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ABSTRACT

This thesis has two purposes: firstly, to develop grounded theory methodology and
secondly, to apply it in order to establish and further investigate those processes
which structure young peoples' participation in physical activity. To satisfy the first
of these aims, the Helix Model was created to provide a systematic framework to the
grounded theory analysis. This Model was then employed to address the second aim,
as it was used to analyse interviews conducted with a mixed sex sample of twenty
nine very active and very inactive children and their parents. These young people
were selected as a result of completing, on four occasions, a 24 hour self-report
questionnaire specifically designed for them.

The grounded theory analysis identified a series of interrelated 'gatekeeping
processes' which construct those opportunities for young people to participate in
physical activity. Several evolving processes, varying according to the context and
nature of the physical activity, interrelate with one another to create a complex causal
web. The gatekeeping processes are consciously, as well as unconsciously,
manipulated relative to the social and physical context in which the young person and
the other gatekeeping agents (parents, school, peers) exist and find themselves. The
interrelationships between these agents, especially the young person and their parents,
work through compromise and coercion to satisfy each of their personal agendas. The
nature of each agenda is based on the definition associated with the three roles which
gatekeepers adopt (guardian, facilitator, enforcer). The definition of each role affects
the manner in which young people individually, as well as collectively with the
gatekeepers, construct networks to accomplish an evolving combination of:
independence, maximisation of the available resources, rewards, and care and control.
The interrelationship between these factors and the extent to which participation in
physical activity can achieve them, is what determines the likelihood of the young
person's participation in that activity. However, physical activity has to compete
with a myriad of the other activities the young person is involved in. These are
activities, which for the more sedentary young person, are perceived to be more
successful at providing the desired rewards.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Purposes of this Research

The importance of regular participation in physical activity from an early age is no
longer an issue of establishing proof. The World Health Organisation and FIMS
(WHO/FIMS Committee on Physical Activity for Health, 1995) and the American
College of Sports Medicine and Centre of Disease Control (Pate et al., 1995) have all
made statements which highlight the compelling accumulation of scientific evidence
which demonstrates the health benefits from regular participation in physical activity
(Bouchard and Deprés, 1995; Vuori, 1995; Pate, 1995; Shephard, 1995). What is
more of an issue is the extent of such participation and the processes involved in

influencing individuals', especially young people,! involvement in physical activity.

Sallis and Hovell's (1990) contention that exercise behaviour is the result of a
complex causal web of factors, is one that is potentially applicable to physical
activity. The interacting processes which potentially create the decisions young
people make over participation in physical activity remain relatively unexamined
above the level of mere description. This study addresses the issue by moving beyond

the predominantly descriptive work through the application and development of
grounded theory methodology.

Some of the issues and the processes which envelope them, as identified in this thesis,
may appear obvious and common place to the reader, especially to those of whom are
parents. This is not to say that the theoretical findings of a grounded theory are
insignificant because of their obviousness. They may already be well-known
phenomena to those of whom are involved in the context under investigation,
however, the important thing is that the grounded theory constructs a coherent
amalgamation of issues and processes supported by an evidence base. Common sense
understanding and lay interpretations arc given the necessary formalised evidence
base by using the grourded theory, which gives it credibility away from the realms of
lay theories and anecdotal folklore.2 Alternatively, these lay interpretations may not

1 The Allied Dunbar National Fitness Survey reported that lifelong physical activity is most likely to
be started in childhood. Yet despite a wide acknowledgement of the desirability of physical activity in
youngsters, we know relatively little about their physical activity patterns. (Armstrong, 1993: 35)

2 See Furnham (1988) for a very good discussion of lay theories, and the way in which these informal,
common-sense explanations people give for particular behaviours, differ from formal 'scientific’



be well known to those outside of the research context. The grounded theory findings
are significant because they not only reflect the change and movement between the
processes involved as identified by the researcher's interplay with the data, but in so
doing they create a fundamentally important aspect of any grounded theory, that it has
an empathy for and does not exclude, from its appreciation and understanding, in any
guise those who have been investigated. Unfortunately, a significant proportion of
these processes have previously either been ignored completely or resigned to what is
generally considered the insignificant realm of anecdotal evidence. This has resulted
in their dismissal from serious discussion and analysis. However, this is changing
with the advent of clearer naturalistic-interpretive research procedures. These
changes are being used in conjunction with a real acknowledgement that a better
understanding of the processes which underpin decisions to participate in physical
activity are an essential component of the research agenda on physical activity. This
agenda remains predominantly positivistic in nature. It is the interpretation of the
processes and the meanings associated with them for each individual that have to be
differentiated in order to understand the situation. What is significant for one is not
necessarily significant in the same way, if at all, for another individual relative to their

personal definition of the situation and context.

There is a growing body of literature which identifies the inactivity patterns of young
people in England (Armstrong et al., 1990, 1990b, 1991; Sleap & Warburton; 1990;
Cale, 1993). It also appears to be an international problem (Saris et al., 1980; Gilliam
et al., 1982; Hebbelinck & Shephard, 1986; Gortmaker et al., 1987; Ross et al., 1987;
Cale & Almond, 1992; Bouchard, Shephard & Stephens, 1994). This was the starting
point for a research programme for Cale (1993) who developed a self-report
questionnaire specifically for use with young people in order to monitor their physical
activity patterns. This research provided quantitative data on the amount and kind of
physical activity young people participated in. However, it could not provide any
insights into why young people participated in physical activity or avoided it.
Relatively very little research has been conducted into this area.

Little is known about the determinants and health outcomes
of physical activity patterns among school-age children and
youth. This is perplexing because it has become
increasingly clear that the roles of habitual physical
activity, exercise and physical fitness in public health
cannot be understood or facilitated unless research and
program intervention with school age groups are
accelerated. (Takanishi, Deleon & Pallak, 1984)
(Dishman & Dunn, 1988: 156)

explanations of what actually happens. However, he emphasises that one should not replace the other,
but be used to compare and contrast structures, functions and implications to maximise understanding.



If we are going to inform strategies to promote the health gains of physical activity
this is undoubtedly a fruitful area of research. It represents a starting point for this
project.

This thesis addresses a complex reality, and by its very nature has to simplify it in
order to identify and clarify processes.3 Such processes are forever evolving,
continually being reconstructed relative to the changing circumstances in a myriad of
social, political and physical ways. However, in so doing it makes what has been
abstract something more concrete relative to those young people, contexts and
situations under investigation.

1.2 Structure of the Thesis

The structure of this thesis is in-keeping with the grounded theory methodology
which it has adopted and developed. The recognised formal structure adopted in most
theses has been put to one side in order to acknowledge the way in which grounded
theory methodology starts from a position that dismisses the notion of the verification
of a preconceived theory. Hence, even though there is a review of the potential
determinants of physical activity literature prior to the presentation of the processes
influencing young peoples' participation in physical activity, there is a second review
of literature within the grounded theory. The author had to make a significant
decision regarding the position of this second review. The continual formulation and
verification of categories and concepts, and the mini-hypothesis generated on the
basis of them, resulted in the collection of relevant literature on a similar ongoing
basis. Acknowledging this, it was inappropriate for the second review of literature to
come after the presentation of the processes influencing participation in physical
activity. This was supported by the fact that its injection into chapter six did not
detract from the presentation of such processes.

