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Pushing and Being Pulled

Around the Postmodern Turn

[M]ethodology embraces the entire scientific quest and not
merely some selected portion or aspect of that quest.

—Blumer (1969:24)

Symbolic interactionism is the theoretical tradition in sociology that
nourished one of the two founders of the grounded theory method,

Anselm Strauss. Symbolic interactionism sits simultaneously in some excep-
tionally comfortable and other highly awkward positions vis-à-vis postmod-
ernism. In some ways, symbolic interactionist theory has always already
been situated around the postmodern turn, especially but not only through
its incorporation and elaboration of George Herbert Mead’s concept of
perspective. That is, much of symbolic interactionism has thereby always
been distinctly perspectival in ways fully compatible with producing through
research what are today understood as situated knowledges (Haraway
1991b, 1997). This especially involves the commitment to representing those
we study on their own terms/through their own perspectives. Yet in other
ways, symbolic interactionism can be seen to hark back to positivist empiri-
cisms deeply reliant upon assumptions of an ultimately shared reality (e.g.,
Charmaz 1995a, 2000; Denzin 1996a, 1996b, 1996c; Maines 1996).

The grounded theory method, when itself explicitly situated with/in
symbolic interactionism (which it has not always been), is similarly situated
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vis-à-vis postmodern insights—both always already there and also needing
a push around the turn. This chapter centers on both being pulled by and
pushing grounded theory/symbolic interactionism further around the
postmodern turn, explicating how and why grounded theory needs to be
renovated, and elucidating what that demands methodologically.

In important recent contributions, Charmaz (1995a, 2000), Locke (2001),
and others have recently laid out the range of stances within grounded theory
work from positivist to social constructivist, arguing that more recent work
is shifting toward more constructivist assumptions/epistemologies. For exam-
ple, while Charmaz (2000:510) and Locke (2001:12-13) both see positivisms
in Strauss and Corbin’s Basics books (1990, 1998), they both find as well
that Strauss and Corbin’s position moves toward postpositivism because
they focus on giving voice to those they study. Charmaz (2000:510) sees
the grounds for constructivist grounded theory as lying in its “tools for under-
standing empirical worlds” that can be used in “more open-ended practice[s]”
as “flexible, heuristic strategies rather than as formulaic procedures” (see also
Atkinson, Coffey, & Delamont 2003:148-152).

My goal is to further enable, sustain, and enhance such shifts through
situational analysis. Methods are needed that are simultaneously epistemo-
logically/ontologically based in the soil that nurtured pragmatism, symbolic
interactionism, and grounded theory, and that also address demands for
empirical understanding of the heterogeneous worlds emerging from this
“fractured, multi-centered discursive system” of new world orderings. With
Lather (Lather n.d.:preface), I am seeking “a fertile space and ethical prac-
tice in asking how research based knowledge remains possible after so much
questioning of the very ground of science . . . gesturing toward the science
possible after the critique of science.”

In this chapter, I first frame grounded theory as a theory/methods pack-
age rooted in symbolic interactionism. I next elucidate the ways in which
grounded theory may be viewed as always already around the postmodern
turn since its inception, pulling us along. I then describe its positivist recal-
citrancies. Last, I introduce the main strategies I am advocating for pushing
grounded theory more fully around the postmodern turn by providing alter-
native grounds for grounded theorizing.

Grounded Theory/Symbolic
Interactionism as a Theory/Methods Package

Scientific theories begin with situations. . . . Theories are
responses to the contingencies of these situations—courses of
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action articulated with yet more courses of action. The theories
that scientists form about nature are the actions that both meet
specific contingencies and frame future solutions.

—Star (1989:15-16)

Foundational to my project is the assumption that grounded theory method-
ology is itself grounded epistemologically and ontologically in symbolic inter-
actionist theory. Historically, Glaser and Strauss (1967), Glaser (1978), and
Schatzman and Strauss (1973) argued that grounded theory as a method-
ological approach could be effectively used by people from a variety of theo-
retical as well as disciplinary perspectives. That is, they initially took a “mix
and match” approach. Their challenge—which they ably met—was to artic-
ulate a new qualitative methodology in the belly of the haute positivist quan-
titative sociological beast of the 1960s. They sought to do so through a
systematic approach to analyzing qualitative research data.1 Their emphases
in the early works cited were on taking a naturalistic approach to research,
having initially modest (read substantively focused) theoretical goals, and
being systematic in what we might today call the interrogation of qualitative
research data in order to work against what they and others then saw as
the “distorting subjectivities” of the researcher in the concrete processes of
interpretive analysis.

Strauss and Glaser sought to make qualitative sense within an increasingly
quantitative and scientistically oriented discipline of sociology increasingly
reliant upon mechanistic methods. They sought to do so by providing what
was then most obviously missing from the disciplinary toolbox—a reasonable
inductive approach to collecting and analyzing qualitative data that seriously
attempted to be faithful to the understandings, interpretations, intentions,
and perspectives of the people studied on their own terms as expressed
through their actions as well as their words. The groundedness of good tra-
ditional grounded theorizing is not only in the data per se but, I would argue,
most deeply in the seriousness of the analyst’s commitment to representing
all understandings, all knowledge(s) and action(s) of those studied—as well
as their own—as perspectival. Strauss’s later work noted this vividly, leading
off with the need to “bring out the amazing complexity of what lies in,
behind, and beyond, those data” (e.g., Strauss 1987:110, 1993, 1995). In
terms of promoting inductive conceptual work, grounded theory has been
exceptionally influential in the domains of qualitative research almost since
its inception (e.g., Atkinson, Coffey, & Delamont 2003:148-152; Bryman &
Burgess 1994:220).

Another fundamental desire of Strauss and Glaser was for a method that
could travel across some of the usual divides of the academy without violating
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core disciplinary and/or social science/humanities concerns. In this too they
succeeded, perhaps beyond their wildest dreams. Grounded theory has become
one of the major approaches in qualitative research not only in sociology
(e.g., Strauss & Corbin 1997) and nursing (e.g., Benoliel 1996; Schreiber &
Noerager 2001), where it was originally taught, but also in organization and
management studies (e.g., Locke 2001; Turner 1983), education (e.g., Bogdan
& Bicklen 2003; Creswell 2002; Merriam 2002), cultural studies (e.g., Gelder
& Thornton 1997), computer and information science (e.g., Bryant 2002; Star
1992; Star & Strauss 1998), social work (e.g., Riessman 1994), science, tech-
nology, and medicine studies (e.g., Clarke & Star 2003), and queer studies
(e.g., Ekins 1997; Gamson 2000; Plummer 1995). A Current Contents data-
base search on grounded theory found 1,353 citations, 435 of which were after
2002 (done May 25, 2004).

Glaser and Strauss seem, at least initially, not to have been particularly
concerned about other users shearing off key aspects of the epistemological
apparatus of the method.2 In contrast, I would argue that such shearing off
of epistemological and ontological roots (intentionally or not) is the usual
means of making a method transportable, capable of traveling to new sites
of application. For example, in social research more broadly, qualitative
research has recently gained a certain recognition of its strengths and hence
a certain panache. This has led to many “quickie courses” for quantitatively
trained investigators to help them “expand their research repertoires” to
meet the new interests of (often U.S. federal) funding sources for projects
that combine quantitative and qualitative approaches. Many if not most
such projects put epistemology and ontology aside—sometimes with aware-
ness but more often without—and thus never seriously engage with qualita-
tive methodologies, but merely give the appearance of doing so (e.g., Patton
2000). Superficial appearances of compliance often suffice for such organi-
zational purposes (Wiener 2000a).

In considerable contrast, I begin from the assumption that grounded theory/
symbolic interactionism constitutes a theory/methods package.3 Star (1989)
framed such packages as including a set of epistemological and ontological
assumptions along with concrete practices through which a set of practitioners
go about their work, including relating to/with one another and the various
nonhuman entities involved in the situation. This concept of theory-methods
package focuses on the integral—and ultimately nonfungible—aspects of ontol-
ogy, epistemology, and practice as these are coconstitutive. Specifically, I am
arguing that grounded theory is a methodology inherently predicated upon a
symbolic interactionist theoretical and philosophical ontology. Grounded
theory is thus one method among many of “performing” (Butler 1993; Goffman
1963a, 1974) or “doing” (Fenstermaker & West 2002) interactionism.
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“Method, then, is not the servant of theory: method actually grounds theory”
(Jenks 1995:12).

There are, of course, many symbolic interactionisms and many related
interpretive empirical approaches all situated and grounded somehow in
contrast to most scientistic positivisms. With Carey (2002:200), “Wanting a
tradition within which to work, I invented my own take on symbolic inter-
actionism.” The interactionisms I see as grounding grounded theory and
situational analysis conceptually resonate most strongly with the work of
Mead (perspective); Park (the “big picture” and ecological framings); Blumer
(sensitizing concepts and group position); Becker (commitment, social worlds,
the importance of the visual); Strauss (action theory, social worlds/arenas/
negotiations/discourses, the importance of history); Denzin, Charmaz,
Richardson, Fontana, Ellis, Bochner, Clough, and Star (postmodern turnings);
and Hall, Maines, Strauss, Wiener, and myself (meso-level, institutionally/
ecologically informed symbolic interactionist efforts), among others.4 This
conceptual toolbox is not necessarily disciplinary but has dwelled especially in
linkages between sociology and cultural studies (e.g., Becker & McCall 1990;
Carey 2002; Denzin 1992). Obviously I cannot detail all this interactionist work
here. Instead, I next use it to illustrate how grounded theory/interactionism
was/is always already around the postmodern turn.

Grounded Theory/Symbolic Interactionism
as Always Already Around the Postmodern Turn

We inhabit a cultural moment that has been dubbed the postmod-
ern. A cultural studies and interpretive interactionism informed by
poststructuralism, Marxism, feminism, and the standpoint episte-
mologies aims to make sense of this historical moment called the
postmodern. . . . The postmodern is our project.

