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Abstract

Much has been writ ten about  grounded theory and the processes of theory generat ion. Less 
is writ ten about  m anaging the problem  of preconcept ion, which has the potent ial to 
underm ine the openness and em ergence that  are fundam ental to classic grounded theory. 
The purpose of this paper is to discuss the pract ical realit ies of m anaging preconcept ion, and 
to draw at tent ion to less well recognised factors that  cont r ibute to forcing. The topic interest , 
tact ical innovat ion in rugby, is int roduced. Researcher m ot ivat ion and the m anagem ent  of 
preconcept ion are discussed. The exam ple used is the theory of developing, which explains 
how rugby coaches in New Zealand m anage the problem  of winning gam es. The research 
dem onst rates how the novice grounded theory researcher who is prepared to follow the 
m ethod and t rust  the process can produce a r igorous grounded theory that  m akes a 
m eaningful cont r ibut ion to rugby coaches, players and their  adm inist rators. 

I nt roduct ion

Grounded theory research begins, as all research does, with a general area of int erest  
(Glaser, 1978, 1998) . Grounded theory is unique, however, in that  the research problem  is 
unknown at  the beginning of a study and will be defined in the early int erviews by 
part icipants rather than the researcher. I deally, the researcher begins a study without  any 
preconcept ions. This m eans that  there should not  be any expectat ions about  what  m ight  be 
happening in an area of int erest . I f the researcher is to be open to the problem s and 
solut ions that  part icipants use to m anage par t icular situat ions, he or she m ust  put  to one 
side personal and professional values, beliefs, knowledge, and experience (Holton, 2007) .  
Grounded theory stands out  from  other m ethodologies, as there is an expectat ion that  the 
researcher does not  pre-em pt  part icipant  understanding and assum e that  he or she knows 
what  is going on in the topic area. I t  is t his issue of m anaging preconcept ion that  m akes the 
difference between forcing a theory in a part icular direct ion, following exist ing knowledge, or 
explaining the hidden pat terns of social behaviour (Glaser, 1992) .

This init ial posit ioning challenges novice researchers, who m ay have been taught  that  
typically, research begins with a review of the lit erature (McCallin, 2006) . The t radit ional 
view of research design is that  the research problem  is defined from  the lit erature (Robson, 
2011) . Robson also acknowledges that  " in real world research lit erature provides a 
background resource rather than an essent ial start ing point  for research”  (p. 50) . However, 
lit erature is a resource that  needs to be t reated with caut ion in the current  environm ent  
where researchers and part icipants work m ore closely together. Literature has m uch to offer 
those want ing to know m ore about  the key concepts in an area. Whether concepts are 
relevant  or m eaningful for people m anaging problem s in a part icular situat ion is another 
m at ter altogether (Glaser, 1978, 1998) . While a novice researcher com m only, and 
som et im es necessarily, begins a study with preconcept ions, if he or she follows the 
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grounded theory m ethod, forcing gives way to em ergence. The real challenge for the 
researcher is to be prepared t o let  go of preconcept ions:

As a grounded theory grows it  undoes forcing as m oot ....pet  concepts, pet  theory  
bit s, and pet  preconcept ions just  disappear as discovery enhances the dr ive to keep 
m oving with what  is going on. Grounded t heory has such im pact ful conceptual power, 
that  forcing becom es “silly” and preconcept ions are given up without  not ice (Glaser, 
1998, p. 99) .

Moving beyond preconcept ion, however, is not  as easy as it  sounds. Few researchers enter 
the field as vague and passive beings. The nature of research dem ands focus, m ot ivat ion 
and com m it m ent , which com e from  m any sources in t he everyday world.

Researcher Mot ivat ion

The project  began in a roundabout  way. The researcher (KK)  received scholarship support  
for a Master’s research study from  his rugby club. Access to the scholarship began when a 
faculty m em ber (GD)  invited the student  to consider becom ing a postgraduate researcher. 
At  the t im e the prospect ive student  was the m anager of a team  at  the rugby club. 
Consult at ion between the potent ial student , the faculty m em ber, and the rugby club 
ident ified a com m on int erest  in tact ical innovat ion in rugby. Tact ical innovat ion was 
provisionally and pragm at ically conceived as a new, revised, or freshly conceived and/ or 
applied tact ical m ethod, designed to take an opponent  unawares. The pit ch was that  
understanding tact ical innovat ions within invasive ball  sports was lim ited. This beginning 
situat ion illust rates well that  " the researcher does not  set  the agenda [ for research]  in 
isolat ion but  acts in partnership with a variety of client  groups" (Robson, 2011, p. 50) .

