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| THE GROUNDED THEORY METHOD:

An Explication and Interpretation
Kathy Charmaz, Ph.D. |

Publication of Glaser and Strauss' pioncering book The Discovery of
Grounded Theory (1967), provided a strong intellectual rationale for using
qualitative rescarch to develop theoretical analyses. The authors were
protesting against a methodological climate in which qualitative research
typically was viewed as only a helpful preliminary to the ‘‘real”
methodologies of quantitative research (see, for examples, Hyman ct al. 1954;
Lazarsfeld 1944; and Stouffer 1962). In addition to providing a powerful
thetoric for qualitative analysis per se, in the Discovery book Glascr and
Strauss also began articulating rescarch strategies to codify the analytic
process throughout the rescarch project. In the decade that followed, other
qualitative rescarchers who held different perspectives, notably Douglas
(1976), Johnson (1975), Katz (this volume), Lofland (1971), and Lofland and
Lofland (in press), and Schatzman and Sirauss (1973) conuributed to the
growing literature on collecting and rendering qualitative materials.

Both the assumplions and analytic methods of grounded theory have been
criticized by some qualitative researchers on a number of counts. Lofland and
Lofland (in press), for example, suggest that grounded thearists fail to-give
proper allention both Lo data collection lechniques and to the quality of the
gathered materials. From Kalz's (this volume) perspective, discovery and
verificalion are inseparable and the grounded theory contrast between them in
some sensc perpeluates the notion that qualitative research is preliminary.
These criticisms misinterpret the aims and methods of grounded theory.
Unfortunately, several fealures of the pgrounded theory method have
contributed to such misinterpretation. First, the language of the grounded
theory method relies on lerms commonly used in quantitalive research and, 1
believe, this language lags behind actual development of the method. To
illustrate, the terms such as cading, comparison groups, and theoretical
sampling reflect the language of quantitalive resecarch and oflen clicit images
of logical deductive quantitalive procedures.! Second, the method arises from
and, to date, relics on Chicago school sociology, which, as Rock suggested
(1979), dcpcndcd hcuvtlz on_ an ornl lrndmon tmpllully transmiticd lo
students. T view ;,roundcd lhcory smulurly as a pracucc lcurncd lur;,cly
lhrml;,h appn.nnccshlp Although Glaser's (1978) work is a crilical” “step
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forward in explicating the oral tradilion in grounded theory, the work
conlains many lacit assumptions and spcaks most directly to students who
worked closely with him or Strauss.

In _tesponse lo these crilicisms and misunderstandings of the grounded
lhcoxy method, T aim to: (1) cxphcntc key analytxc procedures and
assumplions often Teft lmphclt in carhcr slatcmcnts (2) uffcr mlcrprclallons

Gvﬁlch _supgpest varymg_approach to the mclhod and (3) prévndc
d to ;Hushatc_ how. it can be used

subs(antlvc appllcah ) 1

during the analytic -_process. Because 1 aim to cxplicate-and interpret the
method, T ‘draw heavily on approaches developed by Glaser (1978).
Throughout the discussion, I will provide examples and illustrations from
my own past and current research using this method.

A PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF THE GROUNDED
THEORY METHOD

The grounded theory method stresses discovery and theory development
rather than logical deductive reasoning which relies on prior theoretical
frameworks. These two aspects of the method lead the grounded theorist to
cerlain distinclive strategies. First, data_collection _and_analysis proceed
simullaneously (sec Glaser and Strauss 1967). Since [,roundcd “(heorisls
intend o construct theory from the data ilsclf, Uicy need to work wilh
solid, rich data thal can be uscd to elicit thorough development of analytic
issues (see Lofland and Lofland, in press). Grounded theorists shape their
data collection from their analytic interprelations and discoverics, and
therelore, sharpen their observations. Additionally, they check aud fill out

cmerging ideas by collectling further dala. These stralepies serve to

strengthen bolh the qunl_xly of the data and the xdcas dcvclopcd hom 1t

Sccond, both the processes and products of rescarch are shaped lmm the
data rather than from preconccived logically deduced theoretical frame-
works (see, for example, Bicrnacki, forthcoming; Broadhead, in press; and
Wiener 1981). Grounded theorists rcly heavily on studying their data and
reading in other ficlds during the initial stages of rescarch (see Glaser
1978). They do not rely directly on the literature to shape their ideas, since
they believe that they should develop their own analyses independently.
From the grounded theory perspective, rescarchers who pour their data into
mmg,Ln_,_g_Lm_.s_LhaongJ_[[;lmcwo[k or subsldnllvc dn.llysls add hulc

o o o
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transcended, or discarded.

Third, grounded theorists do not follow the traditional quantitalive canons
of verification. They do, however, check their developing ideas with further
specific observations, make systemalic comparisons between observalions,

and, often, lake their research beyond the confines of onc topic, sctling, or
issue. Perhaps because they make systemalic efforts to check and refine
emerging categories, (heir cfforts may be confused with tradilional
verification. From the grounded theory perspective, the method does not
preclude verification by other types of rescarchers; it merely indicates a
division of labor.

Fourth, not only do grouhdcd theorists study process, they assume that
making theoretical sense, of social life is itself a process. As such,

theoretical analyses may be transcended by further work cither by the

original or a later theorist by bringing more and different questions to the
data (sce Glaser 1978). In keeping with their_foundalions_in pragmatism,
then, grounded theorists aim to dcvclop ﬁ'csh theoretical mtcrpr‘clullons of
the | data raiher than cxpllCllly aim for any final or complicte interpretation of
it (see Schwalrz and Jucobs 1979).

CODING

Coding, the initial phase of the analytic method, is simply the process of
categorizing and sorting data. Codes then serve us shorthand devices to
label, separale. compile, and orgumze__ggla Codes range from simple,
concrete, and topical calc;,orlcs lo more general, abslract conceptual
calegories for an emerging theory? In qualitative coding, researchers
develop codes out of their field notes, interviews, case histories, or other
collected materials (these could include diaries by participants, journals,
interactional maps, historical documents, and so forth). Examples of codes 1
have used in my studies of chronic illness include self-esteem, sources of
support, discovering illness, defining limitations, (ransitory self-pity,
identifying moment, and identity questioning. These codes range from lesser
to greater complexity as the analylic process proceeds.

Codes may be treated as conceplual categorics when they are developed
analytically, This means the rescarcher defines them carclully, delincates
their propertics, explicates their causes, demonstrates the conditions under
which they operate, und spclls out Iheir consequences. A descriplive
catcgory such as delining illness applics to the subslwtmhcd A
theorelical calegory such ag transforming ulcnllly. in contrast, is part of a

i ——
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theoretical scheme, and may be applicd across diverse substantive areas.

‘lecs serve to summarize, synlhesize, and sorl many observations made
fyr the data. By providing the pivotal link between the data colleclion and
ils conceplual rendering, coding becomes the fundamental means of
dcw.:loping the analysis. Hence, the calegorizing and sorling inherent in
coding are more than simply assigning subject headings or topics to dala.
Rescarchers use codes to pull together and categorize a series of olherwise
discrele cvents, stalements, and observations which they identify in the
‘dulu.3 Researchers make the codes fit {he data, rather than forcing the data
into codes. By doing so, they gain a clearer rendering of the malerials and
grealer accuracy. When reading the data, grounded theorists ask: *‘What do
[ sce going on here?’* To illustrate, when reading a number of inlerviews
with widows who had been housewives, I noted that lhese women
fcpca(cdly mentioned the pressures to establish social and economic
independence that they confronted due their husbands’ dealhs. Although
they later enjoyed their new pursuits, they initially were fearful and
fcluclant lo begin independent lives. Here, I coined the term ‘‘forced
independence’” to code their experience into a more abstract conceplual

(l:;lg:(gory that described and analyzed the widows' experience (Charmaz
30a).

lC_i{.uundcd theorists code for processes that are fundamenlal in ongoing
social life. These processes may be at organizational or social psychologi-
cal Tevels, depending_on the researcher’s training_and_interesls. To find
these  processes, prounded theorists  carefully scruliniz:j)inrlici])x\llls’
stulemnents _und_actions for pallerns, inconsislenéics, coniradictions, and
intended and unintended consequences. The initial questions Lhey ask are:
What are people doing? What is happening? (See Glaser 1978). What the
rcsc'ﬁr'chcr vicws the parlicipants as doing may not be the same as what
participants claim to do. For example, in a (reatment unit, participants may
claim that their actions arc devoted fundamentally to treating patients, yet
the rescarcher may decide an intense jockeying for power underlies their

actions, and thus, is the more significant process to pursue.

gu:, assumptions that participants hold provide a fertile ficld for coding.
Secking to discover, identify, and ask questions about these assumptions
keeps-the researcher thinking critically and defining what is implicit in the
data. The researcher then defines how parlicipants acl upon _thejr
assumptions in the specific selling, which, of course, helps the researcher
L"onvcrt topics into processes. Further, rather than viewing (he pur(icip;r;t-s'
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assumplions as truth itself, the researcher gains some distance on his or her
materials. In this way too the researcher avoids overimmersion, which may
lead to tuking over the views of parlicipants as one's own. For example, a
medical sociologist who uncritically accépts the practitioners’ discourse of
meaning may shape his or her research around terms such as ‘‘coping,”
“giress,” and “‘siress-reduction’  without looking at their underlying
assumptions.

When looking for processes, the researcher must also ask: What kind of

cvents are at issue here? Haw are_lhey_constructed? What da_these events
L . N . .
mean? By looking for major processes, rescarchers delincate how evenls are

telated to each other. In a particular study, a rescarcher may identify several

major processes. If so, then grounded theorisls code for all of them and may
decide laler which ones to pursue. Importantly, a grounded theorist sticks
with his or her interpretations of the data and follows leads from them, even
when they lead Lo surprising new research problems.

At times, rescarchers readily identify basic processes, for example, when
they arc so visible, stark, and direct that even a naive rescarcher quickly
defines them. Bul other major processes remain -much more implicit and
covert, '_l]m,s;g_w,h_igh_mg_tacilly shared but remain unspoken somelimes arc
difficult _to_pull out. This is particularly the case when parlicipants
themselves cannol_articulate the assumplions and meanings that they, in
fact, hold and act upon. In an earlicr project on a rehabilitation institulion
for the physically disabled, 1 discovercd that middle-class  stalf held
markedly different conceptions of time than most of the lower-class patienls
whom they scrved. Professional staff held a linear progressive view of lime,
with realization of goals in the future. Yet they worked with paticnls who
generally held a cyclic view of lime, situaled in the present. For the paticnts,
time moved from present to present, from crisis to crisis. Repeatedly, staff
became frustrated by these patients’ failure to use lime in the institution to
work on the small incremental gains toward a distant goal that staff viewed
as bolh medically and personally appropriate. Instcad, paticnts simply
passed time, wailed for change, or killed lime with unsanctioned pursuits
until discharged (Calkins 1970).