1.3 Outline of Contents

In order to keep faith with grounded theory the content of the thesis will be as
follows. The paradigmatical underpinnings and nature of theory in social research
will be discussed in chapter two. This discussion involves establishing the way in
which different paradigms make sense of reality based on their ontological and

3In reality and despite the extensive research attentions of the author, the reasons why young people

participate in physical activity are ones which are far too complex to be entirely addressed by this
work.



epistemological assumptions and the methodological implications. The aim of this
chapter will be to locate the study within a particular paradigm, with no claim being
made that one paradigm is better than another. However, it will be emphasised that
this project adopts the assumptions and implications associated with the interpretive
paradigm. Identified as a framework rooted in symbolic interactionism, the
incentives which gave rise to its variation and the method called grounded theory will
be considered. Methodological implications associated with grounding the theory in
the empirical world under study will then be emphasised, as they apply to the
aforementioned philosophical assumptions which are adopted. In conclusion to this
chapter, the distinction between substantive and formal theory, as well as the variable
conceptualisation of truth and trustworthiness associated with the given

paradigmatical position and point of view will be considered.

The data gathering technique of interviewing employed in the project will be outlined
and discussed in chapter three. The various forms of interviews will be identified
prior to a discussion of the appropriateness of the structure of each interview
technique and the philosophical underpinnings associated with each of them.
Consequently, the use of unstructured and semi-structured interview techniques will
be identified as the predominant techniques selected for use in this project. After
addressing the challenge of equity in consistency and flexibility in the interviews,
linked to the preferred interview technique and its assumptions, the conceptualisation
of the interview will be discussed. The notion of validity and reliability in a form
which is appropriate to unstructured interviewing will be considered. Once the
dynamics of the interview have been addressed, the interview schedule and protocols
will be described and presented, along with those issues that had to be addressed. The
use of the computer management tool (N.U.D.LS.T.) and its productive, as well as
inhibitive, aspects influencing the grounded theory analysis of the data will then be
addressed. To conclude the chapter, the evolving ethical considerations made
throughout the research, which are interrelated to the many of the issues previously

identified, will be discussed.

The interpretation of grounded theory methodology which was employed and
developed within this project is presented in the following chapter. Moving from the
theoretical perspectives from which the methodology evolved and which underpin it,
there comes the illustration of the Helix Model. This Model was constructed by the
author to create a framework which systematically structures grounded theory and
guides the use of interviews and the rest of the investigation. After discussing the
notion of progression in the Helix Model, each of its constituent parts are considered.
While its systematic nature is reinforced by the way in which each of its constituent



parts are described separately and in an orderly manner, their relationship is one
which is far more complex. However, there will also be an emphasis on the way in
which the structure of the Helix Model allows for manipulation and a degree of
flexibility relative to the researcher's understanding and familiarity with the
methodology and the research setting. The many varied interpretations of grounded
theory methodology which have arisen from certain intrinsically problematic aspects,
and which made it necessary to identify constituent parts and their complex
interrelationships, will be identified and examined. The comparison of interpretations
of grounded theory will be extended to involve what has become a very intriguing
debate between the two originators of grounded theory methodology, Strauss and
Glaser, who have allegedly developed divergent opinions over its interpretation.
Several aspects considered to be contentious in the nature of grounded theory are
subsequently discussed. In conclusion to this chapter the reasons for employing
grounded theory methodology in this project will be stated.

The potential determinants of physical activity in adults and young people as
identified in the literature will be investigated in chapter five. This is a long chapter
which attempts to capture the complex potential interrelationships among
determinants. The fragmented character of this review identifies the dearth of

information which currently exists.

Chapter six presents the grounded theory constructed from the use of the
methodology discussed in the previous chapter. In this chapter those gatekeeping
processes which create opportunities for young people to participate in all forms of
activity, including physical activity, are presented. The boundaries to such
opportunity and participation for each young person are constructed and manipulated
by one or more of the gatekeeping agents (parents, peers, school), and the young
person themselves. Gatekeepers are those people who have the ability either directly
or indirectly to facilitate or inhibit the physical activity a young person is involved in.
The framework for opportunity created by one or more of the gatekeepers is
extremely complicated with none of them existing in complete isolation. Six
gatekeeping proccsses are discussed: negotiated independence, safekeeping,
rationalising rewards, networking strategies, reprioritisation and vacuum strategies.

Chapter 7 concludes the project by highlighting and reinforcing key points explored
in the previous chapter. Comments on the potential developments associated with
grounded theory in the future will then be made, along with recommendations for

future research on children and physical activity.



CHAPTER 2

PARADIGMATICAL UNDERPINNINGS
AND THE NATURE OF THEORY

2.1 Introduction

This chapter will address the background assumptions which underpin grounded
theory, as well as the implications that these have on the use of methodology and the
subsequent interpretation of events. In order to do this the main paradigms, which
provide different philosophical and conceptual frameworks, are described in the form
of their ontological, epistemological and methodological assumptions. It is the nature
of these attendant assumptions which categorise them as existing within a given
paradigm. In so doing this study is located under the umbrella of 'interpretivism'.
Following a description of the ontological, epistemological and methodological
assumptions and the relationship with each other relative to the paradigms identified,
the focus will be on the interpretive paradigm in which this study is located. The
focus becomes narrower as the general methodology of grounded theory is positioned
within this interpretive framework as a derivative of symbolic interactionism. After
identifying the background and emergence of grounded theory, as well as those
incentives which governed its development, the implications of its background
assumptions and how they manifest themselves in the methodology will be addressed.
Similarly the nature of theory in grounded theory is discussed relative to the
procedural nature of the methodology, as well as a distinction between substantive
and formal theory. The conceptualisation of 'truth' which varies with the

paradigmatical position and point of view will also be considered.
2.2 Competing Paradigms in the Debate.

Over recent decades there has been, and continues to be, a debate and competition
over the foremost set of beliefs which will inform and guide inquiry above and over
all others. The debate will not be continued or reiterated to any great extent, instead
the emphasis is on the philosophical and technical location of this study and not on
the justification of a particular paradigm, as this is implicit in its adoption.! Its
purpose here is to identify a number of principal paradigms, their assumptions and
implications; initially locating this project within one of them and so aligning it to the

1 For a fuller representation of the historical background and paradigmatic debate see Tesch, 1990;
LeCompte et al., 1992; Sparkes, 1992; Denzin and Lincoln, 1994.



appropriate accompanying beliefs which give them coherence. On this foundation a
more specific discussion of the nature of theory and the nuances of grounded theory

can then take place.

2.2.1 The Nature of Paradigms - Making Sense of Reality

Kuhn (1962) is commonly associated with the notion of paradigm. He believes itis a
set of interrelated assumptions about the social world which provides a philosophical
and conceptual framework for the organised study of that world.2 Over time
numerous authors have similarly defined it as a set of 'belief systems' (Guba and
Lincoln, 1989), a 'world view' (Patton, 1978; Guba and Lincoln, 1994) and a
particular 'lens for seeing and making sense of the world' (Sparkes, 1992), all of
which emphasise the many definitions that mark out a paradigm.

A paradigm represents a person's conception of the world, its nature and their position
in it, as well as a multitude of potential relationships with that world and its
constituent parts. Therefore, as the person brings along with them the 'baggage’ of
their previous life experiences and knowledge base, it is this very amalgamation
which constructs their competence and credibility as a member of any given research
community,3 as well as their answers to certain fundamental questions which will

determine such acceptance in and of that community.

Proponents of any given paradigm can summarise their beliefs relative to their

responses to three fundamental questions;

1 The ontological 4question;What is the form and nature of reality and, therefore
what is known about it?

2 The epistemological 5 question; What is the nature of the relationship between
the known or would-be knower and what can be known?

3 The methodological question; How can the inquirer (would-be knower) go

about finding out whatever he or she believes can be known?

2 See Barnes (1986) for a more detailed review of Kuhn's work.

3 See Sparkes (1992) for a fuller discussion on this.

4 Ontology refers to issues concerned with being and what people believe and understand to be the
case (Hitchcock and Hughes, 1989).

