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“In doing Grounded Theory, I endeavored to emphasize the complexity of the world and
therefore the freedom, autonomy, and license required to write generated theory that
explains what is going on in this world, starting with substantive areas” Glaser ( 2002)

Abstract: A critical question is “Was the theory which I developed really Grounded Theory
(GT)?. GT aims to develop a new theory, it is perhaps one of the most abused phrases in
a qualitative study. Increasingly, researchers are making claims to have used a GT ap-
proach. This method is a relatively little productive discussion in management literature.
Grounded Theory of mode 2 knowledge production system brings together the ‘supply
side’ of knowledge, including universities, with the ‘demand side’, including business.
The whole system depends for its effectiveness on a rapid interplay between management
theory and practice. Mode 2 clearly focuses on management actions and describes the
importance of involvement of participants and researcher through multidisciplinary ap-
proaches. This paper explains the history of GT, principles of GT, data analysis, an ex-
ample in a building: Competitive Stakeholder Theory and finally working out the com-
plexity of GT”.
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Grounded theory methodol-
ogy was firstly introduced
by Glaser and Strauss in
1967 with their phenom-
enal book “The Discovery
of Grounded Theory”.
Glaser concludes two most
important properties of con-
ceptualizing for generating
grounded theory are that
concepts are abstract of
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time, place, and people and that concepts have an
enduring grab. The appeal of these two properties
can literally go on forever as an applied way of
seeing events (Glaser, 2002).Barney G. Glaser is
an American sociologist and one of the founders
of the grounded theory methodology.

1Glaser was born in 1930 inSan Francisco,
California and lives in nearby Mill Valley. He re-
ceived his BA degree at Stanford in 1952. He pur-
sued academic studies at the University of Paris
where he studied contemporary literature. He also
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studied literature at the University of Freiburg for
two years during off-hours from his military ser-
vice. At Columbia, he was a student of Paul
Lazarsfeld and Robert K. Merton and received a
Ph.D. in 1961. The dissertation was published in
the book Organizational Scientists: Their Profes-
sional Careers. Post-doc Glaser started a research
collaboration with Anselm Strauss at the Univer-
sity of California, San Francisco. Together they
wrote Awareness of Dying (1965) based on a study
of dying in Californian hospitals. The book was a
success. As a response to the many methodological
questions on the dying study the first grounded
theory (GT) methodology appeared in 1967 co-
authored with Strauss: The Discovery of Grounded
Theory.

Brown et al (2002) suggest grounded theory
methodology has following eight assumptions:
1. The need to get out into the field to discover

what is really going on (i.e., to gain firsthand
information taken from its source.

2. The relevance of theory, grounded in data, to
the development of a discipline and as a basis
for social action.

3. The complexity and variability of phenomena
and of human action.

4. The belief that persons are actors who take an
active role in responding to problematic situa-
tions.

5. The realization that persons act on the basis of
meaning.

6. The understanding that meaning is defined and
redefined through interaction.

7. A sensitivity to the evolving and unfolding
nature of events (process).

8. An awareness of the interrelationships among
conditions (structure), action (process) and
consequences.

As cited in Mehmetoglu and Altinay (2004), the
analytic strategy of grounded theory had been used
in several studies in various related fields such as
management (Pandit, 1995), marketing (Goulding,
1997) and tourism (Decrop, 2000).  According to
Partington (2000), the approach to discovering
theory from data known as grounded theory is much

cited but little understood, however, the grounded
theory has seen relatively little productive discus-
sion in management literature.