The t im ing of the research is worth m ent ioning in that  several factors affected 
preconcept ion. The research was of special interest  at  the t im e, because New Zealand was 
preparing to host  the Rugby World Cup. The faculty m em ber was int erested in the topic due 
to the gap in the academ ic sports lit erature. The prospect ive student  was presented with a 
new academ ic and vocat ional opportunity. Although he had not  previously considered 
research as a vocat ion, being invited to research his long- standing personal life-cycle 
interest  (Glaser, 1978)  was an opportunity not  to be m issed. However, the sequence of 
events for this real world research proj ect  m eant  that  r ight  from  the beginning forcing and 
pre-conceiving occurred. Essent ially, the student  was awarded the scholarship to study 
tact ical innovat ion in rugby. He was to be supervised by the faculty m em ber who was an 
experienced quant itat ive researcher. At  that  stage everyone - the student , the supervisor 
and the rugby club - thought  that  the research would produce knowledge about  how tact ical 
innovat ion occurred. The next  step was significant :  the student  st ill  had to com plete a 
Master’s research paper so enrolled in a qualitat ive research course. 

I n the qualitat ive research course he discovered a sm orgasbord of social science 
m ethodologies. Right  from  the beginning, grounded theory stood out . Whilst  the researcher 
chose grounded theory,  grounded theory also chose the researcher. Choice seem ed to be 
related to the researcher 's tem peram ent , personality t raits, and previous li fe experiences. 
Glaser (2010)  notes that  "m ot ivat ion to use grounded theory is linked with research age, 
career developm ent , and chronological age" (p. 3) . Glaser suggests that  it  is not  uncom m on 
that  a grounded theory researcher not ices a natural affinity with the m ethod. I n this 
instance the researcher was fam iliar with analysing data and conceptualising em ergent  
explanat ions in another discipline. Previous experience wit h Biblical and System at ic Theology 
had dem anded an induct ive-deduct ive reasoning process, which is sim ilar to grounded 
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theory. This personal hist ory of conceptualisat ion was cr it ical. Glaser observes that  " the 
grounded theory researcher m ust  have three im portant  character ist ics:  the abilit y to 
conceptualise data, an abilit y to tolerate som e confusion, and an abilit y to tolerate 
confusion's at tendant  regression" (2010,  p.  4) . I n addit ion, grounded t heory seem ed t o offer 
"a total package"  (p. 3) . There was an init ial m ethodological fit  in the desire to uncover  
pat terns of behaviour that  accounted for the social processes underlying tact ical innovat ion 
in rugby. The prom ised final product  of grounded theory - a conceptualised explanat ion with 
scope, density and parsim ony, which fit ted, was relevant , and had workabilit y for 
part icipants in the subst ant ive field - was a desirable research product  outcom e.

Once the m ethodology was sorted the research proposal was prepared. Again, of 
necessity, preconcept ion was em phasised.  The research int erest  had to be fram ed in a 
part icular way  to gain approval from  a key faculty academ ic com m it tee. Despite t he dictat es 
of grounded theory to rem ain open to part icipant  problem s, the researcher was required to 
preconceive, to just ify a gap in academ ic knowledge, and to signal the potent ial pract ical 
benefits of research outcom es. Xie (2009)  discusses this issue and suggests that  it  is not  
uncom m on for research students to have to write what  she calls “a com prom ised GT 
proposal”  (p. 35) . Accordingly, approval was sought  and given to research a preconceived 
problem  and grounded theory was presented as an ideal m ethodology to understand what  
was happening in the area of int erest . The fram ing therefore reflected Glaser’s pragm at ic 
advice t o, “give [ influent ial com m it tees]  the forcing that  they want  and start  t he study. Then 
let  the grounded theory em erge without forcing, while doing the research. Soon what  is 
being discovered will unforce the study. Preconcept ions will  be neut ralized by what  is being 
generated”  (Glaser, 1998, p. 90) .  