5 Epistemology refers to the origins of knowledge, the question and the nature of knowing. This
involves the basis of knowledge, the form it takes and the way in which such knowledge is
communicated to others (Maykut and Morehouse, 1994).

6 Methodology refers to the frames of reference, the models and ideas which shape the selection of a
particular set of data gathering techniques (Hitchcock and Hughes, 1989).



These assumptions are so interrelated that answers to one constrain answers to the

others. This can be represented diagramatically as shown in Figure 2.1:

ONTOLOGICAL ASSUMPTIONS
giving rise to

EPISTEMOLOGICAL ASSUMPTIONS
which have

METHODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS
for the choice of

TECHNIQUES OF DATA COLLECTION

INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS & WAY
WRITTEN AND ORALLY PRESENTED

Adapted Hitchcock and Hughes (1989)

Figure 2.1 The Interrelationship between responses to fundamental
questions of belief.

Guba and Lincoln (1994) similarly acknowledge the nature of this hierarchy of
questions and assumptions that are made. The fundamental beliefs which underpin
the researcher's work are considered prerequisites prior to a discussion of
methodology.

Questions of method are secondary to questions of
paradigm, which we define as the basic belief system or
world view that guides the investigator, not only in choices
of method but in ontologically and epistemologically
fundamental ways.

(Guba and Lincoln, 1994: 105)

At this point, a humanistic aspect to this discussion also needs to be acknowledged,
along with its associated error.”

An interpretive researcher cannot come to a study with a
pre-established set of neutral procedures but can only
choose to do some things as opposed to others based on

7 This is particularly pertinent to this project based within the interpretive paradigm, which commonly
places the researcher at the centre of the research process treating the researcher as the 'research
instrument par excellence' (Hammersley and Atkinson, 1983: 18).



what seems reasonable, given his or her interests and
purposes, the context of the situation, and so on.

(Smith, 1989: 157)

No construction for the interpretivist researcher is or can be incontrovertibly right
(Guba and Lincoln, 1994). It is all a matter of coherence, with the basis of truth or
trustworthiness for the interpretivist researcher judged on social agreement at any
particular time or place (Sparkes, 1992; 1992b). Sparkes (1992) refers to this as a
coherence theory of truth. Therefore, truth stems from any given proposition being
in-line and coherent with an overall scheme of propositions that exists and works at
any given time and place. Hence, it is a matter of coherent internal relations rather
than any degree of correspondence with some external reality.

For interpretive inquiry, the basis of truth or trustworthiness
is social agreement; what is judged true or trustworthy is
what we can agree, conditioned by time and place, is true

and trustworthy.
(Smith, 1989: 386)

The researcher's tendency to selectively observe and record certain data at the
expense of other data is a source of bias and error that should be taken into account.
Within grounded theory methodology this is partially addressed by a situation where
informants are interviewed and categories filled until they are saturated. 'Validity and
reliability are provided for by the use of constant comparative method and the search
for alternative hypothesis or negative cases' (Hutchinson, 1988: 116). On this basis

the bias of the researcher can be reduced.

Those background assumptions in response to the three questions of an ontological,
epistemological and methodological nature which all researchers address, are
complex and varied, however, it is only when they become clustered within a
paradigm that they are given coherence (Sparkes, 1992). Whatever the paradigm, it
simply represents the most informed and sophisticated view that can be devised by its
proponents, given their responses to the questions associated with ontology,

epistemology and methodology identified.

Table 2.1 outlines those basic responses which proponents located within each of the
three major paradigms (positivist, critical theory and interpretive®) would make in

8 The term interpretive was employed because it is not only a more eclectic term, enabling the
inclusion of many others, but it moves away from the notion that it is non-quantitative which the
adoption of qualitative would imply (and which is certainly not the case). Finally, it emphasises the
clarification and critique of the central interest which is human meaning and social life (See Erickson,
1986).
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reaction to those fundamental assumptions being made. This table is not intended to
be a comprehensive representation, designed to match the complexity of all the
research processes and the assumptions that are made relative to each and all the
paradigms. It is, however, a framework which offers the basic beliefs of extreme

positions to aid in discussion.?

It is discerning, while at the same time encouraging to know, that other researchers
similarly experience and acknowledge confusion over the terminology employed in
this whole paradigmatical debate (Locke, 1989; Cohen and Manion, 1989). Tesch
(1990) identifies a multiplicity of labels which have been attached to interpretive
research resulting in a confusion over the meaning and conceptual level of such
terminology. 'Sometimes it is difficult to distinguish clearly labels that denote an
epistemological stance and those that refer to method (Tesch, 1990: 58)10. By the
same token, Sparkes (1992) acknowledges this confusion and the way in which it
exacerbates the fundamental confusion with regards to epistemological assumptions
underpinning the researcher and the research. The researcher's ontological and
epistemological assumptions influence all aspects of research, as previously
identified. Consequently, to say that the nature of the problem of the research will
determine the overall approach and the methods of investigation, is misguided. Itis a
clear, but all too common, example of the perpetuation of the confusion over
terminology associated with the methodological and philosophical issues. The
confusion relates those issues pertaining to the methods which are best suited in
comparison to one another, and the ontological and epistemological assumptions
creating the appropriate foundations for the study of society.!! Existing within this
interpretive paradigm are many research traditions (symbolic interactionism,
ethnography, hermeneutics, case study, ethnomethodology, constructivism, and
more), all of which have differences and similarities. This array of traditions under
the umbrella term 'interpretivism' have added to the general conceptual and technical

ambiguity and disorder regarding the interpretation and application of terminology.

Ethnomethodology or symbolic interactionism are 'general
conceptions...the nature of explanations of social activity.'

9 The author supports Tesch (1990), Sparkes (1992) and Guba & Lincoln (1994) when they
acknowledge that the construction of such framework of the paradigms is in itself a human

construction which can be accepted or dismissed accordingly.
1015 an attempt to bring a measure of order and differentiation to this confusion, many authors, Tesch

(1990: 72/3) included, have produced graphic overviews of 'qualitative research types'. These should
be considered as heuristic devices and mobile structures, much like figure 2.1. However, there
remains the potential for manipulation by the researcher who proportionally perpetuates the ambiguity
and confusion associated with terminology and its interpretation within such a heuristic framework.

11 A straight forward identification of categories for philosophical and methodological aspects is not
always possible. For example, grounded theory can be seen to be a set of assumptions about the
production of knowledge and a set of guidelines for empirical research work.
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(Halfpenny, 1981: 565) at the same time as embodying
directions for appropriate research strategies.
(Tesch, 1990: 58)

Patton (1990) dismisses the philosophical aspects when adopting conventional
measurement terms like validity and reliability as key quality dimensions of
qualitative data (Grecne, 1994), by remaining clear of and removed from the idea that

inquiry paradigms frame or delimit methodological choices.

Rather than believing that one must choose to align with
one paradigm or another, I advocate a paradigm of choices.
A paradigm of choices rejects methodological orthodoxy in
favour of methodological appropriateness as the primary
criterion for judging methodological quality. The issue
then becomes...whether one has made sensible methods
decisions given the purpose of the inquiry, the questions
being investigated, and the resources available.

(Patton, 1990: 38/39)

For Patton (1990), the design and implementation of evaluation methods should be
flexibly based on practical need and situational Tesponsivements', rather than on the
compatibility of a set of methods with any particular philosophical paradigm.12 Even
though others, such as Guba and Lincoln (1981) and Guba (1990), support the
interaction of many different methods at the methodological level, such an approach
is considered unacceptable at the paradigmatical level. This stance is supported by
the argument that one cannot simultaneously adhere to the objectivist stance of
positivism and the subjectivist involvement of interpretivism. There are also those
who believe that the paradigms are fundamentally incompatible, however, they still
seek dialectically enhanced inquiry benefits through a pluralistic acceptance of
multiple ways of knowing. Salomon (1991) is one such researcher who maintains
that those extremely compléx social issues require the complementary use of both a
systematic and analytic approaches to inquiry across studies, simply because of their
complexity. The tension between the philosophical paradigm and practice is likely to
remain contested (Greene, 1994). However, the foundational stance of each
paradigm and their assumptions as illustrated in table 2.1 remain the heuristic
framework for use in this discussion.

