
Guest Editorial, Themed Section 

Cheri Fernandez University of Windsor 

June 2012 

Grounded Theory Review, Vol 11 (Issue #1), 27 

The online version of this article can be found at: 

https://groundedtheoryreview.org  

Originally published by Sociology Press 

https://sociologypress.com/ 

Archived by the Institute for Research and Theory Methodologies 

 https://www.mentoringresearchers.org/   

https://groundedtheoryreview.org/
https://sociologypress.com/
https://www.mentoringresearchers.org/
https://groundedtheoryreview.org


The Grounded Theory Review (2012) , Volum e 11, I ssue 1 27

Guest  Editor ia l, Them ed Sect ion

Cheri Fernandez
University of Windsor

As I  have supervised or read num erous theses and dissertat ions and com pleted count less 
reviews of m anuscripts that  purport  to do grounded theory, I  have been st ruck by the 
confusion about  what  exact ly grounded theory entails. I n this them ed sect ion focusing on 
const ruct ivist  (const ruct ionist )  grounded theory, we st r ive to describe const ruct ivist  
grounded theory, provide an exem plar of this research, and point  out  the differences 
between const ruct ivist  grounded theory and classic grounded theory. 

When grounded theory first  em erged as a research m ethodology (Glaser, 1965;  
Glaser & St rauss, 1967)  it  literally rocked the research world and was quickly adopted by 
disciplines other than sociology from  which it  derived. For the first  decade or two grounded 
theory cont inued without  m uch ‘disturbance.’ However, later graduate students took up the 
public ‘challenge’ to “ take the m ethod in any direct ion they wished”  (Glaser, 1978, p.158) .  
First  on the scene was the qualitat ive m ethod by St rauss and Corbin, first  known as 
qualitat ive data analysis but  now called St raussian grounded theory. Later, the m ethods of
fem inist  grounded theory (Wuest )  and const ruct ivist  grounded theory (Charm az)  arr ived on 
the research horizon. The developers of these variants took the challenge to m ake changes 
“m ore lik ing to their  research bent ”  but  neglected one m ajor pr inciple of research and 
theoret ical clar ity – they thought  they were re-engineering (and som et im es bet ter ing)  
grounded theory when,  in actual fact , they were m erely developing different  m ethods. One 
of the m ost  used m ethods in qualitat ive research is phenom enology. There are at  least  19 
different  variants of phenom enology, all of which co-exist  seem ingly without  duress. I t  is 
t im e that  the ‘designers’ of grounded theory did likewise:  understand the significant  
differences in philosophy, m ethodology, and research product of classic grounded theory, 
St raussian grounded theory, const ruct ivist , and fem inist  grounded theory and quit  the 
pr ivate and public bickering – bury the terr itor ial hatchet .

This them ed sect ion is organized to help readers t ruly see the differences between 
classic grounded theory and const ruct ivist  grounded theory. The first  art icle by Barney G. 
Glaser argues that  const ruct ivist  data are only a sm all part  of the data grounded theory 
uses. The art icle was originally published in Forum  Qualitat ive Sozialforschung 2002. Dr. 
Tom  Andrews provides an int roduct ion to const ruct ionism / const ruct ivism , the philosophical 
posit ion underlying and driving the const ruct ivist  grounded theory m ethod. Then, the 
const ruct ivist  research, Const ruct ing New Theory for I dent ifying Students with Em ot ional 
Disturbance:  A Const ruct ivist  Approach to Grounded Theory by Dr. Dori Barnet t  serves as a 
const ruct ivist  grounded theory research exem plar. This is followed by a com m entary by 
Tom  Andrews and m e;  the com m entary ut ilizes the research exem plar to delineate key 
philosophical and m ethodological differences between const ruct ivist  grounded theory and 
classic grounded theory. Following this, the m anuscript  by Dr. Jenna Breckenridge, Derek 
Jones, I an Elliot t ,  and Margaret  Nicol m akes addit ional dist inct ions between const ruct ivist  
grounded theory and classic grounded theory research processes, acknowledging the 
incom pat ibilit ies between the two m ethodologies;  these insights were ident ified by Dr. 
Breckenridge as she was undertaking her PhD thesis research. 


