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Construct ivist  Grounded Theory?

Barney G. Glaser
Ph.D, Hon.Ph.D

Abstract

I  refer to and use as scholar ly inspirat ion Charm az's excellent  art icle on const ruct ivist  
grounded theory as a tool of get t ing to the fundam ental issues on why grounded theory is 
not  const ruct ivist . I  show that  const ruct ivist  data, i f i t  exists at  all,  is a very, very sm all part  
of the data that  grounded theory uses.

I nt roduct ion

Const ruct ivist  Grounded Theory is a m isnom er. Grounded theory (GT)  can use any data;  it  
rem ains t o be figured out  what  it  is. I n m y book "The Grounded Theory Perspect ive" ( Glaser, 
2001)  I  wrote a chapter that  dealt  with "all is data."  I  said:  ‘'All is data' is a well known 
Glaser dictum . What  does it  m ean? I t  m eans exact ly what  is going on in the research scene 
is the data, whatever the source, whether int erview, observat ions, docum ents, in whatever 
com binat ion. I t  is not  only what is being told, how it  is being told and the condit ions of its 
being told, but  also all the data surrounding what  is being told. I t  m eans what  is going on 
m ust  be figured out  exact ly what  it  is to be used for, that  is conceptualizat ion, not  for 
accurate descript ion. Data is always as good as far as it  goes, and t here is always m ore data 
to keep correct ing the categories with m ore relevant  propert ies"  (p.145) .

"All is Data" is a GT statem ent , NOT applicable to Qualitat ive Data Analysis (QDA)  
and its worr isom e accuracy abiding concern. Data is discovered for conceptualizat ion to be 
what  it  is— theory. The data is what  it  is and the researcher collects, codes and analyzes 
exact ly what  he has whether baseline data, properline data or object ive data or 
m isinterpreted data. I t  is what  the researcher is receiving, as a pat tern, and as a hum an 
being (which is inescapable) . I t  j ust  depends on t he research. 

Rem em ber again, the product  will  be t ranscending abst ract ion, NOT
accurate descript ion. The product , a GT, will be an abst ract ion from  t im e, place and people 
that  frees the researcher from  the tyranny of norm al distort ion by hum ans t rying to get  an 
accurate descript ion to solve the worr isom e accuracy problem . Abst ract ion frees the 
researcher from  data worry and data doubts, and puts the focus on concepts that  fit  and are 
relevant . 

One m ajor worry in QDA research, which does—but  should not—effect  GT,
is a different  take on the personal predilect ions of int erviewer and int erviewee. According to 
QDA int erview data yields the const ruct ion of data that  represents the m utual int erpretat ion 
of the int erviewer and of the int erviewee as the interview proceeds. This const ruct ivist  
or ientat ion is that  data is const ructed with interact ing interpretat ions. 

This or ientat ion, as writ ten, never seem s to see it  as a character ist ic of the type of 
interviewing. I t  probably applies to lengthy, in-depth int erviews where m utuality can grow 
based on forcing type int erview guides (see Charm az, 2000) . But  this t ype of int erviewing is 



The Grounded Theory Review (2012) , Volum e 11, I ssue 1 29

a sm all piece of GT interviewing, although it  happens and one can do GT from  it .  Much GT 
interviewing is a very passive listening and then later during theoret ical sam pling focused 
quest ions to other part icipants during site spreading and based on em ergent  categories. I t  is 
hard for m utual const ructed int erpretat ions to character ize this data even though the data 
m ay be int erpret ive:  for exam ple psychotherapists telling the interviewer how to see a 
psychiat r ic facilit y or a supervisor telling how to understand his forem en. 

GT is a perspect ive based m ethodology and people's perspect ives vary. And as we 
showed in "Awareness of Dying" (Glaser & St rauss, 1965) , part icipants have m ult iple 
perspect ives that  are varyingly fateful to their  act ion. Mult iple perspect ives am ong 
part icipants is often the case and then the GT researcher com es along and raises these 
perspect ives to the abst ract  level of conceptualizat ion hoping to see the underlying or latent  
pat tern, another perspect ive. This becom es com plex, which core variable analysis organizes 
to reduce the confusion to an int egrated com plexity. Further com plexifying the data is the 
type of data the GT researcher is obtaining—baseline, properline (confirm  usage) , 
interpret ive, vague—and its varying sources. Thus it  is just  too, too sim ple a statem ent  
when Kathy Charm az  ( 2000, p. 510)  says:

I  add ...  another vision for future qualitat ive research:  const ruct ivist  grounded 
theory. Const ruct ivist  grounded theory celebrates first  hand knowledge of em pir ical 
worlds, takes a m iddle ground between postm odernism  and posit iv ism , and offers 
accessible m ethods for taking qualitat ive research int o the 21st  century. 
Const ruct ivism  assum es the relat ivism  of m ult iple social realit ies, recognizes the 
m utual creat ion of knowledge by the viewer and the viewed, and aim s toward 
interpret ive understanding of subjects' m eanings.