At  that  point  a grounded theory researcher (AM)  was appointed to the research team . 
There were discussions about  the im plicat ions of using the m ethod and what  would be 
required, but  as is typical of grounded theory there is a delayed act ion learning curve 
(Glaser, 1998) .  This m eans that  researchers very  often do not  underst and the full m eaning 
of becom ing a grounded theorist  unt il the process is finished. I n spite of the problem s the 
student  was well posit ioned to begin the project . I ndeed, Roderick (2009)  advises novice 
researchers to “seek expert ise, engage in com m unity, just  do it ,  know self, and balance 
challenge and support ”  (p. 49) . That  advice proved helpful.

Managing I nit ia l Preconcept ions

From  the t im e grounded theory was chosen, and well before any data was collected, the 
novice researcher faced an inherent  paradox. Although a researcher m ay be t em pted to pre-
conceive and force the direct ion of a study, Glaser (1998)  prescribes cont rary dicta, which 
m ust  be st r ict ly followed, if em ergence is to occur. This causes som e tension, because m ost  
researchers are m ot ivated to work with a topic of int erest , which is a usually a professional 
interest . That  was so in this study and could not  be ignored. The student  had received a 
scholarship to study tact ical innovat ion. I f this had been an open grounded theory study 
from  the beginning the substant ive area would have been rugby tact ics. 

Preconcept ion was em phasised further because the researcher began the study 
believing that  coaches were pr im ary m overs of innovat ion and change. At  the t im e it  was 
difficult  to suspend that  type of thinking. New Zealand was well int o the throes of the Rugby 
World Cup build-up. Everyday rugby was discussed, and all aspects of the gam e were 
analysed publicly and subjected to m edia scrut iny. There was an intense int erest  in 
innovat ive tact ics due to the fact  that  New Zealand had not  won the World Cup for m any 
years, and the public wanted to know what  was happening to rect ify the situat ion. I n 
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part icular, coaches were thoroughly scrut inised. They were the ones who were responsible 
for int roducing som ething new and surprising into the gam e so that  their  team  had an on-
field advantage over their  opponents.  The way coaches did that  was largely unknown.  The 
researcher believed that  it  was a hidden pat tern of behaviour. 

Although professional and possibly public interest  m ot ivated the researcher, he 
certainly understood that  he m ust  not  force the study direct ion to conform  to the received 
view of the world. With the support  of his grounded theory supervisor, he readily quest ioned 
his pre-concept ions.  Perhaps because of his previous theological background, he was 
com fortable constant ly com paring data and conceptualising in a way that  was congruent  
with the content  and contours of the data alone (Glaser, 1998) . A dist inct ive feature of the 
m ethodology is that  only that  which is grounded in the data earns its place in the theory –
hence ‘grounded’ theory. This was achieved by analysis and re-analysis to ensure that  
conceptualisat ions were both grounded and em ergent . Sim ilar ly, em ergence was fostered as 
the researcher searched for the pat t erns in the data, and avoided interpretat ions that  
followed the or iginal preconcept ions and exist ing pat terns of thought  (Glaser, 1998) . 

I t  was clear by then that  preconcept ion was a significant  issue. I t  did not  just  
disappear. As stated, preconcept ion was apparent  in the decision to int erview coaches 
init ially. The researcher had a long- standing hist ory of studying the gam e,  playing, 
m anaging, and writ ing about  it .  He recognised the power of players but  believed that  
coaches were the m ore likely tact ical experts. Thus he target ed coaches who worked in 
rem unerated representat ive rugby, where the m ost  capable players and coaches were to be 
found. The pre-understanding was that  tact ical innovat ion was m ore likely t o occur there, as 
t im e, resources, and financial incent ive supported it .  Forcing cont inued during the early 
interviews. I nterviews began with open-ended quest ions all of which focused on tact ical 
innovat ion. Exam ples of these quest ions include:  

x Tell m e about  the circum stances which led you to consider [ tact ical innovat ion]  as 
a possibili t y. 

x Was it  a necessity, and if so, why? I f not ,  why did you consider it? 

x Do you rem em ber when you first  thought  of [ innovat ion] , and how it  cam e about?

x What  things/ factors influenced your thinking? 

x What  was the process by which you thought  [ tact ical innovat ion]  was a possible 
opt ion, rather than, say a recognised tact ic such as [ tact ical opt ion] ? and

x What  was the process by which you first  determ ined if [ tact ical innovat ion]  was 
really a viable opt ion? 