Initial Coding

Coding is a two-phasc progess: an initial searching phase precedes a later
phase of focused coding (Glaser 1978). In the initial phase, researchers look
for what they can define and discover in the data. They then look for lcads,
ideas, and issucs in the data themselves. Glaser (1978) advacales line by
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line coding to_gain a full theoretical accounting of the dala. This prompts

the rescarcher (o look at the data with a theoretical eye from the start and
aclively encourages playing with and developing ideas.

Although every researcher brings to his or her research general
preconceplions founded in expertise, theory, method, and experience, using
the grounded theory method necessitates that the researcher look at the data
from as many vantage points as possible, At this point, the rule for the
researcher to follow is: study your emerging data. At first, (he data may
appear to be a mass of confusing, unrelated accounts. But by studying and
coding (often T code the same materials several times just afler collecting
them), the rescarcher begins to create order.d If researchers think that the
data suggest more questions than they can aniswer, then they need to collect
more dala while simultancously coding them. Sometimes, neither the dala
actually collectéd nor the resecarcher's emerging ideas are related to the
original research objectives or topics. In this case, the researcher either
continues with the material on hand or finds more appropriate sources of
data for the original topic. In my chronic illness interviews, for instance, |
had not anlicipated covering cither self-pity or social support. Yet both
these topics were repeated themes so I followed up on them.

Scveral further questions from my experience may help, First, T atlend lo
the gencral conlext, central participants and their _roles, timing __and
structuring of events, and Lhc‘gc_lggj_yg_ygmm}‘gﬁigmpg_r_ligj[,)_gg;.g_‘]g!y,gghgn
various issues in the data,5 I also look for conneclions belween individuals’
special _situations _and  problems and their inlcrprc_l_ggpns of _their
cxpericnce.8 For cxample the problems of leading independent lives
become magnificd for young adults with serious chronic illnesses who seek

simultancously to develop intimate rclationships and to prepare themselves
for jobs. -

Sceond, I construct codes to note what partici ack, gloss over, or
dgnore, as well as what they siress. For example, 1_nole the kinds of
information_paticnls possessed or lacked about their_illnesses, when they
first were diagnosed. Also, since I am interested in Lime perspective, I note
the lack of awarcness of time when respondents tell me that they did not
think about time al all as well as olher respondents’ descriptions of an
intensified awareness of time. On a more concrete level, 1 code for the
absence of altention and assistance from intimates when it is observed,

7 v . T R T T B oo T
Amplied, or reported, besides Toding the detailed acconnts of other patients
who had available inlimates to visit and help.
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Third, I scrutinize the data for in vivo .codcs. Rescarch parllllcfyza?}s;
somelimes describe their experiences with imagery z.md pow,v'«.'crd hm d“:
iranscend their individual situations. One young dllubclxc dcscnb'c ”:i:
as Irying to become ‘‘super-normal,” an expericnce lt;at ml:nlyhcn [c”{)
and/our younger chronically ill persons shared. Later, t?o e
super-normal identity and raised itto a co?ccplual level Lo trcu.t a'r}. y caly
(Charmaz 1973). Many of the chronically ill talked abou‘l.th? sngr;\l 1c:1,n ° o
olhers “‘being there.'’ Subscquently, I took the term .bcmg L ere :
code and devised subcodes lo pull out its underlying meanings an
pssumptions. (

Fourth, I try to identify succinclly the process that the qula ind_l’gi\_gc}s. H:r;:
the onus is on the researcher Lo identify, through coding, w.h‘ut the ‘1 ﬁ_'%
mean. For example, some respondents who said lhc'y hadlbccn depressc
"c’;“‘.'fclt bad about myself'’ described Lhcss fcchng‘s in .wa)‘rs' lhatlfwc.ic
sirikingly similar to those who explicitly defined 'lhclr feelings 'dS fsc ;{)1‘);
(Charmaz (1980a). Comparing bits of data \l:’llh other .dntu ;r ;Or
similaritics .and..differances_helps_cnormously ..{,n...s!s?.v,s_lenl:g}&__.??,_gs’- o
Txumplc. both “‘negalive’’ feclings such as self-pity .an-d clusxv; o‘[t)lcsfor X
as experiencing lime sometimes prove lo be difficult su Jc: s or &
respondent (o address. So, [ compare r.cs!)onscs to help me ldcrllll ﬂ w:J :
implicit in one set of data but explicit in another. Then, I may decide

. . -
return o earlier respondents with more detailed queries.

Examples of Initinl Coding

In the following examples, T show the kind of diversily and nu.mbcr. of
codes developed in initial coding when lhc: rcsc'urchcr pursucs as m.%ny
diverse avenues as he or she can create, The interview stalements below are
made by persons with different chronfc illn‘csscs. My sludy centers on
experiences of time and sclf of the chronically ill.

Code: Self-perception; Awareness of difference; Identifying sclf through
ill health; Comparing health to others’.

Interview Statement: A 29-year-old man with renal failure was discussing
his high school years, and events that occurred long before he was
diagnosed.

] knew I was different. I caught colds very casily and my resistance was
very low, and so I knew thal gencrally speaking my health wasn't as good
as cverybody clsc’s, but I ried to do all the things that cverybody clse was

doing.
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Code: Normalizing conlext of illness; Self estecm:

- . h feelings of Failure
failure of self; Realily contradicls idealized experience. ‘ ,

Interview Statement; A 29-year-old woman with colitis was

' . . recounting
her first episode of illness. e

' lI was under a grﬁcat deal of stress as a result of all this bouncing around
d(r;( frymg lo pet a )‘ob and trying not to have lo go home io my parents and
:‘x n.ni lhea‘t I had failed. {I} failed at life. 1 had left college, and left there
Zi?::}:%-;c IGcc,df ;:an dodxt on my own,"” so I was trying this exciting
xtslence 1 read about and there was something wrong: I | is pai
didn't know what to do about it, ’ i L had ll s pain. 1

Code: Self in retrospect; Sclf-esicem

; Outcome of timed st
. ; c ruggle;
Improving self-esteem as treatment goal, el

'[ H . ‘ .
Dlerview Slatement: A 54-year-old woman who had cancer and currently

had - . . .
a crippling collagen disease was explaining her view on why she had
had a recurrence of cancer. - -

¥ - -
b...\& hen I look back on my second bout of cancer, I was not feeling good
about rqysc?f and the whole struggle of the last three years put me into X
(cancer institute) to try to get me to feel belier about myself—

Focused Coding
] an is the sccond, selective - and conceptual, phase of the
mlmg process. In focused coding, Lhe rescarcher takes a limited set of
. . . €, . M——-«—_—*
codes that were developed in the inilial phase and applies them lo large

amounts of data. The process is seleclive becuuse rescarcher has already
weeded through the malerials to develop a uscfi

conceptual becauge the codes em

S,

| set of categories. It is
ployed raise the _sorting of data 1o an

aIlLl“[ [iC lCVCl rﬂu”;f [hiﬂl OHC 's SCd as mn ﬂ] ZC jarge an S 01
‘ y v i)k 4 “-il!ﬂ; 13 useg U 1 i 'S
PPy - “ ' . ¥ et veteiiingd l g.....,..}.g.g...n[ o

.Focu.c.'cd coding forces the rescarcher lo develop categories rather 1]
simply to label topics. Catcgories may be taken cither from the namlrm;
lnngua.gc' of the participants (an in vivo code) or from the rcscarchc?
analytic inlerest. For cxample, I took the term sclf-pity and treated it ar .
cnlcgi)ry‘ (Churmaz 1980a4). Then I defined it by analyzing the (:ta
f.y'slcm'uml:ﬂlly. Ldeveloped another calegory out of my analylic inLcrcsdt.:

identifying moments.""_This was not part of the natural lunguage of .
respondents, Instead, it reflected my gggggg?iﬂﬁ&{jofﬁxoééﬁ(ﬁ%&jﬁgry\
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participants instantly defined clear meunings about their present identities.
Since I was generally interested in relationships between time and identity,
looked for malerial in the data which illuminated connections between the
two. I had heard a number of accounts of moments when identity was at
issue before | created a category that reflected the described events.

The purpose of focused coding is Lo build_and clurify a category by
examining all the data it covers and variations from if. Frequently, this
means going back through the data and resifting it in relation to the newly
devised category, New categories may subsume carlier materials that were

left uncoded or were coded in different ways.

develop subcategorics which _explicale  and _exhaugt _the smore peneral
calcgory. 1 broke my calegory of “‘identifying moment'" into the rather
obvious subcategorics of positive and negative identifying moments and
coded for them (after I witnessed moments when ill persons were identified
positively). Properiies must be identified for the categorics developed
through focused codipg. The properties define e category, delineate its
characleristics, and demonstrate the conditions when it develops. For
example, a major property of ‘‘identifying moment’” is the immediate,
direct social identification one inleractant confers upon another.

After developing their sct of focused codes, the rescarchers may use
knowledge of the lilerature fo expand and clarify the codes and to sensitize
themselves o ways of ecxploring the emerging analysis. Pretend, for
cxample, a group of organizational researchers in a hospital find that nurse
participants show much concern about “‘professionalism’ but assume that
cveryone shares their implied meanings of it. The researchers nced to
discover precisely which meanings (hese nurses and other professionals
hold. After collecting [lirst-hand data, they may use the literature to compare
meanings aliributed to the term and the criteria invoked to indicale it with
their data. The range of meanings of “‘professionalism’” include: maintain-
ing un objective distant attitude, realizing high-quality craftsmanship with
criteria set by members of the occupation themselves, and claiming a high
status while simultancously dissocialing from those who cannot also claim
iL: In this instance, researchers need to portray the meanings of the term held
in the setting they study, Hence, they use the literature to help outline and
corpare these meanings rather than to force them into  ‘‘correct”
interpretations, In other instances, the literalure can be used as direct data
for focuged coding. In bolh cases, the rcscurchch
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source 0‘ l?“es”onf dnd co
IMPArisons ra h{:l l an as a measuie 0! iI ULh
[ ﬁ\(‘- L} 1) I .

