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	Given the drastic lifestyle changes involved in becoming sober, recovering alcoholics’ transformative journeys represent an extreme case of consumer journeys (cf. Hamilton and Price, 2019) that assists in unveiling the hierarchy of goals and the dynamics of the phenomenon. Such a journey presents a clear higher-order goal—sober life—and a variety of activities (e.g., going to meetings), events (e.g., dreaming about alcohol), and interactions with multiple actors (e.g., other A.A. members, health service providers) (e.g., Longabaugh et al., 1998). The context selected facilitates an inductive generation of theory toward a goal-oriented view of the customer journey. This context also potentially generates relevant societal implications. Excessive alcohol consumption is associated with more than 200 health conditions, socioeconomic harms (e.g., lower employability and stigma), harming other people (e.g., spouses, co-workers, and neighbors), and expenditures in health, criminal, and welfare systems (OECD, 2015; World Health Organization, 2018).
	Data were collected with Alcoholics Anonymous (A.A.) members who are undergoing a journey toward a sober life. A.A. is an international non-professional self-help group of people who have a drinking problem. The program offers 12 steps so the members can develop a life without alcohol and recover from alcoholism. A.A. was chosen because (1) it is one of the most common approaches to treat alcoholism; (2) it is usually combined with other treatment approaches; and (3) recovering alcoholics who are sober for many years attend the meetings, compared to other treatments that focus on the beginning of the recovering alcoholics’ journey (Martin, 2008).
	Data collection occurred in Brazil over a period of eight months in 2017. Participants were recruited from A.A. meetings in three different groups chosen by convenience. A small monetary incentive was offered to participants, given that one of the data collection methods employed in the study (diary) required effort and time for completion. Participants could choose whether they wanted to give an interview and complete the diaries or only give interviews. In total, 18 participants were interviewed, 10 of whom completed diaries. Hermeneutic-phenomenological studies with more than 10 participants are uncommon (Pietkiewicz and Smith, 2012); therefore, data from 18 participants can be considered rich. Only men participated in the study, because women represented a minority of A.A. members (e.g., one woman was present in two meetings). The length of time of sobriety was unrestricted, allowing the description of different periods or stages of the recovery journey. For instance, participants who are sober for 34 years can describe different stages of the journey in comparison to participants who are sober for only a few years. Table 1 lists information about the participants (names were changed due to confidentiality agreements).
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	Participant
	Age
	Recovery time,
from last drink or use
	Total recovery time
	Length of interview (min)
	Diary period
	Member check

	George
	68
	37 years
	37 years
	45
	2 months
	

	Larry
	62
	35 years
	35 years
	89
	-
	

	Steven
	66
	34 years
	34 years
	64
	2 months
	

	David
	69
	34 years
	34 years
	67
	-
	

	Mark
	59
	25 years
	26 years
	80
	-
	

	Anthony
	66
	25 years
	25 years
	146
	2 months
	

	Timothy
	53
	18 years
	20 years
	58
	20 days
	

	Scott
	54
	2 years
	20 years*
	94
	-
	

	Charles
	48
	5 days
	~16 years*
	135
	-
	

	Joseph
	65
	1 year
	13 years
	51
	2 months
	

	Michael
	43
	12 years
	13 years
	99
	-
	

	Paul
	27
	2 years
	9 years
	82
	-
	

	James
	44
	6 years
	8.5 years
	78
	2 months
	

	Jacob
	47
	2 months
	~8 years*
	53
	15 days
	

	Robert
	38
	5 years
	5.5 years
	72
	-
	

	Thomas
	65
	2.3 years
	3.5 years
	104
	2 months
	

	John
	40
	1.5 years
	1.5 years
	79
	1.5 months
	

	Frank
	56
	1 year
	1 year
	90
	1.5 months
	


* Multiple relapses

	It is important to clarify that a recovery journey from the individual’s perspective was the focus of this study, not the A.A. experience or the recovery experience from the A.A.’s perspective. Recruiting A.A. members was only an easier way to find individuals who are experiencing the journey toward a sober life. Participants described interactions with different health service providers during their journeys, such as clinics, hospitals, and psychologists.

