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From the Editor’'s Desk

We are pleased to publish this December 2019 issue of the Grounded Theory Review, an
online journal dedicated to supporting those who conduct classic grounded theory research.
First developed by Glaser and Strauss in the early 1960s and further established by Glaser
in the intervening years, classic grounded theory is a unique method of discovering never
before recognized processes and patterns of human behavior. This issue includes three
papers that discuss educational issues surrounding the method and four original classic
grounded theories.

Preserving Autonomy: A Cry for Help was written by Glaser and first published in
2016. In this paper, Glaser discusses cries for help he has received over the years—often
from novice grounded theory researchers who are striving to obtain the highly valued PhD.
As is often the case, many cries for help come from students who struggle to learn the
method without the support of experienced classic grounded theory mentors. In this paper,
Glaser stresses that autonomy is essential, even for the novice. Grounded theory mentors
are encouraged to support novices’ autonomy, thereby preserving the joy of freedom of
discovery that comes with doing grounded theory.

Glaser is a master teacher. He taught for several years at University of California,
San Francisco, where he developed a seminar method of teaching. He adapted his “delayed
action learning process” to three-day intensive grounded theory seminars that he conducted
for many years. The second paper in this issue, How Classic Grounded Theorists Teach the
Method, outlines the teaching strategies of 15 experienced grounded theorists, all of whom
learned the method from Glaser. Although the settings and types of students vary, all who
contributed to this paper offer strategies to teach grounded theory through experiential
learning.

An important initial aspect of teaching is to differentiate classic grounded theory from
other research methods, particularly remodeled versions of grounded theory. In Teaching
Qualitative Research: Versions of Grounded Theory, Andrew P. Carlin and Younhee H. Kim,
both from University of Macau offer a scholarly discussion. The paper identifies problems
associated with remodeled versions of grounded theory. Based on a critical incident
analysis of literatures as ‘fieldwork sites,’ this paper discusses iterations of qualitative
research—particularly, what Carlin and Kim call the versioning of Grounded Theory. Carlin
and Kim identify misapprehensions regarding the use of qualitative methods and alerts
researchers in interdisciplinary fields to adverse consequences of using remodeled versions
of grounded theory.

In the theory, Neutralizing Prejudices Runi Johannesen presents a social profile of a
tolerant and global ideological behavior. Johannesen found that the in-group-behavior
revolves around enforcing the tolerant virtue and rooting out and eliminating prejudiced
attitudes that affect minorities and the collective environment. Johannesen discovered that
neutralizing prejudices is a means to engage and deal with prejudiced oppression and
prejudice-related behavior. Mindsets with a tolerant worldview use neutralization to assert
their worldview and cope with the prejudiced attitudes they experience towards minorities
and the collective environment. Neutralizing prejudices is a way to negate, defuse,
disqualify, or override a prejudiced context by applying an opposite or contrary force or
effect. Neutralizing prejudices is a basic social process of collective regrouping in relation to
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a social, moral, and global objective.

Karen Jagiello discovered the theory of Seeking to Do What’s Best for Baby. Focusing
on a sample population of breastfeeding mothers who had been encouraged to exclusively
breastfeed without offering other nutrition supplementation to their babies, Jagiello
identified a temporal three-stage process that included pre-pregnancy nescience, working
through, and succeeding or surrendering. As is the case with many classic grounded
theories, the processes that emerged were unexpected. Through the process of emergence,
Jagiello found that seeking to do what is best for baby is influenced by evolving internal
conditions and basic social processes which account for the variation in the pattern of
behavior.

Maureen P. Molinari and Kara Vander Linden, both of Saybrook University, present
their classic ground theory that explains a four-stage process for resolving moral distress
encountered in professional environments. Value-based mavericking explains that
misalignment between personal and professional values may lead to moral distress and
burnout and, that while coping strategies may ease symptoms, the underlying problem still
exists. Value-based mavericking presents a process that includes evaluating professional
alignment and values and then choosing if and how to continue working in the current
professional environment. As is the case with many classic grounded theories, value-based
mavericking presents a different way of approaching moral distress and burnout that has
not been previously addressed in the literature.

Debbie Garratt and Joanna Patching, both of Notre Dame University, present their
theory of Manipulative Dominant Discoursing: Alarmist Recruitment and Perspective
Gatekeeping. This theory explains the main concern of practitioners in Australia when
interacting with women on the issue of abortion. Recognizing Glaser’s dictum, all is data,
Garratt and Patching utilized a broad data set including practitioner interviews, professional
notes, and discourse data. The theory of manipulative dominant discoursing: alarmist
recruitment and perspective gatekeeping emerged from the data.

The theories of Johannesen, Jagiello, Garratt, and Molinari & Vander Linden illustrate
how new and unexpected theories can emerge when researchers have the freedom and
autonomy that is afforded by classic grounded theory. Since some of the authors in this
issue attended intensive grounded theory seminars, their theories demonstrate the value of
experiential teaching strategies and delayed action learning processes.

I wish to thank the many people who make the Grounded Theory Review possible.
Barney Glaser continues to support the publication. His intellectual contribution is
invaluable. Without Glaser, the Review would not be possible. I also wish to thank Barry
Chametzky, a PhD prepared university faculty member whose dedication to the grounded
theory method involves many volunteer hours copyediting papers for the publication.
Thanks also to our international, interdisciplinary colleagues who give their time in peer
review, paper submissions, and other contributions. To all of them and to you, our readers,
we at the Grounded Theory Review wish you a very Happy New Year.

Alvita Nathaniel, PhD
Editor
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Preserving Autonomy: The Cry for Help
Barney G. Glaser

Editor’s note: Preserving Autonomy was first published in Glaser’s 2016, The Cry for
Help: Preserving Autonomy Doing GT Research and re-published as the first chapter
in Glaser’'s 2019 Chapter One: A Grounded Theory Review Reader, both published by
Sociology Press. Preserving Autonomy has been lightly edited for clarity and
context.

The most desirable cry for help is a specific question requiring only a direct specific answer.
However, this seldom occurs in over half the cries for help. Most requests are not that

simple nor answers that brief. In this chapter we see the amazing variations in request and
replies for help. The novice proceeds as best as possible to the highly valued goal—the PhD.

The cry for help with a specific question getting a specific answer can free up the
novice to maintain his autonomy in completing his dissertation. Some questions are too
general for a specific answer and thus the novice may be referred to a training seminar, a
network of GT researchers, or a mentor, etc. Sometimes the learning answer can change
the novice’s way of thinking about life. When the answer clinches getting the PhD, the
novice can become so thrilled that he may email and phone the mentor many times to
thank him. The value of CGT [classic grounded theory] research for obtaining a PhD is so
great it cans stimulate a long period of sweet talk between novice and mentor. There is
much appreciation for a good helpful answer beyond belief on the part of the novice.

New novices are usually very shy about getting help from a senior GT mentor. They
usually focus on one next procedural question in their research. The shy novice often says,
"I have one last question for you.” One question and answer is usually not enough to put
the novice’s autonomy at stake. If the mentor knows a lot about the area of study and the
next procedure . . . in the research, the novice’s autonomy could be at stake for a time.
Novices best stick with one humble question and trust their autonomy. He should avoid a
takeover by a non-experienced GT mentor, who can change his view of a GT. The academic
mentor from a non-GT department can use the power of a departmental perspective to take
over the novice. Then the novice could lose the control of his GT autonomy to the social
structural department power. The mentor can be a supervisor, committee member, peer
reviewer, or just a friend.

A little brief help can last for years with positive results. A little can go a long way,
punctuated at the end of researched final theory by obtaining a PhD and excessive thank
yous from the novice. A novice from the Philippines wrote me, “I am pleased to inform you
that after two years from the troubleshooting seminar that I have successfully passed my
final PhD defense. The trouble shooting seminar helped me a lot. I could not have done
the PhD without your help. My gratitude to you.”

The novice must be careful not to yield or give away his power of autonomy given by
the GT methodology. He may yield his autonomy to satisfy his desperate need for help.
But no matter how desperate he may feel the need, he should be careful not to give up his
power of autonomy to a mentor who takes over control of the research. And the mentor
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may know little about GT and advise according to a descriptive QDA [qualitative data
analysis], sanctioned by a departmental perspective. A true GT mentor will usually not take
this control. The goal of the novice is to be freed up, not entrapped, by a mentor.

Some cries are too general for a specific answer and the novice is referred to a
training CGT program, a seminar or a mentor with time to train. The cry can get an answer
that changes the novice’s whole way of thinking about life, such as stopping preconceptions,
looking for behavior patterns and letting things in life emerge. The novice becomes thrilled
with the CGT method and shares his joy with many colleagues. Another answer can clinch
receiving the PhD and the novice is so thrilled that he cannot stop emailing his mentor his
appreciation. For some mentors this is a nuisance, for others they share in the joy and
even boast to colleagues how effective their help was. In some cases, the successful novice
will ask to join a CGT research team as a strong and ready CGT researcher; however
doubtful this may be to others or his mentor.

The cry for help in research for obtaining a PhD is so valuable that it often stimulates
much sweet talk when requesting a helpful answer and when an effective answer is received
it can stimulate effusive sweet talk thanks. Appreciation beyond belief can easily flow from
the novice who is getting the PhD. It can be overwhelming for the mentor and seem like an
apparent sacrifice of the novice’s autonomy by a novice wanting more and more help.
Keeping up the successful help can become a problem for the mentor, when he must cut off
contact with the novice for lack of time and resources.

I shall deal with these issues previewed above and many other issues in the cry for
help, a major issue being preserving autonomy while being helped—as the reader can see
from the preview of problems above. The reader will likely think of many more problems.
The goal of this book is to help, maintain, use, and enjoy the autonomy provided by GT,
while getting help. My data includes emails from over 100 novices throughout the world
crying for help while doing GT research for obtaining the valued PhD degree. This goal is
highly valued as GT spreads throughout the world and novices devote their total lives to
earning the PhD using GT. I deal with the many patterned consequences of type of cries,
threats to autonomy, and how they are dealt with by novices and mentors. Sweet talk and
excessive thanking are major variables for novices in this situation.

The reason for offering this book is clear. As grounded theory spreads, its use to
produce dissertations to obtain the PhD needs help to preserve generating GT correctly and
to maintain its value. Novices, soon to become “doctors” based on GT dissertations, need
this support and reputation of their mentors. They sacrifice a few years of life to devote
themselves to GT research for achieving an approved dissertation for the PhD. Solving
important research issues correctly is very important to these novices and especially so at
the beginning of their GT research.

Many problems emerge throughout the GT research, especially at the beginning
when no preconceptions lead to much confusion. Help is necessary, vital, and very valuable
to get to a conceptual level. We experience many cries for help from beginners from all
over the world. Thus, I hope this book will supply some of the help that is surely and so
fatefully needed. GT methodology is not simple; thus, GT questions are not simple, nor are
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the answers simple. Help is needed on a myriad of GT procedures as GT spreads with
“grab” throughout the academic world and the cries for help increase and spread with it.
Hopefully this book will help those novices in need of help to find the help they need to
produce worthy GT theories.

Autonomy

One reason many novices choose using GT is that it offers individualized autonomy. No
academic department, as yet, has chosen GT as their perspective and methodology. The
choice of GT is individualized and can put the novice in conflict with his departmental
perspectives, which is usually a version of a QDA methodology. GT attracts on the
individual level with its autonomy. GT does not attract on the group level. Most often,
then, the novice has the task of convincing his supervisor and PhD committee of the value
of his choice of GT. This conflict puts his autonomy at risk.