Smcc. the grounded theory approach heavily emphasizes process, the
talegories developed are not freated separately as single topics; rz;(hcr
grcs‘undcd theorists weave them together into a processual ana!ysisllhmu !':
wh;f_'h they can abstract and explicate experience. Thus, rcmmiﬁg to rrgx
:?ar‘lxcr cf;amplc, dcfi{]ing sclf-pity through data analysis was just the firs};
Zl:f:] Alljrucarcgor?zmg types og’ self-pity and its social sources, I then

oped the pfoccssual categories of becoming immersed in sclf-pity and
reversing scif-pity which were vivid when I directed questions loward

them, but only implicitl i :
’ y related in the early da X ternatics
explored these areas. Y duta before 1 systematically

Pc.)cuscd coding helps the rescarcher (o outline a framework  that

ﬁ‘rjscr\cs the c?mplcxmcs of cveryday life. By showing relationships
w . . " . :

cen calegories in ways (hat explain the issues and events studied

§

lOCUSCd COdl”g hclp& fo plﬁvldc Ulc KQUHdWQ E\ ‘0! dc ﬁl‘) 310 e}q)iﬂ“ﬂ"
g E v l £>

\yl_ug_n_ rescarchers_begin to question their data analytically, they are
bc&’lnnlq&_‘%iﬁ, rather than simply relate to an nudic‘n‘c.é‘.“l‘i;rm:;?);xwfg
when orgnmz.alional rescarchers investigate a topic-such s staff lumovgrs'
they '\f/ould first define exacly what is meant by the term and cite 1t '
conditions ur.ulcr which such turnovers occur. Then they would use lixc}:
data and l}mr knowledge of the sitmation to help them determine whicl
leads 1o I‘ullow up from there. Under which structural conditions d;
llfmovcrs increase? Under which do they decrease? How do supervisars
View Llurnovers? How do staff view them? What cffects, if any, do ihe
have on staff and client morale? Are there any sub' , y
turnovers that have direct

structure? Do supervisors

tle propertics of
cffects on other parts of the organizalional
ornovers? wher Tovisers :har‘lgc supervisory styles after a ron of
urn ‘ onsequences of turnovers? What are (he
t.f)llsv:ﬂll::l)ccs. of turnovers for direct client service? Are turnovers th
’rcal organizational issuc or are they refleclions of something else? S :
Kalz's essay, which follows.) : o

Many, if not. most, researchers do develop or adopt *‘familics’’ of code
‘l{‘i@,ﬁ‘lﬂiﬂﬂmuging analyseg (Glaser 1978), Among them are lhgsi
that spcgfy process, causation, degree, dimension, type, or a particular type

of mdc.rmg such as structural,demporal, or generalily (see Glaser 1978) Yg
becoming aware of the elements of the code fumily inveked, one can r.nisz
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more questions in research and become a belter critic of other rescarch
works.

A final comment is in order. When the data are rich and full, the
researcher may mine the information repeatedly for diverse foci (see Glaser
and Strauss 1965, 1968). What may have been implicit to the researcher
becomes explicit when he or she reexamines the data wilh new focused
codes. TFor example, my interests in the chronically ill were primarily
directed to issues concerning identity and time. Although I amassed
considerable data concerning social support or ils absence, 1 initially did not
look at this topic systematically. As I began to study support and recognized -
its relationship to trust, I also realized that betrayal was a crucial code for
understanding the cxperience of one proup of chronically ill persons
(Charmaz 1982). Then [ categorized types of betrayal and their con-
sequences. In short, the rescarcher may engoge in focused coding of the
same data multiple Llimes as he or she identifies new questions to pul fo it.

Examples of Focused Cading

In the following examples, I provide several focused codes with their
corresponding data, The codes show the seleclive nature of focused coding.

Code: Identifying moment; Crilical fuilure of self

Interview Stalement; A young woman who had had a serious flare-up of
colitis recalled:

..During this time [ was under conslant care by an intern who later
thought 1 shiould see a different psychisirist when T got out ol the hospital
because he thought 1 was coming on sexually to him and the odd thing
about that was that I found him not sexually allractive at all - that was sort
of an interesting twist to that thing. I mean when you are not in a very good
place to be told that you have failed with your psychiatrist is like the parting
blow. You know it was awful.

Code: Relation of interactional sources of self-pity and self-blame

Interview Stalement: A young woman with infensive experience in
undergoing bureaucratic evaluations responded (o my quesiions about how
she felt about being scrutinized.

AN T can do is dissolve in tears - there's nothing 1 can do. 1 just get
immobilized - you just sort of reach u point, you can’t improve, can't
remedy the siluation, and you're told you aren’t in the right calegary for
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gclgng the services you nced and can’t get for yourself. It makes me
madder and madder at myself for being in (he situation in the first place.

Code: Nepalive identifying moment

Interview Statement: The following observations were made during an

mlerw.en.l with a retired college professor and his wife, both of whom had
chronic illness.

| .askc:d, ““Did you keep up with professional work after you retired?"’
He said: *‘I used to tcach extension courses but with the budget and the
governor, there isn’t any money for extension courses.” She [his wife] cut
in [to .mc], “*Andrei used o be an extremely successful speaker; partly his
enthusiasm; partly his articulaleness, but with the speech prc;blcrn:, he

can’t do it..."’ [H;, slowly and painfully] ““The schools don't have any
money ... [ can't speak very well,

I felt desperately sorry for him at this point. Whether or not both Jaclors
were <al play at the point when ihey stopped culling him Jor extension
teaching, this was a lterrible moment for him when she said il. Regardless
of lhe~ real reason, at this precise moment knowing what she thought of his
deteriorating compelence was critical to him. Participating in this short
xequemj'e was like watching someone who was observing his own identity
crunkzblmg away - it was painful both for him and for me, although 1 go!
the impression that she was so caught up in her perceptions of accuracy
that she actually didn’t see how it defaced him... Acknowledging that he

can’ . e L
an’t .cpe?xk very well was said like an admission of guill or inferiority that
was previously hidden from view 8

MEMO WRITING

Memos are_wrillen elaborations of jdcas about (he data and the coded

gﬁ!ggntjgs. Memaos.represent the development_of cades from which they are
derived, A.n intcrmediate step between coding and writing the first d‘raﬂ of
”l‘.’i‘,’}ﬁlﬁf memo writing then connects the barebones analyli?framcwork
that coding provides i with the polished ideas developed in the finished
draft. By making_memas systematically while coding the researcher fills
out and builds the categories. Thus, the rcscarc;l:gf_gén!;Eﬁaéviﬁ;fa;}.nwﬁ"ﬁd

substance toward a finished pi
: picce of work and develops the de
scope of the malerials., ! Pl and

Fhrough memo writing the questions developed in coding arc pul into
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analytic conlexl. The memo tells what the code is about; i;_rgiggﬁhﬂ;ﬁld.ﬂé

4 calegory o bcﬁg}ﬂngpﬂ!xﬂgally. To differentiate between descriptive
and analytic categories, consider the topic “friends.”” Descriptive treatment

might focus on the link between friends, and their shared activilics. Analytic
treatment, in contrast, might focus on the implicit criteria for qualifying to
be a “‘friend,” the rhetorical uses of the term, the conditions for clevating
someone from an acquaintance lo a friend, the converse conditions for
reducing a friend to an.acquaintance or former friend, the mutual obligations
nccessary to sustain friendship, and the consequences of friendship for other
rclationships and activities. When treating the topic analylically, the .
researcher likely generates a sct of categorics which are more abstract than
the original topic, and yet explicale underlying assumplions and processes.

Memo wriling takes place throughout the rescarch process starting with
the first interviews or observalions. These carly memos shape aspects of
subsequent data collection; they point Lo arcas the rescarcher could cxplore
further. They also encuurage the researcher both to play with idecas and to
make early assessments about which ideas lo develop. Addilionally, carly
memos provide concrete sources for comparison with materials gathered
later. By wriling memos throughout the research process, rescarchers avoid
being paralyzed by mountains of unanalyzed data and immobilized by the
prospect of needing to complele final papers and reports. As a crucial
correclion to such problems, wriling memos throughout the rescarch process
sharpens and direcls data collection and coding.

Since it fosters a lheoretical rendering of the data, memo wriling is a
uscful strategy at various levels of theorctical development. Some grounded
theorists construct many short memos on diverse categories. They gradually
_huild up levels of abstraction. Others wrile fewer memos bul work at a more

2ANers
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abstract, comprchensive leyel from the start, Although cach reflects a

working syle, novices frequently_discover that writing many memos helps

to expand their thcorcliqug{ggn_,_,qf_ﬁl_E,mAmualS,-«EEEI;;‘ﬂL‘E!.L.W"*.E‘il.XS_ES
flexible, and provides sharper, clearer. ghidelines for data colleclion. Also,

e = e

dcveloping _memos through rewriting _gives the novice practice in

systemalically raising the analytic level of the ideas. A developed memo
may become a whole section of & paper since it.renders and synthesizes part
of the data.

Wriling is only one part of (he grounded theorist’s work wilh memos.
Sorting and inlegraling memos [ollows memo writing. These lwo steps may
themselves spark new idcas which, in turn, lead to morc mcmaos.
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Writing Initial Mcmos

The first step in wriling memos is tg take codes and freal them as topics
ommnmg of the memo, the author should litle it and
describe what it is about. If the grounded theorist alrcady has a precise
dcﬁnllxon of the ¢ category, he or she provides it. If the category is concrele
and visible, the researcher likely constructs a precise and immedisle
definition. If the memo is about some more abslract or ambiguous category
- such as transforming identitics - (hen the rescarcher may develop a
precise definition later in the analysis. However, at this point, rescarchers
should cxplore ideas during the memo-writing process. By keeping work
flexible, the rescarcher may create more mnovalwc and denser (many ideas
integraled together) picces of work.

When a category explicales a major paltern, grounded theorisls stop and
cite the conditions under which it operates and when it varies. What are the
structural conditions giving rise to incrcased turnovers? What are the
structural conditions under which a policy abouf turnovers is articulated or
is reorganized? When writing memos, grounded theorists sometimes
discover that they define new patterns and ideas that do not initially tic into
their coded lopic or category. Even when these conmcctions are not
apparent, they pursuc the idea anyway but put the memo aside and
recxamine it after finishing scveral other memos. (The ideas may make
sense in anolher seclion of the work.)