—Denzin (1996c:349)

Through grounding grounded theory and situational analysis in symbolic
interactionism as a theory/methods package, they are positioned as always
already around the postmodern turn in many ways. As Manning (1995:248;
emphasis added) has noted: “Postmodernism also shares many intellectual
roots with symbolic interactionism, and the postmodern challenge is consis-
tent with the mandate of the leading school of American pragmatism. . . .
Symbolic interactionism has a long tradition of detailed description of sym-
bolic aspects of life. It elevates to centrality the spontaneous interpretive self
and the role of the situated and negotiated order and has shown a passionate
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resistance to formalization and systematization. A final parallel exists. Like
symbolic interactionism, postmodernism is not a theory but a perspective.”

There are a number of “always already” postmodern properties of a
grounded theory grounded in interactionism.5 These include the following:

6——Situational Analysis

Being Pulled Around the Postmodern Turn
Through Grounded Theory/Symbolic Interactionism by

1. The Meadian notion of perspective through which both partiality and
situatedness are assumed;

2. Its materialist social constructionism;

3. Its foregrounding of deconstructive analytic interpretation via open cod-
ing and the legitimacy of multiple simultaneous readings/interpretations;

4. The orientation toward action, processual analyses, and negotiations as
anticipating instabilities;

5. Range of variation as an always significant but underdeveloped and
underemphasized featuring of difference(s);

6. The long-standing ecological and social worlds/arenas bent of both inter-
actionism and grounded theory as presaging relational forms of analysis
such as situational analysis and positional maps.

Perspectives, Partialities, and Situatedness

First is the Meadian notion of perspective, perhaps our strongest founda-
tional element and most powerful tool:

This perspective of the organism is then there in nature. What in the perspective
does not preserve the enduring character of here and there, is in motion. . . .
[T]his [is a] conception of nature as an organization of perspectives, which are
there in nature. . . . This principle is that the individual enters into the perspec-
tives of others, insofar as he is able to take their attitudes, or occupy their points
of view. (Mead [1932] in Strauss 1964:343-346; emphasis added)

Mead’s brilliance here lies not only in his articulation of the concept of
perspective as social, but also in his assertion that nature too is socially
constructed. For Mead, there is no ultimate “biology” as the undergirding
arbiter of “nature,” but only other social (read human-made) perspectives,
of which biology qua discipline is one. That is, inherent if not wholly explicit
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in Mead is the conceptual infrastructure of social constructionism that
theoretically undergirds postmodern theory. At its simplest, constructionism
assumes that the only realities possible are those that we construct, which we
must do through shared language, and that we agree to agree about, however
unstable those meanings and agreements may be in linguistic and related prac-
tices. Mead’s concept of perspective underwrote the early Chicago sociology
tenet known as the Thomas’s theorem: Situations defined as real are real in their
consequences. Or, perspective dominates interpretation. This theorem served
Chicago School sociology well until constructionism in its own name emerged
circa 1966 with the publication of Berger and Luckmann’s The Social
Construction of Realty: A Treatise in the Sociology of Knowledge. While there
are likely thousands of forms of constructionist theory circulating today, the
key point here is that its American seeds lay in Mead and have been manifest in
the sociological work that constitutes symbolic interactionism ever since (e.g.,
Reynolds & Herman-Kinney 2003).

A Materialist Constructionism

Second, I count among our epistemological blessings that interactionist
constructionism is a materialist social constructionism. To some this is an oxy-
moron, but for me and for grounded theory it is foundational. Many people
(mis)interpret social constructionism as concerned only with the ephemeral or
ideological or symbolic. But the material world is itself constructed—given
meaning(s)—by us, by those whom we study, and is what we study (our own
constructions of our research problems, including nonhuman material aspects).
It is present and to be accounted for in our interpretations and analyses. This
materialism, this importance of things, this sociality of things was also argued
by Mead (1934/1962), as McCarthy (1984) has most elegantly demonstrated.
More recently, Law (1999:4) has argued that symbolic interactionism is pred-
icated on what he calls a “relational materiality.” We routinely make meaning
about, within, through, and as embodied parts of the material world—human,
nonhuman, and hybrid. The social is relentlessly material, not “merely”
epiphenomenal. As elsewhere, those meanings (Meadean attitudes, points of
view, and perspectives) are not to be assumed but to be empirically examined.
(I discuss the importance of taking the nonhuman into account in Chapter 2.)

Deconstructive Analysis

The third way in which grounded theory/symbolic interactionism can be
viewed as always already around the postmodern turn is its foregrounding
of a deconstructive mode of analysis via open coding. Open coding connotes
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just that—data are open to multiple simultaneous readings/codes. Many
different phenomena and many different properties can be named, tracked,
and traced through reams of all different kinds of data. There is no one right
reading. All readings are temporary, partial, provisional, and perspectival—
themselves situated historically and geographically. There are no essences—
we are postessentialist.

As analysts we can ourselves attempt to read the data from different
perspectives and for different purposes. In fact, Strauss developed a concrete
practice approach to producing multiple readings—working groups for data
analysis that take up individual members’ project data. Multiple readings are
routinely and explicitly sought and produced through group effort. This is
also the usual pedagogical tradition for teaching/learning grounded theory—
to bring multiple perspectives together so that you can more easily produce
multiple readings, multiple possible codes. In this way of working, the ana-
lyst is constantly banging into and bouncing off the interpretations of others.
This also ultimately legitimates and enhances the capacity of analysts them-
selves to come up with multiple possible readings on their own and to aban-
don ideas about “right” and “wrong” readings. Strauss so much believed in
this process that he incorporated transcripts of group analysis sessions into
one of his major methods books (Strauss 1987). Later in the research
process, of course, the analyst will need to negotiate among the multiple
readings produced to decide on those to be preserved and pursued through
further theoretical sampling and final analytic products. But this does not
mean reduction to a singular interpretation or representation (or a single
basic social process).

Yet the idea of deconstruction is even stronger here. Recently, grounded
theory and other analytic approaches have been criticized for “fracturing”
data, for “violating” the integrity of participants’ narratives, for “pulling
apart” stories, and so on (e.g., Mattingly & Garro 2000; Riessman 1993).
To me, this is not a weakness or problem but instead the key to grounded
theory’s analytic, rather than (re)representational, strength. Analysis and
(re)representation are two deeply different qualitative research approaches,
both valuable and both of which I support.6 These different qualitative
approaches can themselves be viewed as standpoints (Miller 1997) or per-
spectives that privilege different facets of social life.

In grounded theory, the capacity for critical analysis is furthered through
open coding such that actions, situated perspectives, symbolism(s), and the
heterogeneity of discursive positions and their relations can be discerned and
creatively grasped. Here the goal is not preserving and re-representing a
“truth” or series of “truths” as expressed (usually) by narratives or quotes
from one or a series of individuals. Instead, the goal is critically analyzing to
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produce “a truth” or possible “truths”—distinctive analytic understandings,
interpretations, and representations of a particular social phenomenon. Such
critical analysis can also be used to trace genealogies of extant “systems of
thought” (e.g., Foucault 1978, 1979). Re-representation usually centers on indi-
viduals (occasionally on collectivities). Analysis centers on social phenomena.

Processes and Contingencies

The fourth way in which grounded theory/symbolic interaction is
always already around the postmodern turn lies in the orientation of
traditional grounded theory toward action, processual analyses, and nego-
tiations (at least in Strauss’s formulations). This approach facilitates
representation of the instabilities and contingencies of postmodern con-
cern. The now almost century long more general tradition within symbolic
interactionism of refutation of dualisms has allowed instabilities and other
kinds of teeterings captured so well by analytic gerunds to become robust.
In a good grounded theory analysis, it is routinely possible to see “how
things could have been otherwise” (Hughes 1971). In fact, there is an elab-
orate conceptual vocabulary of ruptures, turning points, trajectories, careers,
and so on elucidating fateful moments (see Glaser 1978; Strauss 1993), and
epiphanies (Denzin 1992). Each of these concepts points to “how things
could have been otherwise.” There are also interesting linkages to be made
between this mode of analysis and Foucauldian genealogies that similarly
seek to construct “histories of the present” by tracing sites and moments
of discursive change (e.g., Dean 1994). I discuss some of these linkages in
Chapter 2.

Difference(s)

The fifth way in which grounded theory is always already around the
postmodern turn concerns difference as range of variation. Variation has
always been attended to in grounded theory, a postmodern inflection. Strauss
(1993:49) returned to this point in his capstone book and emphasized it as
follows: Social science activity “is directed at understanding the entire range
of human actions, of which there are so many that the dictionary can scarcely
refer to them all. That is, an interactionist theory of action should address
action generally and be applicable to specific types of action, so that in effect
the theory can also help us understand the incredibly variegated panorama of
human living.” I seek here to emphasize this “incredibly variegated panorama
of human living” through situational mapping and analyzing differences of
all kinds. Building on extant potentials within traditional grounded theory,
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making differences more visible and making silences speak (also often about
difference) are two of the explicit goals of situational analysis.

Ecologies

Sixth and last, the long-standing ecological bent of symbolic interactionism
also is alive and well in grounded theory, a form of analyzing relationality that
is highly compatible with postmodern concerns with difference. Deep within
this sociological ecology, born in the emerging metropolis of Chicago, lie con-
cepts and metaphors of territory, geographic space, maps, relations among
entities in a shared terrain, and so on. “The main point . . . was to make an
inventory of a space by studying the different communities and activities of
which it is composed, that is, which encounter and confront each other in that
space” (Baszanger 1997:16; Baszanger & Dodier 2004).