By autonomy I mean total freedom for the researcher of letting the research
participants main concern emerge with the core conceptual variable and sub-core variables
that continually resolve it. Many other GT procedures require and provide autonomy also.
Avoiding a takeover by a senior mentor is vital, especially by a supervisor with a different
methodology, but also with those mentors who have the GT perspective and are just
controlling. Most QDA versions of qualitative data research require preconception of the
research problem and its solving before research begins. In contrast, GT methodology
allows a do-not-know approach to an emergent full discovery to put into a conceptual
theory. Correcting existing research conjectures is not the goal. Just generating an
emergent conceptual theory is the goal. Correcting existing research may be a
consequence of a GT if it emerges. Losing the autonomy GT gives the research is a major
loss. Hopefully, this book will stop any block on autonomy and help preserve the joy of
freedom of discovery in doing GT.

This autonomy that is so attractive to many novices has many problems with several
dimensions. Claiming autonomy when doing research with a structure of control by
superiors can be highly problematic for the novice. Level of success varies from losing all
control, thus failure to get autonomy, to achieving a high level of autonomy and being
sometimes quite alone with no help. Most PhD candidates have been trained in their
student careers to seek expert help from mentors and to seek and “ok” as their research
proceeds. Though autonomy is a big draw to choosing GT for a dissertation, it can become
very frightening about doing it right. “"Am I using the GT procedures correctly?” [....] "Am I
doing it right?” is their constant question. So, they seek help, if only a constant OK.

Also, many who have chosen CGT for its autonomy do not realize until they start
their research that they cannot tolerate autonomy. They need a constant OK and some help
and are almost paralyzed without it. They need a mentor available at a moment’s notice.
Trusting to mentors for a cry for help can be difficult at times of research difficulty. Thus,
the autonomy offered by GT procedures is a mixed bag. The autonomy varies with the
proper use of GT procedures. It is not a manifest glory of freedom that it sounds like to
many novices at first glance when choosing GT.
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Generating a grounded theory when done correctly with autonomy at all stages goes
fast, taking less than a year to generate an emergent theory. Yet, I have talked with
novices who have taken up to five years waiting for OKs. They are bogged down, especially
at the beginning stages of confusion. “Am I doing it right” and “will my supervisor approve”
are constant concerns for novices who have foregone their autonomy. They are constantly
questioning for help.

Tolerating the beginning confusion and “not knowing” that goes with starting a GT
research project can become intolerable autonomously. Patience with confusion and
trusting to the emergent is required so existing frameworks and preconceptions do not force
the research. The “aha” eureka moment will come soon from constant comparisons of
interchangeable indicators, but not immediately. The experiential growth with clarity that
comes over time in doing GT requires autonomy from routine help. Only experienced GT
researchers are suitable to giving moments of help that enforce the novice’s autonomy with
direct, brief realizations.

The initial confusion that comes with coding by constant comparisons of indicators
before emergent conceptualization taxes autonomy to the maximum. Preconceptions and
seeking authoritative help eases the autonomous responsibility, yet undermines it if not
careful. Few novices can take it. Many cry for help to be sure they are “doing it right.”
Once concepts emerge for a main concern and a core category and a few subcategories,
autonomy can go into full force. The autonomous novice now can go it alone and be told
nothing to threaten his autonomy. So, novices with some doubts should trust to emergence
and preserve their autonomy. It will be solidified by emergence of conceptual discovery.
Do not yield autonomous control for safety out of fear. Confusion from constant
comparisons and preconscious processing are part of the beginning GT research process.
Only a well-trained, experienced GT mentor will know how to help without taking away
autonomy with preconceptions from a departmental perspective. Good help only takes a
few moments of support and with foreign students adding a little help with a methodology
written in English.

The intense rhetorical wrestle between senior researchers on the merits of GT versus
other versions of jargonized GT and also straight QDA may also threaten or erode the
novice’s autonomy. He may be forced by his academic department to support and adhere
to a methodology perspective that denies of limits autonomy on many aspects of GT, for
example in collecting data procedures of choosing a problem before it emerges. . .. The
novice is too new in research GT to argue with a sophisticated senior researcher his way out
of these controls that erode autonomy. It takes a very strong novice to win such rhetorical
wrestle theory arguments, and thus keep his autonomy in the face of such pressure. The
senior often has the PhD degree in hand to use to win by pressure the argument.

Autonomy is easily eroded in such cases.

“Am I on the right track” is a question expressed by many autonomous novices, no
matter what stage of GT theory generation they are at. Their autonomy may leave them
without normal ongoing “"OKs” on current progress from PhD supervisors or committee
members. This is a nhormal need of the autonomous novice and should not be allowed to
erode autonomy, especially at the beginning stage of GT research. Toward the end of
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research, the "OK” may become more important as a generated theory is about to be
submitted to seniors for the PhD. Thus, there is a growing need for the "OK” for final drafts
that will confirm the novice’s autonomy and success in obtaining the PhD award. The novice
is not left alone forever. Approval is necessary now. GT is not like other QDA methodology.
GT has a delayed action learning curve. It requires patience with autonomy in the
beginning stages. It moves forward much faster during the sorting memos stage and the
resulting first drafts should get a brief "OK” as the novice plans his submittal for the PhD.

In short, autonomy does not mean totally alone at the end. It means that the novice’s
judgments prevail among “"OKs"” on submission issues with committee and defense of the
dissertation.

The autonomous novice is rewarded as the complete owner and discoverer of his
theory as he seeks necessary approvals. Autonomy pays off with self-satisfaction as he
approaches the PhD. Novices needing constant help and “"OKs” at later stages may never
experience this rewarding self-satisfied autonomy, though they may get their degree under
supervision. GT can offer the autonomous reward that attracts many an independent-
oriented novice. These novices tend to be independent in every day life as a natural
inclination. This explains why GT is still independent based and not yet department based.
The excitement that comes with discovering a main concern and the core category that
continually resolves it confirms for the novice his safe autonomy that can be finally shared
as a discovered grounded theory as real. It is no longer to be evaluated and corrected.

Autonomy helps the novice decide on his own many vital procedural issues when
doing CGT. Some are: how to vet the participants without preconceiving their thoughts,
when to theoretically sample, when are memos mature enough to sort, when is enough
interchangeable indicators enough for generating a concept so data collection can stop, is a
main concern with a core category “OK,” and many more issues to decide, which materially
affect the resulting generated theory. These many decisions keep the research going at a
good pace. Needing constant help from senior mentors and colleagues before making these
procedural decisions can slow the research down too long and usually unnecessarily.
Autonomous decisions can keep the research moving at a good pace and the decisions
become self-correcting to achiever “grabby” emergence. “"Am I doing it right” gets self-
answered all along the way by what is generated by autonomous self-correcting decisions.
Waiting for supervisors with lingering adequate office hours to review and comment can
take much time and bog down the GT research. Autonomous deciding can keep the novice
on the “right track” with a comparatively early pay off with an emergent theory.
Discovering a significant main concern and core category clinches the autonomous novice’s
position. The personal reward backed by others praising the GT is wonderful for the
autonomous novice. Collaborators and heavy supervision were not necessary.

Mentoring

Of course, the right kind of help helps if it is help with supporting autonomy. Here is an
expressive note from a recent honor-receiving PhD who received autonomy maintaining
support from three experienced GT mentors. “There are no words to describe the sense of
“awe” and deep honor to be trained in GT from the master seminal theorist, himself,
Barney. It was a life-changing experience. I used several of Barney’s quotes supporting
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my autonomy like ‘you are confused, stay that way, just do it or drop the ideology.” I wish
to thank Dr. Helen Scott and Dr. Judith Holton for their methodological mentoring and
counseling.” Thus, good mentors help preserve the autonomy provided by GT methodology
and they ensure excellent results.

I have many colleagues who give the right kind of help, fully supporting the novice’s
GT research autonomy leading to successful PhD dissertations. Also, many of them are
giving trouble-shooting seminars like I do to help novices and help them help each other
with methodological issues. Thus, autonomy allows the novice to be “whatever” to help
other novices. They have and establish networks of support using the internet. In these
networks and trouble-shooting seminars autonomy is not threatened by heavy evaluation of
seniors steeped in other perspectives. It is supported and applauded by the joy of
discovery shared by others. This is in stark contrast to the usual demanding use of
preconceived formats typical in academic practice of routine QDA methods. My model of
the trouble-shooting seminar is now used all over the world by my former students. Many
excellent GT dissertations have come from these seminars, often done by novices who were
incredulous at first and wanting to be told preconceptions on what to do.

Coding

Constant comparative coding of interchangeable indicators often leads to much confusion
for novices in the beginning of a research. The cry for help with "Am I doing it right” is
strong, which threatens autonomy. Open coding can shock the novice researcher when he
discovers that the emergent main concern can be strikingly different than the one he
preconceived and especially so if the preconceived one was according to the academic
departmental perspective of a field. And the preconceived problems mostly are
preconceived since research on the field’s academic problem is supposed to contribute to
the field. Emergence of the main concern can take the novice into a different field. I have
seen this many times. It is to be expected. Staying open with no preconceptions is the
procedure that leads to emergence.

For example, studying the risk behavior of steeplejacks turned into a study of
voyeurism. Studying the low self-image of prostitutes in a Reno House turned into a study
of perfection of service. Studying the career perspectives of financial executives turned into
a study of financial crisis survival. Studying the abandonment of family home life in the
Height Asbury turned into a study of vaguing out. I could go on with many more examples.
Many novices call me with wondering what to do when the emergent problem is so different
from the preconceived one. “I am supposed to study XX and it is not there” is their cry for
help. The answer to end their confusion is simply to do a theory of “what is there.” The
answer gives them back their autonomy to study the emergent concerns. Studying what is
supposed to be there and was not there threatens their autonomy from superiors who could
not tolerate not knowing in advance. To repeat, tolerating confusion and no preconception
while waiting for the emergent main concern takes autonomy. Performing the data with
standard field jargon to get rid of confusion is a loss of autonomy. It blocks the thrill of
discovery that is so exciting to share with others. It blocks autonomy and the surety of
generating a contribution to the discovered field. Allowing emergence of a “grabby” main
concern and core category confirms the novice’s right to his autonomy offered by the GT
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methodology. If the novice asks a supervisor who is not GT aware, he is liable to be
derailed by another descriptive version of a QDA and lose his autonomy. Keeping
autonomous and following GT coding procedures soon results in preconscious generating
discovery. So, the novice tolerates with autonomy the coding confusion and patiently
engages in the excitement of discovery. The cry for help becomes a cry of excitement over
being the sole generator of a discovered theory. Supervisors can no longer undermine the
novice’s confidence in his autonomy.

The preconscious processing that goes on during constant comparative coding and
feels like confusion requires autonomy from others. Otherwise, preconscious processing
that yields realizing patterns in the data can easily be snuffed out by preconceived forcing
suggested by others who cannot tolerate confusion. This is especially so with senior
mentors who cannot tolerate their student’s confusion and require it being structured with
the perspective demands of a departmental PhD program. Procedures of analysis from
other QDA methods that allow pre thought are often used to structure confusion by forcing
clarity on it. They are rescue efforts that undermine autonomy from a GT point of view.