Even with a demise in the 'paradigmatic mentality' (Hammersley, 1984a; Woods,
1992) nurtured by the unproductive and increasingly redundant qualitative versus
quantitative debate (Bryman, 1988), as well as an increase in the dismissal of
'paradigm affiliation' (Patton, 1990; Denzin and Lincoln, 1994), the debate continues

12 This is supported by numerous researchers. See Bryman (1988), and Pitman & Maxwell (1992).
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to occupy a considerable portion of the research literature (Patton, 1990; Pitman and
Maxwell, 1992). Even Kuhn (1962) acknowledged that the concept of paradigms
may not always be strictly applicable to all situations, especially where there are
numerous competing views in which none are dominant.!3 The qualitative versus
quantitative debate is one which researchers are moving beyond, especially those
predominantly qualitatively based. However, the location of those fundamental
beliefs within a paradigm remain extremely useful to clarify exactly where a
researcher is fundamentally coming from. This project is firmly established within
the interpretive paradigm and as such adopts its attendant ontological and
epistemological assumptions, rejecting those of the positivistic paradigm.

2.2.2. Existing within an Interpretive Paradigm

In interpretivism, social reality is viewed as significantly socially constructed, based
on a constant process of interpretation and reinterpretation of the intentional,
meaningful behaviour of people - including researchers (Smith, 1989: 85). The
contextualised meaning fundamental to the interpretive paradigm contrasts with that
of the positivist paradigm, with the interpretivist logic rejecting the primacy of
scientific realism (House, 1991), as illustrated in table 2.1. Reality within the
interpretivist paradigm exists in that interaction between the subjective mind and the
objective external world (Guba, 1990; Barone, 1992). Hence, there is no separation
between the researcher and the researched, with social inquiry being 'mind dependent'
(Smith, 1989).14 As a research instrument!S, the researcher does not mirror reality,
discovering those qualities of an independently existing reality, but instead, contribute
to making social reality. There are 'no facts without values, and different values can
actually lead to different facts' (Smith, 1989: 111). All methods, therefore, including
statistical procedures, cannot be interpretation-free because of the notion that social
reality is mind-dependent. Hence, knowledge which is claimed and supported by
methods cannot be interpretation free.

Once again, this project, locatcd within the interpretive paradigm, adopts its attendant
assumptions with regards ontology, epistcmology and methodology. This should not

13 This is in contrast to his conceptualisation of a mature paradigmatic discipline in the natural
sciences which is characterised by a single dominant paradigm whose principles define what 'normal'
science is in that domain during any particular historical period (Sparkes, 1992: 50).

14 Mind dependence here does not mean that the mind 'creates' what people say and do, but that how
we interpret their movements and utterances - the meanings we assign to the intentions, motivations,
and so on ourselves and others - becomes social reality as it is for us. In other words social reality is
the interpretation (Smith, 1989: 74. in Sparkes, 1992: 27).

15 This metaphor is useful in that it emphasises the fact that the researcher cannot achieve their
objectives without using a broad range of their own experience, imagination in ways that are various
and unpredictable (McCracken, 1988).
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imply that any one paradigm is fundamentally better than the others. It is to
acknowledge that a preference for the interpretive paradigm has been made and
adopted in this project. The nature of the paradigms which underpin the interrelated
philosophical and practical nature of research generally!®, as well as more specifically
to this project with its location in the interpretive paradigm have been established. It
is now appropriate to discuss the location of the methodology employed (grounded
theory) in that interpretive framework.

2.3 Locating Grounded Theory

Grounded theory has been described as a simultaneous set of assumptions about the
production of knowledge and a set of guidelines for empirical research work (Tesch,
1990: 58). Elsewhere it has been defined as a general methodology for developing
theory that is grounded in data systematically gathered and analysed (Chenitz and
Swanson, 1986; Layder, 1993; Glaser, 1992; Strauss and Corbin, 1994). It is only one
of many interpretive methods that share the common philosophy of
phenomenology.l7 Even though there are many similarities within interpretive
methods, the frameworks underlying these methods do differ. Table 2.2 identifies

some similarities and differences between grounded theory and other modes of
interpretive research.

The framework for the grounded theorist is rooted in symbolic interactionism wherein
the investigator attempts to determine what symbolic meaning words, gestures and
objects have for groups of people as they interact with each other (Stern, 1994).

Consequently, the investigators in such a position attempt to construct the social
world of those people.

16 The connections between philosophic assumptions and methods do not fit a simple linear model in
which one mirrors the other. Instead, these relationships are context-dependent and, as such, allow for
numerous possibilities from one study to the next within the overall domain of qualitative evaluation
(Pitman and Maxwell, 1992: 752).

17 The phenomenological approach is a focus on understanding the meaning events have for persons
being studied. The phenomenological approach to inquiry includes qualitative research but also has
_under its umbrella such areas in inquiry as ethnomethodology, symbolic interactionism, hermeneutic
inquiry, grounded theory, naturalist inquiry and ethnography (Patton, 1991). Bryman (personal
communication, 23.9.93) has suggested that it is perhaps more appropriately located as operating
within what might be called the Americanised 'weak or soft' phenomenological approaches taking the

perspective of the actor and immersion of the researcher, rather than the 'full blooded approach of
Husserl'".
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Table 2.2

Similarities and Differences Between Grounded Theory and Other Modes of
Interpretive Research

SIMILARITIES DIFFERENCES

* Sources of data - interviews, participant y Emphas}s on the role of sys'tematic
observations, diaries, video tapes, letters, theor){—buﬂdmg (both substantive and formal)
biographies, historical accounts as an integral element of research.

newspapers and other media materials. ) .
e It stresses the importance of sampling

as part of the emergent nature of the research

and the theory. Regarless of the level of theory,
there is a integral interrelated and simultaneous
collection of data and theoretical analysis, leading
to verification of hypotheses (constant
comparisons) throughout the course of the
research, thus creating greater conceptual

density and considerable meaningful

variation.

* Use quantitiative data and/or a combination
of qualitiative and quantitative techniques of
analysis (See Glaser & Strauss, 1967:185-220)

* Redefinition of scientific canons for the
purposes of studying human behaviour
moving away from translated positivistic
critiria.

* Interpretations are sought to understand
the actions of individuals or groups being
studied. Therefore, the perspectives and
voices of those who are being studied
must be included.

* Acceptance of responsibility for their
interpretation of roles. It is not sufficient
merely to report or give voice

to the viewpoints of those being studied.

2.3.1 Symbolic Interactionism

Symbolic interaction is a theory about human behaviour (Chenitz and Swanson,
1986). Itis derived from the Chicago School!8 of sociology of the 1920's and 1930's,
with G.H. Mead (1934) being one of the chief exponents of its ideas and their
implications.!® His work was popularised by people such as Blumer who first coined
the term 'symbolic interactionism' (Wpods, 1992).

Symbolic interactionism provides the essential for
provocative philosophical scheme that is peculiarly attuned
to social experience.

(Blumer, 1969: 21)

18 The hallmark of the Chicago School, according to Bulmer (1984: 3) was a 'blending of firsthand
inquiry with general ideas, the integration of research and theory as part of an organised program'
(Woods, 1992).

19 Mead (1934) postulated a social process whereby a biological organism develops a mind and a self
and becomes, through social interaction and society, a rational being (Chenitz and Swanson, 1986).

