versions and ask: What
is the story/plot? What is il about? And what makes it tellable? Tn this first ana-
lytic approach, we collapse both versions into whal is common to them, that is,
the story or plot line.

[L appears as i the sequence of events starts with the invitation w the Gover-
nor's bull, setting the scene or orientation [or the problenilcomplicaiion, which 1s
having Lo got something Lo wear for the occasion. However, in spile of the lact

' This may sound contradictory: How can we promale interpretation and at the same time
be weary 1o interpretations, especially those that seen Lo impose a plot structure onto
these Lwi slices of everyday life {cf. Crossley 2003; Sarbin 1986)? However, Lhe poind here
is that the imposition of a particular plot may rule oul other passibilities - possibilities
that need to be explored first, and then, subscquently, weighed vis-i-vis each other and
substantiated with fine grained analytic observations.
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that nol cvervone gets invited to the Governor’s ball, this is hardly a tellable
event. And it hecomes clear with the abstract given beforchand and the way the
events unravel that this is not the story itself, but a pre-story that is setting the
seene [or another complication. Bemg the owner of a pretty dress (one that
transforms Belty into a beauly). she manages to lose the dress, presenting a new
or second complicatronr. This in turn results in g new goal-plan, to scarch for the
lost dress. However, when the search does nol result in a {(positive) resolution,
she has to buy another dress. She does exactly that und gocs W the Governor's
ball. resulting in the resolution to the first, second. and overall complication.

However, sepmenting Betty's story in terms of these story structure umits
would do injustice o whal this story scems to be all about, which is the transfor
malion from a state of non beauly into g state of having beauty and the subse
quent loss of this beauty " If we take this to be the dominant plot, the story follows
the structural undedding of

not having <beuuly> — kaving <beauty: > not having <beuuty>

where different accenluations are possible: 1) the settingforientation to the story
consists of a state of not Aaving beanty that “miraculously” resulis in a (new) state
of findingfhaving beardy (with a subsequent cvent of losing 1l agam ), or, alterna
tively, where the settingforientation consists ol having found beauty (after not
having had it} and losing this beauty. as the resultant state. In other words, the
main weight for elling the story can rest on the (irst lwo events or on the sccond
two, And as @ third possibihity, it also can be equally distributed across all three
subsequent evenls:

<iz not having <bcauly> — having <bcauty> — not having <beauly>
<ii» not having <heaulv> — having <bcauly> — net having <bcauly>
<iliz not having <beautve> - having <bcauly> — not having <heauty:

Accent <rzwould focus on the transformation from sometlung the narrator
does not have but wants, how this transformation happencd, and what tius trans-
formation means to the nacrator in the here and now of the telling situation.
Returning back to the original state of not having (bul maybe wanling) would
be peripheral.

Accent <iiswould focus on the loss of something that the narrator had (and
wanted to have), resulting in something that really s undesirable. The focus of
this story would be on the losing end, how this came about, what that loss (not
having whatl is desired) means to the narrator. and how it transpires into the
herc-and now of the wlling situation,

Accent <iiizwould focus on something that is more of a cyclical nature: where
the ariginal state (not having + wunting) was changed into1ts opposite (ol having

© Agan, this does not become apparent il our analysis remams at the global level Only
d more fine-grained analysis of how Beuy tells these segments can (and waill) make this
apparent,
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+ not needing W want anymore) and then. subsequently, changed back again to
Its original state (not having 4 wanting) and how this cyele is currently relevant
for the moment of telling this story,

What beeomes apparent in this first and more global approach to Belly's story
15 that the sequence of events, meaning the plot or story, is tellable for differcnt
teasuns. Reminiscent of the Cinderella story, though obviously not with a happy
cnding, Betty's story necds a second look, one that reveals more of the sithjective
orientation and accent thal she gives in the way she lavs oul, unfolds, and ulli
miately performs o her two tellings. Nevertheless, this first dapproach has opened
up a level of interpretation that argues [or more. Betty's story is not sunply about
buying a dresy, losing it, and buying a new one that isn'f quite the same as the
first. The dress and the beauty it seemingly has lenl her stands for something else:
it has allegoric potential. Lel me speculate at this point that these three different
accerluations all at some deeper level stand lor some reaffirmation of a personal
or group value around issues of “beauty,” and more generally, its dilemmalic
nature: While attractiveness and beauly on one hand arc considered valuable snd
desirable, they are ephemeral and dispensable when compared to other values,
Thus, what may be reflected in the thematization of this dilemma in Belly's story
is the question of what is realfy relevant in life. We also necd Lo be open to
the consideration that she orients her audicnces differently in her differing
VCISIONS.