Constructive help encourages keeping up comparative coding of interchangeable
indicators with patience waiting for emergence of categories. The eureka moment will
happen. Pattern emergence is natural and normal. It happens for all of us in every-day
normal life all the time. In GT, it is simply seen and tapped as a conceptual procedure to
discover what patterns are going on in the data. Confusion should not be seen as ineptness
by senior mentors with other methodological perspectives that force data by reporting
perspectives to avoid confusion.

The interminable rhetorical wrestle with no solution between multiple versions of GT
and QDA methodologies can easily entrap the novice into a loss of GT perspective and into
confused perspectives that can result in a loss of grounded autonomy. He will join any
perspective to rescue his self-confidence and a bit of autonomy from the wrestle confusion.
In any case, the probability is high that he will lose autonomy by commitment to a QDA
method that requires forcing categories in lieu of autonomous emergence. Only GT
provides the clear autonomy that allows emergence of whatever discovery may emerge,
irrespective of whatever version perspectives a QDA may provide beforehand. Self-
confidence is required to accept with patience GT autonomy for its no preconception
purpose.

I always advise, “Just do it” regarding GT. The rhetorical wrestle will not stop. Itis
academic life to constantly argue for perspectives one over another; even more as an
academic ages. Novices are often forced to adhere to a perspective to be part of an
academic department and part of academic life. It takes a lot of self-confidence to ignore
these socially structured perspectives and just stay open with autonomy to what GT
procedures allow. To choose autonomy in the face of fear of getting no emergent categories
takes knowing oneself and liking the autonomy given by GT and following GT procedures
and trusting to the coming of the eureka moment that comes with the emergence of the
main concern and core category. For help, the novice should trust only an experienced GT
mentor. As one student wrote me, “The results are fantastic if GT is used as designed.”
Then, the novice can glory in his autonomy of contribution and the rhetorical wrestle is
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forgotten, as it could not achieve the goal of discovery and contribution of a good product.
Preserving the novice’s autonomy preserves the general strength of GT procedures used
autonomously. The rhetorical wrestle undermines this strength to no advantage in
achieving a worthy contribution.

I often receive a copy of a GT PhD dissertation for one or both of two reasons. One
is great pride in achieving the PhD with a GT dissertation and two is thanking me for my
help along the way. There is a great threat of being required for major revisions to make it
consistent with department perspectives and imagery. Thus, I receive a desperate cry for
help in dealing with the PhD committee. My success in helping with revisions in this final
stage of obtaining the degree is iffy and questionable. The novice’s autonomy that got the
novice this far can be strongly resented by committee members. Thus, the cry for help can
go on and on until the committee signs off to accept the dissertation. Revisions can take
months and often need the constant help of experienced GT mentors. During all this, the
novice’s autonomy is lessened or lost, hopefully just for the time being.

Jargonizing

Jargonizing satisfies to a minor degree the cry for help and preserving the novice’s
autonomy. It gives a language to the confusing procedures of one’s GT research. Thus, the
novice can explain what he is doing in the GT research like he knows what he is doing as an
autonomous researcher. This jargonizing can go on irrespective of what he is actually doing
at whatever stage of the research he is at. In short, he can sound in autonomous control.
This jargonizing can make his research autonomy unassailable on the word level. It is only
by having his actual procedures exposed that his autonomy can be in question. For
example, saying he is theoretically sampling sounds great, but is the novice actually doing
it. Solid autonomy comes in action, not words.

As noted grounded theorist Hans Thulesius wrote me, “GT jargon is slowly spreading
all over the world in different languages. The spread of doing the method is way behind it
and novice oriented questing for action help and assurance is beyond the jargon.”
Jargoning when used wisely can be very helpful in maintaining autonomy while the actual
research progress catches up with action. Often enough, the novice will need a senior
mentor to jargonize the PhD committee for patience that an impending dissertation will be a
significant contribution. Such polite pleasing jargonizing help by a senior to a committee
can be crucial to the novice’s finalizing the PhD dissertation with autonomy.

Post PhD

Post PhD can be a very needy time for help to maintain autonomy. The intense priority
attention to the novice PhD and his research is over. The PhD returns, in all likelihood, to
the mixed methodological and theory perspective of an academic department that can make
him feel quite alone. It can be quite demanding on his autonomy to be perpetually in the
middle of the rhetorical wrestle with no solution in the offing. The wrestle is perpetual in
academia, so his autonomy is subject to the continual stress of no resolution to an
unsolvable conflict. One solution is to travel globally to conferences on GT to network and
share on the strength and joy of autonomy in research. Skype and email provide the
solution to a lesser extent in connecting the lone PhD novice for autonomous strength from
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sharing. This networking and regrouping among GT post PhD novices is very important to
keep GT going and subsequent research from not slipping back to QDA forcing and thereby
losing the autonomy GT provides its next novice dissertation researchers. Networking also
helps post PhD depression that comes from being alone with no more intense interest and

supervision in one’s autonomous work.

Flattery

The introduction to a cry for help for dissertation research is typically some form of flattery
to me or a senior mentor. The flattery indicates how important and strong the GT
perspective and methodology is for the dissertation research. Novices relate how GT
methodology has changed their lives and how it has changed the way they see the world.
And then they say they need help with this change in research method perspective. Then
the problem is stated typically as a major conflict with supervisor and committee. Of course,
there are several resolutions to this conflict. . . . But, simply giving support for the novice’s
GT perspective helps his confidence and autonomy confirming to supervisors that he has the
right to his GT perspective, and he has the right to use GT like so many others have.

The following quote is a typical flattering approach to getting help from some senior
mentor (me) unknown to the novice. “Hope this email finds you in good health and spirits.
Please allow me to introduce myself first. My name is P and I am a PhD candidate at the
University of B in the UK. I admire your work and contribution to the development and
contribution of GT to our scientific community. Your work has had tremendous impact on
my study and has helped me significantly in my research endeavor.” Then comes the cry
for help. “However, I am struggling with identifying data to prove the external and internal
validity of my concepts. I am aware of the quality and rigor criteria explained in your book,
Theoretical Sensitivity, but my supervisor disagrees with it and states that I have to use
criteria more suitable to the concepts. This disagreement between me and my committee
views creates unnecessary tension and confusion in my research journey. Please help.”

The issue to explain to the candidate, that is simple enough, is that conflict with
committee is very fateful for a PhD candidate and requires help. His autonomy can only go
so far with a PhD degree at stake. A super polite request for help is warranted by novices in
this conflict with committees and there are many such novices. A little help can go a long
way and often saves the academic life and the PhD degree of the novice and preserves his
feeling of autonomy.

The novice continues with his cry, “I realize that you are a very busy person but it
will help me significantly if you could shed more light on this issue and help me justify my
decision to use GT not only with my supervisor, but my committee as well. Thank you very
much for your time and consideration. I look forward to hearing from you.” In short, this
novice does not doubt the help will come since the need is so great and crucial. I, and my
colleagues, have seen this kind of help in the PhD dissertation defense needed and given
many times. And in the bargain, the novices’ autonomy is rescued.

Senior mentors can get great satisfaction in continually mentoring a novice PhD
candidate who has a good grasp of GT methodology and is on the verge of generating a
significant theory contribution to a field. This often happens in the fields of medicine and
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management. Mentor satisfaction is to the maximum. These mentors will argue for and
stand firm with pride for the novice against a committee and supervisor who challenge a GT
with their own QDA perspective or GT version. The committee has the social structural
power to demand extensive revisions. Irrespective of outcome, the novice needs
continuous mentoring help in this situation. The mentor may easily feel attacked also with
his GT perspective at stake. The novice is fortunate to find a mentor who will stick by him
during such conflict.

The novice’s cry for help does not stop with the awarding of the PhD.... Here suffice
to say that the new PhD wanting to continue with GT will need recommendations for jobs,
seminar and workshop appearances, and support and help with publications. His autonomy
will be lonely without his mentor. His satisfied mentor is the best source of support for these
immediate career needs. He may be asked to join a department as a resident GT teacher,
which is in deep conflict with departmental perspective. In this case, to tolerate this, his
autonomy will be in dire need of support and legitimation from his past PhD mentor who
may be at another school.
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How Classic Grounded Theorists Teach the Method
Alvita Nathaniel

Contributing Authors in Alphabetical Order: Tom Andrews, Toke Barfod, Olavur
Christiansen, Evelyn Gordon, Markko Hamalainen, Agnes Higgins, Judith Holton, Tina
Johnston, Andy Lowe, Susan Stillman, Odis Simmons, Hans Thulesius, Kara Vander
Linden, Helen Scott

Grounded theory upsets PhD students’ world view. By the time they reach the classroom to
learn grounded theory, research, to them, usually means deductively verifying established
propositions. In quantitative research courses, they learned that they must design research
that can be objectively judged to be reliable and valid; that research questions and related
hypotheses (which remain static throughout a study) must include standardized
measurements for strictly defined dependent and independent variables; that the pre-
investigation literature review and synthesis must be comprehensive and phenomenon
focused; that measurement of concepts must have internal and external validity; that the
findings can be verified through replication; that exacting descriptions of sample selection,
procedures, and instrumentation must be specified and approved by an ethics committee;
and that significant findings are measured by strict statistical benchmarks. Imagine
students’ confusion when they begin to learn about classic grounded theory, a unique
research method of inductive discovery, rather than deductive verification. A method in
which the processes are standard, yet fluid; the phenomenon of study is not known
beforehand; the sample selection changes as data emerges; the literature review follows
data analysis; and the final product is tentative. The rules of quantitative research that
they believed were carved in stone simply do not apply to grounded theory. Those of us
who teach grounded theory understand that we must help students move toward a different
way of thinking about research. I have taught grounded theory to PhD students for many
years, with variable results, so I wanted to learn more about how others teach grounded
theory. I reached out to expert classic grounded theorists around the globe, who shared
their strategies. This paper is not a primer on classic grounded theory. It is simply a
synthesis of teaching approaches that these professors and mentors use to guide students
as they learn the grounded theory method.

Classic grounded theory is a unique inductive research method with language, rules
of rigor, procedures, and a final product that is different from other research methods. Itis
highly misunderstood. Glaser and Strauss first described the method in the seminal work,
The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative Research (1967). Glaser
further described and refined the grounded theory method over the intervening years and
continues to write prolifically (Glaser, 1965, 1978, 1992, 1995, 1996, 1998, 1999, 2001,
2002a, 2002b, 2002, rev. 2007, 2003, 2005a, 2005b, 2008, 2009, 2012, 2013, 2014a,
2014b, 2014c, 2016a, 2016b, 2016¢, 2019, 1993, 1994, 2017; Glaser & Tarozai, 2007;
Holton & Glaser, 2012)

Although grounded theory is one of the most frequently utilized research methods,
many novice grounded theorists have struggled to find qualified mentors. A surprising
number of universities have no experienced grounded theorists. Institutions often rely on
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faculty who may understand the basics of research but are not familiar with the unique and
essential aspects of classic grounded theory. I was struck by the magnitude of this problem
after a grounded theory workshop at a large national research conference when a professor
who taught a PhD-level qualitative research course asked, “But, grounded theory doesn't
really have to produce a theory, does it? Can’t it consist of a list of themes?” At another
research conference I learned that PhD students at a prominent university were assigned to
learn the different qualitative methods on their own and teach their classmates about
them—truly a blind-leading-the-blind teaching strategy.