15



Symbolic interactionists reject the usefulness of general theories believing that
'society' is something that is lived in the here and now, in the face-to-face and
mediated interactions that connect persons to one another. Interactionists believe they
should write about how people are constrained by the constructions they build and
inherit from the past (Denzin, 1992: 23). Society, like interaction, is an emergent
phenomenon (Blumer, 1981: 153), a framework of the construction of diverse forms
of social action (Blumer, 1990: 133).

It makes no sense to write a grand theory of something that
1s always changing. Interactionists, accordingly, study how
people produce their situated versions of society. They see
these situated versions of the social everywhere, from
encounters to friendships to interactions in small groups to
economic exchanges in the marketplace to the interactions
that occur when a television viewer argues with a
President's speech.

(Denzin, 1992: 23)

When Denzin (1992) discusses 'interactionism's history' he divides the main
theoretical formulations in symbolic interactionism over the last one hundred years
into periods. These phases are as follows;

1. The canonical phase (1890-1932)

2. The empirical/theoretical period (1933-50)

3. The transition/new texts period (1951-62) (third generation)

4. The criticism/ferment period (1963-1970) (fourth generation emerges)
5. The ethnography period (1971-1980)

6. The diversity/new theory period (1981-1990) (the greying of interactionism)20

What is useful from this chronological breakdown of symbolic interaction's past is the
place occupied by the originators of grounded theory, Anselm Strauss and Barney
Glaser. Strauss (along with others) is considered by Denzin (1992) to have radically
altered the perspective during the transition/new texts period (1951-1962), because it
‘grounded the theory in mid-century empirical work, which spoke simultaneously to
the Chicago tradition, Mead's social psychology, and the increasing presence of
symbolic interactionism as a counter-theory to structural functionalism' (Denzin,
1992: 10). In the criticism/ferment period (1963-1970) Glaser and Strauss within the
general symbolic interactionist tradition became the originators of what was
considered a new Chicago method called grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).
The emergence of this approach was symptomatic of the new generation of
derivatives of the Chicago School, all of which shared the common approach of
'getting their hands dirty' and developing theory out of their research (Woods, 1992).

20 For a more detailed discussion of each of these phases see Denzin (1992).
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Grounded theory was first presented by Glaser and Strauss in The Discovery of
Grounded Theory (1967). It had three main purposes:

1. To 'close the embarrassing gap between theory and empirical research,’ by
providing a rationale for theory that was grounded, simultaneously generated
and developed in the research process.

2. To suggest the logic for and specifics of grounded theories.

3. To acknowledge the importance and valued position of careful qualitative

research.

Over time grounded theory has become a well-known methodology, especially in
North America and Britain, aided by the publication of numerous methodological
texts by the originators (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Glaser, 1978; Strauss, 1987,
Glaser, 1992, 1993, 1994; Strauss and Corbin, 1990, 1994).21 The variety of
phenomena investigated using grounded theory has been diverse, reflecting its
adaptability as a general methodology for thinking about and conceptualising data.
However, Strauss and Corbin (1994) are concerned that because of its popularity it
'now runs the risk of becoming fashionable' (p277), with important aspects of the
methodology being misunderstood through ignorance.22 However, as Tesch (1990)
identifies, 'some types of research and some labels catch on more strongly than others
or already have longer tradition than others. But basically, there is only one
requirement for research: that you can persuade others that you have indeed made a
credible discovery worth paying attention to' (p71).

2.3.2 Methodological Implications

As Woods (1992) emphasises, the most important premise for a grounded theory is
that inquiry must be grounded in the empirical world under study.

By the 'empirical social world' is meant the minute-by-
minute, day-to-day social life of individuals as they interact
together, as they develop understanding and meanings, as
they engage in ‘joint action' and respond to each other as

21 For a fuller explication of the historical development of the evolution and use of grounded theory
see Strauss and Corbin (1994).

22 For example, basic processes may be discovered, however, they are not developed conceptually,
because the researcher has missed the importance of variation which gives the grounded theory its
conceptual richness. 'People who think they are doing ground theory studies often seem to concentrate
on coding as this methodology's chief and almost exclusive feature, but do not do theoretical coding.
(Theoretical codes conceptualise how the substantive codes may relate to each other as hypotheses to
be integrated into a theory, Glaser, 1978: 72) (Strauss and Corbin, 1994: 277). A more detailed
discussion of the potential misinterpretation of grounded theory takes place in chapter 4.
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they adapt to situations, and as they encounter and move to
resolve problems that arise through their circumstances.
(Woods, 1992: 348)

When investigating young people's participation in physical activity, this might
involve the study of what young people, their parents and peers do in a physical
activity setting; how do they thcmselves experience and perceive it; how do they
undergo certain processes such as the social construction of matters of physical
activity experience, for example, competition, competence in the activity, the nature
of the activity, construction and development of relationships; what and how are
decisions or policy made by the young person and others involved, directly or
indirectly, in the physical activity; the organisation of clubs and the home and their
influence on participation in physical activity. These are all lived experiences which
exist in real situations and which are at the heart of the kind of problems of social
science, regardless of the level of abstraction. In order to discover this reality those
research methods adopted also have to respect the nature of that reality.?3 Hence
there is an emphasis on naturalistic, unobtrusive methods and on grounded theory.
The grounding of the whole research process is essential in order to remain faithful to
the world under study. In addition to this, in order to maintain the respect of the
empirical world under study, a minimal amount of a priori assumptions need to be

made about it.24

Unfortunately, a great deal of the verificational work which was conducted in the past
has received criticism during the unproductive 'positivism versus interpretivism'
debate, not because it was verificational in nature, but because it was fundamentally
flawed in that those theories that were being tested were not 'grounded’ in the
empirical world they attempted to explain. The contrasting epistemological
assumptions between the 'testing’ and the 'generating’ of theory associated with the
positivist and interpretivist stances respectively, is supposedly becoming increasingly
less a matter of concern, especially for the qualitative researcher who employs
techniques to both generate and test theory (LeCompte et al., 1992).25 However, this
dismissal of epistemological assumptions has been contested by others (Bryman,
1984; Sparkes, 1987), who state that an amalgamation of paradigms is acceptable
only on a technical level where it would eventually result in more superior research.
However, at 'the level of philosophical issues the two paradigms are most certainly

23 The research method does not contain the reality it is merely a tool to discover it.

24 This is a matter of contention and a potential criticism of grounded theory methodology. It is
discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4 - Criticisms of Grounded Theory.

25 Woods (1992: 381) notes that the emphasis in fieldwork research to date, has mainly been on the
generating of theory, which has 'largely been guided by the work of Glaser and Strauss (1967).’
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not' compatible (Sparkes, 1987: 40). The commitment of the researcher to a
particular epistemological position orientates them to formulate and develop the
research problem within its particular philosophical parameters, which are

fundamentally incompatible. Hence, the link between the epistemological and the
methodological issues is one that cannot be ignored.