In-addition, both versions of the story position the audicuce in a very similar
way: We are left with the (hanging) question: What if? — Whal il Betty back-then
and-there would #ot have lost her dress? What would huve happened? Who
would she be here-und now, or at least, how would she present herself? In other
words, both versions end up in a very similar way with the invitation for some
form of copathy: “poor Betty” — and we wished it had turned out i some form
of a happy ending,

4.2 ine-Grained Analysis — Bottom-Up

Within this scetion I will present the microanalytic procedures that contribule to
some decper understanding of how Betty as the teller orients her audience in
terms of her very own, subjective way toward an u nderstanding of the sequence
of events, their potential allegoric meaning, and (o how Betty makes sense of
hersell in the two herc-and-nows of the two story-telling situations. Since we do
nol have any data of whal goes on before and after cach ol the tellings. that is,
we do not know how the story was contextually embedded. we cannol anul Vie
the story along those lines. We only have the two versions in terms of how Betty
orchestrates the text, her audience, and ultimatcly, herself. In light of space con-
straints, 1 will only analyze one of the episodes in more depth, the second episode
in which Betty tries on the dress, feels transformed, and buys it. However, unless
this episode dilfers substantially in terms of narrative positionings from the other
cpisodes, which we trust is not the case, the analysis will serve as an exem plar m
terms of how to do this type of microanalytic analysis — and, in addition, how it
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reveals insights as a ool Tor analyeing Betty'’s dentitics in the lwo tellings and
dentity analysis m generul

1.l me start by listing the aveni-clauses [or the two versions, version A oand
version 13, tor this segment af the storv, episode 2. This is followed by sl
slory analysis of version A followed by a small story analysis of version B, which
[ ll‘r;:in will pull together for some comparisons ol the two versions that enrich
our interpretive understanding ol Betty's accomplishments,

VERSION A (435 words) VERSION B (220 words)

Eyvent-Line: Event-1.ine

[ went off 1o this dress shop

[ walked i the door T went into that shop

a ludy emerged they brought three dresses out 1o-me
she sandd L. {and | remember) trying them on

and 1 said . . . (and T remember) feching trunslormed
and she asked I bought the dress

and she supgested .. and 1 left there

she emerged (with three dresses)
[ went into o dressing room

[ tried it =a dresss on

b got viry nervolls

I called up my friend

she came down

shoe saw me in the dress

and said (you have to buy 1t)

I bought the dress

and 1 watched (the wrapping process)
I carricd it out of thore

4.3 Episode 2 - Version A

The narrative clauses of episode 2 of version A {overall: 18) arc relatively few
when compared Lo the total number of clauses (overall: 58), indicating that most
ol 1he clauses are coordinute or free clauses. And indecd. as the analysis will
reveal. most clauses are employed o depict the descriptive detuils of spatial
layouts and the spectlics of her feeling states. Overall, there scem 1o be three parts
Lo this episode, 1) the description of the shop and its wventory, including the sales
stafl, as an exquisie and special place; ii) the characterization of the dress and the
efteet of this dress on her; and iii) the transaction of making this dress hers and
her winbignity about this Lransaction, We will work through these three parts of
this episode individually in the attempt to show how Betty, the teller, positions
the character Betty, in the there-and-then, 10 show how she positions herscll as
the person in the here-and now of the documentary n version A,

Beity starls the episode temporally [raming her whereabouts relative to the
preceding lemporal events (one afternoo). All cvents referred to within this
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episade take place within this temporal frame. but more important, all events
within this temporal envelope take place at the same location toward which she
arients the listener, To be more precise, she takes “off" from some unspecified
origo (which could be her school or her home) o this dress shop” However,
belore the event-line actually gets her there, she steps out of the event-line and
comments on the experience (the whole thing) ol when she “walked i the door™

from an explicitly evalualive orientation: “the whole thing was vaknow a real
sirpretse for are” The device of loreshadowing whal 15 lo come nest by use ol an
overarching, evaluative statement typically prepares an audience (or the delivery
of more explicating detail. Again, Betty does not immediately follow up on this.
Before she characterizes “this shop” in more detail and explicates her “sueprise,”
shie sets this cxpericuce up ex nepativo vis-a-vis “Frlenes Baserent,” a culturally
shared icon of deparunent store, where things arc ordinary and predictable. Hler
use of “you ftow™ (2 mes) i s context mvites the conlinmation of the audi-
ence for her attempt to distinguish “this shop™ as very diflerent [rom our usuul
and ordinary imagination. The descriptive detail about “dhis store,” consisting of
T rbeautful dove grav walls” Can appropriate dress once in a
while” — culnunating 1 the overall characterization of the location as “husih
shadows.” This sets the scene to positton the irst character in this episode - ~a
laely emerges,” who is Turther characterized as “yort of dove gray” with a “sorl of
dove gray vodce.” Inillalizing both turns Dy use ol hesitation markers (e and
well), Betty as the narrator positions hersell as customer and the shop lady as
cautiously and politely dialoguing, resulting in the creation of a customer-stall
relationship that is different from the norm.