In Strauss, the Chicago ecological bent was translated through urban
geography and imagery into his analyses of social worlds and arenas, and
later undergirded the conditional matrix. Strauss’s handling of social worlds
also echoes Blumer’s (1958) conceptualization of race as meaningfully con-
structed through relative collective positionality. As usual, in his capstone
book, Strauss (1993) emphasized the fluidities and processual facets of social
world relations that are also simultaneously structural elements. Borrowing
from Carey (2002:202), Strauss’s was “a sociology of structuration before
Anthony Giddens invented the word.”

The particular power of the social worlds/arenas/discourses framework is
that because social worlds are “universes of discourse,” the framework explic-
itly goes beyond “the usual suspects”—the usual highly bounded sociological
framings of organizations, institutions, and even social movements. These are
displaced by a more open, fluidly bounded, discourse-based framing of collec-
tive action (Clarke 1991). This displacement of supposedly clearly bounded
collective actors by problematically bounded discursive arrangements opens
up the broader situation for analysis.

While the ecological bent of grounded theory itself has been compara-
tively underdeveloped, I feature it in situational analysis. That is, I use social
worlds/arenas/discourses and the more general framings of ecology and car-
tography as the root metaphors for situational analysis. Strauss himself did
not “see” his own social worlds framework as building toward this, but was
certainly agog at and intrigued by the idea of situational analysis as based on
it the one time I discussed it with him, sadly just the week before he died.

While these aspects of grounded theory/symbolic interactionism demon-
strate how it has always already been around the postmodern turn concep-
tually and potentially in practice, other features and practices hark back to
more positivist empiricisms.
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Grounded Theory as
Recalcitrant Against the Postmodern Turn

It is as if postmodernism were a choice, or an option.

—Denzin (1996c:347)

Next I turn to what I see as recalcitrancies within grounded theory that need
to be explicitly addressed in order to push grounded theory more fully
around the postmodern turn. The notion of recalcitrancies is, of course, rel-
ative to one’s goals. My goals, emerging in part from feminisms, antiracisms,
and related commitments to equity, are to create approaches to empirical
research that take difference(s), power, contingency, and multiplicity very
seriously. I seek approaches that not only do not erase/paper over differences
but also seek to address silences in data, silences of resistance, protection,
cooptation and collusion (e.g., Patton 2000). Like Strauss, I see social struc-
tures as highly consequential and push analytically on this front as well,
drawing upon poststructuralist decenterings and reframings of these analytic
concerns to do so.

The recalcitrancies of traditional grounded theory that concern me
generally tend to preserve in grounded theory analyses tastes and flavors of
1950s and 1960s styles of American positivism and scientism. Positivist
tendencies were clearly present in the original works done by Glaser and
Strauss (Atkinson & Coffey 2003; Bryant 2002; Charmaz 2000; Locke
2001). Manning and Cullum-Swan (2000) assert that this was utterly com-
mon in the 1960s, when Goffmanian and ethnomethodological approaches
were considered radical. While many scholars working in the grounded
theory tradition have long since embraced constructionism and truth with a
small “t,” a certain (sometimes) naive realism or “bottom line-ism” also
lurks. This can be manifest in the following “recalcitrancies” of which
grounded theorists may or may not be aware in their empirical practices.
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Recalcitrancies of Traditional Grounded Theory

1. A lack of reflexivity about research processes and products, including a
naive notion of giving “voice” to the unheard from “their own” perspective,
including the pretense that the researcher can and should be invisible;

2. Oversimplifications such as emphases on commonalities and strains
toward coherence;
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A Lack of Reflexivity

In most grounded theory work, there has been inadequate reflexivity about
research processes and products per se and their relations to various nexes of
power and authority, especially vis-à-vis the production of official and unoffi-
cial knowledges. As Denzin (1996c:352) has argued, “Self-reflection in ethno-
graphic practice is no longer an option,” and a significant aspect of the
postmodern turn in qualitative/interpretive research has been an intensive focus
on the presence and consequences of the researcher in the research—as an actor,
designer, interpreter, writer, coconstructor of data, ultimate arbiter of the
accounts proffered, and as accountable for those accounts, and so on (e.g.,
Kleinman & Copp 1993; Olesen 1994, 2000). No longer is Francis Bacon’s
phrase “About ourselves we remain silent” deemed acceptable (Ree 2001:53).
Key questions to be addressed include the following: Whose knowledge about
what counts to whom and under what conditions? Who is the researcher? How
is who they are consequential? Who/what is researched? With what conse-
quences? For whom? Who paid for it and why? Who/what is placed at risk by
this research? How? Who/what is advantaged by this research? How?

In grounded theory, there has historically been a problematic pretense
that the researcher can be and/or should be invisible. This is the continued
and multiply-faceted denial that we are, through the very act of research
itself, directly in the situation we are studying. This is specifically manifest in
Glaser’s (1992:50; emphasis in original) belief in researchers as tabula rasa
(blank slates), able to virginally enter new research sites: “The analyst should
just not know as he [sic] approaches the data.” In contrast, I assert that we
cannot help but come to almost any research project already “knowing” in
some ways, already inflected, already affected, already “infected.”

Further, researchers’ own experiences of and interests in their particular
areas of research are often quite extensive and important to put on the table
in the research per se (e.g., Bartlett & Payne 1997; Frank 1995). Strauss gen-
erally assumed that people had personal interests in their research topics and
encouraged students to draw upon and reflect upon that knowledge (Strauss
1987:10-13, 160-162; Strauss & Corbin 1998:43-48). He himself wrote on
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3. Oversimplifications such as singular rather than multiple social processes
as characteristic of a particular phenomenon or situation;

4. Interpretations of data variation as “negative cases”; and

5. The search for “purity” in grounded theory.

01-Clarke.qxd  12/30/2004  8:50 PM  Page 12



living with chronic illness for the entire two-plus decades during which he
lived with a severe heart condition. The questions are: How can we be pre-
sent and hold ourselves accountable in our research? Without discrediting our
research through “personal bias”? And without displacing it with what Daly
(1997:361) calls an “intellectual narcissism” that goes over the reflexive edge
to produce a study that becomes too much of “us” and too little of “them”?

Another related reflexivity issue concerns the uses of our prior experiences
and knowledge in our research. Responding to Glaserian critiques of grounded
theory after Strauss’s death, Corbin (1998:122) asserted: “We certainly had no
intention of conveying the idea that we use ‘experience’ as data. Rather, expe-
rience is an analytic device used to stimulate reflection about the data at hand.”
One’s own experiences offer but one among many perspectives on the issue,
here neither falsely denied nor weighted in privileging ways. This multiplicity of
perspectives on a research topic is, of course, aided and abetted by Straussian
group analysis of data, often rupturing the analyst’s framings as well.

Further, in terms of prior knowledge, many researchers have extensive
coursework and literature reviews of an area under their belts before begin-
ning the empirical research project.7 Such reviews are commonly required
as part of dissertation and grant proposals. I see prior knowledge of the
substantive field as valuable rather than hindering. We do not need to invest
precious research time and energies to reinvent wheels. And none of this
prior knowledge can be or should be erased from researchers’ conscious
awareness. There is actually “something ludicrous about pretending to be a
‘theoretical virgin’” (Robert Loescher, quoted in Elkins 2003:31).

Moreover, after a half to full century of social science research in some
topic areas, little that is new is coming forward except through paradigm
shifts, such as the postmodern turn. Using “received theory” instead of doing
one’s own analysis is always a danger, especially for students, but grounded
theory has always worked against such tendencies. Regardless, scholars need
to situate their own work vis-à-vis the substantive field.

Certainly social scientists have “been around the block” with these issues
over the past two decades—or even century. But these issues are worth
returning to again and again, and are fundamental to postmodern interro-
gations of research methods. I am reminded here of a wonderful piece of art:
In dripping black paint along the top of a very large white canvas was writ-
ten “1. Language is not transparent.”8 Neither are we. Instead of hiding
behind method, I am proposing with many others that as researchers, we
become more visible and accountable for, in, and through our research.

Weber (1946) long ago raised these issues of personal involvement and
values in research. He asserted that we are usually personally involved and
revealed in the act of research problem selection but should seek objectivity in
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the research process itself. More recently, at the height of the deeply politicized
Vietnam War era in the United States, Becker (1967/1970) discussed how
people construct “hierarchies of credibility” that implicate researchers on the
basis of what/who we choose to study. We are clearly slotted by others into
distinctive positions based on our choice of research topic. Anyone who has
chosen to study a “hot” or controversial topic can attest to this, including, for
example, sex (Moore 1997), genetics (Rapp 1999b), reproductive science (e.g.,
Clarke 1990a, 1998), and fetal surgery (Casper 1997, 1998a). Becker’s article
title, “Whose Side Are You On?,” tells us that we can and will be positioned
by others, like it or not (see also Atkinson & Coffey 2003:ch. 3).

Significantly, such positionalities and hierarchies are constructed not only
by academics and others inside the research community and academia more
broadly, but also and increasingly by those being researched and certainly by
other audiences of the work. Scholars in science studies, where studying con-
troversy has a long history as being a useful research strategy for seeing
“science in action,” have found themselves positioned as tacitly if not explicitly
supporting the “underdog” by studying the controversy.9 That is, researchers
are typically seen as advocates of underdog positions precisely because the
intervention of social science research as a representational event itself gives
greater visibility and voice to underdog positions. This occurs regardless of
researchers’ efforts to be “unbiased.” As philosopher Ian Hacking (1983)
asserts, representation is intervention. This point is also partly what Donna
Haraway (Haraway 1991b) means when she asserts that there are no innocent
positions. And it is what Pnina Abir-Am (1985) means when saying we cannot
help but be hagiographic of what we choose to study at least in the sense that
any advertising is “good” advertising (see also Clarke & Montini 1993).