The Grounded Theory Perspective cited in
Glaser (2002) argued:   “All is data is a well known
Glaser dictum. What does it mean? It means ex-
actly what is going on in the research scene is the
data, whatever the source, whether interview, ob-
servations, documents, in whatever combination.
It is not only what is being told, how it is being told
and the conditions of its being told, but also all data
surrounding what is being told. It means what is
going on must be figured out exactly what it is to
be used for, that is conceptualization, not for accu-
rate description. Data is always as good as far as it
goes, and there is always more data to keep cor-
recting the categories with more relevant proper-
ties”. A theory which is generated from grounded
method must be based on a phenomenon, fit on data.
As cited in Munir (2006), Strauss and Corbin say
(1990) theories can not be built with actual inci-
dents or activities as observed or reported which
are from raw data.  A theory is built from concept,
not directly from data. The concept results from the
conceptualization of data: The incidents, event,
happenings are taken as, or analyzed as, potential
indicators of phenomena, which are thereby given
conceptual labels. If a respondent says to a re-
searcher, “Each day I spread my activities over the
morning, resting between shaving and bathing,”
then the researcher might label this phenomenon
as ‘pacing’. As the researcher encounters another
incident, and when after comparison to the first,
they appear to resemble the same phenomena, then
these, too, can be labeled as ‘pacing’. Only by com-
paring incidents and naming like phenomena with
the same term can the theorist accumulate the basic
units for theory.  In simple words, GT is rooted in
the symbolic interactionism which focuses on the
meanings of events to people and the symbols they
use to convey that meaning. The basic tenet of GT
is the generation of theory grounded in reality (the
Discovery of Grounded Theory, 1967 by sociolo-
gists Anselm Strauss and Barney Glaser).

A word of  Phenomenon (New Webster’s Dic-
tionary and Roget’s Thesaurus, 1992) means any-
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thing appearing or observed especially if having
scientific interest.  (Partington, 2000) says that phe-
nomenology refers to “reality is socially con-
structed, and consists of individuals’ interpretation
of their circumstances. Knowledge comes from the
penetration by the researchers of the meanings that
make up the individuals’ views of reality. The
researcher’s role is to reconstruct those meanings”.

Strauss and Corbin (1990) quoted in Munir
(2006), Categories are higher in level and more ab-
stract than the concepts they represent.   They are
generated through the same analytic process of mak-
ing comparisons to highlight similarities and dif-
ferences. Categories are the cornerstone of devel-
oping theory. They provide the means by which the
theory can be integrated. We can show how the
grouping of concepts forms categories by continu-
ing with the example above. In addition to the con-
cept of pacing, the analysis might generate the con-
cepts of ‘self-medicating’, ‘resting’ and’ watching
one ‘s diet’. While coding, the analyst may note
that, although these concepts are different in form,
they seem to represent activities directed toward a
similar process: keeping an illness under control.
They could be grouped under a more abstract head-
ing, they category: ‘Self Strategies for controlling
illness’.

A qualitative research aims to understand a phe-
nomenon and develops researcher’s imaginations.
It does not take for explanation or interpretation
among variables as in quantitat ive method
(Salladien, 2008). Neuman (2003) explains that
“some people believe that qualitative data are soft,
intangible and immaterial. Such data are so fuzzy
and elusive that researchers cannot really capture
them. This is not necessarily the case. Qualitative
data are empirical. They involve documenting real
events, recording what people say (with words,
gesture, and tone), observing specific behaviors,
studying written documents or examining visual
images. These are all concrete aspects of the world”.
In this study, communicable disease issues and so-
cial phenomena of mobile communities firstly rec-
ognized after one-year implementation of the CSR,
through intense field observation and discussion.
Again, the second phenomenon of coordination and

conflict stakeholders appeared after one and a half
years observation and experience. Those phenom-
ena and some actions taken did not stop to observe.
In order to gradually understand the interactions in-
cluding conflicts and solve problems, stakeholders’
mindsets were captured. All information was con-
tinuously collecting, analyzing and finally enfold-
ing with literature including testing/confirmation
the emerged theoretical framework to colleagues/
related persons/experts/practitioners.

Strauss and Corbin, 1990 cited in Neuman, 2003
explain that Grounded theory is a qualitative re-
search method that uses a systematic set of proce-
dures to develop an inductively derived theory about
a phenomenon.  Bungin (2007) in a provocative way
says that researcher comes into the field with
“empty-headed” or without bringing any concept,
theory or hypothesis. It is indeed the phenomenon,
inductively observed as Glaser and Strauss’s report
on phenomena between hospital staffs and dying
patients in their book. However, Kuhn, 1962 and
Feyerabend, 1962 cited in Crompton (accessed on
3/25/2009) observations are not entirely free from
the influences of theories.