Grounded theorists also _explain_how the code is relaled to olher
previously develaped caleporjes and_codes. Spelling out the conncclions
helween calepories asgists mJ_rcalm;, an_intepraled “whole,” helps 1o
reduce rambling, and aids in ldcnnfymg implicit links, all of wi wlnchﬂghtcn

the work considerably

Whenever wriling a memo, rescarchers describe and discuss the calegory
by delincaling its propertics as they are reflected in the data the calegory
represents, or at least note the page and date of the properties in the data so
quick retrieval is possible later (Glaser 1978),

Grounded theorists make comparisons explicil through memo writing.
They often comparc several observations in order to demonstrale (he
cxistence of the category they are talking about. For example, [ composed a
stack of accounts of feelings aboul illncss when I was developing my

malcerial on self-pity lo scparale what constituted _sclf-pity from other
_fesponses.
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As more data accumulate, grounded theorists refine the carlicr memos to
account for grealer variation, to gain a firmer grasp of the general context,
and to understand the specific conditions under which the category works.
By this time, the grounded theorist may also understand when the category
changes and what its consequences are, For example, by examining the
accounts of many palients, I was able to outline what contributed to moving
away. from self-pity, as well as the consequences of remaining immersed in
it.

Sorling Mcmaos

Sorting memos simply means pulting those (hat clucidale the same
culegory to to;,cthcr in ordcr to cl urify its dimensions and to disli%nish it from

rcscarchcrs gam msu,ht into what the core variables, key phrascs in a
process, or major issucs are in the resecarch.

1

When analyzing a process, the rescarcher quickly sorts the memos into
phases of that process. Somelimes researchers discover that they actually
have several issucs or processes that can be covered scparately. In that case,
sorting keeps the rescarcher from muddling categorics that are logically, if
not experienially, distant. Conversely, an important dimension of sorling is
to increase analytic precision in handling experientally mixed and muddy
calegories. In my work on chronic illness, for example, 1 analyzed the
sources of loss of self (Charmaz, forthcoming). Living a restricled life
resulls in loss of sclf. So does being devalued. Yet scveral people
volunlarily restrict their lives to avoid devaluation, The calegorics arc not
cnlirely distinet, hence sorting helps (o provide an analytic handle for
communicating the categories in writing.

Grounded theorists sort for both the content of the memos and the
ordering of them. The ordering of the memos, which forms the core of the
paper, often reflects the ordering of experiences the data represent. The
ordering may be explicilly grounded in the data as the researcher discusses
sleps in a process such as recruiling new workers. Or it may be implicitly
grounded through the researcher’s own sense of logic. For example, the
orgunizational researcher might order memos on supervising by sorting for
its properties, when it varies, its implications for morale, and ils significance
for getling the actual work done. '

Inlegraling Memos

Sorling the memog helps to prepare for their subsequent inlegration. By
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integraling the memos the rescarcher reveals the relationships belween
Lalegorics. Such integration does not always occur spontancously; often the
researcher has lo demonstrate (he integration cxplicilly. Although analyses
of processes sort and integrate readily into phases, other analyses require
the imposition of a logical order. Afler_writing, sorting, and _inlegrating
memos, [ somelimes share them with interested respondents to sec how my
analysis fits wilh Iheir axpericnces and views {scc Huber 1973).

In the following two memos, I treat the category ‘‘idenlifying moment."’
The first memo is an initial description of the category as I first developed
it when working on my dissertation. The second memo refines and extends
the earlicr materials; it also takes inlo account substantial further +data
collection. In the seccond memo, I include raw data to illustrate the analytic

points. That mema appears in almost identical form in the published paper
(sce Charraz 1980a).

An Initial Memo on “‘Identifying Moments'*?

Identifying moments, in which the individual is treated in ways which
designale new decfinilions of who he really is, may be caplured and
dramalized in the person's mind. When the disparity is'great between prior
valuations of sclf and present treatment such as of‘being a—pcrson worthy
of respect and the cnlire procedure is characterized by disrespect, from the
long wuil 1o being shunted around and having one’s identily questioned and
calegorized, conditions cxist for these individuals to feel that (hey are
losing control of their selves and the form of their existence.

Further, identifying moments when the individual is being delined and
calegorized may instantancously flash images of the future and herctofore
unforseen identity. Consider the impact on the unsuspecting individual who
hopes Lo remobilize later to be told the only calcgory into which he [its is
that for the “‘lotally disabled."’

A Later Memo on *‘Identifying Moments®’

It became clear to me that how a particular chronically ill person was
identificd by others sometimes became revealed to them in the course of a
moment's encounter or interaction. These moments gave the ill individual
new rellections of sclf, often revealing that he (or she) is not the person he
felt he was. Hence, within the course of a few momenls, somcone’s
scll-image nay be radically_called into question. '

Moments that call into question previously held definitions of sclf may be
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identificd as either negalive or positive, although data describing negalive
moments are much more cxlensive (identifying moments may also
reconfirm assumptions about self, although these are less likely to be
recounted since they arc not prablematic).

Negalive idenlifying moments are thase shrouded in cm?ar.rassmcnt and
devaluation. They oflen lead to sclf-pity and sclf-blame: self-pity bccausc. of
the implications of the definitions of the other; ;clfoblamf: because of bcl.ng
in the situation in the first place. One woman described a demeaning
cncounter with a social service agency when in the course of a moment, shc.
saw herself as being defined as someone not worth helping. She said,

All T can do is dissolve in lears - there's nothing I can do. I just get
immobilized - you sort of reach a point, you can't improve, can't
remedy lhe situation, and you're told you aren't in the right category
for getling the services you need and can't get for yoursclf: It ma}.:cs
me madder and madder at myself for being in the situation in the first
place.

Negative idenlifying moments that occur in intimate relations are likely to
be even more devastating. If ill persons can no longer claim preferred
identities in other worlds in the present, although they may have po.sscsscd
extraordinary identities in the past, they may feel that no recourse exists but
to accept the identity thrust upon them since it was defined by those who
know them most intimately.

(The abservation of the clderly professor and his wife which occurs on
pages 119-120 dircetly follows.)

THEORETICAL SAMPLING

Theoretical sampling means sampling aimed toward the development of
the gmg[gmijl_ﬁ_bff(élhscr 1978; Glaser and Strauss 1967). As researchers
analyze their materials and develop theoretical categories, they frequently
discover that they need to sample more data to claborate a category.
Because rescarchers only develop theorelical categories through the analytic
process, they do not know in advance what they will be sampling. Thus,
theoretical sampling differs from the kind.of selective initial sampling most
qualitative rescarchers engage in as they set criteria for their research
problem (sce Schatzman and Strauss 1973).

As un induclive lechnique, theoretical sampling exemplifies the induclive
logic of the grounded theory approach. Since grounded theorists systemali-
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cally build their (heoretical frameworks out of their observalions,
theorclical sampling is part of the progressive stages of analysis. It
becomes necessary lo use theorelical sampling when the analyst’s present
data do not exhaust the theorctical calegory the researcher is developing.
At this point, then, more data are needed to fill out, saturate, and exhaust
the calegory. Subsequently, the rescarcher samples whichever groups or
cvents will provide the relevant material for the calegory. Comparison
groups are chosen only for their theorelical relevance in theorelical
sampling (see Glaser and Strauss 1967). Since I focus upon the chronically
ill, T return to them when 1 use theoretical sampling'. The theoretical

calegory pains more scope, however, if the researcher chooses other
comparalive groups.

The need for theoretical sampling means that the conceplual calegories
that werc inductively conslructed have become sufficiently developed and
ubstract that the rescarcher can construct specific questions about them.
Theorctical sampling then becomes a means_ for, checking out hunches and
raising specific questions. Furthermore, it provides a way lo check the
scope as well as the depth of a category.

CONCLUSION

The above cxplication of the grounded theory approach derives from the
original methods that Glaser and Strauss- (1967) and Glaser (1978) have
delincated. Although T attempt to be faithful to the form and logic of their
approach, over the ycars I have developed my own slyle of using grounded
theory. Each rescarcher who adopls thie upproach likely develops his or her
own variations of lechnique. :

Basically, however, any rescarcher who claims to use the grounded
theory approach endorses the following fundamental strategies. First,
discovering and analyzing social and social psychological processes
structures inquiry. Sccond, data collection and analysis phases of rescarch
proceed simultancously. Third, analytic processes prompt discovery and
theory development rather than verification of preexisting theorics. Fourth,
theorctical sampling refines, claborates, and exhausts conceptual categorics.,
And last, systemalic application of grounded theory analylic methods
progressively leads to more abslract analytic levels. '

Although 1 have outlited” how to do substanlive analysis using a
grounded theory approach, analysis nced not remain at the subslanlive
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level. By taking the analysis to higher levels of abstraction and conceptual
integration, grounded theory methods provide the means to develop formal
theories (Glaser and Strauss 1971; Strauss 1978). To do so, the grounded
theorist takes the comparative melhods further. After developing conceptual
calegories, he or she refines and reworks the emerging theory by comparing
concept wilh concept. Developing formal theorics necessitates sampling 4
varicty of different situational conlexts and groups in which Lhe concept
applics. That way the theorist analyzes the boundarics and applicalions of
the developing theorctical framework. To dalc, however, lhe grounded
theory approach has been used primarily lo develop rich substantive
analyses. A heoretical analysis at the substanlive level, though miore modest
in scope and power than formal theory, gives thc analyst tools for
explaining his or her data as well as tools for making predictions.