Even though grounded theory is elegant (once learned), it requires autonomy, an
openness to emergence, and a respect for preconscious processing. Students must be
guided. Barney Glaser recognized this problem of mentorless novice grounded theorists.
To solve the problem, Glaser conducted small student-centered seminars in the North
America, Europe, and Asia for many years. Researchers who attended these seminars are
now the leading classic grounded theorists around the globe, some of whom conduct their
own grounded theory seminars. This paper presents the teaching strategies of these
experienced, multidisciplinary, international classic grounded theorists with one major
caveat: while using these strategies, teachers and mentors must guide while strongly
supporting students’ autonomy.

Starting Out

All contributors to this paper agree that students must prepare by reading very
specific primary source texts about grounded theory. Glaser wrote about the constant
comparison method in 1964, but the method was first introduced through Glaser and
Strauss’s publications of the theories The Social Loss of Dying (1964), Temporal Aspects of
Dying (1965b), and Awareness of Dying (1965a). After publication of these theories, Glaser
and Strauss were asked to describe the research method they used to investigate dying
processes in an institutional setting. The Discovery of Grounded Theory (Glaser & Strauss,
1967) was a response to these inquiries. This revolutionary book laid out the foundation of
a new, mostly inductive, approach to research. Subsequently, Glaser has written many
books and papers further discussing the method. Several remodeled versions of grounded
theory have been developed since the publication of Discovery, however each version
utilizes different language, deviates far from Glaser and Strauss’s method, and fails to
capture its true essence. Therefore, when preparing for formal learning sessions, grounded
theory students should begin by reading Glaser and Strauss’s Discovery of Grounded Theory
or Glaser’s subsequent works, chiefly Theoretical Sensitivity (1978) and Doing Grounded
Theory (1998). Students, especially in academic settings, may also be asked to read
published theories developed via the classic method prior to teaching sessions. Excellent
examples of classic theory studies can be found in the online Grounded Theory Review or in
grounded theory readers (Glaser, 1993, 1994; Holton & Glaser, 2012). Because it is
confusing and can contaminate the research processes, students are discouraged from
reading remodeled forms of grounded theory such those by Strauss and Corbin or Charmaz
and research papers utilizing those methods. Students should also be discouraged from
reading secondary sources prior to beginning their research projects.
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Atmosphering

Barney Glaser’s three-day intensive seminars always began with what he called,
atmosphering, in which a comfortably dressed Glaser created an informal tone. Having
attended a number of Glaser’s seminars, Gynnild (2011) concluded that atmosphering is a
conscious teaching act aimed at elevating participants’ conceptual discovery through a set
of “deliberate, sequentially spread actions” (p. 31). Further, through comparison of data
from nearly a dozen troubleshooting seminars over a five-year period, Gynnild proposes
that Glaser’s use of atmosphering for conceptual discovery “refers to a holistic, experiential,
exploratory, and yet grounded mentoring approach to the generation of new theory” (p.
32). Troubleshooting seminars were always conducted in a comfortable space where
Glaser, seminar participants (troubleshootees), observers, and experienced grounded
theorists (troubleshooters), sat at tables arranged in a circle. The atmosphere Glaser
created was one of intimacy, safety, collegiality and occasionally “good vibes through
playfulness” as noted by Gynnild. Participants were required to bring samples of their initial
research data. Seminars were limited to 12 to 15 PhD candidates of various disciplines from
around the globe. Seminars usually included participants from several continents with
varied disciplines including nurses, physicians, mathematicians, sociologists, therapists,
entrepreneurs, social workers, managers, teachers, journalists, and many others.

Judith Holton, who first met Glaser at one of his seminars in Sweden in 2003, has
written about teaching and using classic grounded theory. She notes that Glaser began
each seminar by emphasizing its pedagogy, which is grounded in the four basic principles of
cognitive stripping, seed planting, preconscious processing, and realization (Holton, 2019).
Cognitive stripping results in a disruption or dislodging of preconceptions, which enables
emergence. Seed planting sets the stage for seminar participants to have later emergent
realization, raising the potential for originality in emergent grounded theories. Glaser
suggests the importance of preconscious processing, by which ideas “cook” somewhere
beneath conscious thought—a natural process that speeds analysis. He calls grounded
theory a delayed action phenomenon by which significant theoretical realization come with
“growth and maturity in the data, and much of this outside of the analyst’s awareness until
it happens” (1978, p. 18). Holton suggests that realization seldom occurred at the seminars
but was aided by the cognitive stripping and seed planting that did occur there.

Relying on a few handwritten notes in the seminars, Glaser introduced grounded
theory. He shared established grounded theories in a way that allowed participants to
understand that important patterns emerge from inductive data gathering. As they shared
their budding research, participants, with seemingly little in common, became quickly and
intensely engaged in the research interest of other participants, regardless of discipline.
There seemed to be no professional competition or one-upmanship as is often the case in
professional and academic institutions. An excitement about the possibilities of grounded
theories created instant connections among participants. A Finnish entrepreneur student
might become intensely engaged in discussions with an Australian midwife, an American
mathematician, or a Filipino physician. It was exciting to see a group of disparate people
eating dinner together or sitting around a fire and talking in an animated way about their
research interests. By the end of the seminars, participants were energized and excited to
begin their own grounded theory studies. Foster Fei was so interested in grounded theory
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after his first seminar, for example, that he returned home and translated Glaser’s Basics of
Grounded Theory into Mandarin in 2009 and likewise, seminar attendee, Hans Thulesius,
translated Doing Grounded Theory into Swedish in 2010.

The grounded theorists who contributed to this paper teach grounded theory in
different venues. Tom Andrews and Helen Scott, for example, conduct short seminars
similar to those of Glaser, as do Markko Hamalainen, Judith Holton, and others. Andy
Lowe, on the other hand, co-teaches a five-day course designed to help PhD researchers
choose the research method most relevant to their own research interests. PhD physicians,
Hans Thulesius and Toke Barfod, mentor medical students. A champion of atmosphering,
Barfod meets with students in his home and discusses their research as they enjoy a cup of
tea or glass of wine—pure atmosphering! Other contributors to this paper have taught
grounded theory in academic settings, sometimes as part of integrated qualitative research
courses. Regardless of the setting or type of students, all adopt a casual, student-centered
approach while tailoring their teaching to the type of students.

Class sessions, even at the university level, are generally conducted as informal
lectures, seminars and discussion. Slides, when used in a classroom setting, offer
explanatory illustrations or jumping off points for discussion. For example, Andrews starts
with examples in nature such as footprints in the snow. He moves to animal behavior and
then human behavior and asks students summarize in a couple of words what they are
picking up. Students are surprised to learn that what they are doing is a form of coding and
that pattern identification and theorizing is a natural human process. Markko Hamalaien
distributes envelopes with randomly selected comic frames of Donald Duck. With these, he
gives participants different progressive tasks such as comparing and finding similarities,
open coding, selective coding, memoing, and writing theoretical codes. Students learn
various grounded theory procedures via this fun exercise. Thulesius connects with medical
students by drawing comparisons to medical diagnoses. He explains that diagnoses are
conceptual labels for what is going on in a person’s body. Based on observations from
many people across time, each diagnosis is a label (concept) that identifies a unique cluster
of signs and symptoms (indicators) and a predictable course (pattern) over time. Thulesius
uses this illustration as a comparison with grounded theories, which employ conceptual
labels for what is going on at the social, rather than physical level. When introducing
grounded theory, Stillman uses a combination of basic concepts, practice in class, and
personal stories. She encourages optimism that following a strict process, students,
themselves, could become classical grounded theorists. Regardless of the setting,
atmosphering culminates in exchanges of ideas that give students a glimpse of a research
process that, as Stillman expresses, can be life changing.

Teaching grounded theory to PhD nursing students in the academic setting, I often
begin the first session with informal introductions and general conversation. While seeming
to casually chat with a student seated beside me, I casually ask, “"Have you ever had a
troubling experience in nursing?” Invariably, the student will begin to talk about a troubling
patient care situation. Other students begin to turn to our conversation and join in.
Someone will say, "I will never forget....” and begin a heart-rending story about an
experience. All in the room struggle for an opening to tell their stories. Or I might ask, "Did
you ever sense that a patient’s condition was deteriorating, but could not convince the
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physician?” This, too, has happened to most nurses—and was identified as a basic social
process in Andrews’ theory of Making Credible: A Grounded Theory of How Nurses Detect
and Report Physiological Deterioration in Acutely IIl Patients (2003). After a few minutes, I
tell them that their experiences fit in with the theories of moral distress in nursing or
making credible. Through their conversation, they have demonstrated the practical essence
of theory grounded in the real-life experiences of people like themselves. Students are
entranced by theories such as these that have personal meaning to them. These theories
have what Glaser terms “grab.” Once students have experienced the truth value of specific
theories, they are eager to learn the grounded theory process.

Distinguishing Classic Grounded Theory from Other Methods

Early in the teaching/learning process, classic grounded theory must be distinguished
from other research methods. Grounded theory is mostly inductive and is conceptual,
rather than descriptive. As Odis Simmons, Andy Lowe, and Olavur Christiansen point out,
the very purpose of classic grounded theory differs from other methods. Whereas
positivistic research seeks to confirm or reject propositions through deduction and
qualitative methods might seek to describe phenomena in depth through thick description,
the purpose of classic grounded theory is to conceptualize what is going on in people’s
lives—from their own perspectives—and to propose theories that can explain and predict
processes. Christiansen articulates a common theme among contributing authors—that a
hallmark of classic grounded theory is a researcher’s openness that allows patterns to
emerge from the systematic treatment of the data, recognizing that preconceived
professional interests ultimately mask what is actually going on in the field of study.
Further, Christiansen states that classic grounded theory is “normally unfit for use when the
research question is preconceived—as it is in most cases.”

Some students are confused by remodeled versions of grounded theory. In 1990,
Strauss and Corbin wrote Basics of Qualitative Research, which proposed a form of
grounded theory that deviated substantially from classic grounded theory, both in language
and process. So different, in fact, that Glaser refers to this version as qualitative data
analysis (QDA), rather than grounded theory. Another remodeling of classic grounded
theory was Charmaz’s (2000, 2014) constructivist approach, deviating both the spirit and
language from the classic method. Students must understand they cannot maintain
research integrity if they mix classic grounded theory with the philosophical assumptions,
language, aims, or procedures of remodeled versions. Qualitative research textbooks often
present a selected version of grounded theory or a messy amalgamation of classic with
remodeled versions. Therefore, students should also be wary of secondary sources.

Resolving Misconceptions

Misconceptions should also be resolved before students move forward with research.
Students must be acutely aware that classic grounded theory prohibits forcing a priori
concepts derived from a particular paradigm into a grounded theory. First, there is a
common misconception that symbolic interaction is the philosophical foundation of grounded
theory. Neither Glaser and Strauss in 1967 nor subsequently Glaser (1965, 1978, 1992,
1998, 2001, 2002a, 2005a, 2005b) suggested that symbolic interactionism was the
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philosophical foundation of classic grounded theory. Knowing exactly how the method was
first developed, and impatient with what he considers an the “rhetorical wrestle,” Glaser
views grounded theory as an aphilosophical method. However, symbolic interactionism or
any other ideology, he admits, can be a sensitizing agent if the researcher wishes. Holton
and Walsh (2017), for example, conduct classic grounded theory studies through the lens of
critical realism because they consider themselves critical realists. Another possibility is for
students to rely on a philosophy of science, which does not distort emerging theories nor
does it force an ideological paradigm on the research. For example, George Sanders’
Peirce’s original version of pragmatism offers a philosophy of science compatible with the
epistemology and ontology of classic grounded theory without forcing unnecessary and
incompatible dogmatic layers over the research process and product (Nathaniel, 2011). If
the university requires inclusion of a philosophical foundation in students’ theses or
dissertations, professors and mentors should encourage students to select a philosophical
foundation compatible with their own personal ontology, as in the case of Holton and Walsh,
or one that fits grounded theory discovery within a philosophy of science.