Data collection methods
	The empirical study used three qualitative data collection methods: observation, phenomenological interviews, and diary method. Table 2 shows how each data collection technique contributed to the understanding of the phenomenon under investigation. 


Table 2. Use of data collection methods
	Method
	Contribution of the method 
	Volume of data

	Observation
	Creating a pre-understanding of participants’ experiences and the context of the journeys (e.g., terminology, interactions among members).
	13 A.A. meetings, 
7 pages of notes

	Phenomenological interview
	Gaining an understanding of participants’ backgrounds (e.g., what they do, who they live with) and their histories with alcohol; gaining an understanding of the emergence of experiences along the participants’ journeys through their retrospective accounts (key events, activities, organizations, social actors, and feelings, thoughts, and general reactions to these).
	18 interviews, 
351 pages of text

	Diary method
	Deepening the understanding of the journey as a real-time experience; capturing micro events as they happen in the participant’s everyday life; detailed descriptions of events.
	10 diaries between 15 days and 2 months in length, 
100 pages of text



	The first author conducted non-participant observation in 13 A.A. meetings, contributing to the preunderstanding of the phenomenon under investigation. After the meetings, usually during the night or in the following afternoon, the author wrote notes about how the meeting works, what she did during the meetings, how participants interacted with her and with others, and so on. She did not write about A.A. members’ stories, because not all of those members were participating in the research. These meetings facilitated the interviews by increasing the author’s understanding of the context (Pratt et al., 2006). For instance, listening to stories increased familiarity with the terminology A.A. members use (e.g., Superior Power), the 12 steps, the 12 traditions, and so on. Additionally, the themes analyzed were apparent in members’ stories. Therefore, the meetings also served to corroborate the thematic findings. 
	Thompson et al. (1989) suggest using phenomenological interviews to study consumer experiences. The purpose of this type of interview is to obtain a first-person description of some domain of the experience (Thompson et al., 1989) that contextualizes the experience in a customer’s lifeworld (Bevan, 2014; Stern et al., 1998). The structure of the interview should be open and dictated by the respondent (Thompson et al., 1989), resulting in a free-form, customer-driven description (Stern et al., 1998). Bevan’s (2014) method for phenomenological interview was followed, which structures the interview in three parts: contextualization, apprehending the phenomenon, and clarifying the phenomenon. 
	Contextualization refers to the consideration of the context from which the experience gains meaning (Bevan, 2014). The interviewer has the role of setting a context in which the respondent describes his or her experience (Thompson et al., 1989) as the departure point of the interview (Bevan, 2014). The interview started with questions about the participant and history with alcohol. After describing the context, the next step in the interview is apprehending the phenomenon, which focuses on the experience of interest to the research (Bevan, 2014). The aim in this part of the interview is to obtain clear descriptions of events and  by asking descriptive questions followed by structural questions to clarify the phenomenon (e.g., “Could you please describe what you mean by X?”) (Bevan, 2014; Thompson et al., 1989). The questions focused on what the participant did to become sober, on what they do to continue sober, on the actors who helped or hampered their journeys, and on what they felt, thought, and sensed during specific events (i.e., how they experienced them). The third phase of the phenomenological interview is the clarification of the phenomenon, and it uses imaginative variations (i.e., varying the structure of questions) (Bevan, 2014; Stern et al., 1998). This was performed by follow-up questions during the interview to understand specific parts of the narrative better. Table 3 presents the structure of the interview and examples of questions. It is important to highlight that there was an interview script, although this was loosely used. Most participants were very active when telling their stories, making the interview easy and conversational. The interviews were conducted in a convenient place for the participant, such as their home or the A.A. space.
Table 3. Structure of the phenomenological interview 
	Interview
	Topics 
	Examples of questions

	Contextualization
	Background; knowing the participant; understanding his or her history with alcohol.
	“To start, I would like you to talk a little bit about yourself: who you are, what do you do, your family.”
“I would like you to tell me a little bit of how you started drinking.”