Used by permission of the author Copyright ¢ 1983 by Kathy Charmaz.
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Leigh Star.
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GROUNDED THEORY METHODOLOGY AS A
RESOURCE FOR DOING ETHNOMETHODO-
LOGY

Stuart C. Haddan and Marilyn Lester '

INTRODUCTION

This paper will explore the potential of grounded theory xr}clhodology for
generating systematic ethnomethodological theory. Unlike previous attempts at
linking ethnomethodology to other sociologies (cf. Denzin, 1970; Handel,
1974; Molotch and Lester, 1973, 1974; Sallach, 1973) which were done only
at the programmatic level, the link we seck to effect is an empirically
formulated one, arising from actually using grounded theory to study an
cthnomethodological topic, i.c., the practices which people employ to ‘‘talk’’
their identities. There is a second distinction between our work and that of
others who have sought to articulate ethnomethodological concerns with other
sociologies. The antecedent attempts at linkages were between what most of
us would take to be competing sociological perspectives, with differing
assumptive bases and differing problematics, which result in divergent
conceplions of social order, of interaction, etc., such that both cthnomcl?xodo-
logy and the other sociology being addressed lose their recognizable
characlers. Our work leaves the ethnomethodological concern with members’
fact-crealing ﬂnd‘scnsc-making practices (at several levels of analysis( in tack,
and rather seeks lo provide a methodology by which these concerns can be
explored more systematically and in greater detail,

From our standpoint, cthnomethodologists have paid less than warranted
atlention to analytic procedures and methods of generating ethnomethodologi-
cal theory, at least in their published works. If discussed at all, such usually
consists of a very general slatement. We suspect that at least in part this
condition has arisen because an explication of those methods is seen lo
constitute just another ‘‘account’’ with all the propertics of accounts so far
clucidated in those same studies. In other terims, there is a hesitation Lo discuss
analytic procedures due lo cthnomethodological critiques of same. To (hat
position we respond that, ‘‘yes, as members we are largely condemned to the
same kind of inlerpretive work that we scek to analyze."’

Iowever, ignoring a discussion of methods does not eradicate the similaritly
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between ours and members interpretive work, but it does tend to mystify
the *'doing’ of ethnomethodology for others. Within this spirit, we see a
focus on methodology and formulating a systemalic one at that, may help
to advance the enterprise. In proposing and explicaling a coherent,
systematic methodology, ethnomethodological topics will be available for
study without having to either intuit the analylic procedures, resort to
logical eclaboration of preconceived categories, or be siluated in the
California Sun. Hoosiers as well as students of the California groups will
be able to conduct ethnomethodological inquiry.

This need (o explicale analytic procedures, whether they be from
grounded theory or other analylic modes is clearly demonsirated in a
question which appeared on a Ph.D. preliminary examinalion in a major
university, Ethnomethodology was seen as an important topic which
students should know something about, but there were no ethnomethodolo-

gists to conduct lraining or. to wrile an answerable question. The question
went like this:

Because of his training in clthnomethodology, a researcher plans to
employ the documentary method of interpretation for interpreting his
observations. In the context of this problem (e.g., examining Lhe societal
impact of a norm-oriented social movement), just what is the documentary
method? In what ways is it superior or inferior to conventional modes of
analysis using literal observation?

We would hope that explicaling whalever methods cthnomethodologists
usc may eradicate such inanity. In this regard, we do nol advance grounded
theory as the only useful methodology for exploring ethnomethodological-
informed topics. We do not intend to take issue with phenomenological
modes of discovery, nor with procedures developed by Garfinkel, Cicourel
or the conversational analysts, However, we do see grounded theory as a
useful and codifiable program of research for extending our knowledge of
members interpretive practices. Further, effeclive theoretical integration of
work where other analytic procedures are employed may be cstablished
with a grounded approach.

There is a further reason to consider such a program. Al present, our
studies often result in ‘‘rediscoverics’’ of the ‘‘discovered’’(e.g., ‘‘here’s
the documentary method again, the accomplishment of social facls, clc., in
a different substanlive arena,’”) followed by several cilalions of previous
studies. Rediscovery is in contradistinclion lo discovering other praclices of
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members (perhaps less generic ones), to elaborating those (as well as
previously discovered ones), to finding conditions under which a practice
might take varying. forms, lo discovering the ‘‘work’ that the practice
might take varying forms, to discovering the ‘‘work’’ that the practice
accomplishes (otherwise know as ‘‘consequences'’), and perhaps most
importantly, to integrating what often appears to others to be a set of
isolated concepts or propositions. An analytic mode of the sort proposed
by grounded theory will facilitate these latter endeavors.

In order lo illustrate our position via grounded theory, the remainder of
this paper will follow a somewhat circuitous route. First, we will briefly
characlerize the aims of grounded theory methodology as a theory-
generating cnterprise. Second, using our own study on ‘‘talking
identities’’ as ‘‘data’’, we will show how the set of analytic procedures
can generale ethnomethodological theory. Finally, we will return to a
formal discussion of what we take to be the contribution of grounded
theory methodology to ethnomethodology.

Time does not permit a full exposilion of our analysis of identity
production since our concern here is with the general link belween
grounded theory and ethnomethodology per se. Thus, we will only refer
to that empirical work as it helps to illustrate the point we are trying to
elucidate. For this reason, we have made the more complete analysis of
idenlifying available before this session (1975). '

A PRIMER IN GROUNDED THEORY
The Goals

The aim of grounded theory is the systematic generation of social
theory accomplished through a sequence of analytic procedures. By
‘‘systematic generation of social theory'' we mean several things. First,
as a package, grounded theory constitutes a research program which takes
one from the initial collection of data through analysis and write-up,
although it provides for some variation at each step in the program.
Second, at each stage of the research, theoretical concepts are developed
in response to the data, but are ncver left as a set of isolated conceplual
ideas. Indeed, no concept is left unlinked; integration of concepts is a
primary concern in conducting grounded research. Ideally, what results is
a multi-level conceptualization of a basic social process, (or core
process), includiﬁgf!hc conditions under--which . the™ progedstoceurs (or
under which its form might vary), the properties of the process, and its
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consequences - for other interactional work. Third, and partly as a
consequence of the above, cumulative development of theory is facilitated
under the same program.

We have made reference to the notion of ‘‘basic social process.’’ The
idea connotes generic phenomena, analogous to Garfinkel and Sacks’
conceptualization of *‘formal structures’’ (1970) and to ethnomethodologi-
cal concerns more generally. Thus the interest of grounded theory is not in
exhaustive description of a specific unit of analysis, but in the lrans-unit
character of the process,

The trans-unit property of analysis is derived from what Glaser and
Strauss (1967) call the constant comparative method-which entails several
analytic procedures. Theory is scen as and cvery-developing entity, where
data and conceptualization are constantly being compared so as not to fall
prey to logically elaborating calegories in a deductive manner with
concomitant loss of linkages to available data. Instead of exhauslively
collecling dala in one substantive area, data is theoretically sampled. That
is the analyst jointly collects, codes and analyzes data which informs what
data to collect next, with the goal of refining and claborating an emerging
conceptual-'scheme, It is likely that several sels of data from different
‘‘areas’’ in the conventional sense will be sampled to varying degrees,
depending on the stage of the rescarch and the analytic level desired. This
variation incumbent in theorctical sampling will be explicaled in more
detail when we discuss the procedures enlailed in te research program.

As characterized thus far, it should be apparent that grounded theory
departs from other analytic modes. For example, many cmpirical studies
«altach an explanation and interpretation of findings at the end which are
logically deduced rather than being gencrated by the data. Another similar
technique is referred to as “‘exampling’’ where the researcher (inds
< illustrations of theory that was formulated in an apriori way. Other studies
serve only a verification rather than a theory-generating function, or
“/ _basically describe rather than conceptualize phenomena. On the other hand
it is often suggested that analytic induction is synonymous with grounded
theory. While it is true that analytic induction is concerned with generating
many categories and hypotheses about a specific population or conceptual
unit through comparative procedures, grounded theory differs substantially
in at least two major respects. First, grounded theory analysis in any
particular study has a process-as its fotus which moves beyond the [airly
truncated concern of analylic induction with causalily inlo the multi-variale
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realm of explicit exposition of conditions, consequences, dimensions,
strategies, and the like, Hence there is a significant increase in breadth of
purpose. Second, since analytic- induction” attempts- to- ascertain universa-
lity-of :propositions.there is a required. consideration of “all available -data
(the .search for the negative-case) in a particular substantive concern.
Grounded theory on the other hand, makes no claim to either exhaustive
logical or descriptive coverage of any-one substantive unit. Rather, the
task through this latter research mode is to;theoretically=saturatewith

-availablé™data, Additional development claboration, or refinement of the

resultant theoretical scheme can be accomplished as more data (i.c.,
different conditions) are brought to bear by others in formalizing the
theory. Since the theoretical scheme is ‘‘grounded’ and not dependent on
a singular substantive concern or lype of data one would be hard pressed
to ‘‘falsify’’ the model although it can certainly be modified.

DOING GROUNDED THEORY

In this second part of our adumbrated primer on grounded theory, we
discursively outline the procedures for conducting a grounded analysis,
using our own research on ‘‘talking identities’’ to illustrate the research
process.!

A. The Starting Point: Data Collection and Sociological Problem
(maybe) In the fall, Hadden, some graduate students and Lester formed a
seminar in grounded theory, While there were two preliminary classes on
grounded theory per se, Hadden wanted the class to ‘‘learn by doing,”’
the usual lechnique for teaching the method. At the end of the first class,
he asked if anyone had some data that the seminar could analyze. One
student, interested in ethnomusicology, said she had been reading some
interviews with jazz musicians that she found ‘‘interesting''. In the
beginning of the sccond class, transcripts of inlerview with several
musicians were disseminated to wit. The first dala collection phase was
complete for us, (Clearly one possible variation at this stage is collection
of primary rather than secondary data.)

This might appear to be a peculiar way to begin a study. We had not
formulated a sociological problem, no hypotheses to test, no paradigmatic
frameworks, no ‘‘check' (as yet) on validity and reliability of the data.
Although one might begin with a general phenomenon of interest in
grounded theory, the relevant core process is still not preconceived. €ore
processes and their properties are developed .in-response to the data, It is
thus the opposite of-logical deduction. Although Hadden wanted the data
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to be initially interesting in some way to some member, that was as far as
preconceplions went. As to the data itself, one of the tenants of grounded
theory is that, there is no “‘bad data’, although some will be easier to work
willt, yield different levels of analysis, elc. First, the notion of ‘‘bad data"
is usually defined with respect to the problem at hand, hypotheses, ete., and
since those are absent, the data will yield information on some process,
Second, the constant comparative method takes no one data set as
definitive with respect to process analysis, only as plausibly suggestive,

B. Substantive Coding. The next phase in the research process is called
substantive coding. In a “‘non-training”’ grounded theory production, this
phase is usually initiated after 4-8 interviews; or, where data already exists
cn tot, a “‘sample’’ of about 20-30 pages of data is drawn, This coding
cntails reading the materials very judiciously and noting ‘“‘what s
happening’’ or what is being said in cach line. (Ideally, for this purpose,
“‘data’’ appears on one side of the page leaving room for coding on the
other.) In doing this, one attempts lo use the same code when the same
process or=phenomenon-recurs: and convérsc!y, does not employ the same
code-when:scemingly diverse-things are happening. Codes; -at this point,
stay- very -close to the- data--i.c., arc fairly literal reductions of the
substantive matter although-rudimentary conceptualizations are-also noted
as.they are suggested to the analyst.