I f this is the way the data com e down, then fine, BUT it  is a bare sm all piece of the 
GT research act ion and it  does not  help "doing" for those doing the research. I t  j ust  rem ains 
to be clear about  the data that  obtains and that  is whatever it  is. She is t rying to solve the 
worr isom e accuracy problem  of QDA by t rying to ascertain the data em erging in the deep, 
long (hour or so)  int erview situat ion. This kind of int erviewing is character ist ic of her "pet "  
substant ive areas requir ing depth, again a sm all piece of the GT act ion. Her quest  is not  to 
take the data as it  com es, but  to be sure it  is accurate, so she gets to m utual interpretat ion 
as the answer. When I  say that  som e data is int erpreted, I  m ean the part icipant  not  only 
tells what  is going on, but  t ells t he researcher how to view it  correct ly—his/ her way. I  do not  
m ean that  they are m utually built  up interpretat ions. Adding his of her interpretat ions would 
be an unwarranted int rusion of the researcher.

The constant  com parat ive m ethod discovers the latent  pat tern in the m ult iple 
part icipants’ words, such as, for exam ple, pain leveling provided by dental clinics 
underm ines repair work. Her m iss in that  the GT focus is on conceptualizat ion of latent  
pat terns, and GT is about  a concept , e.g. caut ionary cont rol, and not  about  the accuracy of 
story talk. I n fact , in a recent  study of " talk story,"  by Bay Jones (2002) , how the stor ies 
were built  was irrelevant . They were efforts at  sharing, m utual affirm at ions and support  and 
cam araderie to reduce the bewilderm ent  of the lonely ongoing world and to exert  shared 
cont rol by perspect ive over it .  The com pet it ive parlance was a one-upm anship cont rol to 
preem pt  the descript ive scene that  all could share. Thus, Charm az talks the talk of 
conceptualizat ion, but  actually walks the talk of descript ive capture. Accordingly GT is 
rem odeled to a QDA m ethod from  its or iginat ion of conceptual core variable analysis of 
"whatever"  data is involved—baseline, properline (confirm  usage) , int erpreted or vague. Her 
understanding of abst ract ions involved in theoret ical coding, substant ive coding, delim it ing, 
theoret ical sam pling etc, etc, are m issed, neglected or quashed in favor of QDA m ethods and 
descript ive capture. "Site spreading" is discussed at  length in Glaser, 2001, Chapter 12.
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So we can see that  const ruct ivism —j oint  build of an interact ive, interpreted, produced 
data—is an epistem ological bias to achieve a credible, accurate descript ion of data 
collect ion—som et im es. But  it  depends on the data. I f the data is garnered through an 
interview guide that  forces and feeds int erviewee responses then it  is const ructed to a 
degree by int erviewer im posed int eract ive bias. But , as I  said above, with the passive, non 
st ructured int erviewing or listening of the GT int erview-observat ion m ethod, const ruct ivism 
is held to a m inim um . 

I t  appears that  const ruct ivism  is an effort  t o dignify the data and to avoid the work of
confront ing researcher bias. Rem em ber bias is just  another variable and a social product . I f 
the researcher is exert ing bias, then this is a part  of the research, in which bias is a vital 
variable to weave int o the constant  com parat ive analysis. I t  happens easily in "hot "  or 
"passionate posit ion" issue oriented research, such as polit ical, fem inism , or abuse type 
research or in research on inviolate cont rol st ructures, which cannot  tolerate im plicit  
subversion. This aspect  of default  rem odeling, that  is covering biasup for what  it  is—another 
variable—is a vital loss to GT.

Charm az (2000, p. 522)  com es close to what  I  am  saying but  descript ive capture of 
QDA subverts it .  She says:  "Like wondrous gifts wait ing to be opened, early grounded theory 
tests im ply that  categories and concepts inhere within the data, await ing the researcher 's 
discovery... Not  so."  This statem ent  is unbelievably wrong. Categories, which are concepts,  
are not  wondrous gifts, they com e from  the tedium  of the constant  com parat ive m ethod 
linked with sensit ive theoret ical sam pling and are constant ly fit ted to the data.  Com pounding 
this wrong th inking, Charm az cont inues:

Glaser (1978, 1992)  assum es that  we can gather our data unfet t ered by bias or 
biography. I nstead, a const ruct ivist  approach recognizes that  the categories, 
concepts and theoret ical level of an analysis em erge from  the researcher 's 
interact ions within the field and quest ions about  the data. 