This, then, is the first of several sites where greater reflexivity on the part of
grounded theory researchers is needed. How and why have we come to study
X topic? With what goals in mind? For whom? Cui bono? Is it possible to “do
no harm”? Given that we are intervening, are we clear about our goals and
means? Nancy Naples (1999, 2000, 2003; Naples & Clark 1995) and others
(e.g., Lewin & Leap 1996) have recently pursued the issues of personal
involvement in research, “outing” themselves as fully participant observers in
the social worlds they have studied and/or having themselves personally expe-
rienced the social problem(s) they pursue. They have reflexively addressed
their simultaneous situatedness as participants and as researchers. There are no
easy “answers,” only processes of seeking more ethical reflexivity.

Another problematic of reflexivity manifest in some grounded theory
accounts concerns (sometimes naively framed) notions of giving unmediated
“voice” to the unheard—from “their own” perspective(s). Recent scholarship
in qualitative inquiry has instead asserted, rightly I believe, that all reports are
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deeply mediated by the researcher.10 Moreover, without taking difference(s)
fully into account, I suspect representations of participants’ “own perspec-
tives” are rather narrowed at best. A key question here becomes to what
extent different perspectives are “given voice” by the researchers—even per-
spectives repugnant to the researcher? Who/what is omitted or silenced by
the researchers themselves? Wittingly or not? What is sanitized and dressed
up? Why and how? How are participants’ contradictory responses addressed
and handled? Patti Lather’s work addresses these questions assiduously (see
also Kitzinger 2004). My own experiences in studies of science and technol-
ogy empirically rendered “voice” problematic in another way: Scientists’
voices usually have much more power than mine, and I have sometimes
inadvertently lost my own voice as the researcher in representing theirs
“too” assiduously for my own good/goals. Reflexivities are needed that
enhance our capacity to address all kinds of differences, certainly including
those of power and authority.

Oversimplifications

The second major area of recalcitrance of grounded theory is oversimplifi-
cation in research reports such as strains toward coherence and commonali-
ties. These can often be construed as intentionally deleting distinctiveness and
heterogeneities in favor of creating a monolithic “Other.” I am reminded here
of an account by a former student who studied transplant medicine in
Germany, Linda Hogle (1999). One day, during observations in the room
with a fresh cadaver, she watched the physician in charge of explantation
working at the preparation bench deal with a just-removed liver. He was
carving and shaping it like a sculpture before placing it in the preservative
container in which it would be delivered to the recipient. We ourselves do
such carving and sculpting as well in constructing our data, our memos, and
our research reports, and we also usually do not talk or write about it.

Instead, I propose that we complicate our stories, represent not only dif-
ference(s) but even contradictions and incoherencies in the data, note other
possible readings, and at least note some of our anxieties and omissions.
That is, we need to find ways of discussing that which we have in the past
scraped or trimmed off or somehow left behind in our research process while
still telling coherent analytic stories. We need to address head on the incon-
sistencies, irregularities, and downright messiness of the empirical world—
not scrub it clean and dress it up for the special occasion of a presentation
or a publication. This does not at all mean presenting raw data—but rather
doing even more analysis and extended reflection that can take rawness into
fuller and more explicit account.
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A Singular Basic Social Process

Several other recalcitrancies are found in grounded theory that I shall
merely mention now but return to in detail later. One consists in subtle or
blatant pressures toward analyzing for a singular “basic social process”
rather than allowing for the possibility of multiple social processes as char-
acteristic of a particular phenomenon. That is, the canonical grounded
theory texts all encourage the analyst to select one main process and to
describe other processes as “sub-processes,” seemingly regardless of how
complicated the situation may be. Again, this may well effect erasure of
difference(s). Instead, I would analytically allow the possibility of multi-
ple major processes and that some processes may even be paradoxical or
contradictory.

“Negative” Cases

Another recalcitrance involves interpretations of data variation as
“negative” cases (e.g., Glaser & Strauss 1967; Glaser 1978; Strauss 1987).
“Outlier” data are thus characterized within the dated framework of
“normalcy” versus “deviance,” which has its American origins in Parsonian
functionalism and was both challenged and reframed through labeling
theory by interactionists in the 1960s and 1970s (e.g., Becker 1963; Pfohl
1985; Rubington & Weinberg 1968). The questions are: Why is a particular
data point “negative”? Another “positive”? Negative to whom? For whom?
Who gets to do the labeling? Who does not? Of whom or what? And ulti-
mately, why is social life being structured as binary through grounded theory
research? It need not be and it should not be. In my era as a student in his
classes after circa 1980, Strauss taught this as “range of variation” that
should be taken into analytic account. But if this was a shift in his thinking,
it did not make it into his writing that I have found.

The Search for “Purity”

The last recalcitrance is the search for “purity” and “objectivity” by
more positivist grounded theorists who tend to believe methodological (and
perhaps other) purity is not only possible but desirable. Over the past decade
or so, Glaser and others have devoted much energy to policing boundaries,
trying to keep things and people apart, and promulgating methodologi-
cal “anti-miscegenation laws” intended to prevent change and innovation
ingrounded theory. Glaser himself has made a wealth of fresh assertions
regarding what counts as “real” grounded theory, many in direct response to
Strauss and Corbin’s collaborative works.11 While careful readers of this
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book will recognize my deep appreciation for many facets of classic grounded
theory, I also find myself in deep disagreement with many of Glaser’s funda-
mental(ist) points. I address several of them here and others passim.

To begin, I see Strauss as more and perhaps increasingly constructionist
in how he used and understood grounded theory in both his teaching and
independent writing (e.g., Strauss 1987). I see the epigraph on the dedication
page of Strauss and Corbin’s Basics (1990, 1998) as a commentary on the
importance of change to keeping grounded theory vital—and I believe it was
addressed to Glaser: “If the artist does not perfect new vision in his process
of doing, he acts mechanically and repeats some old model fixed like a blue-
print in his mind”—John Dewey, Art as Experience, 1934, p. 50. Strauss
and Corbin (1994:283) also noted that “no inventor has permanent posses-
sion of the invention—certainly not even of its name—and furthermore we
would not wish to do so.”

Moreover, for Glaser (with Holton 2004:sec.2:7), grounded theory “is
not underlined by symbolic interaction, nor constructed data. GT uses ‘all as
data,’ of which these are just one kind of data.” I read this as constituting two
distinct points. First, Glaser disavows symbolic interactionism as grounding
(his version of) grounded theory. I agree with this as his version is deeply pos-
itivist, most significantly eschews Mead, and even includes “core variable”
language. In sharp contrast, Strauss clearly was deeply rooted in interaction-
ism and commented on this as a difference between them (esp. Corbin
1998:125-126). Second, Glaser demonstrates here (and passim in his recent
work) that he does not understand social constructionism as an epistemolog-
ical/ontological position. He thinks some data are “constructed” while other
data are “pure.” Constructionism asserts that all meanings are constructed
by people as they “do” life, and there is, therefore, no space outside/beyond
constructions (e.g., Berger & Luckman 1966; Blumer 1958; see also earlier
discussion of Mead).

Related to this are several issues about researchers’ reflexivity. The first
concerns the role of the researcher. When Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) Basics
was published, Glaser (1992) accused Strauss of abandoning their original
version of grounded theory and “forcing data” through the procedures out-
lined in Basics rather than “letting the data speak for themselves.” Locke
(1996:240-241) attributes their methodological disagreements to fundamen-
tal differences in perspective on the role/presence of the researcher in the
research process:

Strauss locates agency for [grounded] theory development in human
researchers, whereas Glaser confers agency on neutral methods and data. . . .
Thus Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) rewriting expresses a very active, even
provocative, role in which researchers essentially interrogate the data they
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gather to arrive at conceptual categories. . . . Glaser [assumes] a one-way
mirror through which the natural world might be revealed. . . . Clearly, in this
tradition, the natural world is “out there.” This portrayal of researchers
presented in Glaser’s 1992 publication is consistent with the images scientists in
the positivist tradition present of themselves. . . . [In contrast, Strauss and
Corbin] view researchers as interpreters of the data they study who can build
good complex theories by actively “opening up” the data to discovery.12

Strauss himself also noted a lack of reflexivity on Glaser’s part (Corbin
1998). My own position here is very much allied with Strauss and Corbin
in terms of “opening up” data, and I seek to go even further in abandoning
positivist goals for postmodernist ones. (See also the discussion of research
design in Chapter 2.)

Another point of serious concern is that Glaser (with Holton 2004:sec. 4)
asserts that grounded theory pertains only to social psychology. I certainly
see it as conceptually much broader—not only fully sociological but also as
pertaining to meso/organizational/institutional concerns, as did Strauss (e.g.,
1987, 1993) and also relevant far beyond sociology. Furthermore, according
to Glaser (with Holton 2004:sec. 2:8), “Context must emerge as a relevant
category or as a theoretical code like all other categories in a GT. It cannot
be assumed as relevant in advance.” I profoundly disagree. In fact I have
predicated situational analysis on the analytic necessity of addressing “con-
text.” Strauss’s own prolonged disagreement with Glaser on this very point
is demonstrated through the conditional matrices (see Chapter 2).

Also serious is Glaser’s (with Holton 2004:sec. 2:9) position that “the
goal of GT is conceptual theory abstract of time, place and people.” Or,
grounded theory should be ahistorical, acultural, and transcendent. Others
of us (e.g., Haraway 1991b) argue, au contraire, that there is no meaningful
“voice from nowhere” (1997) that will guide us to some heavenly method-
ological redemption from messes, ambiguities, contingencies, materialities,
multiplicities, embodiments, and even contradictions. There is no “god’s-eye
view” position) from which to write up research Knowledges and knowledge
productions are situated and noninnocent.