If the research problem is one which directly emanates
from a particular epistemological position then the question
of the appropriateness of a research technique is significant,
for the technique must properly reflect the epistemological

framework in which the research is embedded. (Bryman,
1984:83)

(Sparkes, 1987: 41)

2.4 The Nature of Theory in Grounded Theory

All theories by nature are symbolic constructions of reality (Kaplan, 1964), consisting
of concepts and propositions about the relationships between concepts.26 Grounded
theory is a highly systematic research approach for the collection and analysis of
qualitative data for the purpose of generating explanatory theory that furthers the
understanding of social and psychological phenomena (Chenitz and Swanson, 1986:
3). Grounded theory was developed as a corrective response to the overemphasis of
the verification of theory and the 'resultant de-emphasis on the prior step of
discovering what concepts and hypotheses are relevant for the area that one wishes to
research’ (Glaser and Strauss, 1967: 2). Grounded theory methodology is designed to
guide researchers in producing theory that is ‘conceptually dense' - that is with many
conceptual relationships (Strauss and Corbin, 1994).27 Theoretical conceptualisation
emphasises the interest of the grounded theorist to identify patterns of action and
interaction between different actors. Therefore, based on the claim that the discovery
and elaboration of theory are distinct and separate enterprises from its verification,
grounded theory focuses on the process of discovering (constant comparison) and
elaborating (theoretical sampling) complex theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Glaser,
1978; Strauss, 1987; Strauss and Corbin; 1990 and 1994). The creation of theory
should not be considered to be more important than any other mode of

interpretation.28 It should, however, be grounded in the interplay between the data

26 Concepts are theoretical terms used to denote abstract material or phenomena and are related to the
facts at the empirical level and to the abstract constructs about those facts at the theoretical level.
Propositions in theory are used to denote relationships (Chenitz and Swanson, 1986: 4).

27 These relationships are stated as propositions and almost always presented in discursive form: They
are embedded in a thick context of descriptive and conceptual writing (Glaser and Strauss, 1967: 31;
Strauss, 1987: 263; Strauss and Corbin, 1994: 278).

28 Qualitative modes of interpretation exist from theory formulated at various levels of abstraction, to

more loosely developed theoretical models and frameworks, theme analysis and on to just 'let the
informant speak and don't get in the way' (Tesch, 1990).
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and developed through the course of the research (Cohen and Manion, 1989; Strauss
and Corbin, 1994). Grounded theory methodology is designed to further this
development of effective theory from the data rather than some ad hoc prior

conceptualisation.

(in grounded theory) Theory consists of plausible
relationships proposed among concepts and sets of
concepts.?® (Though only plausible, its plausibility is to be

strengthened through continued research.)
(Strauss and Corbin, 1994: 278)

Having said that theory is based in the data, and not in the existing body of theory, the
theory may '...shed new perspectives and understandings on other theories and
highlight their process. Other theories are neither proved or disproved, they are
placed, extended and broadened.' (Glaser, 1978: 38) This emphasis on 'theory as
process' is important to Glaser and Strauss (1967) because it stresses the idea of
theory as being continually modified and extended, rather than a perfected end
product. Therefore, theory is viewed as a constant and flexible accompaniment to the
incremental collection of data and the unfolding nature of the research (Layder, 1993:
45). Strauss and Corbin (1994) emphasise two other distinguishing features of

grounded theories, regardless of their level of abstraction:

First, theories are always traceable to the data that gave rise
to them - within the interactive context of data collecting
and data analyzing, in which the analyst is also a crucially
significant interactant. Secondly, grounded theories are
very 'fluid'...Because they embrace the interaction of
multiple actors, and because they emphasise temporality

and process, they indeed have a striking fluidity.
(p278/279)

Therefore, the development of the theory proceeds in a rigorous way, primarily by

means of comparative analysis.
2.4.1 Generating Theory

Grounded theory methodology is designed to guide the researchers in producing
theory that has numerous conceptual relationships that are stated as propositions and
presented in discursive form. They are embedded in a thick context of descriptive

and conceptual writing (Strauss, 1987: 263).

29'A coherent group of general propositions used (provisionally) as principles of explanation for a
class of phenomena’ (Stein & Urdang, 1981: 1471).
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Discursive presentation captures the conceptual density and
conveys descriptively also the substantive content of a
study far better than does the natural science form of
propositional presentation (typically couched as 'if -then').
(Strauss and Corbin, 1994: 278)

It is those patterns of action and interaction between people which grounded theory
research is interested in discovering, not particularly the creation of theory about
individual actors as such.30 This insight is not a magical feat, fundamentally it is a
matter of the knowledge base of the researcher, the organisation of their mind and the
data. Therefore, even though this process of data analysis remains one which is
generally poorly described in the literature, the premise that creativity is a matter of
being prepared is one which to a greater extent remains true. The structure which is
required to facilitate this foundation is based around the constant comparison of
instances over time and in a variety of situations. Theorising begins with the very
first data that is collected, when the search for significant events or words, as well as
negative cases to invalidate them or create alternative arguments begins. Through the
categories created by coding and the use of theoretical sampling the direction of the
research is determined. This process is one which is far more complicated than this
cursory presentation, as identified and explained in chapter 4. However, attention has
been paid to it here simply to acknowledge the presence of the comparative process
within the generation of theory.

2.4.2 Substantive and Formal Theory

Glaser and Strauss (1967) encourage the use of substantive and formal theories in the
cumulative development of theory. They distinguish between substantive and formal
(general) theory in that the first of these is a theory which is grounded in research on
one particular situational context and taken to apply to that specific area. The latter
theory, formal theory, is one that emerges from a study of a phenomenon examined
under many different types of situations. Glaser and Strauss (1967) continue by
emphasising that;

Substantive theory is a strategic link in the formulation and
generation of grounded formal theory. We believe that
although formal theory can be generated directly form data,

30 The criteria for a good grounded theory include a strong degree of fit with the data it purports to
explain; explanatory power, accounting for the relationships among the elements under specific
conditions, thus being able to predict outcomes under what circumstances; relevance, in being directed
toward central concerns of the area under examination; flexibility, in being a capable of taking into
account new and different material; density, were the theoretical construct are few but encompass a
large number of properties and categories; and integration, indicating a strong relationship among the
constructs (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Hutchinson, 1988; Woods, 1992).
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it is more desirable, and usually necessary, to start the
formal theory from a substantive one. The latter not only
provides a stimulus to a 'good idea’ but also gives an initial
direction in developing relevant categories and properties
and in choosing possible modes of integration. Indeed it is
difficult to find a grounded formal theory that was not in
some way stimulated by a substantive theory.

(Glaser and Strauss, 1967: 79)

Both types of theory exist on distinguishable levels of generality which differ only in
degree (Strauss, 1978; Glaser, 1992). However, simply generalising to different types
of situations from the study of one phenomenon in one situation does not constitute
the move from substantive to formal theory. To make the move to formal theory
different kinds of substantive cases and their theories have to be employed. It is not
the level of conditions that makes the difference between substantive and formal
theories, but the variety of situations studied (Strauss and Corbin, 1994). Glaser
(1992: 99) refutes this statement by saying that;

'The distinction between substantive and formal is not
based on how many situations are sampled. The situations
either are in the same substantive area for substantive
theory or in varied substantive areas for analysing a
concept. In varying substantive areas one can still stay on
the same substantive level, e.g. professional education in
nursing, pharmacy and medicine. Then the analyst
produces a general substantive theory, not a formal theory.'

Therefore, according to Glaser (1992), Strauss and Corbin's (1994) comment that it is
the variety of situations studied which makes the difference between substantive and
formal theory is patently inaccurate, 'since the distinction is substantive versus
concept' (p99). He suggests that the distinction between substantive and formal
theory is;

...a substantive theory as a theory about a substantive area
of inquiry such as pain management, science careers,
patient care and professional education. It is theory that fits
the substantive area's main problems and works in
predicting outcomes in the area; it is very relevant to the
people in the area. In contrast, a formal theory is a theory
developed or discovered for a conceptual area of inquiry -
such as status passage, social stratification, formal
organisation, or stigma. This distinction is very clear,
although it does vary on a conceptually ordered level of
generality which differs only in terms of degree.