As I  have said, to the degree a researcher 's personal predilect ion biases the data, it  is 
a variable to consider, for exam ple "she thinks that  way because she is a fem inist ."  But  as I  
have also said, the constant  com parat ive process reveals these biases. AND I  am  also quite 
grat ified to see that  m ost  researchers I  have worked with, take great  pains to not  int rude 
there own views in the data. I n addit ion, the abst ract ions that  em erge becom e independent  
of the researcher bias that  Charm az worr ies about . For exam ple credent ializing, cult ivat ing, 
spir itual power abusing or pseudo- fr iending just  go on, no m at t er the bias take on them  that  
m ay em erge. For exam ple when a researcher hears " I  do not  need a degree or cert ificate, I  
know it  all anyway,"  th is st ructurally im possible bias does not  do away with the general 
process of t raining. And furtherm ore, GT is about  concepts not  accurate descript ions as 
Charm az worr ies about . Descript ive capture rem odels GT. 

Cont inuing her descript ive capture, Charm az (2000)  says, yet  again:  "The grounded 
theorist 's analysis tells a story about  people, social processes, and situat ions. The researcher 
com poses the story;  it  does not  sim ply unfold before the eyes of an object ive viewer. The 
story reflects the viewer as well as the viewed."  

Again, absolutely NO, the GT researcher does not  "com pose" the "story."  GT is not  
descript ion, and the unfolding is em ergent  from  the careful tedium  of the constant  
com parat ive m ethod and theoret ical sam pling—fundam ental GT procedures. These are not  
story m aking, they are generat ing a theory by careful applicat ion of all the GT procedures. 
The hum an biasing whatever is m inim ized to the point  of irrelevancy in what  I  have seen in 
hundreds of studies. The GT reflect ions of the researcher are his/ her skill at  doing GT. This 



The Grounded Theory Review (2012) , Volum e 11, I ssue 1 31

rem odeling by Charm az of GT is clearly just  not  correct  and is im plicit ly support ing the QDA 
requirem ents for accuracy.  Charm az has not  considered the propert ies of conceptualizat ion 
in her offer of a const ruct ivist  GT. 

Charm az asserts that  the abst ract  term s and dense writ ing Glaser (1978)  em ployed 
in "Theoret ical Sensit iv ity"  rendered the book inaccessible to m any readers. This statem ent
is just  not  t rue. "Theoret ical Sensit iv ity"  has sold over 3,000 copies. I t  is used in m any m any 
dissertat ions and let ters to m e lauding it  are legion. Charm az's assert ion legit im izes the 
default  rem odeling of GT down to som e conceptual descript ion. I t  appears that  m ost  of her 
undergraduate students cannot  or hardly can conceptualize, so m ost  do QDA. This is very 
real, but  no reason to rem odel GT. 

Charm az constant ly pursues, over and over in her art icle, this const ruct ionist  tack on 
QDA while using it  to rem odel GT. She com pounds her error by saying, irrespect ive of their  
differences:  "Both Glaser and St rauss ...  assum e an external realit y that  researchers can 
discover and record ...  Glaser and St rauss (1967)  im ply that  reality is independent  of the 
observer and the m ethods used to produce it .  Because both Glaser and St rauss ... follow the 
canons of object ive reportage, both .. .  writ e about  their  data as distanced
experts ... ,  thereby cont r ibut ing to an object ive stance."  (Charm az, 2000, p. 513) .

I  said com pounding her error because she neglects the carefulness of the GT m ethod 
which m akes the generated theory as object ive as hum anly possible. BUT also she neglects 
that  the product  is conceptual which provides an abst ract  distance from  the data. Thus the 
conceptualizat ions are distant , object ificat ions if she wishes to use these term s. But  m ore to 
the point , she is caught  by descript ive capture and is rem odeling GT to QDA story  talk, while 
neglect ing the fundam ental propert ies of abst ract ion analysis. 