Looking back, the quest ions were too specific and forced the direct ion of the study.  
Fortunately for everyone, it  quickly becam e apparent  that  tact ical innovat ion was a 
“professional problem ”  (Glaser, 1998, p. 116) . The supervisor picked this up when she read 
the int erviews. She not iced that  the part icipants talked about  winning and quest ioned the 
researcher 's em phasis on innovat ion when it  did not  seem  to be im portant  to the 
part icipants. From  that  point  on, tact ical innovat ion was used as a beginning talking point . 
The researcher was also assisted by the part icipants, who were not  part icular ly int erested in 
talking about  tact ical innovat ion anyway. They preferred to talk about  other topics that  were 
m eaningful for them . They were especially keen to talk about  winning gam es and 
com pet it ions. 
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The Main Concern and Resolut ion

The m ain concern was ident ified after the ninth int erview. Alt hough it  was evident  that  
coaches wanted and needed their  team s to win and to perform  to their  utm ost  abilit y, the 
m ain concern ident ificat ion was not  st raight forward. I t  is possible that  it  was affect ed by all 
the hype about  winning the World Cup, which was in the m edia at  the t im e. While t his was a 
general contextual issue that  would not  usually affect  data analysis, the daily discussions of 
rugby were everywhere and were difficult  to avoid. I n hindsight  this atm osphere m ay have 
cont r ibuted to forcing. Another problem  was that  there were two concerns - winning and 
perform ance. At  t im es these two concerns varied in that  it  seem ed t hat  a short - term  gain in 
one aspect  com prom ised the other. I n the early stages of analysis the m ain concern was 
ident ified as achieving winning potent ial and perform ance potent ial. This of course was 
descript ive. The researcher understood that  the m ain concern needed to be conceptualised 
(Glaser, 2001) .  I n an effort  to give it  com parat ive scope, depth, and parsim ony it  was re-
labelled as realisat ion of winning perform ance, which was eventually refined to winning. 
Once the m ain concern was clar ified it  was m uch easier to let  pre-concept ions go and focus 
on finding the resolut ion.

During the seventh interview the phrase “m ental engineering” cam e up during an 
interview. I t  was em ergent , in that  it  was a potent ial pat tern of behaviour that  coaches use 
to solve the problem  of winning. While tact ical innovat ion had been left  behind, in hindsight  
it  was possible that  data were forced towards the m ental engineering resolut ion, because 
t im e for the research was running out . Mental engineering becam e t he focus of data analysis 
from  that  t im e onwards, unt il  j ust  before the writ ing up was com pleted. The form ulat ion 
appealed to the researcher. I t  reflected the perceived com plex int er- relat ionships between 
categories, and allowed one category to int er-connect  and then leverage off another, 
creat ing a new team  dynam ic. That  int erpretat ion of course m ay have been linked to the 
or iginal desire t o explain what  was happening in innovat ing. Nonetheless, the not ion that  no 
one category acted as a start ing point  was appealing. I t  fit ted well with the idea that  
grounded theory should include an explanat ion of the int er- relat ionship between categories 
(Glaser, 1998) . 

Mem os helped detail theoret ical developm ent . They confirm ed that  m ental 
engineering was becom ing form alised. For exam ple, three categories were ident ified, which 
m eant , up to six possible team  engineering inter- relat ionships were possible:  prospect ing 
[ lat er changed to innovat ing, as discussed later]  to influencing, influencing to prospect ing, 
prospect ing to im plem ent ing, im plem ent ing to prospect ing, influencing to im plem ent ing, and 
im plem ent ing to influencing. I llust rat ions of each int er- relat ionship were also worked 
through in m em os. For instance, the set t ing up of system s ( im plem ent ing) cont r ibuted to 
the creat ion of an im plicit  agenda ( influencing) . But , the ut ilisat ion of analogies and other 
illust rat ions, such as m ental engineering, is not  within the valid scope of grounded theory 
and illust rates another swerve, possibly subconsciously, int o forcing. The categories already 
represented a concept ualisat ion of the data. I nterest ingly enough, at tem pts to force 
conceptualisat ion about  the int er- relat ionship between those categories tended to dissolve 
the dist inct ive concepts that  were quite clear in the data. As Glaser (1978)  argues the 
m ethod is self-correct ing.

