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Editoria l

Ast r id Gynnild

To provide new knowledge is a basic aim of academ ic research. This task seem s to be so 
self-evident  that  underlying cognit ive aspects of knowledge acquisit ion are often taken for 
granted. Nevertheless, in order to produce credible, relevant  and unbiased research results, 
the greatest  challenge of any researcher is probably that  of handling one’s own 
preconcept ions. When grounded theory was generated by Glaser and St rauss 45 years ago,  
they aim ed to provide an induct ive m ethodology that  cut across preform ed research 
invest igat ions and the test ing of irrelevant  hypotheses wit h lit t le grounding in em pir ical data. 
I n grounded theory lit erature, get t ing open to what  the data tells you and im plicit ly how to 
m inim ize personal and professional preconcept ions, is a recurr ing topic. And yet  we know 
from everyday li fe and from  research in general how easy it  is to slip into form ing opinions 
beforehand without  adequate evidence. 

I n this issue, we are happy to publish the first  chapter of Barney G. Glaser’s latest  
book, in which m any aspects of preconcept ions are discussed in detail.  I n his chapter,  Dr. 
Glaser points out how t he no preconcept ion dictum  in grounded theory applies to the general 
research problem and the specific part icipants’ problem . By stat ing that by staying open to 
the em ergent , the researcher cannot  preconceive what  he or she will discover, he touches 
an apparent  research paradox. Glaser’s theoret ical discussion is based on data from  a 
num ber of experienced grounded theorist s and on data from  his m any years of discovering
and developing grounded theories. The chapter and t he succeeding book will f ill a void in the 
research lit erature. Even though the quest  for professional curiosity and openness is a 
prevalent aspect  of any research approach, its cognit ive and pract ical im plicat ions are rarely  
analyzed. 

I n this issue, I  am  also happy to present  two new grounded theories,  in two different  
publishing form ats. Anna Sandgren from  Sweden has developed a full  form at  substant ive 
theory about  deciphering unwrit ten rules.  Her  theory is based on a secondary  analysis of 
data from  three form er studies in palliat ive care. The concept  of deciphering unwrit ten rules 
explains how pat ients, relat ives and nurses in palliat ive cancer care handle the uncertaint ies 
of how to act  and behave in different  situat ions. The theory clearly dem onst rates the 
im portance of uncovering and talking about  unwrit ten rules, and the im portance of 
knowledge and counseling for all involved. 

Gaetan Morm ant ’s theory within the field of m anagem ent int roduces a new form at  in 
the Grounded Theory Review, nam ely shorter conceptual discussions. I n less than six pages, 
or approxim ately 3000 words, Morm ant  presents a r ich grounded theory about  seeding 
events as a resolut ion to the m ain concern of developing spaces of ent repreneurial freedom
(SoEF) . His paper  addresses the quest ion of init iat ing, foster ing and growing vibrant  
econom ies by establishing and developing the SoEF. 

I n the t im e to com e, our goal is to present  m ore theories in both the full  form at  and 
the shorter  form at . Since grounded theories are conceptually writ ten, the length of the 
theories can be scaled up and down as t im e and place allows.  We believe that  this new 
opportunity to present  short  form  grounded theories, or parts thereof, will  inspire m ore 
researchers to subm it  their  work even if their  theories are not  fully developed. The shorter  
form at  helps in funneling down the essent ials of a theory. I n turn, this write-up pract ice 
m ight  save both t im e and confusion, since the researcher will  get valuable feedback by 
experienced reviewers during the theory generat ion process. 
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The paper writ ten by Kim  Kwok and Antoinet te McCallin from  New Zealand speaks 
direct ly to Barney G. Glaser’s dictum  of no preconcept ion. Reflect ing back on the different  
stages of theory developm ent , they em phasize that  an im portant  part  of a grounded theory 
research  process is to learn how to work one’s way through challenges of forcing the data. 
The paper discusses the pract ical realit ies of preconcept ion and how it  can be m anaged. The 
authors also draw at tent ion to  “ less well recognised factors t hat  cont r ibute to forcing.”  They 
conclude that  if one is able to regard the research process as a learning opportunity and 
focus on discoveries in the data, preconcept ions will gradually be subst ituted by solut ions to 
the real problem s that  em erge during the study. The authors experienced that  the GT steps 
were helpful in get t ing out  of the t raps of preconcept ion.

Naom i Elliot t  and Agnes Higgins from  I reland discuss how research students deal 
with the challenges of doing a GT study within an academ ic context  and m eet ing the 
requirem ents of their  degree program s.  Drawing from  the personal experiences of two PhD 
graduates from  two different  universit ies, the authors ident ify four key discussion points of a 
GT process. They point  out  that  grounded theorist s can dem onst rate academ ic scholar liness 
by focusing on im plicat ions of induct ive enquiry, the pr im acy of quest ions in data gathering 
and analysis, the research- t heory versus the theory- research link and finally how grounded 
theory “provide researchers with a viable m eans of generat ing new theory.”  

Finally, in the sect ion for book reviews, Paul Dowling from  the United Kingdom  
provides a thorough and refreshing cr it ique of the anthology Grounded Theory:  The 
Philosophy, Method and Work of Barney Glaser (BrownWalker Press 2011) . Dowling was 
asked to do the cr it ique from  the perspect ive of a scholar who teaches m ethodology at  
m asters and PhD levels. He is well acquainted with GT lit erature and says he is inspired by 
grounded theory, but  has developed his own theoret ical approach to educat ional research. 
Dowling’s reflect ions confirm  that there is m uch to learn from  get t ing feedback from  
colleagues with diverging perspect ives, especially from  colleagues with an open m ind. Only 
be being open to, and curious about , the experiences and viewpoints of colleagues from  
significant ly different m ethodological approaches can grounded theory researchers really 
test  their  own insights and im prove their  own argum entat ive skills. 