[t is of interest that the charactenstic “dove gray” was first used to spatially
characterize the walls that hold this shop together, and from there is extended
1o position the personal character of the shop lady as ~dove gray lady”™ with her
“dove gray voice.” Further, constructing her as “emerging” from the “hush
shadows™ of the “dave gray walls™ posiions this shop lady as part ol what scems
to be belonging intrinsically 1o this localion. Furthermore, depicting the location
and 115 personal inventory as gray, a noncolor in between white and black, marks
abjects, but in particular people, with this characteristic as “indistinguishably
distinguishable.” They stand out and are marked as different from traditional,
common, and predictable places and thewr mventory. In other words, while gray
i5 by no means a color or tone that s extraordinary, Betty, the narrator, uses gray
to stylize the sales stall in this story as part ol the location which 15 exquisite and
special.

Turning to the second segmeni of this episode, the characterization of the dress
and the transtorming effect of the dress, 1t becomes clear that the extensive char-
aclerization of the location and its inventory as “gray” fittingly scrves to sct the
background against which the “beaatiftl ermerald green dress™ can stand out as
“absolutely exguisite.” No wonder that Betly, when she “fried it on,” can describe

“rast plush carpet,

Y Moo that thiv dress shop hecomes that sleogr in version 2.
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.. Ther feeling state afler all this rhetorical build up as “glanorows™ — and, elaboral
@fkilﬂg on it S was fust the piost ineredible feeting { ever had in pry fife” And as il

this was nol sufhicient, she appeals to Lthe aucience {yakrow) fur confirmation for
his totally uncxpected (sudden) rransformution seemingly topping the previous
_gcncr;-dir.nliml with two even more extreme [ormulations: “F don’t think 1 ever
v whale life felt premy antl then”™ and it was like a fary story from my child-
}ﬁ_':ma’." This string of extreme casc tormulations (most incredible. ever in my life,
ever i1 my whole life. ke a fairy story) serves the purpose of characterizing and
underscoring the wmgueness of this moment. It becomes clear that this moment,
which forms the high point of this episode, could not have been mseried into the
story line withoul a pood amount of rhetoric preparation. Along a similar vein.
the story could not continue atter the rhetoric construciion of this ull-cncompass-
ing, life changing turning point with simple monetary transaction resulting in
making this deess hers and living a life of beauty thereafter. In order to begin to
grasp the refevance of Betty’s rheloneal construction of the high pomt, lel us sicp
back for a second: Let us imagine Betty had construcled this same transforma-
tional high point with an erdinary sel up such as “1 needed a dress. went to a
dress shop, saw this beautiful dress and tried iton” - followed by the lines forming,
the high point in this segment. Or imagine she continued afler tus high point
with something like “T decided to buy this dress, went 10 the ball, and .. .7 Any
of these versions would be out ol place and simply not “go along™ with the way
Betty instructs her audience Lo construct the relevance of the fransformation that
seemingly Look place at this dress shop. What seems alrcady 1o linger is an allu-
sion that something clse is equally relevant for the continuation of the plol that
is emerpgine: This is not a story solely about a life transforming moment: some-
thing else is going on.

This kind of allusion becomes more strongly supparted by the way Betty puls
together the third and last segment of this episode. Pasitioning herscelt as having,
been benelited as if in a fairy tale, she continues with another reference 1o a
feeling stale: 1 got very stervous.” However, wilh her next clause. the question of
whal may have cansed this feeling becomes clarified: it is the upcoming linancial
transaction. The price to pay to make this dress her own (and make hersell beau-
a2y is “owr of proportion and youknew not very right o spend that.” In other
words, Betty, the teller, presents the Betly, back then, in a moral dilemma: Not
that she wasn't able to alford it; but, to buy this dress for this price wasn’t “right.”
To resolve this dilemma, she reports in a side story that she drew on her friend
(the one “wha had saggested the place”). made her come to the Tocation. and only
after receiving hor explicit advice deaded to engage in the iransaction. sull, she
positions hersell us not having, bought the dress if it hadn’t been for this Inend
(against vy better judgment) and leaving the store in ambivalence (sort of ai the
same time kind of all excited and very guilty). What exactly seemed to have been
causing this suilt remains unclear, While the guilt factor was first brought up when
she recognized the price Lag that came along with the dress. it also scems to be
the packaging and the way this dress was exquisitely tailored for her, Ths, at least,
seems to be insinuated by letting the histener into her mind (back then and there)
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whon she eluborates in detail the scene i which she waiches how this dress is
prepared Lo become hers (and [ watched while they wrapped i up tr pialc tissue
paper and put it inte a pink box thai said Misy Lyncls onde). Explicating her state
of ambivalence immediately alter this scene contnibutes significantly to the
impression that there is more than just the linuncal tag that causes her state of
ambivalence. Although this is not spelled out in any detal, the histener s likely
to extend the uneasiness about the price to other aspects of the transuction, such
as owng it but also simply 1o loving the dress {and the effect that she feels the
dress has on her) and potentially even coming to this shop and feeling special
there.