(Glaser, 1992: 99)

This project is an attempt to generate what Glaser (1992) defines as a substantive
theory. Theory that explains observations and predicts what will happen in similar
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circumstances may be the desired end-product of positivistically oriented research,
however, this is dismissed by the grounded theorists who are in favour of studying the
nature of the social world and the 'meanings' that are constructed. ‘The interactionist
emphasis on process, flux, voluntarism, inconsistencies, contradiction, dilemmas and
strategies makes it difficult to think in terms of 'causes' and 'truth’' (Woods, 1992:
390). The whole notion of 'truth' is one that requires further discussion.

2.4.3 Truth and Reality

Grounded theorists, rejecting the positivistic position, follow the general stance that
emphasises consequences and the antecedent conditions that precipitated them, urging
the abandonment of what is considered to be an impossible quest for truth. A theory
is not considered to be the formulation of some discovered aspect of a pre-existing
reality 'out there' (Strauss and Corbin, 1994: 284). It is, however, believed to be
enacted, with theories being interpretations made from those perspectives as adopted
by researchers. In such a situation there is the potential for multiple, individually
coherent interpretations of the same subject under study. Therefore, there is an
attendant fallibility with such interpretation, however, this is not to discard the fact
that judgements can be made about the soundness or probable usefulness of it.3! The
provisional nature of interpretations, changing as they do over time and conditions,
means that they should not be 'set in stone', they face continual qualification and
evolution. Contemporary social reality (constructed by current ideas and feelings
within certain situations and contexts) influences and contributes to the researcher's
interpretations and, therefore, the nature of the theory which they construct. Hence,
changing conditions and contexts within this reality make theories inappropriate to

the evolved situation, requiring various degrees of qualification up to rewriting.

In short, theories are embedded 'in history' - historical
epochs, eras, and moments are to be taken into account in
the creation, judgement, revision, and reformulation of
theories. The interpretive nature of grounded theories
means that such conceptualizing is an intellectual process
that extends throughout the entire course of a given
research project.

(Strauss and Corbin, 1994: 280)

31 See Athens (1984) who proposes three scientific criteria for the evaluation of qualitative studies -
theoretical import (the contribution which they make to the development of new concepts or theories
or the refinement and further development of existing ones - the notion of formal and substantive
theory is a useful one used for this purpose), empirical grounding (empirical grounding exists only if
they are consistent with (not identical to) the empirical observations or cases from which they were
ostensibly developed) and scientific credibility (this is not an ascribed quality of study, but rather an
achieved one. The way a researcher makes a study credible is by supplying an adequate account of his
or her research along with the description of its results) all of which are an attempt to make more
explicit the basis for determining the value of qualitative studies.
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It cannot be known which of the many internally coherent interpretations of reality is
the 'right' one. 'Within such a framework there is always the possibility of one
interpretation of reality coexisting with another interpretation of reality because with
its anti-foundational assumptions there can be no independent, absolute or external
criteria on which to decide between two plausible cases' (Sparkes, 1992: 34). As this
author continues to explain, this does not mean that 'everything goes' and all
interpretations are accepted. Regardless of their relativist stance, judgements have to
be exercised. Grounded theorists do not hold with the view that propositions do not
have the property of being true. It is believed that judgements of truth are relative to
the particular framework, paradigm or point of view. So when one proposition is
'true’ for an individual in one context it may be false for individuals in another.

In a world of multiple realities, multiple truths can exist,
and this means that for interpretive researchers the
meanings associated with the term validity are very
different form those of positivistic researchers. Indeed,
notions of validity as used by positivists may be
meaningless to interpretive researchers, implying, as they
do, some impersonal, automatic truth.

(Sparkes, 1992: 36)

Therefore, 'valid' is a term which has different meanings and is conceptualised in
different ways by those within the different paradigms and their associated
ontological and epistemological assumptions.32 These different conceptualisations of
validity do not need to be contested against each other, but they should be viewed in
accordance with their own terms when judgements of their research are being made.
For example, the interpretivist researcher believes that we are unable to see the world
outside of our place in it and that the technical procedures encompassed by methods
cannot guarantee 'truth'. Whereas the positivistic stance emphasises the independence
of the research instrument from the object or attribute being measured, so that the
social world, which is external to individuals and which is real and made-up of hard
and tangible facts, can be measured. The assumption is that the results of such
research are automatically 'true’ if the appropriate technical procedures within the
methodology have been employed. This disparity emphasises the whole point of this
chapter, to locate grounded theory within a particular research paradigm and identify
its attendant assumptions and implications to enable informed decisions to be made,
based on the evidence presented.

32 See Mishler (1990) who also acknowledges this when he reformulates validation as a process for
interpretive research.
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2.5 Summary

The complex interrelated ontological and epistemological assumptions associated
with the interpretive, positivistic and critical paradigms identify fundamentally
different conceptions of the nature of reality and knowledge which each adopt,
regardless of the ambiguity which exists over the terminology used. Even with the
demise of the 'paradigmatic mentality' which has segmented the research community
into particular paradigms and consumed so much of the research literature, this
discussion remains useful in that it serves to clarify exactly where the researcher is

fundamentally coming from.

Located firmly within the interpretive paradigm, this project adopts the position that
reality exists between the subjective mind and the objective world, with the
conceptualised meaning of this socially constructed view based on a process of
interpretation and reinterpretation of the intentional behaviour of people. As a
general methodology grounded theory developed and evolved from symbolic
interactionism which holds the belief that society is an emergent phenomenon of
diverse forms of social action. The main emphasis and premise for a grounded theory
is that it is 'grounded' in the empirical world which is under study. Unfortunately, too
many theories in the past have failed to achieve such grounding, which has added to
the debate over the 'testing' and 'generating’ of theory in research and a call for the
dismissal of epistemological assumptions. The fundamentally contrasting
epistemological assumptions underpinning the 'testing' and 'generating' of theory
(positivistic and interpretive stances respectively) are a matter of discussion in what is
an ever decreasing debate, especially for the interpretive researcher who it could be
said, both generates and tests theory. Not all researchers agree with the complete
relaxation and dismissal of the significance of ontological and epistemological
assumptions. At a technical level there appears to be little contention against the
amalgamation of the paradigms. However, at a philosophical level, there is no such
agreement, with the researcher's orientation towards their research considered to be

fundamentally incompatible with other paradigms.

The grounded theorist is interested in a 'conceptually dense' theory which emphasises
the patterns of action and interaction between actors. Through constant comparison
(discovering) and theoretical sampling (elaborating) complex theory can be generated,
something which is quite distinct from the verification of theory. It is a process of
theory extensions and development which builds on appropriately grounded data
rather than preconceived 'ad hoc' notions. It is not the actors who have theory created
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specifically about them as individuals, it is those processes of action and interaction
between actors which the grounded theory is most interested in discovering through a
systematic process of comparative analysis.

Linking with this is the distinction which Glaser and Strauss (1967) make between
substantive and formal theory and the increasing degree of generalisation of 'process'
and 'meanings’ which are their distinguishing characteristics. It is not the level of
conditions that make the difference between substantive and formal theories, but the
variety of situations studied. The construction of reality and the notion of truth
associated with it, become important considerations at this point. With the emphasis
in grounded theory being on the contemporary nature of theory, changing as it does
over time and conditions and given the researcher's interpretation (given their
perspective), there is the potential for multiple, individually coherent interpretations
of the same subject under study. However, regardless of these 'multiple truths' they
remain useful in that they face continual qualification and evolution. The question of
'validity' then becomes one which can be conceptualised in different ways and have
different meanings for alternative paradigms and their accompanying assumptions. It
must be seen for what it is and judged within the overall paradigmatic framework and
its assumptions, so that informed decisions can be made on the appropriateness of
those conclusions given the acknowledged orientation of the researcher.