Partington (2000) says the paradigm model is
at the core of Strauss and Corbin’s method. It con-
sists of a systematized cause and effect schema
which the researcher uses to explicate relationships
between categories and subcategories.  It can de-
scribe as follows: (A) Causal Conditions — (B)
Phenomenon—(C) Context— (D) Intervening Con-
ditions— (E) Action/Interaction Strategies — (F)
Consequences. The Grounded research model em-
phasizes an observation method and develops an
intuitive relationship among variables studied. The
steps of research are started by examining formu-
lations and redeveloping propositions during gen-
erating a new theory (Salladien, 2008). Faisal S
(2007) describes the grounded theory is considered
as an alternative approach towards a classical one
(verificative study). The grounded theory moves
from the bottom to the top namely empirical data-
conceptual- theoretical.

Similarly, Moleong(2008),Pandit (1996), the
process of developing the grounded theory is theo-
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This research tries to understand and to analyze
more deeply the relationship based on facts (data,
interview, and observation) and finally compared
with literature review in generating a theory.
Creswell (1994) shows an inductive model of think-
ing or logic to build a new theory as follows:

To sum up the process of this study an example
(Arry Pongtiku, Dissertation 2010):

retical Sampling (1)—Data collections(2)—Data
ordering(3)—Data Analysis(4)— theory develop-
ment (5)—if theory saturation the study finished
(6) and if not saturation the study continued. Dick
(accessed 8/19/2002) says that over time, the
grounded theory study works through the follow-
ing mostly-overlapping phases: data collection, note
taking, coding, send memos, sorting and writing.

Figure 1  The Inductive Model of Research in a Qualitative Study
Source: Creswell, 1994

Researcher Develops a Theory or Compares Pattern with
Other Theories
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Figure 2  Process of this research
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The grounded theory approach Mode 2 required
for this study

Bryman (1988) observes “In spite of the fre-
quency which Glaser and Strauss and the idea of
grounded theory are cited in the literature, there
are comparatively few instances of its applica-
tion…’ (Cited in Partington, 2000). Partington
(2000) comments that the difficulty of applying
universal grounded theory prescriptions is borne out
by experience with doctoral students working the
field of organization and management who at-
tempted to follow the Strauss and Corbin approach
but have abandoned it because of its bewildering
complexity. Indeed, in published management re-
search there is little evidence of the successful ap-
plication of any precisely delineated, prescribed ap-
proach. Partington examined such four management
grounded theory exemplars: Brown and Eisenhardt
(1977)—-multiple cases  studies, Gersick (1994)—
-single case study, Gioa and Chittipeddi (1991)—-
single case study and Kram and Isabella (1985)—-
pairs of individuals. In each of these four exem-
plars, the output of the studies is of mode 1 type,
primarily aimed at an academic audience. The pur-
pose of development into theories with a direct,
practical use was a secondary consideration. As a

result, although the theories generated by these stud-
ies contribute to our understanding of social pro-
cesses, they are unlikely to be of direct interest to
managers. The Mode 2  was initially introduced in
1994 by six authors:Michael Gibbons, Camille
Limoges, Helga Nowotny, Simon Schwartzman,
Peter Scott, and Martin Trow through their book of
The New Production of Knowledge: The Dynamics
of Science and Research in Contemporary Societ-
ies (Nowotny et al, 2003).  Partington, 2000 and
Crompton, accessed on 3/25/2009 note in the field
of management, the mode 2 knowledge production
system brings together the ‘supply side’ of knowl-
edge, including universities, with the ‘demand side’,
including business. The whole system depends for
its effectiveness on a rapid interplay between man-
agement theory and practice. Kurt Lewin says
“Nothing is so practical as a good theory “cited in
Human Resource Development Review, 2005.
Partington (2000) shows how examination of the
distinctive characteristics of a specific research aim
can usefully transform Strauss and Corbin’s model
into a procedure which is directly applicable to the
development of S-O-R theories in mode 2 manage-
ment research by Gibbons et al. The differences of
Mode 1 and Mode 2 are presented as below,