A second misconception is that classic grounded theory is strictly a qualitative
method. Glaser refers to grounded theory as a general method that can be used with
different types of data. While most grounded theories are, indeed, conducted with
qualitative data, the method may also be used with quantitative data. Students interested
in quantitative grounded theory should read Glaser’s Doing Quantitative Grounded Theory
(2008).

Ensuring Common Language

Classic grounded theory has its own language. All contributors to this paper
acknowledge that students must be introduced to grounded theory language and each term
must be clearly explained, early on, so students can better understand their readings and
teachers and students will be using a common language. Specific terms that have
somewhat unique usage in the method require careful definition. Terms and phrases in
grounded theory that are either unique to the method, likely misunderstood, or defined in a
way that varies from common language include the following: category; core category;
indicator; interchangeability of indicators; fracturing of data; constant comparison;
memoing; emergence; fit, work, relevance, and modifiability (measures of rigor);
substantive codes; theoretical codes; theoretical sampling: basic psychosocial processes;
basic social-structural processes; tentative hypotheses; and others. Definitions for these
terms, which are not necessarily self-explanatory, can be found in The Discovery of
Grounded Theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) and Theoretical Sensitivity (Glaser, 1978).

Interactive Teaching

Glaser is a master at interactive teaching. His grounded theory seminars were
restricted to PhD candidates, who distributed and presented excerpts of their work during
the seminar. The work students presented included thesis/dissertation proposals, raw data
from interviews, memos, or emerging theories—at any stage of the thesis/dissertation
process. Glaser, troubleshooters, and other participants discussed each person’s work—
assisting with conceptualizing, coding, and theorizing. Reflecting on this method of
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teaching, Andrews says, “instruction in research should be experienced and not simply read
from a book or taught through lectures only.”

Although their approaches are varied, all contributors to this paper utilize active
learning strategies similar to Glaser’s, recognizing that students learn best by doing. Tina
Johnston, a mathematics educator, developed a “nested strategy” of teaching by which she
utilizes students’ data or theories in progress; encourages small groups coding of data and
memoing; clarifies misconceptions; codes along with students; and concludes with
reflection. In the informal setting of his home, Barfod encourages medical students to
discuss their work during which he interjects explanation when needed. Andy Lowe, on the
other hand, distributes to management research students a 10-page syndicate exercise.
The students work in small groups, using the raw data to discover substantive and
emergent theoretical codes and to create memos. Lowe asks students to identify the main
conceptual issues. This demonstrates how to move beyond narrative description toward
conceptualization. Further, Lowe asks students to highlight the main conceptual issues that
should be followed in future participant encounters—thus moving them toward theoretical
sampling.

Reading and coding raw data is an excellent exercise to help students begin skill
development. Higgins provides extracts of field notes she has written for students to code.
Like many others contributing to this paper, Simmons, begins exercises with others’ data. 1
present nursing students with excerpts from publicly available online blogs written by people
with panic disorder—a dramatic way to grab students’ attention. As Higgins points out,
providing examples that have application to practice is helpful. Whether students have raw
data, field notes, or excerpts, they are instructed to code the data line by line and to
attempt to elevate their codes to the conceptual level, comparing one interview or field note
with others, thus beginning to learn the constant comparative method. Simmons comments
that students get excited when they identify and name their first concept. His students
share their work and help each other between classes—enhancing everyone’s skills and
theoretical sensitivity. All agree that students very much enjoy this approach.

To enhance students’ theoretical sensitivity, Simmons, Higgens, Barfod, Stillman,
and other contributors assign students to read some published classical grounded theories
such as those in Glaser’s grounded theory readers or (instructor approved) completed
theses or dissertations. The authors of published papers may present theories in a way that
is not obvious to novice readers, for example, authors seldom, if ever, label the parts of the
theory. They might not explicitly identify the concepts, nor identify them as substantive or
theoretical. This gives teachers an opportunity to demonstrate how to identify the concepts,
theoretical codes, tentative hypotheses, and most important—the core category. For
example, the teacher might say something like, “This theory has three stages and a cutting
point. Each stage has four properties. Let’s identify the three stages, the major properties
of each, and the cutting point.”

Teaching Emergence
Emergence is a pillar of classic grounded theory that requires skill and vigilance.

Everything emerges. The researcher cannot know beforehand what the theory will entail.
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Emergence requires student autonomy and a very specific set of circumstances.

First, emergence requires that students are as free as possible from preconception,
which can come from many sources including personal beliefs, professional dogma, forced
ideology, or immersion in the literature surrounding the substantive area. Since
preconceptions are often subconscious, Kara Vander Linden guards against preconceptions
by organizing students in interdisciplinary groups. The groups discuss each student’s data.
As the students from different disciplines listen, they can easily identify the preconceptions
of those in other disciplines.

Second, as Simmons comments, to allow for emergence, the research question must
be broad enough to permit unexpected changes in direction. Unlike in quantitative research
proposals, those wishing to properly conduct grounded theory studies cannot stipulate
beforehand the dependent, independent, intervening, or any other variables or their
relationships, because, as Simmons points out, grounded theory is not about what is
relevant to the researcher, but to the people in the research area. Grounded theory is
about categorizing patterns of behavior. Thus, the student must be careful to choose the
correct sample. Since the theorist seeks to understand what is going on with a group of
people, he or she will focus attention on that specific group. For example, the student who
wishes to learn about the transition from freedom to prison should interview prisoners, not
prison guards. Therefore, the teacher should guide students to craft grounded theory
research questions that specify the sample population but allow for emergence. Good
research questions for a grounded theory study might be so broad as to include language
that asks simply 1) what is going on in a sample population, or 2) what is the main concern
and how is it continually resolved in the sample population. These types of research
questions allow for rich participant-driven data that can uncover previously unidentified
processes.

Third, the spill question must strike at an area of relevance for participants without
introducing researcher bias. Grounded theory seeks to conceptualize the problem as
experienced and perceived by the participant, so it must be a problem for that person. The
researcher chooses the substantive area and sample population and allows the main
concern to emerge from the investigation. Few participants will have much to say in
response to a problem that they do not perceive as a concern. For example, Amélia Didier,
a PhD candidate in nursing at the University of Lausanne in Switzerland, focused her
research on interdisciplinary collaborative care teams in hospitals. When she began to
interview hospital patients, she found that they had little interest or knowledge about
interdisciplinary care teams. Whether or not a collaborative process took place in the
interdisciplinary team was not a main concern of the patients and they had little to say
about it. Patients’ main concern was simply to receive good care and they had plenty to say
about that. So, if participants seem confused by the question or have little to say in
response, the student should reconsider the initial interview question that will encourage
participants to talk about their own main concern.

Students should understand that crafting the spill question requires avoiding false
assumptions that will derail the theory. The student should not assume, for example, that a
parent loves a child, an alcoholic wishes to be sober, or a middle manager wishes to
advance in the organization. Perhaps a parent despises his special needs child, an alcoholic
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enjoys drinking, or the middle manager is comfortable in his position. If the posed question
assumes a falsehood, spill cannot occur.

The interview question should consist of common language appropriate to
participants’ education and cultural group and be as free as possible from connotations that
confuse meaning. Many terms in the common language have contradictory meanings and
are easily misunderstood. On the other hand, the student should avoid professional jargon.
Participants cannot meaningfully answer a question they do not understand. A good
question should be clearly stated, simple, and free from confusing connotations.

Conducting an interview with one open-ended question is not easy. Before actually
beginning the research process, I ask students to compose a grand tour or spill question
and interview one person in their substantive area of research interest. Similarly, Andrews
asks students to interview each other about an innocuous topic such as being a PhD
student. He emphasizes that the interviewer’s main job is to listen and follow leads.
According to Andrews, this introduces students to conducting interviews without an
interview guide or list of questions. This method helps students to begin thinking about
writing field notes, rather than recording interviews.

Students should begin each interview with an open, non-judgmental question that
encourages participants to tell their own stories. The question can begin with the words,
“Tell me about....” or *“What was it like when....” If the participant is comfortable, the story
will flow. Unless it is culturally inappropriate, the student should make good eye contact and
listen carefully without worrying about the next question. If the narrative stalls, the student
can encourage the participant to continue by using statements such as, "Go on,” "Tell me
more about that,” and so forth. Even though silence is difficult for novices, gaps in the
narrative and periods of silence allow the participant to gather thoughts and give the
impression that the student believes the story is worth waiting for.

Analysis

Analysis is an iterative process that begins with preconscious processing and includes
writing field notes, coding the raw data word-by-word and sentence-by-sentence, fracturing
the data through constant comparison, identifying incidents that indicate a concept, writing
memos focusing on concepts and their indicators, recognizing the relationship between
concepts, theoretical sampling, and sorting memos to complete a theory. Students worry
that they will never reach this place. Gordon lets students know up front that the grounded
theory process is iterative, and they should stay with it to allow concepts and their
relationships to emerge. The key process, one that is difficult for students, is
conceptualizing.

Conceptualizing. Christiansen describes conceptualization as the transformation of
data such as pure descriptions or storytelling to substantive concepts and theoretical codes
that explain what is going on in the recurrent solving of a main concern. Simmons tells
students that a concept is merely a word or short phrase that does not interpret or add
meaning to a pattern. Since most grounded theories revolve around a process, many
concepts are verbs—often gerunds. All contributors to this paper teach students the value
of finding gerunds to indicate a concept. Lowe teaches students that gerunding (see how it

21



The Grounded Theory Review (2019), Volume 18, Issue 1

works, Lowe created a gerund from the word gerund) consists of transforming the emerging
code from a noun to a verb. He cites Chrisiansen's concept of making the most of
opportunities--opportunizing. Once a concept is gerunded, it is much easier to investigate
the dynamics. Again, citing Christiansen, Lowe offers that there might be several different
categories of opportunizing such as perpetual, spasmodic, incremental, active, passive, and
so forth. As data is analyzed categories and their indicators, dimensions, and properties will
begin to emerge.

Lowe makes a point to ask students to clearly discriminate between data and
conjecture from data and to identify different types of interview data. For example,
baseline data is totally reliable and free from manipulation. Grounded theorists accept the
truthfulness of the person being interviewed when baseline data is identified. Properline
data, on the other hand, consists of institutionalization of fiction as a means of perpetuating
reality. For example, a college Dean might recite the mission of the department in answer
to a personal interview question. Vague data is a result of the participant being vague or
economical with the truth, whereas interpreted data occurs when participants tells the
interviewer what they think the interviewer wants to hear. Higgins reminds us about a
lesson she learned from Glaser—to also code for what was not said, or code for absence.