Using const ruct ivism  as a just ificat ion in reverse, Charm az engages in a recidivism  
which m akes the researcher 's int eract ive im pact  on the data m ore im portant  than the 
part icipants. Const ruct ionism  is used to legit im ate forcing. I t  is like saying that  if the 
researcher is going to be part  of const ruct ing the data, then he/ she m ay as well const ruct  it  
his way. Again the propert ies of abst ract ion are ignored and GT is rem odeled. Listen to what  
Charm az says:

Glaser assum es that  data becom e t ransparent , that  we researchers will  see the basic 
social process in the field through respondents' telling us what  is significant . 
However, what  researchers see m ay be neither basic nor certain (Mit chell and 
Charm az, 1996) .  What  respondents assum e or do not  apprehend m ay be m uch m ore 
im portant  than what  they talk about . An acont extual reliance on respondents' overt  
concerns can lead to narrow research problem s, lim ited data and t r iv ial analyses" 
(Charm az, 2000, p. 514) .

This statem ent  is so unt rue and so descript ive captured.  She uses const ruct ivism  to 
discount  the part icipant 's m ain concern, which is always relevant  to ongoing resolving 
behavior, in favor of the researcher 's professional concern, which is m ost  often irrelevant  to 
behavior in the substant ive area (see Glaser, 1998a, Chapter 8, pp.115-132) . I  have seen 
this over and over in research. Then her descript ive capture leads her to totally ignore that  
the researcher by constant  com parisons conceptualizes the latent  pat tern—core cat egory the 
part icipants m ay not  be aware of since it  conceptualizes t heir  incidents. So an incident  which 
m ay have appeared t r iv ial can actually be a vital indicator of the core category that  resolves 
the m ain concern. 

Charm az is also unaware that  the conceptualizat ion of the core category based on 
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incidents has a generality that  m ay easily inform  and be related to the professional problem . 
Thus Am y Calvin, in her dissertat ion (2000) , got  nowhere t rying to study end of li fe 
direct ives, part icular ly organ donat ions. When she listened to the part icipants she discovered 
a theory of personal preservat ion under a condit ion of a deter iorat ing physical life—an 
irreversible illness. This bore heavily on the professional problem  and explained why organ 
donat ions were not  forthcom ing and suggest ed avenues of potent ial resolut ions to this 
problem . As I  have said in "Doing Grounded Theory"  (Glaser,  1998a) ,  only people who can 
conceptualize should do GT.  Charm az cont inues:

Most  grounded theorists write as if their  data have an object ive status .. .  'The data do 
not  lie. ' . . .  [ But  d] ata are narrat ive const ruct ions. .. .  They are reconst ruct ions of 
experience;  they are not  the or iginal experience itself. . . .  Whether our respondents 
ply us with data in int erview accounts they recast  for our consum pt ion or we record 
ethnographic stor ies to reflect  experience as best  we can recall and narrate, data 
rem ain reconst ruct ions."  (2000, p. 514, m y em phasis, B.G.)  

Let  us be clear, researchers are hum an beings and therefore m ust  to som e degree 
reify data in t rying to sym bolize it  in collect ing, report ing and coding the data. I n doing so 
they m ay im part  their  personal bias and/ or int erpretat ions—ergo this is called const ruct ivist  
data. But  this data is rendered object ive to a high degree by m ost  research m ethods and GT 
in part icular by looking at  m any cases of the sam e phenom enon, when joint ly collect ing and 
coding data, to correct  for bias and to m ake the data object ive. This constant  correct ion 
succeeds in both QDA m ethods and in GT's m ethodology especially so because the 
correct ions are conceptualized into categories and their  propert ies, hence becom e abst ract  
of researcher int erpretat ions. The latent  pat terns—cat egories—hold as object ive if the GT 
researcher carefully com pares m uch data from  m any different  part icipants. Personal input  by 
a researcher soon drops outas eccent r ic and the data becom e obj ect ivist  not  const ruct ionist .

Thus, for exam ple, no m at ter what  are nurses responses to being required to go back 
to school to get  a m ore advance degree, the latent  pat tern em erges is that  they are being 
credent ialized. And this substant ive theory has m uch generality in explaining responses in 
any field, when its m em bers are being forced, to go back to a school to get  a license, 
cert ificate or credent ial. Credent ializing theory em erges as real, it  is not  const ructed (see 
Glaser, 1998b, for m any exam ples) . Clearly Charm az's form ulat ions are for QDA worr isom e 
accuracy problem s, NOT for GT abst ract ions, unless, of course, she rem odels GT to a QDA 
m ethod. 