To summarize, Belly the eller secms to hod at relevant to refer explicitly w
three characters in this episode, the Betly back-then, the shop lady, and Betiy's
friend. All of them have “faces™; they are characlerized with a number of conerete
attributes. In addition, all three spealt with their own voices, and both Lhe shop
lacky and friend “serve™ Betty back-then i finding a place to buy a desirable
dress that trunsforms her into a beautiful woman, They also assist her buving this
dress and taking il away as her own. Betty, the teller, characterizes hersell back-
then as coming out of this ¢pisode i oa state of ambivalence - owning it but not
really wanting to own it, leeling both proud and guilty. Retrospectively, although
not explicitly mentioned. there may have been more than one factor that con-
tributed to her ambivalence. However, what exactly caused this ambivalence and
how this poteatially unsetiling feeling could nltimately be turned around, remains
somewhat unresolved, Tt leaves the audience in need for more information, a
continuation of the story and sceking for the possibility of a resolution.

4.4 Episode 2 — Version B

Hetty, the teller, starts the second episode by loreshadowing aspects ol the overall
experience n this episode. such as at the location that she subsequently details
in order to back up this evaluative orientation. It may be ol interest that she
begins this episode by explicitly marking 1t as a memory (and I remember);, she
claims (in lhe here-and-now) to be clear about the overall impression she had
back there and then, We have two other explicit references to her memory in the
course of this episode and will be able o structurally and functionally say morc
about why narrators occasionally make reference to what they say has huppencd
i the form of internal constructs of memories."” Tollowing Betty’s structural

" ntroducing, an event or descriptive detail from some point back in time by the marker
“and [ remenmber” does several things in a narrative. At the most literal level, it lays open
and thereby demarcates that there is a gap between the speakerfieller who is doing Lhe
remembering in Lhe herc-and-now and that what s referred to next as having taken place
in the there-and-then. While the activity of parrating is built on this gap, memory is aulo-
matically and always invoked. In other words, remembering 15 the default case and it goes
without saving: When I tell a story, it is unnecessary, il the narrative low is not inlerropied,
to refer to cach cvent as memories, Thus, when tellers make cxplicit that they are remem-
bering, particwlarly i they do this repeatedly, somethiog else must be implicated.
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layvout of the second episode, the aumber of narrative clauses demarcating, the
ckeleton of this episode is the bare minimum of five (see above). Considering,
that this episode is almost hall o terms of its lenath of (he comparative cpisode
of version A, the frec clauses in this version even more radically outweigh the
parrative clauses.

Having foreshadowed what is happening, in this cpisode from anoverall vantage
point us A USrange thing,” Beity, the teller, positions the therc-and-then Belly
already at the point of entering “rhat shop™" as leeling “wcomforiable”: “there
was something whim uncomfortably plush and posh about the where thirg.” The
shop is further characterized as “quier” and scathedral ke thus likening 11 o2
place Lhat requires beng honored by respectfulness and reverence. In line with
the requirements that tollow from the way the location is characterized, the
“ladies” who serve their customers are described as “saft spoken.” [is of interest
that the characters in this cpisode are introduced as “ladies™ in the Torm ol a
plural marking. “They™ bring oul the dresses and their actions result i some
overall impression on Betiy's part of being Srreated like a queen.” Furthermore,
“everything” in this location “looked very expensive” The metaphorical field that
i invoked, the prandness of a cathedral, the nobleness and preciousness, and the
deference and reverence that go along with them m terms of the kinds of wctions
at this location, is sell contained and coherent. 1L thus is “the whole thing” Betty
alludes 1o al two occasions carly in this episode. it comes along with the evalua-
tive orientation of “strange” and “nncomfortable”