Similar to other contributors to this paper, Lowe instructs students to very carefully
read every sentence in the raw data, highlighting anything that might have the potential to
reveal the latent patterns of the main concerns of the participants. He instructs students to
fracture the data by breaking it up into logical categories and to analyze the cutting points
such as when it begins and when it ends, what triggers it to begin or end, or what are the
causes and consequences. Lowe also articulates what all classic grounded theorists
understand—the interplay between substantive and theoretical codes. Theoretical codes
conceptualize how substantive codes relate to each other, creating modeled, interrelated,
multivariate hypotheses that account for resolving the participants’ main concern. Lowe
calls this procedure “tricky and often illusory” and warns that the student (and teacher)
must be patient and not force them. After practicing selective coding and theoretical
sampling, Simmons notes that students become familiar with Glaser's theoretical coding
families as listed in Theoretical Sensitivity, by choosing ones that work by comparing,
relating and fragmenting their memos into theoretical code categories. I often use a slide
to demonstrate how the grounded theory process builds from the ground up and culminates
in a set of interrelated tentative hypotheses. Hypotheses consist of concepts connected by
theoretical codes (this comes before that, this causes that, and so forth) and theory consists
of interrelated hypotheses. Simmons points out that the outline and memos students
generate from the process will organize the write-up of the theory.

Delimiting. Good grounded theories are parsimonious. A solid classic grounded
theory does not consist of thick description and is never a “theory of everything.”
Christiansen reminds us that instead of rejecting hypotheses by testing, generated theories
are recurrently modified in order obtain better conceptual fit to what the data relate about
the main concern of the participants being studied, and its recurrent solving. The core
category is not merely the most pronounced concept, rather it sums up and explains the
recurrent solving of participants main concern—what drives and directs participants’
behavior as they repeatedly solve their main concern. For example, nurses whose main
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concern involves being forced to participate in actions that violate their own personal values
solve the problem through a lifetime of reckoning their decisions and actions. Thus, moral
reckoning is the core category. Christiansen also notes that when the core category has
been found, the rest of the study is ultimately delimited to what is most related to the core
category. Anything that is not related is left out of the theory.

Memoing. Memoing is one of the most important processes of grounded theory, yet
students find it difficult. Let’s go back to the source to find out what Glaser has to say about
memoing in Theoretical Sensitivity (1978). Memos focus on concepts. According to Glaser,
“Memos are the theorizing write-up of ideas about codes and their relationships as they
strike the analyst while coding. Memos lead naturally to abstraction or ideation. Memoing
is a constant process that begins when first coding data, and continues through reading
memos or literature, sorting and writing papers or monographs to the very end. Memo-
writing continually captures the ‘frontier of the analyst’s thinking’ as he goes through either
his data, codes, sorts, or writes” (p. 83). Glaser suggests that the grounded theorist
should stop immediately and memo when ideas are sparked, regardless of what it
interrupts. He lists four basic goals of memoing 1) to theoretically develop ideas (codes), 2)
with complete freedom into a 3) memo fund that is 4) highly sortable. In terms of ideas,
Glaser notes that a memo can be a sentence, a paragraph, or a few pages that exhausts the
analyst’s momentary ideation based on data—with “perhaps a little conceptual elaboration,”
but no logical elaboration (p. 84). Memos are aimed toward ideas that raise “description to
a theoretical level through the conceptual rending of the material” (p. 84). Codes
conceptualize the data, while memos serve as a means of “revealing and relating by
theoretically coding the properties of the substantive codes” (p. 84). When he speaks of
freedom Glaser gives the grounded theorists permission to write without constraints of
proper rules of writing, claiming that “proper writing tends to freeze theoretical renditions
prematurely” (p. 85). This freedom allows the analyst to work faster by communicating
ideas without having to think about precious writing rules. When teachers have access to
students’ memos, they should remember Glaser’s advice about memo writing. Glaser
suggests that a large memo fund should consist of all memos and writings from the
grounded theory study. In addition to building the theory, these memos can yield many
lectures, papers, and books. For example, Glaser and Strauss'’s initial study of dying
processes in the hospital setting yielded several monographs that continue to be relevant in
today’s health care environment. The final write-up of a grounded theory is usually done
through an extensive process of memo sorting. Sorting requires a cognitive process that
allows for emergent meanings that cannot be known beforehand. Therefore, sorting cannot
be done via electronic programs. Glaser suggests that each memo should be introduced by
a title which indicates the category or property it is about. In addition, any other concepts
or theoretical relationships mentioned in a memo should be highlighted to make sorting
more efficient.

Contributing authors offered a few strategies they use when teaching about memos.
Johnston stresses to students that coding is not what we use to form theories—but memos
are. Simmons and Gordon ask students to practice memoing. Simmons asks students to
write some practice memos, which consist of concepts and the relationships between them,
stressing that memos are not mere descriptive summaries of the data. Working with
students that are farther along in the process, Gordon asks students to practice sorting,
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organizing and re-organizing theoretical memos to build a core category. Lowe offers
students a structure for memos, which includes the title of the memo, a summary of
substantive issues and their properties that are embedded in the text, substantive
categories, conceptual indicators, emergent theoretical issues, issues to be clarified in future
interviews, initial conjectures not based on data, and links with this memo and other
memos. As Johnston suggests, a grounded theory emerges when well-written memos are
properly sorted, highlighting theoretical relationships among concepts and categories.

Conclusion

While grounded theory is one of the most frequently used methods of research, teachers
must use careful strategies to help students maintain integrity of their resultant theories.
Classic grounded theory has unique language, criteria for rigor, and procedures that are
inviolate and cannot be mixed with other iterations of grounded theory. Classic grounded
theory is paradoxically simple, yet complex. Teaching strategies as demonstrated by
Glaser, himself, and communicated by expert grounded theorists can assist teachers to help
students understand the basic principles and procedures of the method.
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Teaching Qualitative Research: Versions of Grounded Theory
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Abstract

This paper concerns the teaching and iteration of Grounded Theory, taking published accounts
referring to Grounded Theory as instructional materials on the workings of Grounded Theory. The
paper identifies problems associated with later versions of Grounded Theory that are anticipated
and avoided in The Discovery of Grounded Theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). It alerts
practitioners and students to theoretical options in doing research. Based on a critical incident
analysis of literatures as ‘fieldwork sites’, looking at information science and dentistry research,
this paper discusses iterations of qualitative research - particularly, what we call the versioning
of Grounded Theory - in clinical settings and interdisciplinary studies. Reading accounts of
qualitative studies revealed misapprehensions regarding the use of qualitative methods. Critical
reading facilitates the examination of analytic claims, to alert researchers in interdisciplinary
fields to adverse consequences of using inferior accounts.

Keywords: Cumulation Problem, Grounded Theory, Qualitative Research, Research Evaluation,
Thematic Analysis, Theoretical Imperialism

Introduction

This paper seeks to contribute to an important thread in this journal (Breckenridge et al., 2012;
Evans, 2013; O’Connor, Carpenter & Coughlan, 2018), continuing a focus on readers and the
communication of qualitative research methodologies. The origins of this paper are located in the
authors’ shared concerns with children’s storytelling practices, and their disillusion with thematic
analysis as a methodologically adequate means to study how accounts are produced within
interaction. In terms of research design, the use of thematic analysis (e.g. Jones & Argentino,
2010; Nelson et al., 2008; Ross & Green, 2011) produces studies that are about analysts’
research decisions rather than people’s orientations to stories; and is reductionist by treating
stories as simplistic conduits for information on topics for operationalization. The current authors’
specific interest in stories (Carlin, 2009; Kim, 2016, 2019), and finding extant analyses of stories
to be wanting of phenomenological integrity, led to a broader consideration of accounts of
research methods.

The authors of this paper are interested in qualitative research, and the utility of
qualitative research methods for education, linguistics, logistics, the study of second language
acquisition, urban studies and the analysis of public space. Therefore, the authors seek to engage
with accounts of qualitative research in various fields. Further, as teachers of qualitative
research, the authors have been struck by students’ uncritical acceptance of accounts of
qualitative methods in different fields. Thus, while the pool of discipline-specific, relevant and
student-friendly materials has increased (Davis 1995; Hadley 2017), our arguments complement
teaching and learning arguments that distinguish between “downloading information” (Brabazon
2007, p. 99) - having materials available - from the effort of reading original sources and
interpretations. In this paper, the authors draw upon their engagement with information science
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and education in various professional environments, including clinical settings, to consider the
presentation of qualitative research in general, and the use of recent versions of Grounded
Theory (GT) within these fields.

Publication of studies in professional journals confers tutorial status, or authority, on
accounts of research paradigms and research methods which, even mediated by peer-reviewed
journals available through bibliographic databases hosted by institutional libraries to ensure
quality, may not be completely warranted. Readers may take published studies as credible,
pedagogic materials; as formative accounts of research methods for use in their own projects.
Accordingly, their education about these methods, and the qualitative evidence-base, are
compromised when inferior accounts or incomplete methods are not challenged. For educators,
this trend is “"worrisome” (Glaser, 2002, p. 1) and an “abiding concern” (Glaser, 2002, p. 1).

As a conceptual discussion of qualitative research — and GT in particular - this paper
considers the ‘versioning’ of GT, i.e. the application of variant iterations of GT that have been
noted to impact upon inquiries in different ways; and how this finds expression through ‘the
cumulation problem’, ‘theoretical imperialism’, and the ‘tutorial’ (or pedagogic) status of
published accounts of GT, that are reliant on later versions.

The authors of this paper suggest that recent iterations of GT neglect important aspects of
the original formulation (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), such as the connection between library
research and sociological research; as a result, subsequent iterations of GT are less radical for
doing sociological inquiry. The tutorial status of recent accounts of GT displaces research effort to
return to the original formulation of GT, which remains unaffected by issues of cumulation or
theoretical imperialism.

As suggested in further detail below, the cumulation problem was anticipated in The
Discovery of Grounded Theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) in the improper or incomplete application
of GT to sets of data. When steps are missed in the development of GT, the potential for making
a contribution to theory-building is reduced. The cumulation problem - when outcomes of studies
remain unattached to bodies of research - is avoidable by following the guidance for doing
qualitative research in The Discovery of Grounded Theory; however, as suggested elsewhere
(Glaser, 1998), it is an attendant risk for researchers who are reliant on subsequent iterations.

Similarly, “theoretical imperialism” (Schegloff, 1997, p. 167) is an issue that results from
the use of more recent versions of GT, and it is strongly associated with a piecemeal approach to
the procedures of GT as set out by Glaser and Strauss (1967). Theoretical imperialism is an
analytically imposed reconstruction of the procedures of a setting, insufficiently sensitive to the
understandings of a setting’s participants, and importantly is at variance with the admonitions for
doing qualitative research as set out in The Discovery of Grounded Theory.

Both theoretical imperialism and the cumulation problem are avoidable if researchers
follow the procedures of doing qualitative research contained in The Discovery of Grounded
Theory. In particular, these issues relate to ‘desk research’, which was discussed in the original
formulation® but does not receive the same prominence in subsequent iterations. The library
research - fieldwork connection within the original (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) is of such importance
that Barry Glassner (1980, pp. 41-56, 152-156) used “literature sites” as an organizing principle
for his own monograph treatment.

1 See “Part II: The Flexible Use of Data”, especially “Chapter VII, New Sources for Qualitative
Data”.
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Borrowing Glassner’s nomenclature, this paper proceeds to look at discipline-specific uses
of qualitative research - including the salience of the ‘versioning’ of GT - in clinical settings and
in information science.