It might seem at this point, that grou‘ndcd lheory’s nose gels rubbed in the
cthnomethodological analysis of coding and its critique of coding-
as-literal-description (cf. Cicourel, 1964; Garfinkel, 1967; Leiter, 1969).
We want Lo take up some of the most salient issues in this regard. In some

sense, cthnomethodology and especially grounded theory are slightly
recast.

Glaser and Strauss (1967), followed by their students, saw the possibility
in.coding.‘‘what was really happening on each line'' --i.e., “‘happenings’’
were factual states-of affairs, although independently, particular happeniips
ar¢ but one index of a derived. concept. After lengthy discussions between
the authors of this paper, (which are not resolved ‘“‘once and for all’"), a
different conclusion has been reached, rooted in some cthnomethodological
insights into the status of coding as well as the authors’ experience with
using grounded theory. Description,. and thus coding; do -not stand .as
mirrors-to the world, to*the data here. While substantive coding is seen by
other grounded theorists to merely ‘‘reduce the data,’” from our standpoint,
what the dala ‘‘really is"*-and what 75 ““most important’’ in each segment
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6f data-is-context-sensitive in the ‘most global sense. ‘‘What is-really
happening’’, is dependent on typification of ‘‘what is really important™
in the occasional coding of taken-for-granted ideas-held by the analyst
which - informs as to what stands as important, and on previous coding.
To some significant degree, what is “‘really important’’ to code is an
ongoing assembling activity on the part of the analyst. So, for c':xamplc,
what might have been secen as previously unnoteworthy (L.c.,. not
necessary to code), might in light of later analysis, be retrospectively
viewed as **important after all,'’ or the reverse.

Given these fealures, coders, especially those not schooled in the
problematics of cthnomethodology, and who thus analyze the data from a
normative. standpoint, invariably ‘!fill in’’ - assumed- but ' unstated
meanings. They tske for granted that they can access and share the
intentional schemes of subjects in the latter’s interpretive work; i.c., there
is the assumption of common understanding and suspension of
knowledge of the indexical character of any account such that the content
of subjects’ accounts become the codable features.

As we began substantive coding in the fall with Lester promoting an
cthnomethodological analysis of same, there was understanding of the
features of coding just noled, but disagreement and later recasting o.f our
enterprise as well. For example, insofar as possible substantive cod‘mg is
totally grounded in the data--we attemipt to prevent logical elaboration of
codes from the data; so even if different coders see different things as
“important’’ to code, cach is rooted in the data. In the present case, the
first stalement by a musician in the data, as nearly all the data, was
substantively coded by each member of the seminar in sccn?ingiy the
same way: c.g., ‘‘About his recent musical changes, Coryell said...” was
coded as ‘‘change in music.,'” But it is also true that this seceming
inler-coder reliability was only on the face of it. That is, when we moved
to the next phase, theoretical coding, what ‘“‘change in music” “‘really
meant'’ was transformed by different analysts who were interested in the
datg in different ways, Thus, substantive codes do not have a self-evident
status but are particulars to be assembled into ‘‘good gestalts.”” The
connections between the particulars arc to be grounded in the data, but
here is more than one possible ensemble of codes. For the two of us, for
example, those substantive codes became processual accompii.shmcms, ‘
c.g., ‘‘changes in music’ became “‘identifying change,” x\fhﬁ.c other
people took the ‘‘change’ as a faclual product because their interesis
were cssentially substantive and normative,
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Here is where we effect a transformation of sorts in grounded theory. For
Glaser and Strauss, ‘‘what is happening in each line'' is an observable,
literally describable and self-evident phenomenon. So ‘‘change in music”’
would ordinarily be seen as a ‘‘fact in the world"’ apart from its production
by people in verbal interaction. As soon as it became clear that we could
employ grounded theory for ethnomethodological concemns, the interests in
substantive coding switched to people’s interpretive practices for producing
what others analyze as sclf-evident facts, In this transformation our
concerns directly dovetail with those of other ethnomethodologists. The
interest was in the formal structure of peoples interpretive work, rather than
the content per se, which in effect, eradicates some of the problems with
“filling in"" work, assuming common intentionality, etc.

There is another way to look at the problem of coding. Except for the
systematic nature of substantive coding in grounded theory, we ask how
our procedures at this stage differ from the way in which ethnomethodolo-
gists go about discovering that a siretch of talk exhibits “‘this’’ or *‘that’
property of talk, of accounts, etc. That is, for example, to use a protocol as
reflexively tied to the phenomena being talked about entails, in its formal
structure, the sclf-sémc practices--i.c., coding. When cﬂzﬁbmcﬁmdologists
document their theoretical point with an illusiration coding of the
illustration as an instance of the theoretical phenomena is taking place. In
every sense, coding is employing: the--documentary-method -of- interpre-
lation; and since that is everyone's mode of sense-making, all ethnometho-

dological inquiries employ the practice too, whether analyzed as such or
not.

Since we are all condemned to the documentary method, of which coding
is just an instance, there is every reason to introduce systematic explicit
coding into ethnomethodological research, unless one wanted to postulate
that systematic coding has a fundamentally different structure than intuitive
unexplained codingli! As it occurs in grounded theory, explicit and
systematic coding leads to discovery of previously unanalyzed processes,
their interrelationships, conditions under which they appear and con-
sequences for social interaction. In short, this second step sets the stage for
well-integrated and densified social theory.

C. Initial Theoretical Development. Once the first data are substantively
-coded, interest shifts to a more theoretical fevel. This does not mean that
the grounded charuacter of the analysis is laid by the wayside, or that we
“intuit’’ theory. Rather, we start to ask some theoretical questions about
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the data and substantive codes, beginning wilh ‘‘what is the or a core
process confained in the data’ to which the most substantive codes
appear related? '

Actually, in the present project, a core process was discerned before the
substantive coding on the first data was competed (a fairly common
occurrence). Independent of each other, Hadden saw a configuration in
the substantive codes which he termed *‘locating’’: i.e., the musicians
were seeking to produce verbal documents of who they are and, also
produced various assemblings of those documents into gestalt-like
phenomena. Simultaneously, Lester had conceived a seemingly more
gencric practice-identifying--that on initial inspection seemed to incor-
porate Hadden's “‘localing’* as one of its major components. Lester saw
segments of data that dealt'not only with documenting who the musicians
“are’* (locating'’, but who they were, how they got to be located as
musicians with various characteristics, and who they aspired to be. At
this point, it is important to note that instead of taking identifying as our
emergent process and secking ils dimensions, we could have focused on
just the locating practice. Indeed most of the substantive codes in this
data dealt with pronouncements of who the subjects are, with much less
emphasis on whao they were and aspired to be-- what later became our
relrospecting strategies, respectively--with some modification.

Just 1s we transformed the substantive codes into products of ongoing
documentary work by the musicians, so some students in the seminar
found an enlirely different process, and substantive codes came to mean
different things for them, This is to suggest that the same data will yield
information on more than one core process, at more than one analytic
level, and the choice of which to pursue is a personal one. Rather than be
disturbed by this rather personalistic criteria, we feel it is merely an
explication of what goes on everywhere. To our way of thinking, to-insist
_or-oven-intinmrEtiatonly-oneTesearchableproblem-is-evidentin a-sct of
data=is-one..of-the. ultimate-vnigarities~thrust on the - social world«by
sociologists of several ilks.~

Theoretically, we had a core process and a whole host of substantive
codes which we thought were related to identifying, to people’s practices
for “‘talking identitics'’. But as yet, we did not have the codes linked at a
theorctical level. There were ideas, such as locating in the present and
retrospecling identities, We asked further questions about Identilying-
-what makes up the process? What are ils properlies? Under what
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conditions does it occur? What are its consequences? But it was premalure
to discern variation or the relationship among the several fealures of
Identifying. Thus, the next phase of the process was begun while still

analyzing and trying to integrate substan(ive codes from the initial data on
musicians’ Identifying practices.

D. Theoretical Sampling. In grounded theory, the interest is not in a
specific population unit. One would not be interested in musicians’
identifying per se, nor in exhaustively describing musicians. Rather a
population or conceptual unit is analyzed only in so far as it clucidates
features of the emergent core process of interest. But of course, the process
will in turn reflect back on and provide analysis of the unit. So it was (hat
we wanled to sample other kinds of data in-order to refine, elaborate, and
perhaps to reformulate the configuration of properties, strategies conditions
and consequences relevant for the generic process of talking idenlitics. We
collected and substantively coded cthnographic data’ on institutionalized
alcoholics. This data was selected because we wanted ‘'more unstructured

data in contrast to the magazine interview and a seemingly contrasting
population as well.,

Each of us substantively coded this data and were (g come up wilh, and
bring to the seminar, an initial schemalic of features of the Identifying
process. This data was rich in people’s practices for. articulating who they
were, or so it scemed, as opposed to creating and assembling [calures of
who they are, as in the case of the musicians. As well, the alcoholics
talked fulure identities. The Identilying process was now tentutively
dimensionalized into three sub-strategies: Locating, Relrospecting  and
Prospectimg. Further, each for these stralegies were analyzed for jis
constituent features. For example, people locate themselves in social
networks of others. Actually they continually constitute themselves as
members of different networks. And they further assemble features of those
networks (i.e., establish networks as such) which elaborates their jnitial
locating-in-a-network. Their production of -in-order-to molives renders
their initial locating as sensible, rational and compelent--an important way
to Identify. In retrospecting, as we saw it at the time, pcople -isolate
“‘influencers’?, !'inciting events’’, ctc., in their autobiographies.