Taking all this into account is part of the paradigm-rupturing transition
from modern to postmodern that Haraway (1991b:186) brilliantly calls “a
kind of epistemological electro-shock therapy.” Pushing grounded theory/
symbolic interactionism around the postmodern turn then does require aban-
doning naive hopes of theoretical transcendence complete (macro or other)
theoretical explanations, universal cures, transhistorical solutions, and the pos-
sibility of interventions without unintended side effects. But there are other
alternatives, certainly for modestly improving qualitative research methods.
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Pushing Grounded Theory
Around the Postmodern Turn

Methods are mere instruments designed to identify and analyze the
obdurate character of the empirical world, and as such their value
exists only in their suitability in enabling this task to be done.

—Blumer (1969:27)

Next I focus on the six strategies I advocate to push grounded theory/symbolic
interactionism even further around the postmodern turn than it always already
is. This involves both pushing against the force of the recalcitrancies elucidated
above and elaborating upon its always already postmodern strengths. One of
the core criteria of a good grounded theory is that it is modifiable—responsive
to new data. I want to do a subversive reading of this criterion toward modi-
fying the theory of grounded theory per se. I want to shift and augment the
undergirding assumptions of grounded theory from positivist to postmodern,
from Western scientific universalizing master narratives “explaining variation”
to creating representations that basically assume differences and multiplicities
and seek to explicitly map and represent them. I am interested in the following:
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Pushing Grounded Theory Around the Postmodern Turn by

1. Assuming and acknowledging the embodiment and situatedness of all
knowledge producers, and assuming the simultaneous “truths” of multiple
knowledges;

2. Using the situation of the research phenomenon as the site of analytic
grounding;

3. Shifting from assumptions and representational strategies of simplify-
ing normativities and homogeneity to complexities, differences, and
heterogeneities;

4. Asserting the analytic sufficiency of sensitizing concepts and theoretically
integrated analytics rather than the pursuit of formal theory;

5. Doing situational analyses throughout the research process, including
making situational maps, social worlds/arenas maps, and positional maps;

6. Turning to discourses—narrative, visual, and historical—to expand the
domains of social life included in grounded theory research.
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Acknowledging Embodiment and Situatedness

The first move toward pushing grounded theory around the postmodern
turn is not only assuming but explicitly acknowledging the embodiment and
situatedness of knowledge producers—both us (the researchers) and them
(who and what we are studying). Historically, grounded theory had a foot
(and sometimes more than one) in the positivist domain that, since the
scientific revolution, has assumed that “nature” determines what is known
about the “natural.” In brief, across the sixteenth century, a set of changes
took place in the West called “the scientific revolution” (itself now also
under reinterrogation), and the reframing of knowledge production it engen-
dered was centered around a new human character who Shapin and Schaffer
(1985) described as “the modest witness.” This new modest witness is not
the medieval conquering hero embodying a masculinity constructed through
participation in Christian Crusades in the “Orient” (Said 1978), the knight
in shining armor who epitomized the white, male-gendered ideal human
being of the previous historical epoch. Rather, the new Renaissance hero is
a freshly gendered white male form—the modest scientist. In this shift from
religious to Western scientific modes of knowledge production as the legiti-
mate “way of knowing” the world, the modestly witnessing scientist claims
to provide an account that offers a “mirror” of nature (Rorty 1979). This
modest man comes from what Sharon Traweek (2000) has called “the cul-
ture of no culture,” a space of self-invisibility, that crucial hegemonic space
claimed and dominated by modern Western science. His elite class status
was rendered invisible, until recently, by the invisibility of the technicians
and other servants who historically performed the physical and craft labor
of his science.13 The modest witness can thus be free of the burdens of cor-
poreality (e.g., Hayles 1999). He “doesn’t have a body; therefore, he alone
sees everything in the great communicator’s empire of the Global Network”
(Haraway 1991b:183).

Personally apparently unintrusive, stable, and therefore unbiased,
Haraway (1997:24) notes that the modest witness claims he adds “nothing
from his mere opinions, nothing from his biasing embodiment. And so he
is endowed with the remarkable power to establish the facts” in a pattern
of human activity that we have come to name “objectivity.”14 This new
expert knowledge—positivist science—is “the founding gesture of what we
call modernity. It is the founding gesture of the [claimed] separation of the
technical and the political” (Haraway 1997:24; see also Foucault & Latour),
and the technical from the religious/spiritual.

I want new directions in grounded theory to both address and push these
issues further. I am arguing more broadly that the scientistic framework of
the modest witness was not only constitutive of gender, race and class, empire
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and colony. That framework was also constitutive of new domains of
legitimate and illegitimate knowledges, narrowings of epistemology/ontology
that to this day delegitimate many knowledges. Modest witnesses instituted
much more elaborate calculi of what kinds of knowledges can “count” and
what kinds cannot, especially “officially.”15 The race, gender, class, and
geographic locations of “modest witnesses” were claimed to be rendered
silent and invisible by their pretense of disembodiment and their explicit
denial of the salience of the embodiment of the knower. But they were not.

In sharp contrast, recent scholarship on qualitative methods and related
work instead asserts that knowers are embodied, regardless of denial strate-
gies.16 That embodiment is inscribed on the knowledge produced in the very
act of its claiming objectivity. Embodiment, so long refused, is thus today
ever more salient and must increasingly and reflexively be taken into greater
account. New knowledge studies also seek to specify what has gone and goes
unstudied—what Evelynn Hammonds (1994) calls “black (w)holes”—sites
of particular tensions of omission (e.g., Poovey 1998). What goes unstudied
may not be seen or perceived, or may be refused—and is worthy of note
regardless (Star 1991b). In fact, we need to become immodest witnesses—
acknowledgedly embodied knowers—and produce new and even blatant
framings of what can and should be known. Representing the heterogeneity
of perspectives remains a quite radical act, especially in the United States
where the default assumption is that of the binary, hegemonically reinforc-
ing a repressive and distorting two-party political system and a two-sided
adversarial legal system—as if there “really” are only two perspectives that
“matter.” Fascism has many faces, and insisting upon binaries is one.

Grounding in the Situation

My second strategy for pushing grounded theory around the postmodern
turn is making the broader situation of the phenomenon under research
the analytic ground.17 “The situation is both an object confronted and an
ongoing process subsequent to that confrontation. . . . Situations have a
career-like quality and are linked in various ways . . . to other situations”
(Morrione 1985:161-162). The term “situation” signals for me four partic-
ular scholarly contributions of which I am intellectually inordinately fond.
First is William Thomas’s and Dorothy Swayne Thomas’s (1923/1978,
1928/1970) conception of “the definition of the situation.” In short, they
argued three-quarters of a century ago that situations defined as real are real
in their consequences. Or, perspective dominates the interpretation upon
which action is based. To me this is relentlessly relational and ecological. It
echoes Mead’s (1927/1964:315) assertion that situations are organizations

Pushing and Being Pulled Around the Postmodern Turn——21

01-Clarke.qxd  12/30/2004  8:50 PM  Page 21



of perspectives that stratify nature—that make genres of distinctions which
carry meaning and are consequential. It is also relentlessly relativist: These
stratifications “are the only forms of nature that are there.”

My second inspiration regarding the concept of situation is C. Wright
Mills’s classic and deeply pragmatist paper from 1940 (1940/1970:472;
emphasis added) on “Situated Actions and Vocabularies of Motive,” where
I draw on his elucidation of situated action:

The postulate underlying modern study of language is the simple one that we
must approach linguistic behavior, not by referring it to private states in indi-
viduals, but by observing its social function of coordinating diverse action. . . .
[L]anguage is taken by other persons as an indicator of future actions. . . .
[M]otives are the terms with which interpretation of conduct by social actors
proceeds. . . . First, we must demarcate the general conditions under which such
motive imputation and avowal seem to occur. . . . The importance of this initial
task for research is clear. Most researches on the verbal level merely ask abstract
questions of individuals, but if we can tentatively delimit the situations in which
certain motives may be verbalized, we can use that delimitation in the con-
struction of situational questions.

Situational questions are a focus of data gathering for situational analy-
ses.18 Here we embrace the limitations of analyzing a particular situation
rather than attempt to overcome them through the generation of formal
theory. Partial perspectives suffice.

My third key resource on the concept of situation is Donna Haraway’s
(1991b:188; emphasis in original) classic feminist theory paper on “Situated
Knowledges” in which she states:

I would like to insist on the embodied nature of all vision, and so reclaim the
sensory system that has been used to signify a leap out of the marked body and
into a conquering gaze from nowhere. . . . I would like a doctrine of embodied
objectivity that accommodates paradoxical and critical feminist science pro-
jects: feminist objectivity means quite simply situated knowledges. . . . In this
way we might become answerable for what we learn how to see.

It was through feminisms, including hard-won appreciations that the term
needed to be pluralized, that many of us came to understand that knowers
are embodied and knowledges are situated, as discussed above (e.g., King
1994; Lather 2000). Accountability—becoming “answerable for what we
learn how to see”—is of signal import (see also Chapter 2). Hence we need
to know what the situations are—especially but not only of knowledge
production. Situations becomes the fundamental units of analysis.
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Another significance of the concept situation for interactionists lies in its
gestalt—how a situation is always greater than the sum of its parts because
it includes their relationality in a particular temporal and spatial moment.
Peter Hall (1997:400; emphasis added) wrote: “Anselm Strauss (1993) has
contributed more than any other interactionist to the conceptualization of
social organization and our understanding of relations among situations.”
Writing on relations between U.S. Steel and the United Steelworkers union,
Blumer noted: “The point is that very frequently the power relationship
between them was the result of the situation rather than the situation being
the result of their respective power positions as they entered it. This impor-
tant feature is characteristically ignored in the usual analysis in terms of
power” (Blumer, quoted in Hall 1997:405; emphasis added). Blumer is argu-
ing for a gestalt understanding of situations as generating “a life of their
own.” This is a very poststructuralist reading, granting a kind of agency to
the situation per se similar to the agency discourses have/are in Foucaultian
terms, an important facet toward understanding situational analysis.