Charm az cites several "cr it ical challenges to grounded theory."  All the cr it iques she 
cites reflect  descript ive capture and a QDA approach, t hus are m isapplied cr it iques regarding 
GT. GT is a conceptual m ethod, not  a descript ive m ethod, as we know. Thus descript ive 
cr it iques which are all about  worr isom e accuracy do not  apply to GT. She cites several 
authors who state that  GT m ethods were insufficient  to respect  their  int erviewees and 
port ray their  stor ies. She says:  Grounded theory "authors choose evidence select ively, clean 
up subjects' statem ents, unconsciously adopt  value- laden m etaphors, assum e om niscience 
and bore readers"  (2000, p. 521) . GT authors are challenged with respect  t o " their  authority 
to int erpret  subjects'  lives."  These cr it icism s im ply that  GT m ethods gloss over m eanings 
with respondents stor ies. She cont inues:

Grounded theory research m ight  lim it  understanding because grounded theorist s aim  
for analysis rather that  the port rayal of subjects experience in it  fullness ...  fractur ing 
the data im ply that  groundedtheory m ethods lead to separat ing the experience from  
the experiencing subject , the m eaning from  the story,  and the viewer from  the 
viewed. Grounded theory lim its ent ry int o the subjects worlds and thus reduces 
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understanding of their  experience.

These cr it icism s do not  apply as they all rem odel GT int o a QDA m ethod devoted to 
careful, full,  voice and m eaning descript ion of the part icipant 's story, in short  a QDA 
DESCRI PTI ON. This is exact ly what  GT is not—a QDA m eaning, story descript ion. GT is a 
theory about  a conceptualized latent  pat tern—e.g. cult ivat ing, credent ializing, covering, 
client  cont rol, r itual loss cerem onies ...  etc, etc. Crit icizing it  for not  doing what  it  does not  
purport  to do, is an authors' error on Charm az's part . I t  is in essence a default  rem odeling of 
GT to a poor QDA m ethod, and thus a block on good GT research to achieve a conceptual 
theory:  such as a t heory on desist ing residual selves. Charm az's error is com pounded by her 
concluding from  her m isapplicat ion:

A const ruct ivist  grounded theory assum es that  people create and m aintain 
m eaningful worlds though dialect ic processes of conferr ing m eaning on their  realit ies 
and act ing within them  ...  By adopt ing a const ruct ivist  grounded theory approach, the 
researcher can m ove grounded theory m ethods further int o the realm  of 
interpretat ion social science ...  [ wit h]  em phasis on m eaning, without  assum ing the
existence of a unidim ensional external reality. A const ruct ivist  grounded theory 
recognizes the int eract ive nature of both data collect ion and analysis, resolves recent  
cr it icism s of the m ethod, and reconciles posit iv ist  assum pt ions and postm odernist  
cr it iques. Moreover, a const ruct ivist  grounded theory fosters the developm ent  of 
qualitat ive t radit ions through study of experience from  the standpoint  of those who 
live it "  (pp. 521-522) .

This is a m ighty order for const ruct ivist  GT however highly relevant  to QDA. BUT it  is 
totally irrelevant  to GT as actually or iginated for generat ing a conceptual theory about  say, a 
basic social process or a fundam ental cut t ing point  (e.g. m arr iage cerem ony) , that  is about  a 
concept . Charm az rem odels GT when she is actually proffer ing a const ruct ivist  approach to 
QDA m ethods. The st rength of QDA research has clouded and swayed her view of GT, and 
thus she denies and blocks its t rue conceptual nature. 

Her paper  is filled with statem ents like the following:  "Thus the grounded theorist  
const ructs an im age of a reality, not  the reality—that  is, object ive, t rue, and external."  (p.
523)  This is clearly a descript ive goal—a t ry to get  accuracy direct ly through int eract ive 
const ruct ion. I t  is not  the conceptual goal of GT, nor does is deal with researcher im pact  as 
another variable. Her form ulat ion actually takes away the part icipants reality by saying it  is 
recast  in som e way by the researcher. So the part icipant 's voice is not  heard, but  distort ed 
or lost . Enough, I  will let  the QDA m ethodologists defend them selves against  her view of real 
accuracy. GT should not  be swallowed up, hence rem odeled, by these not ions of
accuracy, which are not  relevant  to its conceptual abst ract ing goal.

These QDA m ethodologists are sincere and ever reaching for their  elusive goal of 
worr isom e accuracy—however they m ay current ly term  it .  But  in the bargain they have 
vir tually dest royed all not ions of accuracy,  or posit  a reality as t ruly nonexistent ,  but  just  a 
figm ent  of the m ind. Charm az cont inues on this posit ion about  reality:

we [ t he grounded theorists]  m ust  t ry t o find what  research part icipants define as real 
and where their  definit ions of reality take them . The const ruct ivist  approach also 
fosters our self consciousness about  what  we at t r ibute to our subj ects and how, 
when, and why researcher port ray these definit ions as real. Thus the research 
products do not  const itute the realit y of the respondents' realit y. Rather, each is a 
rendering, one int erpretat ion am ong m ult iple interpretat ions, of a shared or individual 
realit y .. .  we change our concept ion of it  [ social life]  from  a real world to be 
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discovered, t racked, and categorized t o a world m ade real in the   m inds and through 
the words and act ions of it  m em bers" (p. 523) .