As constant  com parison cont inued int o the writ ing up, em ergence st rengthened. The 
researcher gained confidence in following em ergence and becam e accom plished at  
recognising forcing. For exam ple, he realised that  the way he int erpreted the 
interrelat ionships was over-com plicated. However, over-com plicat ion was not  necessary. A 
grounded theory needs to be understood and recognised by its part icipants. I n part icular, it  
was noted that  m ental engineering was not  com m only used by part icipants, whereas 
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developing was com m on r ight  across the data. Glaser  (1998) of course argues that  in order 
for the theory to be grounded, and reflect  the concerns of the part icipants, it  is advisable to 
ut ilise their  term inology where possible. Ongoing int erviews showed that  m ental engineering 
and its at tendant  connotat ions did not  exhibit  grab or have a ready acceptance with the 
part icipants. While one coach had used the term  others did not  connect  with it  at  all.  To 
have insist ed further would have forced the data. Obviously, m ental engineering needed to 
be replaced, preferably with term inology that  cam e from  the data. 

Further analysis drew at tent ion to the process of developing that  occurred 
everywhere. There was no doubt  at  all that  once it  was not iced that  it  was an over- r iding 
pat tern. Lit t le not ice had been taken of this concept  before, perhaps because it  is rather 
innocuous in everyday language. Developing sim plified the theoret ical explanat ion by 
providing scope to explain the int errelat ionships between the categories. Furtherm ore, the 
tenth interview part icipant  referred to resource developm ent . However, analysis and 
sensit iv ity to em ergence suggested that  this was an inexact  concept ion, as the data 
confirm ed a rugby team  is both the recipient  of resource developm ent , and also a resource 
in and of itself.  Further thought  about  m ental engineering suggested that  m isconceived 
inter- relat ional em phasis was the result  of an init ial failure to properly separate out  the 
concepts in the data, and then inter- relate them  again within a fram ework of developing. I n 
ret rospect  this occurred because the researcher focused on part icipants’ descript ions. While 
the breaking up and conceptualising of the data was in accordance with the m ethodology, 
core category ident ificat ion is cr it ical to theory developm ent , as it  integrates the m ain 
concepts into a coherent  whole (Glaser, 1978) .

I dent ifying I nnovat ing

Sim ilar issues were encountered with the em ergence of the category  of innovat ing, which 
was about  assessing opportunit ies to secure potent ial advantage that  supports developing.
I n an at tem pt  to com pensate and avoid forcing the tact ical innovat ion professional concern, 
the em phasis on innovat ing that  was discussed in the interviews, was underplayed. 
Eventually, innovat ing was adopted late in the write-up. Originally, the em phasis was on 
ident ifying, which really did seem  bland. Once innovat ing had earned its place in the analysis 
ident ifying becam e a property of innovat ing. Mem oing was useful to work through the 
opt ions and t ry out  different  int erpretat ions before m aking a final decision about  labels. The 
final product  of that  round of m em oing was prospect ing, which rem ained a category unt il 
late in the writ ing up. Prospect ing certainly had grab (Glaser,  1992) . The term  captured 
aspects of the search,  inquiry, and unexpected find and ident ificat ion that  accom pany 
coaches’ analysis. However, at  no stage did any of the part icipants volunteer prospect ing as 
a suit able descriptor. I n other words, the researcher had gone beyond the data and m oved 
into forcing, as opposed to allowing data to em erge from  part icipants (Glaser, 1992) . 
I ndeed, during theoret ical sam pling one part icipant  expressed a concern that  prospect ing be 
confused with the gold-m ining process. This highlight ed the possibilit y that  prospect ing was 
act ing as a descript ion or an analogy, rather than fulfilling a conceptual funct ion. 

Only very late in the writ ing up did the term  innovat ing earn its way int o the 
grounded theory, as a result  of its cont inual appearance in the data. However, whereas the 
init ial data gathering ut ilised the assum pt ion that  innovat ing was a new, revised, or freshly 
conceived and/ or applied tact ical m ethod, designed to take an opponent  unawares, 
innovat ing was redefined within the theory of developing as:  anything that  has the 
possibili t y to change a team  so that  team  funct ion is different . The purpose of innovat ing is 
to secure a potent ial advantage over opponents.  Specifically, this m eant  that  whereas 
innovat ing was init ially defined in narrow term s of or iginal tact ics, in the theory of 
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developing tact ical or iginality becam e a m uch sm aller aspect  within the ent ire category.  So 
the em ergent  findings confirm ed Glaser’s advice:

The researcher m ust  always keep in m ind not  to force the data wit h part icular ism . His 
job is to find out  what  is going on by looking at  the pat terns that  em erge from  m any 
people. Thus his own part icular problem  em bedded in an interest  gets t ranscended to 
a grounded theory, which can then be brought  back to help him  understand the area 
of interest  and his part icular problem  (Glaser, 1998, p. 49) . 