Literature as Fieldwork Sites: Information Science

Articles intended to surface ‘qualitative’ research methods, to bring qualitative methods to the
attention of wider disciplinary areas, tend to gloss over organizing principles in the philosophy of
research. The authors of this paper were alerted to this during projects in information science.
Information science is a perspicuous setting for considering the nature and profiles of paradigms
and interdisciplinary commitments: an important paper (Cronin 2008) highlighted the
contribution of sociological work within a field that was resistant to sociological approaches - for
information science, sociology represented a ‘paradigm’ in itself, sociology was one paradigm
among several, e.g. ‘cognitive’, ‘behavioural’, ‘neuroscientific’, ‘psychoanalytic’ (Hjgrland 2002),
and information science did not distinguish between the competing paradigms that constitute
organizing devices within sociology. For instance, in trying to formulate another paradigm for
information science - ‘socio-cognitivism’ - Hjgrland (2002) glosses over the cognitivism
immanent within sociological work that is incorporated into information science. For the practical
purposes of teaching and learning sociology, ‘quantitative methods’ and ‘qualitative methods’ are
recognized to depend upon distinct paradigmatic bases; yet, such recognition does not account
for different paradigmatic bases that may draw upon qualitative research (Murdoch, 2013).

Yet, what Glaser (2002, p. 1) noted as “worrisome” extended from the philosophy of
research into the use of particular methods. Blaise Cronin (2008) importantly highlighted the
‘turn’ towards sociological forms of inquiry and their interdisciplinary potential; unfortunately,
and significantly, Cronin’s celebration of sociology’s contributions to and potentialities for
interdisciplinary inquiries was to be deflated by the variable application of sociological work. For
example, in attempts by Elfreda A. Chatman to introduce sociological work as relevant to
information science, that were based upon distortions of the internal debates within sociology
(Carlin, 2003).

In a similar manner, the review article that averts “Qualitative research, is, of course, the
basic alternative to quantitative research” (Powell, 1999, p. 102) - this broad claim misses the
nuances of the philosophy of research and the linguistic bases of both *qualitative’ and
‘quantitative’ forms of research (Rose, 1960). When a renowned instantiation of ‘quantitative
methods’ in sociology (Downey, 1967) is examined, the author complains of the “folk parlance”
(Downey, 1967, p. 49) of categories. However, in the attempt to operationalize these folk
categories in terms of “the typical language used by professionals” (Downey, 1967, p. 49), the
work involved is not ‘quantitative’ but requires the use of natural language activities to organize
the work and to re-describe ‘folk’ categories as ‘professional’ categories in order to be seen as
recognizably ‘quantitative’.

That being so, we can see ‘quantitative’ research as necessarily requiring ‘qualitative’
research, as a ubiquitous feature of its own quantification practices. The practicalities of
published accounts of ‘quantitative’ research, the presentation of ‘quantitative’ research and
setting up the logics of operationalism, implicates phenomena that would be topics for
‘qualitative’ research - the broad gloss provided by Powell (1999) does not account for the
instability of the qualitative/quantitative dualism. In any case, “the distinction usually drawn
between qualitative and quantitative data [is . . . ] useless for the generation of theory” (Glaser
& Strauss, 1967, p. 9).

Nevertheless, while qualitative research was gaining a higher profile within information
science, as documented in and by dedicated monographs and collections (Glazier & Powell, 1992;
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Gorman & Clayton, 1997; Mellon, 1990), the coverage of qualitative methods conformed to such
paradigmatic bases.

Within information science, the authors found the use of GT to be rather arbitrary, with
inconsistent levels of application. Some accounts of GT are more adequate (Attfield & Dowell
2003) than others; and GT provided the methodological approach for one of the classic studies in
Library & Information Science (Mellon 1986), through which the library-specific concept of
“Library Anxiety” was identified. Mellon’s original study was accorded classic status and admitted
to the canon of LIS research through the process of a systematic review (Bailey, 2008),
evaluating its usefulness for future inquiries, and through its inclusion in the 75% anniversary
issue of College & Research Libraries as one of its classic papers (Mellon, 2015):

Mellon’s article was chosen as one of the seven most important in the 75-year history of
College & Research Libraries because it made ‘library anxiety,” a phenomenon observed by
practitioners, official and uncovered its origins. The article also legitimized the use of
qualitative research methods by giving grounded theory wide recognition in a premier
journal. (Gremmels, 2015, p. 268)

However, some accounts of GT are heavily dependent on quotations from prior accounts
(Westbrook 1994); or contain a perfunctory description of GT method and display a reliance on
secondary literature (Talip 2015), of the “worrisome” variety. There is contempt for the
discipline-specific origins of GT for interdisciplinary studies (Seldén 2005); and, following the
thread of this journal, the conflation of versions of GT (e.g. ‘classic’ and ‘constructivist’), of not
seeing these as different (Mansourian, 2006) - nor, concomitantly, seeing the differences as
problematic, or having implications for the use of GT in information science inquiries. Such
accounts contrast with a paper (Star 1998) that aligns core principles of GT (constant comparison
and constant iteration) with core competencies of information work (classification and its
practices).

The authors of this paper see that the reductive cast of adopting disjunctive versions of
GT continues in information science, as a recent study (Hicks, 2018) endorses constructivist GT
for the very reasons that constructivist GT should be approached with caution: namely, its
aprioristic and ideologically-driven approach to GT - attaching theoretical commitments to GT,
such as positional reflexivity based on erroneous understandings and complexities of its
coordinates (Lynch 2000), which are ironically antithetical to the hypothetico-inductive method of
generating theory from data. Induction — working from data to generate theory - is a raison
d’étre of GT, in its classic formulation (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). In bringing preformed theoretical
commitments to data - what we may call ‘theoretical imperialism’ — the constructivist version of
GT, in various iterations (Charmaz, 2006; Charmaz & Bryant, 2008), ceases to be GT.

The ‘measurable’ commitment to GT is questioned elsewhere:

While it is important that methodologies are open to development and improvement, it is
important to be wary of the point at which a methodology has been changed so much that
it has become something different altogether. (Breckenbridge et al., 2012, p. 65)

In this paper, the authors suggest that any refinements to the methodological procedures
of GT, as developed in Straussian (or Corbinian) GT and constructivist GT, are distortions of
classic GT at the epistemological level.

As such, constructivist GT exemplifies the paradigmatic confusion referred to at the
beginning of this paper: in redefining the ‘classic’ (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) version of GT there
may have been an intention to increase the distance from normative, positivistic approaches
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(Clarke, 2007), but the admission of aprioristic theoretical commitments to the research process
is in itself derived from normative, positivistic trajectories.

Literature as a Fieldwork Site: Clinical Settings

The authors now turn to bringing some of these issues into greater visibility for clinical education.
The use of qualitative research methods has provided extraordinary insights into clinical
environments (e.g. Becker et al., 1961; Cahill, 1999; Smith & Kleinman, 1989). Taking dentistry
research as the next exemplar, the authors explore the use of GT in illustration of distortions of
‘qualitative’ research in dentistry education.

These observations are connected with the notion of “theoretical imperialism”, which will
be returned to later in the paper. Theoretical imperialism refers to the imposition of analytic
categories on data that are external to the settings of investigation, which are then used to codify
these data. In the classic version of GT, Glaser and Strauss (1967) were clear that such a
procedure is a departure from the production of GT. The use of exogenous categories produces
an intervening and unwarranted ‘layer’ to analysts’ accounts of these data. In these
circumstances, theoretical imperialism conceptualizes the practices whereby these data are
produced by analysts, not the participants who, purportedly, featured in the study design.

Commentaries on the use of qualitative research for dentistry scale up as qualitative
studies proliferate (Gussy, Dickson-Swift and Adams 2013; Masood, Masood, and Newton 2010;
Meadows, Verdi and Crabtree 2003; Stewart, Gill, Chadwick and Treasure 2008). This is
problematic when qualitative research in dentistry is traduced by the misapplication of terms, in a
similar way that was noted above when information science incorporates concepts such as
“reflexivity” (Hallbert, Camling, Zickert, Robertson & Berggren, 2008, p. 28), which are admitted
to the dentistry research base.

Whilst the growing corpus of commentaries on qualitative studies may seem an axiomatic
feature of the research, that over time there are more studies to review, there are a number of
misconceptions upon which this growing ‘meta-literature’ is based. Rather than separate research
studies, these items are literature reviews that synthesize qualitative studies intended to
highlight the significance, and advocate the admissibility of, qualitative research studies within
dentistry research. However, this paper suggests out how recommendations for judging
qualitative research are misleading (Masood, Thaliath, Bower, & Newton 2001).

In part, this relates to the use of measures for evaluating research that are not suitable
for the assessment of qualitative research (Given 2006; Grypdonck 2006; Perdkyla 1997).
However, noting the existence of different paradigms (Gussy, Dickson-Swift, & Adams, 2013) and
the problems in assessing research studies from different paradigms, does not reflect the whole
story. The relevance of distinct paradigms is not limited, as some commentators assume, to the
assessment of research studies from different paradigms.

The authors’ readings of qualitative research located in various fields requires comment
for dentistry research, particularly regarding Grounded Theory, and what is frequently taken as
GT. This is significant for peer-review processes: that dentistry researchers are able to use the
insights of qualitative studies; and are enabled to discern quality among qualitative studies. This
is important so that their own research practice is not compromised by inferior qualitative
studies, nor qualitative studies making erroneous analytic claims. The potential for qualitative
research studies is further reduced by such lowering of quality in published research: “poorly
conceptualized and executed qualitative studies that continue to unintentionally ‘make the case’
that qualitative research has limited value” (Joy, 2013, p. 272)
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When accounts that are claimed to be ‘outcomes’ of the application of GT are consistently
what Glaser (1998) warns against, e.g. disconnected observations rather than the careful,
cumulative generation of theory, then as Joy (2013) suggests readers with reservations about
qualitative research may have their doubts confirmed. Thereby, a disservice is being done to
qualitative researchers who are following through with rigorous, robust methodologies.

Literature as a Fieldwork Site: The Cumulation Problem

There is also a ‘cumulation’ problem with the application of more recent versions of GT, both in
dentistry research and in information science. The cumulation problem is witnessable in the
atomization of individual studies, which do not address prior research except for the purposes of
reviewing ‘the literature’. Such atomization may be explained, in part, by the allocation of
research grants to original studies, rather than to studies that seek to build upon existing
theories; also, more speculatively, by the desire of researchers in these fields to make their own,
unique contributions to the research-base. These conjectures on atomization were addressed in
the original formulation of GT, where there may be a possessive or ownership relation in regards
to field notes, or recordings of interviews and their transcripts: “This kind of ownership can yield
great depth of substantive knowledge but add little to social theory” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, p.
168).

The cumulation problem is exhibited in iterations of GT which pass over one of the
neglected aspects of the original formulation of GT (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) - the connection and
relevance of library research. Distinguishing between “technical and non-technical literatures”
(Strauss & Corbin, 1990, pp. 48-56) is a lessening of the sophistication provided by the
identification of similarities between doing fieldwork, and doing library research (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967).