We also began to discern some conditions under which one or another
Identifying stralegy is prominent. So, for example, Identifying can occur as
an explicit oriented-to topic in conversation, or it can occur as a by-product
or tangential feature to other interactional work. And Identifying will take
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rather different forms under these conditions. As well we nf)tcd a gcnc'ral
property of Identifying at this time--identities are a continual ongoing
assembling process, where on one occasion for one purpose at hand, with
one sequential organization to talk, one identity will be .asscmblc.d;
another in a different setting; and perhaps conjoint rendering on still
other occasions, In a similar vein, social networks, significant others, etc.,
are also continually assembled and reassembled dependent on the nature
of the Identifying occasion at hand (cf. Hadden and Lester, 1975), for a
more complete analysis).

An integrated conceptualization was emerging, but the cc.msm.nt
comparative method dictated yet further sampling; as the slra.tcglcs for
Identifying and their features were still considered very lcm:.mvc. Some
features of Identifying didn’t fit and we suspected that we did not have
all the relevant variation on the process and its constituent features,
Herice, five more dala sets were sampled. There was an cthnogr:lph.y of a
speech colloquium, transcripts of interviews with mothers about c.hlldrcn,
with a waitress, and the like. This time only data possibly perlinent to
Identifying was substantively coded.

These five data sets reinformed the conceptualization and added
properlies, condilions, consequences, etc.--i.c., densified ulxc core procc§s.
So for example, we had initially conceived the thrccmr!mary- s(ra;cglcs
for Identifying--Locating; - Retrospecting~and- Prospcf:gr‘xg--as defined
along a temporal dimension. Locating was present Identilying, retrospect-
ing was Idenlifying the past, where it was assumed that when
relrospecting as past occurred, it would have bc'cn preceded t)y'{)rFscllt
locating. But in the new data, some of the subjecls were Idcntltyu'lg a
past, ‘‘e.g., I was a wailtress...”", but it had the same structure lo it as
locating except for the temporal dimension. And what we had 'callcd
retrospecting before had “‘all along’ an implicit connotation that it was
ticd to present locating by the actor. That is, the musicians un.d alcoh.ol.xcs
‘‘talked the past' as filling in work for the previous locating activity,
The identifying work of the wailress was of a different sort t'hzm the
retrospecling of the alcoholics: she didn't tie hnving-t')cc':n-a-wallrcss‘ to
any account of present identity. As a result of this varlallo.n .thc locnlfng
code lost the temporal dimension as ils defining characteristic. ‘Locating
can-assemble -both-present and past identities and it is the connection l‘hnl
the-idenlifier. makes. belween temporal periods that differeiiliales locating
and ‘retrospecting. Thus, for example when an alcoholic assembles
features of that lecated status and then proceeds (o pronounce
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biographical explanations for that location, both locating and retrospecting
occur. But when locating is done in present and/or past, with no oriented-to
tic between them, both are instances of locating,

In this reformulating stage, another important feature emerged. The
retrospecting of the musicians differed significantly from that of the
alcoholics. In essence, the musicians retrospected only by describing
“‘how’’ the past helped them get to where they were; and in general they
located much more than they retrospected. But the alcoholics were
explicitly providing the “‘why’’-- explaining their locating as lheir major
identifying mode. The result was that retrospecting was dimensionalized
into two forms--explicating which connoles describing work, and warrant-
ing, which provides explicit ‘‘because motives.”” Aside from just
describing that variation, a condition was found to sect the stape for
engaging in one form of rétrospecting or the other--assumplion on the part
of the identifier about what she and the hearer take as the valuved or
de-valued character of the location. When ego assumes that alter sees the
locating as relatively valued, only explicating will ogcur, When there is the
assumption of a devalued status warranting work takes place,

One last data set, received several months later, filled out this variation,
There had been concern about the nature of the data--relative fo everyday
conversation, all our data was structured. This concern derived from Sacks,
ct al. (1974) and West and Zimmerman (1974, 1975) explicit focus on
“naturally occurring talk'' where they suggest that it has a different
structure then “‘programmed interaction’., We were fortunale lo gain
access to some Iranscripts or more ‘‘routine talk’'. For us, it was the final
check on our conceptualization. Virtually all the same practices, properties,
conditions appeared in this last data set. Of great interest was the facl that
the data confirmed our differentiation of explicating and warranting under
the retrospecting code. We had been worried that perhaps the respective
interviewers of the musicians and alcoholics had elicited the differential
pattern--that the difference was due to the nature of the data and not an
actual Irans-unit condition, But we found the same pattern in naturally
occurring talk. For example, two women met for the first time and were
engaging in Identifying work. One woman said she lived in a sorority
house, which is generally devalued on the university campus. The second
speaker directly affirmed that assumplion and both located (i.c., assembled)
negative fealures of the sorority/fraternily networks. This was followed by
the resident of a sorority house relrospecting in the warranting mode--i.z.,
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“‘there was no other kind of housing available’’ when she needed a place
to live. Other conversations in this data set focused around Identifying,
manifested explicating as the major retrospecting mode, where the
located status was relatively valued. Not only were our conditions for
undertaking the two forms of retrospecting verified, but there also
emerged the idea that the valued-or--devalued.character..of the located
identity- can-be- accomplished -in-thetourse-of -talk, rdther-than being
brought to the setting and assumed as an .operating feature, as in the case
of the alcoholics' assumptions about the ethnographer’s evaluation of
them.

Several months prior to obtaining this conversational data, the last step
in the research process was begun: memo writing.

D. Memo writing, ‘‘et cetera’. As the core process and its attendant
features are being integrated and densified, the memowriting stage
ensues, colerminous with continuing other phases of the research (e.g.,
theoretical sampling, continual refinement of scheme, ctc.). In general,
memos. are . written. about the core process, its constituent fealures and
their linkages. So, for example, we write memos on Identifying; what it
means, noted its strategies, conditions, and consequences. That one long
memo proliferated further memos in two directions: first we moved up
gencrically to talk about the relationship between Identifying, cthnometh-
odology and grounded theory; second, and most importantly, for the
empirical analysis, memos were writien on each siralegy, sub-strategy,
condition, property, ete,, until we had elfectively exhausted what we
decimed lo be relevant for analyzing Identifying. I having to explicate
codes, their meaning, and linkages, one-ean-diseern-weak-points -in the
analysis which-can send the researcher back te-the data for refinement,
then to new. memos once -again. In order to avoid logically claborating
theoretical codes at this stage, we conlinually extracted illustrations of the
code being discussed which may also lead to further refinement, when,
for cxample, the process of writing a memo and articulating it with the
data leads one to sec a new property of a theoretical code, which
generates a new memo and so on. Ideally; memos;- theoretical scheme
and --data--continually - reinform -each--other until the best (fitting
confipuration is obtained:?

Memos-are-then sorted; All memos dealing with-the-same cote or sct of
codes are placed-together, Sorting enables onc to insurcthat-she/he-is not
using Awo-different-codes-far-the-same-processy and conversely that the



same..code is not.in-fact referring-to different-processes. As well, sorling
memos within and between theoretical codes elucidates points at which
linkages between codes are absent. Sorting can thus send one back Lo the
data, to substantive and theoretical codes for re-analysis, refinement or
reformulation. In the end, memos on the core process are linked to those on
conditions, propertics strategies and consequences, which results in a
relatively integrated conceptual scheme.

With claborate memos, writing for publication can consist primarily of
cutting and pasting xerox of memos or parts therein, with an introduction
and conclusion appended. One will nolice that we have so far made no
reference to the ‘‘literature in the field."” If one were to start with that
work, the grounded character of the research would recede and logical
deduction would assume prominence. It is after one’s own analysis is
complete that the literature review occurs, and then typically, as in our
case, it was literally appended to the beginning of our analysis such that the
analysis of Identifying looked like the typical ASR paper cven though the
latter is usually a deductive enterprise, where the literature actually
suggested the study. Were journals more sensitive to this lype of work, it
would be perfectly reasonable to tie the research ‘into the literature at the
end of the paper, for that is what actually happens in grounded theory,
where the literature is treated as supplementary data, and in inductive
rescarch generally. But as Hadden would say, ‘SO IT GOES!|"’

ETHNOMETHODOLOGY AND GROUNDED THEORY: THE
POTENTIAL LINK

We have so far characterized the aims of grounded theory and traced the
steps in its research programs they were used to generate a conceptualiza-
tion of identity production. This research is, in fact, the first time that
grounded theory has been used to conduct ethnomethodological inquiry. At
this point, we want to discuss, in a more explicit fashion, what we take to
be the potential of grounded theory for ethnomethodology.

Fundamental to grounded theory is the interest in basic social
process--i.c., generic process. While this has usuvally meant either social
structural or social psychological process in the ordinary sensc in which
those terms are employed, it is also amenable to elhnomethodological
problems or what we might refer to as basic interprective practices. As
such grounded theory methodology dovetails directly with ethnomethodo-
logy’s paradigmatic inlerest in generic or formal structure of practical
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actions. Actually, we believe grounded theory not only can be employed
on a par with other research methodologies, but can enhance the analysis
of ethnomethodology’s problematics by rectifying what we sce as two
problems in the present state of the art. Insofar as many published and
unpublished works are concerned, there has been a dual and polar
tendency in the past several years to: (1) proliferate programmatic
statements, and (2) discard the early interest in discovery and analysis of
members’ generic interpretive work and rather has rediscovered those
practices in different research settings or among different population
units,

Programmatic statements have been employed to assemble and
reassemble the boundary lines of ethnomethodological inquiry, to suggest
theoretical handles or the theoretic attitude to be assumed in undertaking
research, and to assemble the ‘‘real cthnomethodologists’'. Were these
statements used merely as suggestive of problems of study,. of modes of
inquiry,there would be no problem. But instead, they have been reified
(usually not by the author) for the purposes of criticism (cf. Attawell,
1974); Carpenter, 1975) of our problematic, and/or they are elaborated
through logical deduction into hypotheses to be tested. We end up in a
modus operandi that has been heavily critiqued by cthnomcthodologists
themselves, i.c., logical deduction. Were more of us to adopt a grounded
approach, programmalic statements, if they occurred: at all, would atlain a
different status, They would be grounded in research, and hence, not
really conslitule programmatic statements at all, but perhaps function to
link at a conceptual level, studies of different cthnomethodological
analysis.