	Apprehending the phenomenon
	Understanding the moment the participant decided to get sober; descriptions of activities, events, and interactions with firms, products, services, and social actors; understanding the feelings, thoughts, and behaviors that emerge in the recovery process.
	“Do you remember the moment you realized you had a problem?”
“Besides going to A.A., what else do you do to stay sober?”
“How do you feel after going to church?”
“Can you give me an example of a moment you sought out your sponsor?”

	Clarifying the phenomenon
	Different form of asking questions in order to clarify aspects (formulated during the interview).
	“What you would do if [your tablet] broke?” [after the participant described the importance of the tablet for him]
“What if you [didn’t recover the chips], what would you do?” [after the participant described how he almost lost a chip in the bus]



	Researchers suggest that the diary is an appropriate technique to study the customer experience (e.g., Carú and Cova, 2008) and a very relevant way of capturing the experiences of everyday life (Kenten, 2010). Diaries allow researchers to understand hedonic and subjective dimensions of the experience (Carú and Cova, 2008), thoughts, feelings, and behaviors (Kenten, 2010). Additionally, the diary does not force any theoretical framework on participants and the data they provide (Hurmerinta and Paavilainen-Mäntymäki, 2013).
	When using this method, researchers should give clear but not too restrictive instructions to the participants (Carú and Cova, 2008; Kenten, 2010). Participants were given written instructions to report activities, events, interactions, and experiences related to the recovery journey for a month right after these happened (Hurmerinta and Paavilainen-Mäntymäki, 2013). By the end of the month, seven participants were invited to continue writing for another month. Concerning the method of reporting, participants had three options to report their journeys and experiences: (1) paper and pencil written report, (2) electronic report, and (3) audio report (Carú and Cova, 2008). Seven participants chose to report their experiences in a written form and three chose audio. Finally, the participants were reminded that the researchers are not evaluating their writing/speaking skills and that the content of their descriptions is what is really interesting and the focus of research. They were instructed not to edit or correct their descriptions. The box in the next page presents the instructions.
	Maintaining participants’ motivations is a challenge in this method. Most of the diaries were collected every two weeks, so the author was able to give participants feedback about the completion of their diaries (cf. Hurmerinta and Paavilainen-Mäntymäki, 2013). For instance, some participants were asked to focus more on their experiences (i.e., feelings, thoughts, and reactions). It was also highlighted that participants can increase their self-knowledge through their diaries, as shown in previous studies (e.g., Kenten, 2010).

	








WHAT TO REPORT?
The diary is a very important part of my research. In this diary, you have to describe things related to your recovery process and the achievement of your sobriety goal. Here are some examples:
· Activities: These things can be related to things you do or things you avoid to do in order to achieve your goal (e.g., called your sponsor, did not go to a party to avoid triggers, bought a book, etc.).
· Events: These things are related to things that happened and that influenced your recovery process (e.g., had a fight with someone and you felt like drinking, there is an A.A. party, your child was born, etc.).
· Interactions with other people, companies, organizations, etc.: These things can be related to how other people (e.g., sponsor, relatives, friends, unknown people, etc.) help or refrain you from achieving your goal. 
· Interactions with products or objects: These things are related to the use of products that help (or not) you to achieve your goal (e.g., reading a good book, taking a medicine, etc.) and your relationship with some objects that are meaningful in this process (e.g., gaining a chip from A.A.).
· Responses and reactions: To every element you describe that influence your journey, I would like you to describe your feelings, thoughts, physical reactions and general responses and reactions to that (e.g., feeling angry, feeling happy, feeling disappointed, being curious, being intrigued, physical reactions related to how your body reacts to the elements, behavioral reactions – what did you do next?, etc.).
You know what is related or not to your recovery process. I want to know that from you. The more descriptive experiences you describe, the more you will help my research.

WHEN TO REPORT?
I would like you to write in your journal every time you have something to tell. That means, report in the diary right after anything related to your recovery process happens. Feel free to write in the journal as much as you want. 