‘Turning back to the dresses, what Belly spementhers” nextis Uirving thent on.”
particularly the one she singles out and describes in more detail {emerald-green
with chiffon panels that floated down the back). Here it seems as if Betty's removal
from the cvent-line of what happened there and then and cxpheitly relermnng to
the events as her memones (and T repember) demarcates a new episodic segment,
namely the experience of transforming into looking “preiy,” as she calls 1t a fow
moments later. Asain. before she gets o this point, she dwells und claborales on
the moment of putting on ths dress. She rhetorically removes bersclf from Lhe
storyline and relates what is happening at this moment to a peneralized experi-
ence of being in a “beaury parlor.” “having your hair dore” The function of this
analogy is to relate to the audience what those two expericnces have in common:
both make her “feel uncomfortable” This analogy is prefaced by “and [ dert’'t
know™: that is. Bettv, the teller. comments reflectively on the there-and then of
what was happening. and she positions hersell as one who does “not know,” as
one who can not clearly relate 1o the yudience what was happening. In addition
Lo characterizing herself s uncomfortable, she also characterizes her experience
of wearing this beautiful dress as “kind of special” and “luxurions.”

AL this point she agam drops the line of the there and-then evenls, steps oul
and refers to herself in the here-and-now as remembering (ord § rerternber ) whal

" Note that “rhat stop” was “ths shop™ n versiom AL The difference between these (wo
deicties (“that™ and “this ") is one ol marking one’s stance in terms of proxumity/distance.
“This™ is closer than “that”
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she says she “remembers” “lookinyg i the mirrer” (back there and then), and
“feeling suddenly kind of transjormed or something” In addition o ma ricing this
explicitly as memorics, Betty, Lhe teller, also embeds the actual transformation
into two hedees, “kind of " and “or something.” Sa while she is clear about the
moment — it stands out very explicitly in her memory, so she says - she presents
hersell as somewhat unclear, or at least uncommitted, about the feeling that went
along with this transformation, In other words, she claims that she does not know
how o translate the change of events into her interal feeling states, The reason
far this, she claims further, is “becawse [ never fooked that way before.” Thus. this
ransformation is not only somewhat unusual bul also totally unexpected. And
the way Betty, the teller, positions Betty, in the therc-and-then, as thinking that
she “looked preny” sipnals that she as the teller in the here-and-now is somewhat
distanced and mayhe skeptical about what really went on back there-and-then
in “rhat” shop.

SWell ™ she “hought the dress” (even though it cost far (0o pucit). Beluy leaves
the shop “with very mixed feelings™ “about having bowghi the dresy,” as she claims,
However, in light of her repeated characterizations (spread across the whole
gpisode) of “the whole thing” making her feel “uncomfortable,” it s clearly nol
just the prize of the dress that resulls o these mixed [eelings, Just like being al
the beauty parlor, Betty, the teller, positions Belty, the character in the there-and-
then, as “out-of-place™ in this shop, as “vut-of-character™ wearing, the dress, and,
as she says at the end, also “out-olf-her league” i terms of what she had to pay.
However, she also alludes Lo something more positive in Lhis chain of thoughts
and feelings, und this is feeling “luxurions” and “special.”

T summarize, Betty, the teller, positions hersell as character in the story events
1s “not hersell™ — her “real” sell doces not “fit”: into the shop, into the dress, and
inlo the role of the (inal owner of the dress, The other characters in this cpisode
(they only exist in the anonymous plural as “the ladies” and “they™) are positioncd
as relutively faceless (though seemingly very polite  they treated her like a
queen). There were no individual characters whom Retty, the teller, holds Lo be
relevant enough to specify individually in any way so that Belly, the character,
could be related to them. Dveryone mentioned remains relatively relationless.
Belty, the teller, reports very few actions or activities: instead she lists her Feelings,
thoughts, and, as she explicitly says, memories. Fven the analogy of going 1o the
heauly parlor is a rheloric device to explicate her feelings and not her actions,
Her frequent usc of hedges (f don't kaow, kil of or something) and her conlinu-
ous inferruptions of the event-line by reflecting on what happened from her point
of view as the teller in the here-and-now give Lthe impression as if she as the teller
is involved in some form of internal dialogue, as il she is speaking (o herself.
Consequently, what the audience s more likely to tuke away from this cpisode
i« the impression that Betty, the teller, cannot (or is nol willing to) let the actions
of the story speak for themselves. She, as the narrator, iy very invested in the
interpretation of what happened. The here-and-now and the back-there-then arc
not clearly distinguishable; or, in terms of traditional story theory, the ending of
the story andfor the complication or dilemma have nol heen resolved.
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1.5 Comparison of Version A and Version BB of Episode 2

;i:g he clear from the start, an cpisade of a <tory that revolves centrally about the
buying of a dress is most hkely not an opporctuniey to launch mto the actions and
activitics of characters and then development. What we would expect, though, as
QECCssAry Components, are movemenls Lo and from the store and, of the transac-
tion is successful, receiving the dress in exchange for paymenl. Everything else,
such as linding the right dress and dialoguing with the salespeople, which most
likely are bound to happen, may not necessarily be noteworthy. Thus, what is i
that is lcllable or particularly noteworthy in an episode with this specific theme?