This has not been an either/or debate, it has merely served the purpose of locating
grounded theory within a general research paradigm so that its background
assumptions are made clear, along with certain issues in order for them to be

appreciated and compared with alternative interpretations that may contrast and
contradict them.
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CHAPTER 3

INVESTIGATION USING INTERVIEWS

3.1 Introduction

Interviewing was the predominant mode of data collection employed in this project.
This chapter addresses the wide variety of interviewing techniques that are potentially
open to the researcher, however, specific attention is paid to the unstructured and
semi-structured interview forms employed in this project. After outlining the
interview type, justifying its use, as well as its potential limitations within the
conceptualisation of the interview employed in this project, the discussion turns to the
issues surrounding validity and reliability. The make-up of the research population
and the selection procedures involved, the means of establishing access to those
young people under scrutiny and the modes of recording adopted are then identified.
A presentation of the interview schedule and protocols follows, before addressing the
issues related to management of the immense amount of data collected by using the
aforementioned interviewing techniques. Finally, ethical considerations and attempts
to ensure the well-being of the interviewees are highlighted.

3.2 Various Interview Forms

The purpose of a grounded theory study is to understand the concerns, actions and
behaviours of a group and explain these patterns of behaviour at a higher level of
abstraction (Chenitz, 1986: 79). In order to gather the indepth information required to
do this, numerous forms of data collection are employed which include interviews.
Interviewing has a wide variety of forms and a multiplicity of uses, and their
extensive use in all forms of research acknowledges them as a key technique of data
collection. Consequently, there has arisen a variety of forms and styles of
interviewing, along with the products of such interactions.! Even though there are
variations in the extent of the interviewer's control over the interview, the nature of
the questions asked, the number of participants and the position of the interview in the
research design, there remain broad categories which consume such diversity. These

very broad categories exist on a continuum from the structured to the unstructured
interview.

1 The most common type of interviewing is individual, face-to-face verbal interchange, but it can also
take the form of face-to-face group interviewing, mailed or self-administered questionnaires, and
telephone surveys (Fontana and Frey, 1994: 361).
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3.2.1 Structured Interviews

Close to a questionnaire in the assumptions underlying it and in its form (Hitchcock
and Hughes, 1989), the structured interview creates a situation in which the
interviewer asks pre-established quecstions with a limited set of response categories
(Fontana and Frey, 1994). The control exerted over the interview by the interviewer
is governed by the standardised and methodical manner in which they address each of
the questions in the list they have pre-established. There is little, if any, flexibility in
the interview relative to the way in which the questions are asked or answered. If
there is any room for modification within such interviews, it is specified in advance.

To employ this form of interview at the beginning of this grounded theory project was
inappropriate due to its highly structured and a priori nature which would have stifled
the discovery process. However, a more structured nature to the interview format was
increasingly acceptable towards the end of the research process as categories became
saturated and when there was virtually no variation in the responses of the

interviewees.
3.2.2 Unstructured Interviews?

In contrast to the closed situation of the structured interview, the unstructured
interview is far more open, giving greater flexibility and freedom (Cohen and
Manion, 1989). Within the unstructured interview there is the opportunity for the
interviewer to introduce new questions into the social interaction, and in doing so,
allow the interviewee to respond to questions in their own way. Consequently the
relationship between the interviewer and interviewee, important in all interview
forms, is even more crucial to the success of this form of interview. The rapport and
underlying relationship between the interviewee and the interviewer is fundamental to
the success of the interaction involved in the unstructured interview. Familiarity with
the contextual and biographical features of the respondent are important prerequisites
to understanding 'where the person is coming from'. Without this background it is
difficult to establish the necessary depth of rapport and empathy required to elicit
indepth responses and perspectives from the creation of a situation which ideally is
envisaged by both parties to be an equal relationship between the interviewer and the
interviewee. The interviewer cannot ignore their previous experiences, prior

2 "Unstructured' is an extremely unsatisfactory term because as Whyte (1982: 111) notes 'a genuinely
non-directive interviewing approach is simply not appropriate for research.! There must remain some
structure even with the so called unstructured interview. The question becomes one of negotiation to
incorporate into the interaction new or alternative questions which previously have not been identified.
The unstructured interview allows this as a matter of course unlike the more structured interview.
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knowledge or opinions associated with the area under investigation. Human
interaction is based upon a culturally derived structure of meanings that are to some
extent shared (May, 1991). Hence, it was unreasonable to expect the interviewer to
start from a completely neutral position in this project.3 The emphasis needs to be
placed on the interviewee to give their perspective on the subject under investigation,
so that the author could discover and understand their perspective. This was achieved
by making the initial interview something of a 'guided conversation' (Schatzman and
Strauss, 1973).

In reality, the investigator's initial approach may be
informed by previous knowledge, observations and
experience, but these sources of information are carefully
subordinated to the process of discovering the informant's
perspectives on the topic of interest. The informant's story
then serve to 'structure’ the interview as it unfolds. Early
interviews are likely to be more unstructured, with
increasing structure developing as analysis of informants'
stories begins. (May, 1991:191)

3.2.3 Semi-Structured Interviews

Located between the two extremes previously described, the semi-structured
interview is a more flexible version of the structured interview. It is organised around
areas of particular interest while still allowing for expansion and probing of the
interviewees responses within an interview schedule (Polit & Hungler, 1987; May,
1991). This form of interview was progressively adopted throughout the project as
the focus for questions became clearer. This clarity was facilitated by categories
becoming more sophisticated as a result of the move to saturate them (make them
more dense). In this process the categories and concepts evolve as much through the
identification of differences as they do through similarities.

3.3 On the Appropriateness and Degree of Structure

Interview techniques located towards the unstructured end of the interview continuum
were predominantly employed in this project. This was not a rigid stance, as it was
necessary to move backwards and forwards along the continuum of interviewing
techniques within each interview to secure the interviewees perspective. Such
movement allowed the interviewer to identify and develop categories, disclaiming or
accepting them while directing and conducting further investigations through which
the existing ones were established and new ones evolved. At times, in order to justify

3 This is consistently raised as a criticism of grounded theory and so is dealt with in greater detail in
chapter 4.
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previously identified categories, it was necessary to adopt a more focused approach
and its relative increase in structure, to enhance their relevance. However, it
remained important to maintain an unstructured component to the interviews, as this
continued to allow new categories to emerge which could be incorporated into the
study and traced in future interviews. To facilitate this, unstructured and semi-
structured interviews were predominantly employed in this study. The adoption of
these forms of interviews also allowed the author to comply to a remit established by
the ontological and epistemological assumptions they had accepted, the requirements
of grounded theory methodology, as well as their implications for the nature of data
gathering. As the project developed, however, the increase in the use of more focused
interviews reflected the increasingly limited variance in respondents answers with the
move towards accomplishing saturation of categories. Hence, progression in the
research process instigated greater structure in interviews, developing to become
increasingly focused, as a more sophisticated and complete view and knowledge of
the interviewee's world evolved. Increasing familiarity with the area, the ongoing
data collection and analysis used to identify relevant aspects, and follow-up new
avenues of relevance and interest, created a situation where there was progressively
increased control over the identification of topics which were selected for

conversation as the analysis developed.

Regardless of the interview technique employed there remains an innate structure to
any interview. However, it is the degree of this structure which determines the
interview technique and its appropriateness within the research process at any given
time. A need for each type of interview technique remained throughout this project,
however, the balance in their use changed from predominantly unstructured to more
structured techniques as the grounded theory became more sophisticated. As Sparkes
(1987) points out, the structure to interviews is one which cannot be ignored

regardless of the desired starting point of the research;

The crucial point to be made is that there is no
presuppositionless research, and whilst we are not slaves to
our framework, we are tied to them. Hence, even in the
unstructured interview the researcher has certain themes in

mind that he/she wishes to cover.
(Sparkes, 1987: 93)

This was inevitably the case within this research, where unstructured interviews were
guided by initial open en