HOW TO REPORT?
You have three options to report the process toward sobriety and your reactions:
1) Electronic diary: you will report your process toward sobriety in a Word document.
2) Written diary: you will report your process toward sobriety in a paper notebook.
3) Audio diary: you will report your process toward sobriety in audio on WhatsApp.

HOW TO RETURN THE DIARY?
1) Electronic diary: you can send me weekly diaries by e-mail.
2) Written diary: someone will be in contact with you to collect the diaries and give you a new notebook for two weeks.
3) Audio diary: you will send the audios directly to my WhatsApp.

OTHER REMINDERS
I really do not care about grammar or style of writing. Please, do not try to edit your diary after you wrote in it. The most important thing for me is to understand how you felt or what you thought about something that influenced your recovery process, and this will be captured when you write/speak freely.

	



	
[bookmark: _Toc33696836]Data analysis
	Data analysis followed systematic procedures grounded in hermeneutic phenomenology that involve an iterative process between the parts of the textual material and the whole (hermeneutic circle). The first stage of analysis involves analyzing the textual material from each participant individually in three steps. First, for each participant, the first author read all the material available as an immersive whole to gain a global sense of the data (Kleiman, 2004; Thompson et al., 1989). The author did not take notes or try to form themes in this step. Second, the author then reread the material and highlighted significant statements or units and made notes about them in a separate notebook (deBerry-Spence, 2008; Kleiman, 2004). Significant statements were those that described or were related to the recovering alcoholic’s journey and emerging experience. The researcher remained open to emerging themes (Horrigan-Kelly et al., 2016), using the participants’ own categories and terms (Thompson et al., 1989) instead of using a priori codes or theory. Third, the author extensively read the notes and started grouping similar themes together separately for each participant (deBerry-Spence, 2008; Kleiman, 2004; Thompson et al., 1989). The author described the emerging themes keeping (a) the nature of the customer experience, (b) the interactions with other actors, and (c) the elements of an overall consumer journey toward sober life as guides. When necessary, the author returned to the original texts to clarify the notes. This was done in an NVivo document for each participant, highlighting the research themes in bold. These steps were repeated for each participant as the first level of the part-to-whole relationship (i.e., significant statements to entire transcript).
	The second stage involved a new part-to-whole relationship (i.e., from individual cases to common patterns, themes, and phenomenal structure). First, the author read all the NVivo documents with the emerging themes to gain a global sense of the data. Second, from the emerging theme documents, the author grouped similar themes into broader themes, making notes about the similarities and relationships between these (cf. Thompson et al., 1989). This “grouping-regrouping” step was iterative and was repeated until the author could reach a satisfactory thematic structure that described the structure of the phenomenon. Third, the author used these findings to describe the structure of the phenomenon (i.e., its essence) (deBerry-Spence, 2008; Kleiman, 2004), which in this study culminated into the three processes, as experienced by the recovering alcoholics.
	The author then revisited the textual material to check (1) whether the raw data supported the interpretations of themes and general phenomenal structure, (2) whether the final interpretation was described at the experiential level by assessing whether the description of the experience is grounded in the participants’ terms and categories (Thompson et al., 1989), and (3) the context of the interpretations to ensure that they took account of previous passages of the interview (Thompson et al., 1989).
	The phenomenological findings were only later interpreted with the self-regulation model of behavior (Carver and Scheier, 1982; 1998). Although the hermeneutic-phenomenological tradition gives primacy to the subjective experience over preunderstandings (e.g., theories and concepts), the researcher is expected to move from an emic to an etic perspective by interpreting the findings with conceptual and/or theoretical lenses that help to better understand the research problem (Pietkiwicz and Smith, 2012). 