I dent ifying I nfluencing

A sim ilar wrest le occur red with the category  influencing, which was about  securing buy- in 
from  others by st ructur ing and persuading those who could support  developing. A field note 
m ade im m ediately after the fourth int erview reinforced an em erging paradox: coaches 
sought  to exercise cont rol, in order for team  players to have an environm ent  in which to 
freely ut ilise their  skill  and judgm ent . I nit ially, the propert ies of influencing were cont rolling 
and creat ing the environm ent  to support  influencing. However, freedom  to rethink analysis 
is cent ral to theory developm ent , and allows the analyst  to rework thinking and init ial 
descript ions (Glaser, 1978) . Analysis of the data showed the recur rence of influencing, 
which, along with the propert ies st ructur ing and persuading, captured the conceptual nuance 
and extent  of the category. 

Com plicat ing understanding of influencing was t he explanat ion of the indicators of the 
propert ies that  were wide- ranging. Data analysis suggested an outward-oriented sphere of 
cont rol that  included senior players, co-coaches, and confidants. This group was easier to 
persuade, and were a source of m utual influence on coaches. Beyond the inner group,  
influencing also extended to the team  and included referees, adm inist rators, opponents,
m edia, and the public as well.  Mem o and records of the organisat ion of open codes with in 
influencing im m ediately pr ior to writ ing up suggest  that  influencing was such a broad 
category that  it  probably required further data collect ion for refinem ent . I t  is possible too 
that  the researcher got  caught  up in the const raints of full descript ion that  lim it  
conceptualising (Glaser, 2001) .

Part  of the problem  was data highlight ing the personal and int rospect ive reflect ion 
underpinning influencing, which coaches were required to exercise when developing. I t  was 
evident  that  effect ive influencers m odel openness and flexibilit y to their  team s. Also, in the 
writ ing up it  was clear that  coaches had less capacity to secure buy- in from  those on the 
outer-sphere of their influence than was originally thought . Despite this, the propert ies of 
influencing rem ained the sam e, whether influencing close confidant s within the inner team  
circle, or distant  ancillar ies. There was another problem  in that  openness was previously 
located within innovat ing. While part icipants discussed som e aspects of personal 
int rospect ion and character developm ent , following that  through was beyond the im m ediate 
scope of this grounded theory study. Those leads were therefore put  to one side and the 
focus rem ained on understanding how influencing fit ted into a theory of developing. Not  
surprisingly, the final write up of influencing, whilst  reflect ing that  coaches exercise a wide 
and diverse sphere of potent ially m utual influence, concent rated on the content  and extent  
of category developm ent , rather than the sphere of influence, which was seen to be 
different . This shows how reworking weeds out  theoret ical problem s such as “needless 
redundancy, clar ificat ions of confused or m ixed analysis, t r im m ing and adding 
illust rat ions...unit  focus and conceptual style, and other needs of sect ions and subsect ions”  
(Glaser, 1978, p.  136) . 
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I dent ifying I m plem ent ing

The em ergence of the third category,  im plem ent ing, was m ore st raight - forward during 
analysis. I m plem ent ing was about  developing the resource reliabili t y that  was needed for 
developing. I m plem ent ing was evident  before the tenth int erview. Fortunately, part icipants 
referred direct ly to im plem ent ing. Along the sam e lines, data also confirm ed im plem ent ing 
was a category that  focused, applied, and gave concrete expression to the other categories 
of developing. For this reason, enabling was considered as a possible descriptor during a 
round of m em oing. However, constant  com parison during writ ing up clar ified the extent  of 
the im plem ent ing, and its int er- relat ionship with innovat ing. I n part icular, there was fluidity 
in the locat ing of the point  of decision, which developed a potent ial innovat ion int o an actual 
im plem entat ion. I nit ially, deciding was placed with in innovat ing.  This caused som e 
theoret ical difficulty, as the m ore abst ract  reflect ive aspects of innovat ing em erged. I n 
addit ion, there was an increasing realisat ion that  m uch innovat ive possibilit y was provisional 
unt il int er- related with team - interact ive influencing. As a result ,  it  becam e clear that  the 
decision to enact  was an aspect  of im plem ent ing. The init ial m isplacem ent  was useful 
though, since it  highlighted that  deciding was the point  of int er- relat ionship between 
innovat ing and im plem ent ing. Although the final theory of developing had three categories 
there was a t im e during analysis when four categories were considered.