In light of these considerations, it is noteworthy that Betiy, the teller. is able
to weave episude 2 of version A o something that sounds ke a story: Betly,
the character, enters the shop: the shop atsell s unusual, unexpected things
happen in this shop; the audience 15 [olowing Betly the character’s gaze at that
location; Betty ends up buving a dress: and, she leaves with mixed leelings about
the financial end of the transaction. In addition, the teller successfully insinuates
that this mixed feeling 1s a construct that orients the andience oward more (o
come: the overall story s not over vet; tus was just an episode leading up 1o more
to come. In other words, version A suceessfully mterweaves action orientation
and evaluation. The teller positions characters in tme and space, all onenting in
concerl toward the overall revelation of the story us a whole, that 1s. how what
happenad back then s refevant to the here and now and Lhereby reveals how
she wants to be understood. Tn addinon, Bettyv, the teller. successtully engages the
awdience in the development of story expectations that go along with this,

In a sumular tashion, the teller of eprsode 2 ol verston B also succeeds in signal-
ing that this scetion is part ol some preceding and consecutive story work.
However, this segment has less episodic character. It s more hikely 1o be heard
as a list of memories in service ol the weller’s position vis-a-vis herself. The world
of characters, particularly the world ol Betty, the character mn the there-and-then,
15 much less developed compared 1o version AL In contrast, in version B the audi-
cnee has much more direct access to how Betty, the teller, positions hersell back-
there-and-then vis-a-vis hersell here-and-now. In other words. the identity work
that narratives typically accomplish s more direct. Betty is not addressing or
involving the audience in the world of characters and their development, She
secrnngly talks with hersell; we. the audience, arc overhcanng and witnessing
this dialopne. What is of interest is that it has the contour of a dialogue, rather
than a monologue, since the telling seems to consist of a struggle [or positons —
or, Ao put it differently, 11 is hearable as a quest for a coherentl position. o quest
m which Betty, the wller, 1s making use of Betty, the character hack then, inorder
o find oul more about hersell — of who she is in the here-and-now.

The difference belween the two versions of episade 2 becomes more transpar-
ent when we consider the way evaluative detad s constructed and managed in
the course of its delivery. Whereas version A manages Lo deliver the cvaluative
origntation throughow! the episode through Lhe lens of Betty, the character, the
teller of version B mixes character and narrator positions. Lel me exemphily this:
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In version A the spatial detadl in the shop s arranged in such a way that the
audience feels as though it is being led through the shop step-by-step by Belly,
the character, in the thers-and-then. In addition, the verbal exchanges between
the shop lady and Betty and also with Betly’s fricnd, who arrives at the scenc,
are replayed as il they took place exactly this way. When Betty relates what the
transformation into a beautiful woman meant to her, itis as if we hear the Betty,
then-and-there, (in the dressing room} and only secondanly the narrator, Belty.
who speaks in the here-and-now. [tisus ik metaphorically speaking, the character,
Belly. has a grip on Betty, the teller, where the teller [ollows the character. In
contrast, Betty, the teller of version B, imitially sets up the character, Betty, hut
only Lo tuke her back, to continuously interferc, and uliimately 1o be mn control
of the character, Betty, While it could have been the situation back then, due o
all its alleged strangeness, which made Betty uncomfortable in the there-and-
then, this reading is not developed in version B. Belly, the teller, presents Betly,
the character, already as knowledgeable about the strangeness of the place before
che even enters and as knowledpeahle of how the sequence of cvents only can
turn oul negatively. This kind of attitude is omuipresent throughout cpisode 2 of
version B, Betty, the character, 1s shot through with the attitude of Betty looking
at it from Lhe here-and-now,