[bookmark: _Toc33696837]Evaluative criteria for the hermeneutic-phenomenological study
	This empirical study applies criteria that are compatible with the assumptions of the hermeneutic-phenomenological orientation. First, primacy of subjective experience over preunderstandings (Horrigan-Kelly et al., 2016) was done by not imposing a theoretical or conceptual background on the data and by being reflexive (i.e., making the assumptions explicit). Primacy of subjective experience over preunderstandings also means not seeking external verification to corroborate participants’ descriptions (Thompson et al., 1989). Therefore, the author took the participants’ subjective experience as reality. Second, the emic approach means using participants’ own terms and categories to describe their experiences (Thompson et al., 1989). An effort was made to present the phenomenological findings not in conceptual terms but in the participants’ own words. Third, the description of essential meanings (Kleiman, 2004) refers to the identification of the main themes and patterns essential to describing the phenomenal structure. Member checks with 11 participants corroborated that there is not an essential theme missing in the interpretation. Only wording adjustments were necessary. The most common reaction to presenting the experiential themes was “you got exactly what happens!” Finally, empirical support means that the results must necessarily be grounded in (and directly seen in) participants’ descriptions of their experiences (deBerry-Spence, 2008; Kleiman, 2004; Thompson et al., 1989). This criterion was assessed when the researcher read the textual material again after having the findings, confirming that the themes were found for all participants.




REFERENCES
[bookmark: _GoBack]Bevan, M.T. (2014), “A method of phenomenological interviewing”, Advancing Qualitative Methods, Vol. 24 No. 1, pp. 136-144.
Carú, A. and Cova, B. (2008), “Small versus big stories in framing consumption experiences”, Qualitative Market Research: An International Journal, Vol. 11, No. 2, pp. 166-176.
deBerry-Spence, B. (2008), “Consumer creations of product meaning in the context of African-style clothing”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 36, pp. 395-408.
Horrigan-Kelly, M., Millar, M. and Dowling, M. (2016), “Understanding the key tenets of Heidegger’s philosophy for interpretive phenomenological research”, International Journal of Qualitative Methods, Vol. 15 No. 1, pp. 1-8.
Hurmerinta, L. and Paavilainen-Mäntymäki, E. (2013), “Grasping the entrepreneurial opportunity process with diaries”, Welter, F., Blackburn, R., Ljunggren, E., and Åmo, B.W. (Eds.), Entrepreneurial business and society: Frontiers in European entrepreneurship research, Edward Elgar Publishing, Northampton, MA, pp. 195-211.
Kenten, C. (2010), “Narrating oneself: Reflections on the use of solicited diaries with diary interviews”, Forum: Qualitative Social Research, Vol. 11, No. 2, Art. 16.
Kleiman, S. (2004), “Phenomenology: To wonder and search for meanings”, Nurse Researcher, Vol. 11 No. 4, pp. 7-19.
Longabaugh, R., Wirtz, P.W., Zweben, A. and Stout, R.L. (1998), “Network support for drinking, Alcoholics Anonymous and long-term matching effects”, Addiction, Vol. 93 No. 9, pp. 1313-1333.
Martin, C.R. (2008), “The role and value of Alcoholics Anonymous”, Martin, C.R. (Ed.). Identification and treatment of alcohol dependency, pp. 209-214, available at https://ebookcentral.proquest.com (accessed December 2019).
OECD (2015), “Tackling harmful alcohol use: Economics and public health policy”, OECD Publishing, available at https://read.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-issues-migration-health/tackling-harmful-alcohol-use_9789264181069-en#page4 (accessed May 2017).
Pietkiewicz, I. and Smith, J.A. (2012), “Praktyczny przewodnik interpretacyjnej analizy fenomenologicznej w badaniach jakościowych w psychologii”, Czasopismo Psychologiczne, Vol. 18 No. 2, pp. 361-369. (English version: A practical guide to using Interpretive Phenomenological Analysis in qualitative research psychology).
Stern, B.B., Thompson, C.J. and Arnould, E.J. (1998), “Narrative analysis of a marketing relationship: The consumer’s perspective”, Psychology & Marketing, Vol. 15 No. 3, pp. 195-214.
Thompson, C.J., Locander, W.B. and Polio, H.R. (1989), “Putting consumer experience back into consumer research: The philosophy and method of existential-phenomenology”, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 16 No. 2, pp. 133-146.
World Health Organization (2018), Global status report on alcohol and health, Geneva: World Health Organization. Available at https://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/274603/ 9789241565639-eng.pdf?ua=1 (accessed December 2019).