A final pleasure in focusing on the situation of inquiry itself is that the
situation is being taken up in social theory today in new ways. For example,
I see Massumi (2002:211) as building on this gestalt of situations, arguing
that the “excess”—that which makes the situation greater than the sum of
its parts—“belongs to their joint situation. More precisely, it enters their
situation.” Massumi (2002:209-210; emphasis in original) also recently said,
“[T]here are other ways of approaching the situation than bare-braining it.
For one thing, you could try to think it. . . . In other words, what is at stake
is no longer factuality and its profitability but rather relation and its geni-
tivity. The question is: what new thoughts does this nexus of productively
experienced relation make it possible to think?”

Differences and Complexities

My third strategy for pushing grounded theory around the postmodern
turn therefore concerns the assumption and representational strategies of
focusing on normativity/homogeneity versus differences/complexities/hetero-
geneities. The capacity of grounded theory techniques to fracture data and
permit multiple analyses is its key contribution to the capacity to represent
difference(s), complexities, multiplicities. But to empower this capacity of
grounded theorizing, to feature it, involves an array of efforts. Most founda-
tionally, it involves analyzing against the assumptions of the normal curve
that are implicit throughout the social sciences. The normal curve is the
implanted default drive of Western science, black-boxed inside the hardwares
of knowledge production and inside the softwares of social science training.
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Many/most of us fall back into it automatically in our thinking. It is today,
I would argue, a cultural assumption of the Western educated mind/person
and deeply embedded in a wide array of discourses. It is one of the ways in
which a distinctively functionalist positivism and scientism have become cul-
turally and transnationally taken for granted—that is, naturalized (Foucault
1965, 1975)—and rendered invisible as part of the intellectual colonization
processes that Gramsci (1971) described as hegemonic.
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Normal Curve

imagine a drawing of the normal curve here
[it won’t be hard]

The normal curve is a measure of central tendency. The foundational
assumption is that frequencies of X phenomenon will distribute themselves
in a patterned way, with most of the variation falling at two “opposite”
“ends” of a binary continuum. The “nonvariation”—”normal”—or majority
will fall in the “middle.” Again, this is frequency based and also commonly
appears as a bar graph. Representationally, it is as if the blanket of inquiry
has been thrown over the data points and pushed them down and forward
into a single dimension at the bottom of the page/figure, carefully contain-
ing them within their “natural” classificatory slots. The normal curve is
clearly a high modern concept that embodies Enlightenment thinking and
thereby produces knowledge that fits its ordered and orderly preconceptions.

The normal curve lies at the metaphoric heart of the concept of a “Basic
Social Process.”30 The historic centering of a grounded theory of a given phe-
nomenon on a single social process has been based on profoundly universal-
izing and essentializing assumptions of the homogeneity of individuals and/or
experiences embedded in the concept of the normal curve. The key inter-
vening questions here are: Basic for whom? Basic for what? What/whose per-
spectives have been ignored or given short shrift? And why only one process?

The normal curve operates both graphically and metaphorically: While
the fringes or margins are literally contiguous with the center, we are led to
assume they are not constitutive of the “normal.” Certainly Canguilhem
(1978), Foucault (1965, 1975), and many symbolic interactionists struggling
with functionalists in the 1960s and 1970s (e.g., Becker 1963, 1967/1970;
Blumer 1969) and others have argued otherwise. It is the boundaries/margins
that produce the center, the peripheries/colonies that constitute the
core/metropole (Bhabha 1994; Gieryn 1999; Said 1978; Star & Griesemer
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1989). Moreover, in narrowly focusing on what is construed as “the
normal,” the broader situation in which the phenomenon has been his-
torically and otherwise located recedes to the point of invisibility. But
methodologically, I do not think these arguments have been “heard” or been
adequately consequential in research.

My alternative grounding for grounded theory as it keeps traveling around
the postmodern turn draws deeply on social worlds and arenas approaches
and metaphors. I seek to replace metaphors of normal curves and normativ-
ity with relational metaphors of ecology and cartography. See Figure 1.1,
Mapping Positionality. My argument is that we need to conceptually replace
modernist unidimensional normal curves with postmodern multidimensional
mappings in order to represent lived situations and the variety of position-
alities and human and nonhuman activities and discourses within them.
Otherwise we merely continue performing recursive classifications that ignore
the empirical world.

This alternative relational modality of representation does not concern
itself particularly with frequency but instead with positions and their distri-
bution across some kinds of situational or topographical maps that do the
work of helping us to “see” the range of positions. This alternative seeks not
to frame a “basic social process” or even processes, but to draw maps. The
goal is to understand, make known, and represent the heterogeneity of posi-
tions taken in the situation under study and/or within given (historical
and/or visual and/or narrative) discourses in that situation.

Such maps draw deeply on postmodern concerns with the concrete repre-
sentation of difference. They thereby disarticulate grounded theory from tra-
ditional positivist concerns and rearticulate the approach within a postmodern
frame. This is especially vivid in terms of elaborating the traditional strength
of grounded theory in getting at range of variation, always present but never
featured in the analytic foreground. In postmodern grounded theorizing it is
front and center.

I use the term “differences” often in this book, and it means multiple
things simultaneously. My usage has its origins in feminist theory, which
from the outset took up issues of sex/gender difference but very quickly
expanded to include differences among women—within the “category”
“women”—on the basis of race, ethnicity, class, sexuality, physical ability,
and so on. Very quickly again, it became vividly clear that while there might
be certain differences on the basis of any of these and other related identity
politics categories, extending far beyond feminism to postcolonial sites and
beyond, there are also extensive and serious within-category differences and
many other kinds of differences as well. That is, the categories of “received
theory” do not suffice for taking differences into account.
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Historicizing how “difference” has been taken up in the human sciences,
Stepan (1986:275-276) argues that before World War II, difference was
usually linked to hierarchical discourses that legitimated various inequalities.
In contrast, after World War II, similarities were emphasized and linked to
equality. In more recent discourse, equality has been explicitly asserted as
appropriate regardless of difference. Furthermore, difference and rights have
also been linked around arguments that differences need to be taken into
account to protect rights.

The concept of difference also takes up marginalities—and the study of
those at the margins has a long and deep history within interactionism (e.g.,
Ferguson, Gever, Minh-ha, & West 1990; Hughes 1971; Simmel 1903/1964,
1908/1993; Wirth 1928). Today, this is more broadly inflected, and with
Tsing (1993:36), I seek “encounter[s that] encourage me to begin from the
marginal—not to head back to an imagined center, but to extend my
account to other marginalities.” All these differences also need to be mapped,
acknowledged, and their implications understood. In addition, poststruc-
turalist theory, including the work of Derrida, attended to difference and its
ramifications. In short, the concept of “differences” has exploded during my
lifetime as a scholar, and it is very much to offer a means of addressing this
that I developed situational analysis.20

The main goal of situational analysis vis-à-vis differences is to enhance their
empirical study. That is, we cannot assume what any kinds of differences mean
to those in a given situation, and need more and better methods to explore those
meanings and their consequences in concrete social practices, including the pro-
duction and consumption of discourses as practices (Schwalbe et al. 2000).
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Harris (2001:456) captures the principle well focusing on inequality; the
word “difference” can also be inserted:

[T]he strength of interactionism derives from its attention to the meanings
that putatively equal or unequal situations have for those whose behavior
one attempts to understand. These diverse meanings tend to be obscured when
sociologists [or other scholars] define inequality, identify its manifestations,
measure the extent of its existence, explore its causes and document its effects,
and advocate ways of diminishing it. In contrast, the primary task for interac-
tionists should be researching the meanings inequality has for people.

Differences need to be de-reified through empirical research. This is, of
course, not to say that feminist theory, race theory, research, and so on are
useless. It is to say that specificities of meanings within particular situations
are important to grasp while also grasping and using theory and other
research to enhance our understanding. We need to grasp variation within
data categories, range of variation within data, complexities, contradictions,
multiplicities, and ambivalence(s) manifest individually, collectively, and
discursively. Situational maps are each and all designed to do precisely this
work.

But all is not differences either. In one of the most interesting recent inter-
ventions in race theory that has implications for many other domains,
“sameness” and the work that sameness can do within particular situations
has been raised (Essed & Goldberg 2002). That is, there can be preferences
for doing something with or being with people who are “like me” rather
than “different from me” that work against differences in discriminatory
ways without focusing explicitly on any particular differences per se. That is,
while seeking sameness may be the intent, rather than seeking to exclude,
discriminatory exclusion may nonetheless be a consequence. Differences and
samenesses are reified in all kinds of social practices, including discourses,
and those practices and discourses need to be understood.

A key means of entrée where differences tend to be more than usually
vivid is to research situations featuring conflict and controversy. In such
situations the workings of power are often clearer. Peter Hall (1997:401)
has argued that “while Strauss is cognizant of power and domination, he
has not made them central or even conceptualized them.” Dingwall and
Strong (1985; Dingwall 1999) similarly critiqued Strauss’s inattention to
“the nonnegotiable in social life.” Situational analysis seeks to rectify this
in a number of ways. Analyses of power are facilitated in conflictful and
controversial situations because issues that may be tacit, unspoken, or even
hidden suddenly become explicit and stated—if not shouted. Interactionism
has a conceptual vocabulary of such Meadean moments of rupture: turning
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points, trajectories, fateful moments, epiphanies, and so on (Reynolds &
Herman-Kinney 2003:47). Each points to “how things could have been
otherwise” (Hughes 1971), usually in ways related to power in the situa-
tion, and allows a more Foucaultian genealogical approach to be taken that
opens past and present to analysis. This strategy of studying controversy
has a long history and has ably demonstrated its utility in science, technol-
ogy, and medicine studies (e.g., Collins 1981; Garrety 1997, 1998; Nelkin
1995; Scott, Richards, & Martin 1990). There one analytically seeks the
actors with sufficient power to effect “closure” of the controversy, but
other approaches are certainly viable.