Source: Svensson, Ellström and Brulin,2009

Table 1 Mode 1 and Mode 2: two different models for undertaking research

 Different Research Models Mode I Mode II

Steering mechanism The academic discipline Problem-based, multidisciplinary
Authorization Professional rules Scientific & societal rules
Objectives New theories Usefulness
Type of knowledge General Specific
Time perspective Long term Short term
Responsibility The scientific community A societal responsibility
Actors Researchers Participants &  researchers
Relationship Hierarchical Equal
Works forms Planned, predetermined Flexible, interactive
Approach Closed Open
Physical proximity Distant Close
Actors Universities Research & Development centers, institutes,

companies,regional universities
Relations Object relations Subject relations
Strategy First discovery, then application Simultaneous discovery and application
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Chopra (2005) in Dictionary of Management
defines Stimulus is initiating step intended to pro-
voke a predictable response. Cognition is a process
which uses all human senses to observe the outside
world and to form perception attitudes, comprehen-
sion, and memory. Luthans (2002) says Cognition
is the act of knowing an item of information. Un-
der this framework, cognitions precede behavior
and constitute input into the person’s thinking, per-
ception, problem-solving, and information
processing.If we trace back, we learn that B.F.  Skin-
ner, a modern behaviorism, who is widely recog-
nized for his contributions to psychology explains
respondent behavior (those behavior elicited by
stimuli) but not the more complex operant behav-
ior. It is, for example, the S-R approach in physical
reflex, when stuck by a pin (S), the person will flinch
(R), or when tapped below the kneecap (S), the
person will extend the lower leg (R).

He strengthens the importance of the response-
stimulus (R-S) relationship. The organism has to
operate on the environment (thus the term operant
conditioning) in order to receive the desirable con-
sequence. Several studies from Davis and Luthans
and Luthans and Kreitner as well as Albert Bandura,
Social Learning takes the position that behavior can
be best explained in terms of a continuous recipro-
cal interaction among cognitive, behavioral, and en-
vironmental determinants. The person and the en-
vironmental situation do not function as indepen-
dent units but in conjunction with the behavior it-
self, reciprocally interact to determine behavior
(Luthans, 2002). Raimond (1998) includes The
Stimulus-Response Model by Rosch (1992) in their
paper “Where Do Strategic Ideas Come From? Fig-
ure 3 is a diagram of the behaviorist worldview.
The first arrow, the stimulus, is something that the
experimenter does to the organism (human or ani-

Figure 3. The stimulus-response model
Source: Rosch, 1992

  

Stimulus Response

mal); it is in the external world, observable by ev-
eryone. The second arrow is what the organism does
after the stimulus, also something observable by ev-
eryone. The square between the two arrows is the
mind, considered as a black box, a box that is not
publicly observable and hence not subject to scien-
tific investigation, hence unnecessary to talk about.
For the strict behaviorists, the biological organism
was also in the black box. So psychologists could
be completely objective; they need only chart the
relationships between stimuli and responses.

Furthermore, the information processing model
takes the view that when the information or stimu-
lus comes into the brain of the organism it has to be
processed in an order that the appropriate response
can be made (Raimond, 1998). S-O-R (Environmen-
tal Stimulus –Cognition-Management Action) theo-
ries are concerned with how people’s understand-
ing of their environment leads to actions. The as-
sumptions behind grounded theory’s symbolic
interactionist origins match this consideration. Two
features of Mode 2 are: First, Trans Disciplinary
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research is less likely to be based on the existing,
highly developed theoretical frameworks from
bounded disciplinary traditions, which tend to char-
acterize Mode 1. Second, Mode 2 emphasizes tacit
knowledge, which has not yet been codified, writ-
ten down and stored. Academics and managers at-
tempt to learn, working together from one another
in a virtuous cycle of understanding, explication,
and action in a mutually Trans Disciplinary frame
(Partington, 2000). Takeuchi (1998) argues what
Western companies need to do is “to unlearn” their
existing view of knowledge and pay more attention
to (1) tacit knowledge, (2) creating new knowledge,
and (3) having everyone in the organization be in-
volved. Japanese companies have advanced their