I  have cr it iqued this QDA accuracy approach already. I t  neglects the constant  com parat ive 
m ethod applied to large num bers of part icipants to discover what  categories latent ly pat tern 
out . I t  neglects GT's careful procedures. Conceptual reality DOES EXI ST. For exam ple, client  
cont rol is real;  caut ionary cont rol is real;  social st ructural covering is real. These processes 
and a m yriad of others discovered in GT research, im pinge on us every day. Just  go to the 
doctor, dr ive a car or go int o surgery and/ or take on the Catholic Church and the reader will 
see the realit y of these researches and apply the conceptually, generated theory. Charm az' 
posit ion on cont ruct ivism  is itself a realit y for QDA m ethodologist  to deal with, if after 
discount ing it  that  they actually care. 

Her const ruct ivist  posit ion is totally irrelevant  to GT m ethodology,EXCEPT as it  is 
allowed to rem odel GT m ethodology by default . Do not let  it .  She does rem odel GT by 
repeat ing over and over in m any paraphrasing ways her new found t ruth:  she says 
adam ant ly:

A const ruct ivist  grounded theory recognizes that  the viewer creates the data and 
ensuing analysis through int eract ion with the viewed. Data do not  provide a window 
on reality. Rather, the 'discovered' realit y ar ises from  the int eract ive process and its 
tem poral, cult ural, and st ructural contexts. Researcher and subjects fram e that
interact ion and confer m eaning upon it .  The viewer then is part  of what  is viewed 
rather than separate from  it (pp. 523-524) .

She just ifies this posit ion by a rhetor ical correct ion which asserts several ways, over 
and over, that  const ruct ivist  corrects the object ivist , posit iv ist  leaning of m ost  GT studies. 
Actually it  only rem odels the GT posit ion;  it  corrects nothing that  needs correct ing.

Charm az sees em ergence as int eract ive not  object ive. But  for GT what  is em erging 
just  depends on the type of data, how m uch of it ,  how m any part icipants, etc, etc to see if 
researcher im pact  is generat ing a bias in its conceptualizat ion. For exam ple, to use her 
exam ple, m edical dom inance is a real category no m at ter what  the variat ions in experience 
of either part icipant  or researchers and how it  is shared int eract ively. I ndeed, in GT the 
researcher 's experience itself m ay just  be m ore data for doing a GT of m edical dom inance. I  
often counsel researchers with sim ilar experience as their  respondents to do field notes on 
them selves as just  m ore data to constant ly com pare.

This prevents their  forcing the read on the data as if it  com es from  the respondent . 
The researcher just  provides m ore incidents in this case as anot her part icipant . When 
researchers study their  life cycle interest  (see Glaser, 1978) , this can happen frequent ly. For 
exam ple, when nurses study a problem  on a type ward they have worked on for years, they 
will com pare notes of them selves, not  im pose their  experience on the interview or data. 

Charm az's const ruct ivist  posit ion has a st ructurally specific source:  in- depth 
interviews with pat ients having chronic illness, which int erviews are based on a developed, 
over t im e relat ionship in which "pr ivate thought s and feelings" can be expressed and their  
m eanings probed. There is a "subject ive, im m ersion" of the researcher in their  illness, hence 
tending to produce descript ion for int ense int eract ion, in cont rast  to producing an 
abst ract ion or conceptualizat ion of it ,  which feels distant iated or in her words "external."  Her 
kind of data, which is an alm ost  therapeut ic stance, is very infrequent  in GT research. Hence 
her const ruct ivist  data, if it  exists at  all ,  is a very, very sm all source of GT research.

Charm az t r ies to bolster her GT rem odeling posit ion by invect ive against  GT as 
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originated. She says:  " [ O] bj ect ivist  grounded theory m ethods foster externality by invoking 
procedures that  increase com plexity at  the expense of experience ...  Object ivist  grounded 
theory especially r isks cloaking analyt ic power in jargon."  (p.525)  She further cont inues t hat  
she is into depth feelings of subject ive experience. I  would hope that  GT in conceptualizing a 
theory of how part icipants resolve their  m ain concern (e.g. handling caut ionary cont rol 
requirem ents)  does not  generate a m ere jargon. Though as I  said in "Grounded Theory 
Perspect ive" (Glaser,  2001)  GT concepts have such grab that  they can becom e jargonized in 
the hands of som eone who uses them  in theory bits. 