Developm ent  as an Ana lyst

As analysis proceeded the researcher becam e accom plished at  let t ing preconcept ions go. He 
becam e so open to analyt ical possibilit y that  he needed to be drawn back to com plete the 
job in hand. For exam ple, when sort ing m em os he noted that  balancing stood out . Was this 
a fourth category? Or perhaps it  was part  of im plem ent ing? The balancing of opt ions and 
resolving of paradoxes was found at  point s within the data. Dichotom ies and dilem m as 
suggested that  coaches needed to address both physical and m ental aspects within 
developing;  inst itute st ructure yet  m aintain fluidity;  give expression t o individual t alents, but  
fit  that  within team  requirem ents;  on- field vs. off- field needs and abilit ies;  init iat ing or 
responding to events;  analysis as opposed to task;  reinforcing established pat terns 
juxtaposed with the need to innovate;  and rugby as an art  or a science. However, the 
balancing possibilit y was eventually discarded as a fourth category on the grounds that  it  
represented a difficulty in the free init iat ion and direct  inter- relat ionship between categories.

I t  is possible that  if m ore data were collected balancing m ay have earned a place in 
the theory of developing. Subsequent  reflect ion and reading after the writ ing-up raised the 
possibili t y that  balancing m ay have been a theoret ical code. Even though the opt ion of 
theoret ical coding was not  used in this research due to t im e const raints, balancing is well 
recognised as a theoret ical code (Glaser, 2005) . Glaser argues that  balancing is a step 
beyond the dichotom y or t r ichotom y of com plex decisions:  “Balancing is handling m any 
variables at  once in order to start  an act ion, keep an act ion going or achieve a resolut ion. 
One gets an equilibr ium  between all the variables”  (Glaser, 2005, p. 29) .

Even though this research went  no further than substant ive coding, balancing is not  
the only theoret ical code offer ing insight  into the findings of this research. Am plifying causal 
looping, a derivat ive of the causal theoret ical code fam ily (Glaser, 2005) , provides another 
explanat ion of the analysis possible in the theory of developing. “As consequences becom e 
cont inually causes and causes cont inually consequences, one sees either worsening or 
im proving progressions or escalat ing severit y”  (Glaser,  2005, p. 9) . There seem s to be 
resonance between this theoret ical code and the theory of developing. Elem ents of the free 
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leveraging off of one category to any other category, in order to enhance the progress of 
team  developing, seem  to exhibit  an am plifying causal loop.

I m plicat ions for  Pract ice

Despite the init ial and unavoidable forcing this research has had a happy ending. The thesis 
was com pleted successfully (Kwok, 2011) .  The researcher was able to regard the research 
process as a leaning opportunity, one to open up the m ind to different  ways of looking at  the 
world. More im portant ly was his open at t itude and his willingness to study the m ethod and 
apply it  in a scholar ly way. The researcher’s init ial m ot ivat ional concern for tact ical 
innovat ion st ill  rem ained, but  as per Glaser’s advice, “ [ the grounded theorist ]  is not  afraid to 
relinquish whatever...pet  theories m aybe... led to their  int erest . Giving up... preconcept ions 
[ does]  not  kill . . .dr ive:  rather discoveries enhanced it ”  (Glaser, 1998, p. 49) . Even m ore 
im portant ly for t he issue of m ethodological r igour, the researcher’s, “own part icular problem  
em bedded in an int erest  gets t ranscended to a grounded theory, which can then be brought  
back to help him  understand the area of int erest  and his part icular problem ”  (Glaser,  1998, 
p. 49) . 

Of part icular int erest  is how the research was received by the rugby club. A 
presentat ion of findings was well received. Coaches present  thought  the theory "m ade 
sense" and explained what  they did everyday. The director of rugby of  the club, who has had 
m any years of experience as a player and coach at  the highest  representat ive internat ional 
level, thought  the theory of developing provided a ready-m ade tem plate that  could be used 
to m anage rugby coaching bet ter throughout  New Zealand. The next  step is for the 
researcher to ut ilise his connect ions in the rugby com m unity to dissem inate his findings 
further to test  how they are received, and revise accordingly. The aim  is to develop the 
theory int o a user- fr iendly form at  that  can fit  within exist ing nat ional coach educat ion 
st ructures. Perhaps a subsequent  opt ion is for the researcher to write a book about  
coaching, with applicabilit y not  just  for rugby, or invasive ball sports, but  also for m anagers 
in dynam ic com pet it ive and creat ive environm ents with affinit ies with sport  such as business 
and the perform ing arts.