To summarize, comparing the two versions ol cpisode 2, the viewer of the
documentary ends up with two versions of Betty: A Betty in version A who is
open to new situations and has polential for character development: this Belty
is also a person who 13 socially connected but willing Lo engage in newness and
chullenges if backed up “with a litde help from her friends.” Bety does nol
present herselfl as a cosmopolitan woman who knows the world of fashion; rather.
she needs the help and advice of a friend. However, with this advice, she is willing
to explore new territory and discover aspects about herself thal previously were
hidden for her. Although her character is presented not necessa rilyv as herow and
adventirous, it is nevertheless she, hersell, who is In charge of her own aclions.
In short, Betty. the character, is depicted as “curious.™ This type of characte
depiction is severely dampened in version B. The character, Betty, in version B
is 4 person who is continuously self-reflecting, not comfortable in a situation thal
is potentially new to her und that affords challenges. In addition, she is con-
structed as alone. There is no one in version B who comes to Betly's assistance,
She is an individual, alone in a strange and ultimately faceless world of othess.
And although it appears as if Betty in version B acts out ol her own will, this will
is shot through by doubt and hesitation, knowing thal none of this should be
happening and all this is bound to be doomed.

5 Summary and 1iscussion

It may seem that the analysis of the two versions of episode 2 has led us danger-
ously close to the aseription of two dilferent iden tities of the same person, Belly,
the teller in the here-and-now, of the recording 35 years ago. However, let me be
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.".'.-...'};:ieur that the above small story analysis is not aiming to reveal Belty’s identity,

'-.'ijﬂrtjcuh'u'ly her “real”™ identily. as llit._'. description in the ca}ulc}guc claims, ;u_ui_ as
some o my sludent viewers would like to have it It also s nol about aseribing
Cdilterent or muluple identitics to Betty, the teller. My contribution tackles the
‘question how Betty hails two different subjectivities (or “identities” . if vou wanlt
to) intw Bemg, Or better, my analysis explores the constroction means that Betty
ases as the teller of the two versions that others use L assign “multiple identines”
to her.

Let me attempl to clarily. When watching Liane Brandon’s tull video for the
fipst time, the viewer Lvpically is somewhat unsettled. The question then needs to
he raised. what is it that causes this unscttlement? And further, what causes the
viewer to launch into rationales thal could “cxplamn™ the change from version A
io version BY And more specifically. why are these rattonales typically looking
for something that “happened” either in the previous {(fist) telling or in helween
the two tellings? [ is not only that these strategies to explain the differences
hetween the two versions are common among sindenls who wateh the full video
far Lhe [irst time, but also, even the filmmaker herself, and Mishler (alter he per-
formed his analysis of the two versiony) arc in need of such explanations. Why
does it nol seem 1o be possible Lo simply accept that people tell their stories dil:
ferently at dilfercnt times, even if the result is that they hail two difterent sub
jectivities into being?

| have no clear answer o these questions. Towever, | want to stay as {ar away
as possible [rom getting involved mn this kind of debate, as difficult as this may
be Instead. T will focus for the rest of this chapter on what we can leam by a
finc-gramed (small story) analysis of the particular means that Betly exploits m
her business of telling her two versions. Summarizing the narrative strategy used
to aecomplish version A (including the conconntant reading of Betty. the teller’s,
subjectivity), it is surprising how detailed the deseriptions are of the spatial lavoul
and its inventory, The narrative stratepy thal accomplishes the kind of reliability
that goes along with this is the preferred one in the courtroom ot for eyewitness
testimonies in peneral, 1 the teller can accomplish drawing up a character sur-
rounded by detail, both character and teller appear as a unit and come across as
trustworthy. The listener is allowed to peek into the there-and then through the
character back-there-and-then, orchestrated by the teller. Fvaluative viewpoinls
it are external 1o the there-and-then (e, they brmg to the forefront that there
iv o tebler in the here-and-now who actually orchestrates and potentially fabri
cales the world of characters) are few and they typically appear to sum up and
Lransit to o new episode of what happened next. The narrative strategy made use
of in version B relies on another kind of detail: descriptions ol wternal states,
especially feehing states. Some of these internal states are ascribed Lo the charac-
ters back then. but other internal states seemingly reflect the teller’s state ol nund
i the here-and now. ' This strategy, by use of which character and teller are welded
into more of a unil, olten does not make it easy to differentiate between charactler
and teller. s as if the audicnce s participating in some kind of “mternal mono-
lopue™ af the teller. In sum, the orchestration of the character as a separate uni
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in and of itselt, one who has her own intentions and agency but also the ahibiy
o change and develop, s most difficult by use of the construction means that
Betty the weller coployed in version B, Typically, a teller using these means is not
judeed as reliable in the same way. It s not the lacts back-therc-and-then tor
which this strategy can vouch, Rather, version B displays another Kind of rch-
ability, one that typically 15 privileged m therapeutic cncounters and conlessions;
in those institutionalized contexts the preferred term s “sell-disclosure.™