Charm az does not  have these variables in her arm am entarium  of argum ents. Also 
research on social life and social psychology is not  an effort  to do in- depth psychology. We 
have a level phenom enon here in com paring fields of inquiry, which she does not  
different iate and m ay confuse. She says:  "a cont ruct ivist  grounded theory m ay rem ain at  a 
m ore intuit ive, im pressionist ic level than an obj ect ivist  approach."  (p.526)  I t  sounds also like 
it  rem odels GT procedures, since pat terns in pure GT are carefully grounded by constant  
com parison. They are not  int uit ive im pressionist ic generat ions as I  said in "Doing Grounded 
Theory"  (Glaser, 1998a) . However intuit ive, the pat t ern m ust  pat t ern
out  by the tedium  of constant  com parison. 

I n com bat ing obj ect ivist  vs. const ruct ionist  Charm az has clearly rem odeled GT from  a 
conceptual theory to a QDA conceptual descript ion m ethod with worr isom e accuracy at  
issue. Her descript ive capture focuses get t ing the part icipant 's story descript ively st raight  so 
it  can be told accurately, with m inim al researcher distort ion. She says:

I n short , const ruct ing const ruct ivism  m eans seeking m eanings—both respondent 's 
m eanings and researcher 's m eanings. To seek respondent 's m eanings, we m ust  go 
further than surface m eanings or presum ed m eanings ...  A const ruct ivist  approach 
necessitates a relat ionship with respondents in which they can cast  their  stor ies in 
their  term s. (p.525)…I  sacrificed im m ediacy for accuracy by  writ ing about  
respondents in the past  because the events described took place in the past . . . .  [ I n]  
Good Days, Bad Days (Charm az, 1991)  ...  I  took the reader throughm essy houses,  
jum bled schedules, pressures to sim plify life, fragile pacing, and enorm ous effort  to 
funct ion to t he relief when relief occurs. This detail gave readers im agery on which to 
build ...  Writ ten im ages port ray the tone the writer takes toward the topic and 
reflects the writer 's relat ionships with his or her respondents ...  I  t ry to port ray  
respondents' worlds and views ...  I  rem ain in the background as a story- teller whose 
tales have believable characters (pp. 527-528) .

I t  is clear in these quotes that  talk story is Charm az's goal and get t ing the story 
accurate takes an indepth longitudinal relat ionship. This is a clear rem odel of GT as 
or iginated to a descript ive QDA m ethod,  at  best  conceptual descript ion, under the guise of 
calling it  const ruct ivist  GT. Her discussion has none of the propert ies of conceptual theory 
generat ion of pure GT. I t  is all accurate descript ion ( im agery) , not  abst ract ion. For exam ple, 
would it  not  be delight ful to read a good GT on sim plifying lifestyles under a condit ion of 
im pair ing chronic illness. I nstead we read endless descript ions on sim plifying life with no 
latent  pat tern conceptualizat ion to explain how sim plifying cont inually resolves the pressure 
to redesign life—as we said in our book "Chronic I llness and the Quality of Life"  (St rauss & 
Glaser, 1975) . I n her zeal to be a "story t eller"  Charm az gives but  a nod to pure GT by som e 
conceptual descript ion and then claim s a m ove toward the const ruct ivist  approach is 
"consistent  with grounded theory."  This m ove is not  consistent  with GT, it  is just  a rem odel 
erosion of pure GT. The reader, of course, can follow her vision. 

My sole purpose here is to show the default  rem odeling that  GT is subj ected to, so 
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the reader will  have no illusion about  what  Charm az is doing and what  GT really is. The 
difference is choice of m ethod:  it  is different  than, not  bet ter than. Charm az (p.528)  
acknowledges this when she says:  " the future of grounded theory lies with both object ivist  
and const ruct ivist  visions."  But  she is m isled in thinking that  the const ruct ivist  vision is in 
fact  GT. I t  is just  another QDA m ethod in pursuit  of accuracy.  This text , yet  again, 
illust rates how descript ive capture overwhelm s GT in m any researchers professing 
them selves as a grounded theorist . Descript ive procedures divorce data analysis from  GT 
conceptualizing procedures, as if the descript ive procedures are GT and they are not . 
Describing what  is going on, does not  explain conceptually what  is going on as a 
fundam ental pat tern of process, typology, cut t ing point , binary etc. 