W hat  this Paper Adds

This paper illust rates that  there are m ult iple hidden challenges that  influence em ergence and 
m ay cont r ibute to forcing of data, which im pacts theoret ical developm ent . Glaser has writ ten 
at  length and argued against  the use of prescribed coding m odels, over-conceptualisat ion, 
the influence of the received view of the world, the researcher 's worldview, not  to m ent ion 
the researcher 's li fe cycle interests, all of which cont r ibute to forcing the data (Glaser, 1978, 
1992, 1998, 2005) . Glaser encourages researchers to stay open, to t rust  in the research 
process. I ndeed, Christ iansen (2008)  argues that  the suspension of pre-exist ing 
understandings m inim ises the researcher 's assum pt ions about  what  a study is really about . 
I n pract ice though,  put t ing assum pt ions to one side is m uch m ore difficult  as has been seen 
in this paper. Many students begin research with an int erest , perhaps a life-cycle interest  or 
a professional interest  (Ast rom , 2006) . I t  can be difficult  t o put  this t o one side, to recognise 
the cent ral im portance of openness that  also grows and develops over t im e (Gynnild, 2006) . 

I nterest ingly, several new points in the forcing- em erging debate stand out . First ly, 
forcing m ay have polit ical or igins, in that  research int erests proposed by others m ay be 
carefully chosen, as a part icular view of the world is prom oted, im plicit ly or explicit ly, often 
ingenuously. Docum ent ing how innovat ive tact ics are developed in the world's m ost  



The Grounded Theory Review (2012), Volume 11, Issue 2

successful rugby team  is seem ingly reasonable, if not  naïve. This suggests that  forcing and 
openness present  them selves in m uch m ore subt le disguises today.  Secondly, forcing m ay 
be econom ically dr iven. I t  is very difficult  to stay open to what  part icipants want  to talk 
about  when scholarship m oney has been awarded to study a part icular problem . Thirdly, 
forcing m ay be influenced by the researcher 's int ellectual confidence and com petence, both 
of which im pact  on the researcher 's will ingness to t rust  in em ergence. Fourthly, com petent  
supervision from  a t rained classical grounded theorist  is essent ial to pre-em pt  forcing. 
Finally, the social context  has som e influence on forcing and m ay counteract  em ergence, as 
what  is considered "norm al"  is present  in everyday behaviors as they are port rayed in the 
m edia. 

Lim itat ions of  the Study

This was a sm all scale Master’s research project . The t im e- line for com plet ion was short . 
Thus the study was contained to som e extent . Theoret ical sam pling that  would have 
extended the theory fur ther was not  possible in the t im e- fram e. Even though the num ber of 
part icipants was sm all the coaches were all experts in the field and very art iculate about  
their  work. This supported the not ion that  it  is not  the num ber of part icipants that  m at ters 
but  the depth of their  discussion which is significant . Finally, while the research is presented 
as a theory of developing with further data collect ion and sam pling, perhaps the inclusion of 
players, developing m ay be subsum ed as a cat egory in a broader theory of sports coaching. 

Conclusion

This paper has explained how the m ethods of grounded theory were applied in the research 
process to generate a theory of developing. The problem  of preconcept ion was discussed as 
was its m anagem ent . This dem onst rates the r ich prom ise that  awaits those who are 
prepared t o t rust  in em ergence. Grounded theory represents a powerful and unique research 
m ethodology.  Even the novice grounded theorist  can com m ence the research endeavor  with 
the knowledge that  or iginal and potent ially significant  findings are likely. I n addit ion, the 
core processes to m aster/ be m astered are essent ially the form alising of everyday problem -
solving skills. They have also been explained in detail in various works for two generat ions. 
I f potent ial grounded theorists have equipped them selves with the necessary foundat ion, 
one thing rem ains:  to give grounded theory a go. Various pit falls and false turns alm ost  
inevitably await . However, if the m ethods of grounded theory are faithfully em ployed, the 
researcher and the em erging theory are st rengt hened all the m ore. 
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