On the other hand, a good portion of the ethnomethodological research
has moved Lo an interest in specific population units (e.g. school teachers,
newsworkers) or conceptual units (e.g., deviance) rather than exploiting
these units for purpose of generating previously seen but unnoticed
interpretive practices (e.g., theorctically sampling), or densifying,
claborating and integrating previously discovered ones. So, for example,
once Garfinkel clucidated the documentary method of interpretation,
characterized some of its properlies and consequences for the social
world, more than one of us went on to show that it operates in the
newsroom (Lester, 1974), among eclementary school teachers (Leiter,
1970), and among cops (cf. Sanders, 1975). Each study essentially
concluded that ‘‘this group’s major fact-creating and sense-making
praclice was the documentary method of interpretation,’’
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which had most



of the same features as when it was first articulated, except in one case it
was used to create evidence of crimes, in another to generate new slories,
cte. In so far as this becomes a major mode of inquiry, there will be
continual movement from discovery to a ‘‘rediscovery’’ approach and to
unit analysis,

In part, we suspect that it was the very success of the early work which
lead to this focus on units per se as opposed to continuing to develop
conceptions of formal structures. As properlics of the documentary method
and of accounts more generally were discovered, they were taken as
cxhaustive and became constituted as a paradigm for others to verify and
rediscover in selting after setting, even though one of the major properties
of these practices is that they are géneric, e.g., transcends units.
Ethnomethodological ideas became apriori assumptions about the data and
were basically enumerated into testable hypotheses, though not usually
related as such, This is not-to say that there is anything inlrinsically faulty
about unit analysis. To be sure this approach is the standard fare in
sociology,to wit, sociology of deviance, of organizations, etc. However,
proliferating rediscoveries and unit analyses is not facilitative insofar as
generic process is the desired goal. -

Employing a grounded approach, one may, and an ethnomethodologist
will, attend to the constitutive character of (he data, to the ‘‘doing" as
opposed to the product as such. However, preconceptions of what the data
will yicld ceases there. Because they are not serving primarily a
verification function, substantive followed by theorctical coding and
theoretical sampling ol data can vyicld information on and lead fo
conceptualization of yet undiscovered or unstudied facets of interpretive
work, or at least to elaboration, densification and integration of
already-noted practices. Perhaps,as with the identifying process, these will
be less generic than the global ‘‘reflexivity of accounts,” and ‘‘the
documentary method,” ectc., but nonetheless they constitute formal
structures. In our study, these latter essential propertics of accounts were of
course also major properties of Identifying. Were we to have focused on
the documentary method as the basic social process so our resulls might
well have come to the same conclusion as other rediscoveries except for
the variation in the conceptual unit of analysis, In employing grounded
theory, we went on to capture the more specific process by which all
identities are talked. We also suspect that we could have analyzed the
documentary method via grounded theory and perhaps claborated and
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integrated its features beyond work already done.

Aside from being adaptable for generating conceptualization of variety
of generic practices, we argue that employing a grounded analysis will
result in a level of theoretical integration not so far achieved--i.c., will
cement as well as analyze fealures of the paradigm, and will allow for
cumulative development of ethnomethodological theory. This is perhaps
particularly important at this point in time while ethnomethodologists are
pursuing research in seemingly disparate directions, where there ars
differing problematic and thus differing features scemingly taken as
resource. So, for example, to take the production of accounts-
as-fact-creating-work as a problematic usually entails cmploying the
social organization of talk as a resource, as pointed out by Carpenter
(1975). Similarly, to take even higher level process, e.g., Identifying,
status passage, or the social construction of social problems are typically
seen to fall outside the domain of ethnomethodology altogether. Even
though there is a fundamental concern with members’ fact-creating and
sense-making in these latter problems they are seen to take talk, accounts
and their altendant properties as resource.

These variations can result in rather fruitless debates about the “‘real’’
clhnomethodology or about who constitute the “‘real”’ ethnomethodology
or about who constitute the ‘‘real’’ cthnomethodologists. That is, conflict
rather than complementarity, and integration of different level processes
has generally characterized the ‘‘accounts’ of our individual cfforts. If
carricd to ils logical conclusion, we will inevitably get lost in Lhe regress
problem. In so far as we take the distinction between topic and resource
as the ultimate criterion for cthnomecthodology, then when any social
accomplishment of members is not rendered analytically in any one
study, the study will be faulted. Taken to such extremes, ethnomethodo-
logy will come to constitule only the study of talk, until somecone levels
the critique that the conversational analysts are employing a fundamental
accomplishment as their resource. Indeed, Mchan and Wood (1975)
suggest just that, although they also suggest that the conversational
analysts employ common sense knowledge as their resource.,

Our conceptualization of the meaning and consequences of the
differences amongst us takes a different turn. Such is rooled in taking our
whole identifying scheme as data for analysis. That is, we asked
questions aboul that process, analogous to those we asked about the
original data. We wanted to understand (he relationship of Identifying to
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‘

cthnomethodology, to ils *‘good fit"" with other ethnomethodological

studies, etc. “*“What propertics did Identifying share with analysis of other
practical actions?”’ '

With, further data, Identifying self might well come o be secen as a
variant of Rendering anything--other people, social organization and so on.
That is, cursory inspection of our's and other’s data and analyses suggest
that locating, retrospecting and prospecting, so far seen as strategies for self
production, are similarly members’ practices for rendering other things as
faclual, patterned, sensible and the like, although the substrategies of those
would vary. Thus, this process could be made even more generic. In so
doing, Rendering would be analyzed for its properties, condilions,
consequences and the like, i.c., would come to be an analyzed basic social
process. Identifying people, would likely share all the fealures of the more
general process of Rendering, but would have features in addition which
are specific to ‘‘people production’’,

This is an instance of both vertical and horizontal integration. We could
move up generically, through the method of constant comparison to
analyze the whole Rendering process; and similarly move harizontally to
take into account the variation encountered in Identifying people,
Identifying self, ldentifying objects removed in space and lime, ete. In
analyzing the most generic process, the characteristics of “‘rendering talk’’
would be analyzed, the forms that the documentary method takes in this
work, and the reflexive character of “‘rendering accounts with what is
being rendered, ete, (We cannot al this time really suggest the properties of
that process since our dala was analyzed at a more substantive level)
However, in studies of the more substantive process--c.g., Idenlifying
““self’’, *‘others"’, ete., the analysis. would not rediscover the properties of
the formal rendering process (unless new properties of this generic process
were discovered in the course of this work), but would look at the form
that these practices take--their properties, conditions and consequences. It is
not the case that ‘‘talk’’ is being used as a mere resource, but that it has
been analyzed in previous work, and here is the opportunity to build on
that work and to dimensionalize the properties of the substantive
Identifying practices. This work in turn would reflect back on and enrich
the initjal analysis of Rendering. One could as well work in the opposile
direction and build from substantive to formal theory. In either case,
Identifying self and others, ctc., would be linked logether, as well as to the
overall Rendering process--the beginning of inlegration and cumulative
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development of theory.

There are other possibilities, using the analysis of the more generic
Rendering process. If we had analyzed that process, we could have
moved in a different direction vertically. For example, Hadden’s
dissertation, The Social Creation of Social Problems (1973) can be seen
to analyze, through grounded theory, the process of identifying social
problems. That process included praclices such as ‘‘alarming’’, that is
seeking to produce the sense in which there is an urgent problem, which,
in turn, consists of practices such as ‘‘pronouncing prevalence'’ of a
problem, ‘‘providing indicators’’ of a problem and, more generally, doing
productlion work to creale the sense in which the problem has a stable,
objeclive, transpersonal character. The analysis of the social creation of
social problems can be seen lo derive from what was previously
unexplicaled, and is now an explicit analysis of Identifying. This is to say
that with an eye toward theoretical integration and cumulative develop-
ment of theory, phenomena typically unanalyzed by ethnomethodologists
will be made available for study and will be linked to other studies of
ethnomethodological problems,

Much of the foregoing is at a relatively macroscopic level compared to
many cthnomethodological works, but the potential for integration and
cumulalive development of theory does not start and stop at this level.
Indeed, if it did so, our resource would be the more general phenomena
of interpretive work, The general nalure of interpretive work and its
properlics, elc.--¢.g., the documentary method, the embedded character of
accounts, the assembled nature of any phenomena--have and will
undoubledly conlinue to form problemaltic for resecarch, But in so far as
they are indeed the formal, i.e., transsituational structure of practical
actions, they are also altendant properties of Identifying, of creating
social problems, ctc. By nothing that foundation, less generic problems
need not rediscover and reanalyze the formal structure of the more
generic practices. That is, ‘‘Identifying’’ partakes of all the discovered
features of accounts and practical actions in general and so our analysis
focused' about the more precise mechanisins by which identities are
preferred. In  analogous fashion, the work of ethnomethodologists
concerned with members’ praclical actions in preferring anything could
be seen to rest at least in part on the work of the conversational analysts,
or at lcast analysis of the two lopics would be mutually informative.
While the latter are pursuing their problematic--the  structure of
conversational praclice--those interested in higher level phenomena can
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embed their work in the analysis of talk, and vice versa, without having to
take the related problem up in detail, since it is not the topic of study per
se. The analysis of accounls for example rests implicitly on features of talk
that the conversational analysts have taken as topic, bul have analyzable
properties of its own. The latter should form the specific research problem,
rather than having to undertake basically two studies, i.c., the social
organization of talk and the production of accounts, nor apologize for using
“talk”” as a resource. Especially insofar as we want to disseminate our
work to others, standard presentational practices and space limitations

prevent the analysis of all the more gencral processes plus the specific
problem under study.

We basically see elhnomethodological ‘work varying in terms of lhe level
of problem. Only to a minor degree, then, is there intrinsic conflict between
analysis of conversational practice on the one hand and the social creatjon
of social problems on the other. By virtue of the facl that these are
different rather than competing levels, there is every reason (o conceptual-
ize the integrative potential of our enterprise, This will be effected by each
of us explicitly attending at the level of analysis of our studies, nothing
where they fit in the whole enterprise, rather than feeling obligated to
include analysis of other levels, especially those higher on the continuum
of generic verses substantive (or microscopic .versus macroscopic) process.
In short, with altention to these issues, we will be betler able to pursue our
individual problems of interest, at the same time seeing and arliculaling the
integrated and cumulative character of our program as a whole.
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ENDNOTES

1 It is to be remembered that while grounded theory provides a research
program, some variation can and docs take place in the precise way in
which each stage is undertaken.

2 It often happens as well, that in the process of writing one memao, an
idea for another occurs. Following the grounded theory process, one will
usually stop the first memo, start the second to get the idea on paper, then
finish the first, etc. One can thus have several memos going at once which
continues until all relevant codes have found their way into memo wriling.
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