Thus, we find two different narrative technigues i Betly's two versions: one,
displaved in version A consisting of the orchestration of characters as actors who
arc open to development; the other, displayed in version B, resembling the genre
of self-disclosure or confession mn which the teller s attempting to sort out what
was righl, wrong, good, or cvil back-then from the here-and-now." In light of
these differences. both ol Belly's versions have thew own credibnlity, which,
however is the result of the use of different story means. Conseguently, il is no
wonder that interpreters of version A credit the teller with attributes such as
“witty, cnpaging, and delightful.” To turn back to considerations we made above,
version A can be understood as accentuating more sirongly the transformation
from the poor teacher to a beaunlul woman, downplaving the fact that this beauty
wils gone moments later as nothing to worry about. These moments “ell you
something that you always kaew,” she says o hor mtroduction w version A, In
contrast, version I3 5 likely (o be mterpreted as a revelation ol her sell, which in
contemporary Western psvchoanalvtic cullure (Parker 1997, 2003) is the “lrue”
self that confessions and the therapeutic dialogue pulls for by forcing the partic
pant/client to reflect and revise."” It appears as if Beity’s focus in version I3 is on
the latter end of the overall structure, having had beauty which was (iragically)
lost, where, from the retrospect, Belty “reveals how she reafly felt” aboul “a chance
of a Hfetime” (her words), and the “painfulness of the menory”

6 Conclusion

Since there 1s no final conclusion to Betiy's story and her two versions, the dia-
Jloguc among those who have started workimg with Betty's versions as data will
continue. [ hope w have shown with wy contribution o this volume that a small
story analysis that treals stories as inleractive positionings can reveal new and
interesting insights. The attempl was made o pull Belty’s story oul of the domain

Y 0f course, although the here-and-now typically is imposed onto the there-and-then, the
dircetionality can go the other way around and a *deeper™ exploration of the there-and-
then can impact and alter the understanding of the here-and-now. :

" Apain, | should clarity: There is nothing wrong with “reflection.” However, it needs to
be realized that the kinds of rellection thal are privilescd in the stvlisties of version B oare
special kinds, Tellers who use story means of the sort that result in verston A%s also reflect.
It is not that their tellings are direct, spontancous, and vneellective, but they appear that
wiy. Using such a story means lends credence to the appearance of spontaneity and unre-
fectedmess 1o Lhe author.
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uf g story research and demonstrate that even narratives that appear (o consist

ot nner dialogues are bascd on complex inleractional strateeies in which the
Appedarante of what often s considered a more reflective and truer sell are deeply
amhedded.

[ addition, in contrast Lo positioning multiple selves behind differenl versions
of Belty's story and opening them up Lo analysis, my contribution suggests study-
ing the construction of wentily as a process, and simultancously, a process that
i shot through by three dilemimas: 1) the “fdentity dilerna,” posing the question
how it is possible (o constder onesell as the same in the face of constant change:
i} the “wnigueness dilemea,” whether it is possible 10 consider onesell as unigue
‘n the fuce of being the samc as everyone else (and vice versa); and i) the “con-
cruction” or “who-is-ur-charge ditempra.” asking whether 1t is the porson who
constriety the world the way 1tis or whether the person is constructed by the
way the world is. Making sease of onesell by telling stories  bo they big o1 small
_is an ongoing process taking place in everyday, mundane situations helore it s
repeated in Sunday situations in front of a camera. Studying this ongoing process
does not require an endstate from where previous stones all fall o one or
several places. As Belly's versions demoensirate, 1ol even our participants work
with these assumplions when engaging i storytelling, So why should rescarchers
jump to such conclusions?

Aand finally, if identities arg continuously ~under construction” and require
analviic tools that pay ducs 1o s process, how can we do justice to the role of
our participants in this construction process? Here 1 want Lo jom forces with
Mishlcer's posilion: Yes, research participanls — but we can probably generahize
we to mean everyone, everywhere, all the time, when we engape in storyielling -
“ape the historians of their own lives”™ (Mishler 2004, p. 101). Yel the develop-
mental telos is probably notin finding our creal” ftrue,” or “one and only " story.
And neither i it in finding a couple ol good stories that we can download ar the
appropriute occasions n the form of “multiple identities.” 11 we take the notion
of “life ay u continuous process” seriously, we may have to rethink qualitative
methods. and narratives methods in particular, in terms of how they capture and
do justice to the eonstant changes thal take place. The study of microgenctic
processes the way 1 have tricd to demonstrate using Belty's two vierstons as data
may be astep i Lhat direction,
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