Yet  as I  said in "GT Perspect ive" descript ion runs the world and looking beyond this to 
conceptualizing latent  pat terns as categories and their  propert ies is hard. I t  is easier to 
worry about  accuracy of descript ion—a t radit ional science concern—by concluding a 
const ruct ivist  or ientat ion, using const ruct ivism  rather than using an or ientat ion of 
conceptual m odificat ions of a GT based on biased variables em erging from  abst ract ing "all is 
data"  whether the data is vague,  baseline, properline, and/ or int erpreted. Yet  GT 
conceptualizat ions is m uch m ore powerful in applicat ion and in just  knowing how to explain. 

Const ruct ivism  is a backdoor approach to studying the professional problem  in lieu of 
studying the m ain concern of the part icipants. Why? Because the part icipants echoing each 
other on their  m ain concern is a product  of researcher interpretat ion and thus diluted, so we 
lose this relevance to the research. This a clear rem odeling of a vital property of GT which 
provides the core category. Thus we have Charm az (pp. 528-529)  saying:  

Although I  pondered over organizing the book [ Good Days, Bad Days, Charm az, 
1991]  around on process, I  could not  ident ify an overarching them e."  This is the 
consequence of the const ruct ivist  forcing interpretat ions of the researcher thereby 
losing the core variable relevance which cont inually resolves the m ain concern. QDA 
descript ions have no core relevance because of full coverage. Whereas GT 
researchers listen to part icipants and hear their  m ain concern resolving organizes 
their  cont inuous behavior in t he substant ive scene.  

My repet it ive argum ents in this cont r ibut ion preclude a sum m ary which would actually be 
redundant . The const ruct ivist  block on pure GT is clear. A very sm all aspect  of GT data 
collect ion is NOT the whole GT enterprise. 

Epilogue

Const ruct ivism  orientat ion has taken quite a hold in the QDA m ethod world. My only 
argum ent  is not  to let  it  rem odel GT in m anifest  and subt le ways. The grab of this 
or ientat ion is indicated by the following e-m ail request  for an art icle by Kat ja Mruck, editor, 
FQS, which I  received on Oct  23, 2001. Not ice t he non quest ioning, "as if"  assum pt ion of the 
const ruct ivist  authent icity and accuracy:  

Dear Barney, I  would like to invite you to consider writ ing an art icle for the
forthcom ing FQS issue 'Subject ivity and Reflexivity in Qualitat ive Research.' The issue 
will be published in Sept  2002, and will deal—am ong others with the following topics:  
the const ruct ive charact er of research in the (social)  sciences and subj ect ivity as a 
determ inant  of the qualitat ive research process, and epistem ological subject ivity, 
using self reflexivity as an im portant  tool to access and to develop scient ific 
knowledge.
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Research—the process and its products—depends on the character ist ic of the persons 
involved, on their  biological, m ental social, cult ural and hist or ical etc. m ake up and/ or 
condit ion. I n this issue, we would like authors to describe/ analyze/ discuses this fundam ental 
subject ivity of any—and also of scient ific—knowledge (a)  from  different  scient ific and 
disciplinary contexts;  (b)  during different  stages of the research process;  (c)  according to 
different  types of knowledge as outcom es of the researcher 's efforts, etc.

We presuppose that  research is inherent ly st ructured by the subj ect ivity of the 
researcher (m y em phasis, B.G.) . We therefore do not  want  authors to lim it  them selves by 
character izing subject ivity in defensive ways as an epistem ological 'deficiency,' accom panied 
by m ethodological efforts, to m inim ize/ to elim inate possible 'biases.' I nstead, we are asking 
for possible ways to face the epistem ological and m ethodological challenges in a proact ive 
way that  takes in account  this core charact er ist ic of any form  of knowledge. What  are the 
m ethodological, pragm at ic and research/ writ ing st rategies that  result  from  such a 
presupposit ion of subject ivit y as an unavoidable core charact er ist ic of research? ...  Kat j a"  

Kat ja has obviously taken the larger QDA view of const ruct ionism . Butshe does not  
realize from  a GT point  of view that  researcher im pact  on data is just  one m ore variable to 
consider whenever it  em erges as relevant . I t  is like all  GT categories and propert ies;  i t  m ust  
earn its relevance. Thus it  depends. And so m uch data are used in GT research to generate 
categories ( lat ent  pat terns) , that  categories are generated by constant  com parison of m any, 
m any interviews that  both m oot  researcher im pact  or interpretat ion and constant ly correct  it  
if necessary. 
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