Sensitizing Concepts, Analytics, and Theorizing

My fourth strategy for pulling grounded theory around the postmodern
turn is asserting the analytic sufficiency of sensitizing concepts, analytics,
and theorizing for solid grounded theory research. This replaces the pursuit
of substantive or formal theory advocated in traditional grounded theory
(including by Strauss 1995). There, in principle and over time, multiple stud-
ies would be done in a particular substantive area; a series of substantive
theories would be generated through integrating concepts; and ultimately
these would be drawn into a formal theory. Glaser and Strauss themselves
did this in their research on dying.21 The idea of generating formal theory
through grounded theory was a high modernist project, itself situated in an
elaborate set of assumptions about the making of sociology as a science par-
allel to the natural sciences.

In contrast, I agree with Denzin (1992:23; emphasis added) that “[s]oci-
ety, like interaction, is an emergent phenomenon, a framework for the con-
struction of diverse forms of social action. It makes no sense to write a grand
theory of something that is always changing.” Thus, a key aspect of the
alternative approach developed here is focused on grounded theorizing
through the development of sensitizing concepts and integrated analytics.
Blumer (1969:147-148; emphasis added) said:

[T]he concepts of our discipline are fundamentally sensitizing instruments.
Hence, I call them ‘sensitizing concepts’ and put them in contrast with defini-
tive concepts. . . . A definitive concept refers precisely to what is common to a
class of objects, and by the aid of a clear definition in terms of attributes or fixed
bench marks. . . . A sensitizing concept lacks such specification. . . . Instead, it
gives the user a general sense of reference and guidance in approaching empiri-
cal instances. Whereas definitive concepts provide prescriptions of what to see,
sensitizing concepts merely suggest directions along which to look.
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Significantly, this does not mean “analysis lite,” a characteristic of too
many grounded theory projects according to an array of critics.22 As Locke
(1996:244) noted, the grounded theory label is used too often as a “rhetoric
of justification as opposed to a rhetoric of explication.” It does mean “inter-
pretive sufficiency” (Charmaz 2005, in press). It does mean more explicitly
situated analytic claims-making and the avoidance of overgeneralization and
overabstraction (e.g., van den Hoonarrd 1997). In Daly’s (1997:360, 353)
words, the challenge for presenting a theoretical text, then, is to present
theory “not as objective truth but as a located and limited story. . . . [T]o
keep theory in play but to redefine theory in a way that keeps the theorist in
play—all within the bounds of science.”

More modest and partial but serious, useful, and hopefully provocative
grounded analyses, sensitizing concepts, analytics, and theorizing are ade-
quate. Analytics are unlike theory in that they do not presuppose a tran-
scendent origin or cause of phenomena. “We aren’t, nor do we have to put
ourselves, under the sign of a unitary necessity” (Burchell, Gordon, & Miller
1991:78). Furthermore, rather than focusing on commonalities, we can pur-
sue directions and angles of vision that reveal difference(s) and complexities,
heterogeneous positionings, including but not limited to differences in power
in situations. The goal is not prediction but what Fosket (2002:40) called
“thick analysis.” The possibility of analytic extension of theorizing into
other parallel or related situations certainly remains, but here is accom-
plished through the use of comparisons rather than theoretical formalization
and claims of transcendence.

Doing Situational Analyses

My fifth strategy for bringing grounded theory around the postmodern
turn is making empirical analytic maps of situations and doing situational
analyses of several kinds—the focus of most of this book. Situational analy-
ses seek to analyze a particular situation of interest through the specification,
re-representation, and subsequent examination of the most salient elements in
that situation and their relations. Some of these elements have traditionally
been discussed as “context.” For example, Hall and McGinty (2002:303;
emphasis added) have ably argued that some

interactionists have in varying ways elaborated how context matters but have
been extremely leery of conventional assumptions about social structure. . . .
[Instead they have] actively engaged in clarifying the nature of social organiza-
tion (a term chosen in lieu of social structure). . . . Words like society, the
state, bureaucracy, and group mask contradiction, complexity, ambiguity and
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incompleteness. The nature and degree of social organization must be an
empirical question. In addition, interactionists have disputed views of social
organization as external and constraining, as standing above and apart from
social actors. They have argued for its embeddedness and active conditional
influence and its continual . . . [re]constitution by those actors. The resulting
interactionist view of social organization is one that is complex, processual,
dynamic, variably coupled, and open.

I strongly agree but take this one step further: The important so-called con-
textual elements are actually inside the situation itself. They are constitutive
of it, including structural and power elements, and we can map and analyze
them as such.

Why situational maps? Why not narratives? There are a number of rea-
sons. Let me start with some advantageous properties of maps elucidated by
David Turnbull (2000) and elaborated by me. Because maps are visual rep-
resentations, they helpfully rupture (some/most of) our normal ways of
working and may provoke us to see things afresh (e.g., Latour 1986, 1988b;
Suchman 1987). Maps also work more easily as discursive devices for mak-
ing assemblages and connections—relational analyses. Maps are excellent
“devices to materialize questions.” Maps are tools of control, appropriation,
and ideological expression. Mapping is a fundamental cognitive process—
we can “just do it.” Mapping opens up knowledge spaces. Maps are great
boundary objects—devices for handling multiplicity, heterogeneity, and
messiness in ways that can travel. Maps work well as spatial and temporal
narratives. Maps allow unmapping and remapping. In addition, maps are
very much part of the Chicago tradition as devices for analyzing relational-
ity (see Chapter 2). Most important here, one can move around on/in maps
much more quickly and easily than in narrative text, excellent for analytic
work. Last, at least since the postcolonial era began, maps have been widely
understood as very political—and shifting—devices. Hopefully, this will pro-
voke enhanced reflexivity. The limitations of maps remain, of course, what
can be “seen” by a particular analyst in a particular time and place. No
method overcomes the situatedness of its users. A method can, however,
attempt to use situatedness to improve the quality of the research.

Turning to Discourse(s)

The sixth and last strategy for pushing grounded theory/symbolic inter-
actionism further around the postmodern turn consists in turning through
Foucault toward discourse, including situational analyses of narrative,
visual, and historical discourses in grounded theory research to expand the
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domains of social life addressed. I am pushed here by C. Wright Mills “with
his insistence that social theory must connect biography to history, connect
the stories we tell ourselves about ourselves, which are impositions of a nar-
rative line on the phantasmagoria of experience, with the stories the narra-
tive machinery of society tells not only about us but about the society itself”
(Carey 2002:201). We need more and better understandings of the various
“narrative machineries” and the discourses they produce. Four chapters of
this book (Chapters 4-7) facilitate making this turn, aided and abetted by
Foucault.

Chapter 2 elucidates more specifically how I take up these six means of
pushing grounded theory around the postmodern turn through situational
analysis.

Reflections and Anticipations

All components of the desire [for “better” science] are paradox-
ical and dangerous, and their combination is both contradictory
and necessary.

—Haraway (1991b:187; emphasis in original)

Let me summarize this chapter with a chart while also appreciating the
irony of offering one in the postmodern (Lather 1991:159). See Figure 1.2,
From Traditional/Positivist to Postmodern/Constructivist Orientations to
Grounded Theory. The chart does not and is not intended to represent
grounded theory as usually done. Far from it. I seek to highlight some of
the more problematic in practice tendencies that have gotten played out
in traditional grounded theory because of the lingering aura/promises of pos-
itivism and how this is manifest. Similarly, I seek to highlight some of the
goals of constructivist grounded theory work—perhaps ideally more than
in practice as yet. The chart maps the directions in which I am pushing
grounded theory to get it more fully around the postmodern turn.

There are three main take-home messages from this chapter. First, a
grounded theorizing approach can valuably be used to construct situational
analyses as well as to frame basic social processes. Second, a core goal of
such analyses is to improve the representation of difference(s) and complex-
ities of all kinds—especially situated and in practice differences rather than
abstracted differences. And third, perhaps the radical reflexive act we per-
form as mapmakers is to reveal ourselves in and through analyzing what
“we” do as well as what “they” do.
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Figure 1.2 From Traditional/Positivist to Postmodern/Constructivist
Orientations to Grounded Theory

Traditional/Positivist Grounded Theory

***All of the following should be to hold
only part and never all of the time/in all
cases.

Positivist/realist

Dualism of subject and object

Discovering/finding

Correspondence theory of truth

Naive objectivity

(Over) homogenization; (over)
generalization

A priori rejection of contradiction as
possible

Simplification desired

Seeks to be conclusive

Authority of author/“expert” voice
dominant

(False/overdrawn) clarity

“Normal”/average plus
“negative cases”

Tacitly progressive; linear

Assumption of normativity

Metaphors of normal curve

Goal: To delineate a basic social process
(BSP) and formal theory

Postmodern/Constructivist
Grounded Theorizing

***All of the following should be assumed
to be followed by “if and as found in the
data.”

Constructivist/relativist

Continuities of subject and object

Constructing/making

Constructionist theory of knowledge
production

Noninnocent subjectivity/reflexivity

Multiple positions; heterogeneous
representations

Representation of contradiction(s) as
analyzed/interpreted

Complexity represented

Tentative, opening, jarring, troubling

Multiple voices, perspectives, intensities,
reflexivities

Ambiguity of representation

Difference, range of variation, outliers,
positionality

Doubtful; reads against the grain

Assumption of positionality

Metaphors of cartography

Goal: To construct processes, sensitizing
concepts, situational analytics, and
theorize
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Studying action is not enough. We need analytic maps to plot positions
taken and their relative locations and power. We need improved methods for
grasping the constructions of terrain—altitudes, topographies, scales, tex-
tures, and so on. We need methods that can simultaneously address actors
in action and reflection and discursive constructions of human and nonhu-
man actors and positions and their implications. We need cartographies
of discursive positions. This is not to say that splendid studies have not been
produced through analyzing basic social processes. They have been and
will be. Nor do I seek to end or replace processual approaches and action
analyses using grounded theory. I do seek to address situational analyses to
multiple audiences who will find these approaches useful in addressing the
empirical world in postmodern times.