The cumulation problem is illustrated by a use of prior research, e.g. made available
through library databases, as topically relevant. We refer to this as a “'reading list’ approach” to
topics (Carlin, 2016, p. 628), rather than the exploration of the array of library materials that
(potentially) constitute data for the development and extension of GT. Documentary, or text-
based sources may provide data relevant to ongoing inquiries or provide the impetus for new
inquiries. Furthermore, the cumulation problem is evidenced by a lack of engagement with
existing studies as the basis for the development of GT:

If we do not practice [...] extending grounded theories, then we relegate them, as now,
mainly to the status of respected little islands of knowledge, separated from others, each
visited from time to time by inveterate footnoters, by assemblers of readings and of
periodic bibliographical reviews, and by graduate students assigned to read the better
literature. While the owners of these islands understandably are pleased to be visited, in
time they will fall out of fashion and be bypassed. This is no way to build a cumulative
body of theory. (Strauss, 1973, p. 53)

The cumulation problem marks a missed opportunity that users of recent iterations of GT
for Dentistry and Information Science contribute towards. In passing over the original
formulations of GT, and the many advisories for doing quality qualitative research that these
contain, current constructivist GT studies produce a series of discrete, disconnected inquiries that
fail both a constant comparison requirement, and fall short of building a corpus of adequate GT
studies that demonstrate the value of ‘qualitative’ research for interdisciplinary fields. An
adequate corpus evidences the value of GT, and qualitative research, to sceptical practitioners
unconvinced of the relevance of qualitative research to their own inquiries.
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Grounded Theory or Thematic Analysis?

A feature of discussions of ‘qualitative research’, originating in sociology but adventitiously
relocated to different disciplinary contexts, is the recycling of work that may be characterized as
“theoretical imperialism”. A range of 'qualitative research methods’ are outlined but to what
extent do these methods actually afford knowledge of participants’ understandings of their
worlds? Or are readers of such studies recipients of what the researcher claims are participants’
understandings? This can be illustrated with reference to GT: in its original form (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967), we find the careful administration of data-generated categories, which are
inductively available through sensitive analysis; however, sensitivity to people’s understandings
of settings is not carried forward in more recent versions of GT, and a diluted form of
categorization is witnessable in various studies (e.g. Lowe-Calverley & Grieve, 2018) known as
‘thematic (or ‘content’) analysis’.

GT was a serendipitous outcome of a series of organizational ethnographies (which
happened to be hospitals) in the Nineteen Sixties by a research team, led by Anselm Strauss and
Barney Glaser (Glaser and Strauss 1965, 1968; Strauss et al., 1964). These were distinctive (or
applied) studies because they were oriented to sociologists and health professionals. GT emerged
from internal debates within Symbolic Interactionism, a perspective in sociology, about the
verifiability of qualitative research; a significant aspect which has been airbrushed out of recent
accounts of GT (Travers 2001), and one which causes difficulty for interdisciplinary practitioners
when accounting for its development (Seldén, 2005).

GT was formulated as an assembly of methods for developing theory. Even though its
authors regarded it as a preliminary exploration of GT (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), The Discovery of
Grounded Theory is a highly sophisticated book - in methodological and sociological terms. This
original formulation in its entirety was not followed through within sociology, however; for
instance, in the connections made between library research and fieldwork: “Although this
methodology is mentioned by Glaser and Strauss, its potential has not been explored beyond
their initial descriptions, neither theoretically nor in actual fieldwork” (Glassner, 1980, p. 43).

Thus, The Discovery of Grounded Theory was used selectively, and was cited much more
frequently than it was used or even understood. It is somewhat ironic that their identification of
“conveying credibility” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, pp. 228-230) in academic reports would be
inverted, so that the book is itself invoked to confer ‘credibility’ upon ‘qualitative’ presentations
(Gilbert, 1977; Gilbert & Mulkay, 1984).

Within the literature sites that the authors were interested in, the “user-friendly” (Travers,
2001, p. 43) Basics of Qualitative Research, which demonstrates how GT can be used (Strauss &
Corbin, 1990), is preferred to the original formulation (Glaser & Strauss, 1967); and a second
edition, published in 1998, claims an even wider applicability of GT and comparative approaches
(Strauss & Corbin, 1998). This claim to accessibility is illusory and not supported by close reading
and analysis of the texts concerned (O’Connor, Carpenter & Coughlan, 2018). Yet any
accessibility hides a permissiveness to the point of analytic ‘incoherence’ attempts to refine GT
resulted in a situation in which data became subjacent to the workings of the methodic
procedures themselves — a betrayal of the core principles of GT in its original formulation (Glaser
& Strauss, 1967), which put data at the forefront of theory generation: “The additional prescribed
steps encourage students and researchers to /look for data rather than /ook at data leading to
emerging theory” (Robrecht, 1995, p. 171 [emphasis in original]).

The importance of the remarks above, regarding sociological paradigms, is brought into
focus by a prefatory statement wherein Strauss demonstrated that GT was not limited to
‘qualitative’ analyses of organizational structures (Strauss, 1967). However, he does not give any
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indication that GT was unsystematic, which could be yoked into research studies, and he (along
with Glaser) repeatedly emphasized the importance of “constant comparison” (Glaser & Strauss,
1970, pp. 102-105) as a method for theoretical development. It is important to note that some
sources fail to distinguish between GT and thematic analysis, and the rigour which theoretical
sampling provides (Rice & Ezzy, 1999); the contribution that robust sociological methods bring to
clinical environments is diminished through misrepresentation.

This impoverished version - ersatz GT - has since been introduced to dentistry research
(Amin, Harrison & Weinstein, 2006; Burnard, Gill, Stewart, Treasure & Chadwick, 2008), in
sources citing the original formulation of GT to “convey credibility” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967, pp.
228-230). However, only the Strauss and Corbin formulations would allow these authors to use
GT as a variant of thematic analysis. It was Glaser who ‘revised and updated’ GT in the light of
subsequent advances in available methods (Glaser, 1978). It is Glaser who is continuing GT, the
introduction of a complicating constructionist version of GT notwithstanding (Charmaz, 2006;
O’Connor, Carpenter & Coughlan, 2018), which he argues Strauss had diluted (Glaser, 2009).
There is some justification for this, as Basics of Qualitative Research (Corbin & Strauss, 2008;
Strauss & Corbin, 1990, 1998) is looser, with regard to data, than its original formulation.

Glaser (1998) argued that GT can be so rewarding and stimulating that researchers only
make it half way through the method. He suggests that the practices of categorization and the
development of categories are so engrossing that these are not used properly, for the generation
of theory:

Grounded theory methodology leaves nothing to chance. It provides rules for every stage
on what to do and what to do subsequently. If the reader skips any of these steps and
rules, the theory will not be as worthy as it could be. The typical dropping out of the
package is to yield to the thrill of and seduction by developing a few new, capturing
categories. The researcher then yields to using them in unending conceptual description
and incident tripping rather than analysis by constant comparisons. (Glaser, 1998, p. 13)

Instead, this stage is taken as the outcome of the research, not the beginning; examples
of which are commonplace within the dentistry research literature (L6nnroth & Shahnavaz, 2001)
and other clinical features (Dimond, 2014). One of the problematics of applying GT in this form is
not progressing beyond the generation of categories. Indeed, this is a theory-lite form of
analysis, and exemplifies the misrepresentation of qualitative research - claiming “flexibility” as a
virtue of qualitative research when this term may conceal insubstantial application (Holloway &
Todres, 2003). Justifications for a thematic analysis approach have appeared in the literature,
attempting to establish thematic analysis as “a method in its own right” (Braun & Clarke, 2006,
p. 78); unfortunately, advocates of thematic analysis reify “flexibility” (e.g. Overcash, 2003) but
sacrifice meaningful contribution to theory, or conceptual distinction.

Discussion

In clinical contexts, the sociological ‘paradigm’ (as constituted by both the normative and
interpretive paradigms) is only one of a number of competing paradigms. Dentistry is not the
only field in which researchers treat topics in paradigmatic terms (Hjgrland, 2002), though the
rubric of paradigms is more focused on treatment outcomes (Fejerskov, 2004), and studies have
been oriented towards ‘techniques’ rather than ‘paradigms’ (e.g. Salvi & Lang, 2001). Trends in
sociological research are resulting in outcomes wherein the sociological and cognitive paradigms
are less distinct. But the selection of a sociological paradigm over a rival paradigm does not in
itself result in “better” realizations of a research problem, merely different ones (Coulter &
Sharrock 2007, p. 212).
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It is in the generation of categories that we see a particular, pernicious problem with
presentations of qualitative research, and the claim to be using GT, in information science and in
dentistry research. As this paper explains, sociology is characterized by its orientations
(quantitative/qualitative) to phenomena, its paradigms (including interpretive/normative
paradigms) and by its sub-fields. One of the most significant contributions to the sociology of
health/medicine was the thesis of “professional imperialism” (Strong, 1979). Whilst professional
(or theoretical) imperialism has its critics much of this is misdirected (Conrad & Schneider,
1980). The original article (Strong, 1979) prosecuted the thesis by reviewing the arguments that
the medical profession was extending its reach beyond the medical; suggesting that a "medical
model” (Strong, 1979, p. 211) is a simplistic approach and that studies indicating that there was
an increasing medicalization of society were, in the light of data, ‘exaggerated’.

In an analogous way to missing literature sites, research based on the classic formulation
of GT (Glassner, 1980), Strong’s correlative argument - that imperialist tendencies were not
confined to medical professions but were evident in sociology itself, too - remained unaddressed.
However, in this paper, it should be noted that whilst ‘qualitative’ studies provide dentistry
research with dentists’ and patients’ understandings of oral health, the tendencies towards coding
people’s understandings within thematic analysis says more about researchers’ practices than
about the social world they purportedly describe.

‘Qualitative methods’ can be used to capture people’s understandings; however, unless
researchers are careful to follow the admonitions of the original formulation of GT, the coding of
these understandings may be at variance with the lived experiences of those who participated in
the research study. This point is evident with the (mis)use of software programs for qualitative
analysis (Amin, Harrison & Weinstein, 2006). As noted elsewhere (Tavory & Timmermans, 2014:
134-135), these are expedient data management tools but analyses remain contingent upon the
codes inputted by the researcher. Whatever claims are made for qualitative methods, they
remain instruments of what Strong (1979) and Schegloff (1997, p. 167) called “sociological” and
“theoretical” imperialism.

The form of the foregoing analysis is crucial for researchers in interdisciplinary fields. This
critical incident analysis of literature sites in information science and dentistry research indicates
that researchers are recipients of inflationary and distorted analytic claims. This has ramifications
for those reliant on a qualitative evidence-base within these areas.

‘Qualitative research’ glosses a wide range of methods and methodologies, and is not
reducible to Grounded Theory (GT). As accounts of theoretical considerations testify (Talja et al.
2005), methodological ramifications of doing qualitative research cause problems for the
introduction of qualitative research to interdisciplinary literature sites. GT requires researchers to
follow a series of stages. The incompleteness of research designs that claim use of GT reflect
looser analytic strategies such as ‘thematic analysis’.

Researchers using qualitative research methods need to take care in regard to the
generation of categories used to codify data. The current state of the art in information science
and dentistry research is characterized by “theoretical imperialism”: the imposition of analysts’
categories external to the data they are used to codify.

The observations made in this paper are connected with “theoretical imperialism”.
Theoretical imperialism refers to the imposition of analytic categories on data that are external to
the settings of investigation, which are then used to codify these data. This produces an
intervening and unwarranted layer to analysts’ accounts of these data. In effect, theoretical
imperialism conceptualizes the practices whereby these data are produced by analysts, which
documents a failure to follow the original formulation of GT (Glaser & Strauss, 1967).
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