Notes

1. See also Atkinson & Coffey (2003:148-152). Glaser (1978, 2002) and Glaser
with Holton (2004) argue that grounded theory could also be used with quantita-
tive research.

2. Strauss was, in person, often quite critical of studies that claimed to be using
grounded theory but which he found lacking in this regard. He knew one cannot
control what others do with one’s work, but was still, like Glaser (2002; Glaser
& Holton 2004), quite disappointed and exasperated when users “didn’t get it.”
Significant aspects of his exasperation concerned the conceptual and epistemic/
ontological absence of symbolic interactionism in many such works. His intense
analytic pursuit of the work of other symbolic interactionists at the end of his life
(e.g., Mead, Blumer, Hughes, Davis) attests to the continuing importance of inter-
actionism to him (see Strauss 1991a, 1996a, 1996b, 1996c). I would argue that
those absences in published grounded theory research drove him, in part, to the
intense writing he did on research methods during the final years of his life (Strauss
1987, 1993, 1995; Strauss & Corbin 1990, 1997, 1998).

3. Leigh Star, Joan Fujimura, and I have elaborated this notion in symbolic
interactionist science studies focused on actual practices—known earlier/elsewhere
in symbolic interactionism as the sociology of work (see Clarke 1987, 1998, 2003;
Clarke & Fujimura 1992/1996; Fujimura 1992, 1996; Star 1989, 1991a, 1991b,
1995, 1999. Star (1989) demonstrates the materiality and consequentiality of such
theory/methods packages (in brain research). Fujimura (1996) pushed on the modes
through which theory/methods packages can travel—by being widely accepted (part
of a “bandwagon”), often because they perform increasingly well in situations at
hand (e.g., creating “doable problems” for research scientists to address), as they are
further standardized. Bowker and Star (1999) elucidate how, through classification
and standardization processes, computer and information science are aiding an
abetting such travel.
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4. See, e.g., Mead (1927/1964, 1934/1962), Park (1925, 1952), Blumer (1958,
1969), Becker (1967/1970, 1982), and Strauss (1991b, 1993). On meso-level sym-
bolic interactionism, see, e.g., P. M. Hall (1987, 1997), Hall and McGinty (2002),
Maines (1988), Strauss (1991b), Wiener (2000a, 2000b), Clarke (1991), Clarke and
Montini (1993). See also Fine (1993).

5. See Maines (1996:334) for a more elaborated list. See also Maines (2001)
and Denzin (1992, 1996c).

6. By re-representation, I mean attempting to successfully represent in another
medium—such as oral interview into scholarly writing. I applaud, celebrate, and
routinely teach the clearly postmodern re-representational interventions produced
by Denzin (1989, 1991), Ellis (1995), Ellis and Flaherty (1992), Ellis and Bochner
(1996), Bochner and Ellis (2001), Richardson (1992, 2000), Clough (1992), Ronai
(1995, 1997), Lather and Smithies (1998), and others. I also celebrate more phe-
nomenological work (e.g., Benner 1994; Benner, Tanner & Chesla 1996; Chesla
1995), narrative analysis (Bell 2000; Messias & DeJoseph n.d.; Riessman 1993,
2002). These are excellent and wholly worthwhile projects, but not mine.

7. Glaser (1978) especially advised against this. However, Glaser has also
chosen not to pursue research funding or publish in conventional academic venues
since he left the University of California, San Francisco in the late 1970s.

8. This “conceptual art” was by Mel Bochner done in 1970.
9. A quite sophisticated debate took place in science studies on this topic.

See Scott et al. (1990) and the special issue of Social Studies of Science edited by
Ashmore and Richards (1996).

10. See, e.g., Clifford and Marcus (1986), Visweswaran (1994), Denzin and
Lincoln (1994, 2000), Lather (1993, 1995, 1999, 2001a, 2001b), Lather and
Smithies (1998), Fine (1994), Fine, Mun Wong, Powell, and Weis (1996), and Fine,
Weiss, Weseen, and Mun Wong (2000).

11. See Glaser (1978, 1992; Glaser with Holton 2004) and Baker, Wuest, and
Stern (1992) on “method slurring,” Wilson and Hutchison (1996) on research mis-
takes, and Stern (1994) on preserving the earliest (Glaser & Strauss 1967), most
positivist and narrowest version of grounded theory. For extended comparisons of
Glaserian and Straussian perspectives, see commentary by Bryant (2002, 2003),
Charmaz (1995a, 2000), Corbin (1998), Dey (1999, 2004), Locke (1996), and
Melia (1996). See also Annells (1996), Atkinson, Coffey and Delamont (2003),
Bartlett (2001), Bartlett and Payne (1997), Rennie (1998), and Strubing (1998).
On Glaserian perspectives, see the Grounded Theory Institute’s Web site at www
.groundedtheory.com.

12. Glaser is clearly not animating data as the “nonhuman actant” in some
version of semiotic actor-network theory (see Chapter 2). Locke (1996:241) notes
that, au contraire, Glaser is using a rhetorical device named by Charles Bazerman
(Bazerman & Paradis 1991) as “the active seeking of passive restraints”—attempting
to use methods that will constrain the influence of the researcher. I find that
Glaser goes beyond this to further claim that using such methods erases all traces of
the researcher, and agree with Locke (2001), Bryant (2002, 2003), and many others
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that this is a conceptual and practical impossibility. See also Melia (1997), Corbin
(1998), Charmaz and Mitchell (2001), and Atkinson, Coffey, and Delamont
(2003:esp. 148-152).

13. On technicians and related workers in science, see, e.g., Clarke (1987),
Shapin (1989), Clarke and Fujimura (1992/1996); in medicine, see Strauss et al.
(1964).

14. On the historical construction of objectivity in the sciences and beyond,
see Daston (1992/1999), Daston and Gallison (1992), Porter (1995), Potter (2001),
and Harding (1991, 1998).

15. On contemporary attempts to further narrow and standardize what legiti-
mate research can be, see the two special issues of Qualitative Inquiry (Vol. 10, Nos.
1 and 2) on “Dangerous Discourses I and II.” While these focus especially on U.S.
federal support of education research, the implications of both the politics and the
processes of standardization of research methods are much broader. See also
Bowker and Star (1999).

16. See, e.g., Fine (1994), Kleinman and Copp (1993), Johnson (1975), Fine
et al. (2000), Haraway (1997), Lather (1999, 2001a, 2001b), Visweswaran (1994),
and Denzin and Lincoln (2000).

17. The term “situation” has been used in related ways by others. Reynolds &
Herman-Kinney (2003:47) traces early uses in Pierce and Dewey. Goffman (1964)
titled a paper “The Neglected Situation,” meaning the immediate situation of inter-
action as “an environment of mutual monitoring possibilities.” Goffman’s (1974)
Frame Analysis also takes up the definition of the situation in this immediate inter-
personal sense. Gubrium and Holstein (1997:163) call Goffman’s approach “situa-
tional analysis,” referring to largely face-to-face situated interaction as “sites of
interpretive practice.” My use of the term is much broader and includes pertinent
institutional and other meso/macro social formations, though possibilities of mutual
monitoring are very much a part of it (see also McHugh 1968; Morrione 1985;
Snow 2001). Because “the process involving the definition of the situation is a sig-
nificant act of power,” Atheide’s (2002b:173) “main interest concerns the role of
the mass media and popular culture in shaping such definitions.” This fits well with
the inclusion of discourse analysis in postmodern grounded theorizing. Last, a group
of French artists and social/political theorists, including Guy Debord, called them-
selves the “Situationists.” Their work contributed extensively to the students’ and
workers’ revolt of May 1968. Many but not all of their ideas are compatible with
what I am writing about here. See, e.g., Brooker (1999:204-205) and Dark Star
(2001).

18. Mills and Mills (2000) apparently wrote to David Riessman in 1952 that he
was less than content with this publication, and that he had reworked it as a chapter
of Character and Social Structure, which he coauthored with Hans Gerth (Gerth &
Mills 1964). The reworkings do not appear to be pertinent to the present argument.

19. See, for example, Glaser’s (1978:109-110) “BSPs Compared to Units” [of
analysis—people, institutions, etc.]. While I agree with some of his points, others are
classically modernist and universalizing, articulated from and through a positivist
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perspective. For example, his #5 asserts that “freedom from perspective” is not only
possible but desirable. To me, Glaser confounds level of abstraction with generaliz-
ability and universality.

20. See Derrida (1978), Hekman (1999), Dugdale (1999), Epstein (2004), Essed
and Goldberg (2002), Fenstermaker and West (2002), Friedman (1998), Gilman
(1985), S. Hall (1990, 1996, 1997), and Hammonds (1997a). On complexity, see
Landstrom (2000) and Law (1999). A recent book edited by Lincoln and Denzin
(2003) on Turning Points in Qualitative Research actually begins with a section on
“the revolution of representation” that centers on representations of difference.

21. See Glaser and Strauss (1964, 1965, 1968), Strauss (1970), and Strauss and
Glaser (1970). See also Timmermans (1994) and Mamo (1999), who both theorize
these issues further.

22. On “liteness” and the absence of theory, see, e.g., Bryman and Burgess
(1994), Dey (1999, 2004), Bryant (2002), Locke (2001), Glaser (1992), and
Atkinson et al. (2003). There are certainly exceptions (e.g., Kearney 1998). There
also appear to be some slippages viz. the meanings of “sensitizing concepts” among
Glaser, Strauss, Blumer (see van den Hoonaard 1997:5-6).
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