position in international competition because of
their skill and expertise at organizational knowl-
edge creation, which is the key to the distinctive
way that Japanese companies innovate. Tacit knowl-
edge is highly personal and hard to formalize and
share with others. Subjective insights, intuitions,
and hunches fall into the category of knowledge.
Tacit knowledge is deeply rooted in an individual’s
action and experience, as well as in the ideals, val-
ues or emotions he or she embraces. Furthermore,
tacit knowledge contains an important cognitive di-
mension. Yet they cannot be articulated very eas-
ily, this dimension of tacit knowledge shapes the
way we perceive the world around us.

Figure 4. The information processing model
Source: Rosch, 1992
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Mode 2 for this application analyzes recollec-
tions of past events, often recorded in interview
data, to develop an explanation of management ac-
tion. Two characteristics of mode 2 inquiry are

transdisciplinarity and emphasis on tacit knowledge.
The approach however offered differs in two im-
portant ways from the much-cited universal
grounded theory model originated by Glaser and
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Strauss (1967) and later proceduralism by Strauss
and Corbin (1990). First, it acknowledges that the
form of theories of management actions which will
satisfy the contemporary demands of mode 2 re-
search is different from the form of integrated so-
ciological theory for which the original grounded
theory approach was developed. Second, it takes
account of differences between the ontological as-
sumptions underlying the use of retrospective data
for analyzing management action, and those asso-
ciated with participant observation, the pivotal strat-
egy of grounded theory’s symbolic interactionist
roots. The results would be a simplified, more di-
rect approach which works for the specific purpose
of generating useful, consensually valid theory
(Partington, 2000).

Crompton, accessed on 3/25/2008 in her paper
about Knowledge Production and Management in
21st Century, in regard to new knowledge and meth-
odology, she states that “learning is defined here as
any (more or less permanent) change of behavior,
which is the result of experiences; the acquisition
of knowledge, information, values, belief, norms,
and behavior (where values, beliefs, and norms are
dependent on culture). However as learning pro-
duces new knowledge which is the basis of innova-
tion, and it has been shown that learning and knowl-
edge are a social –cultural phenomena then re-
searchers need to ‘walk the walk’ and ‘talk the talk’
of ordinary people in situ”. I suggest that
transdisciplinary approaches using multi-method-
ologies will be helpful in understanding complex
social and cultural situations. Gioia and Pitre (1990)
broadly define theory as any coherent description
or explanation of observed or experienced phenom-
ena. As cited in Luthans (2002) “theory is the an-
swer to queries of why. The theory is about the con-
nections among the phenomena a story about why
acts, events, structure, and thoughts occur. The
theory emphasizes the nature of causal relation-
ships, identifying what comes first as well as the
timing of such events. Strong theory, in our view,
delves into the underlying process so as to under-
stand the systematic reasons for a particular occur-
rence or non-occurrence”. As cited in  Wibowo, T.
H. (2005) some scholars talk about knowledge cre-

ation. Giddens notes all social actors, all human
beings are highly ‘learned’ in respect of knowl-
edge which they possess and apply, in the produc-
tion and reproduction of day-to-day social encoun-
ters. He distinguishes between discursive and prac-
tical knowledge, the former refers to knowledge
that the actors are able to articulate (what is said),
and the latter refers to tacit knowledge, which ac-
tors are able to draw on in action but are unable to
express (what is simply done).Reflexive refers to
the capacity of humans to routinely observe and
understand what they are doing while they are do-
ing it. It is not merely self-consciousness but in-
cludes continuous monitoring or physical and so-
cial contexts and activities either their own or oth-
ers. Other scholar says knowledge conversion takes
place within ‘ba’. It is the physical and /or mental
space that enables the process of conversion. ‘Ba’
is a Japanese term, which literary means space or
place. The concept of ‘ba’ was originally proposed
by Kitaro Nishida. The concept of ‘ba’ concerns
far more than physical elements, it includes per-
ceptions throughout body and mind. Therefore ‘ba’
offers a context. In order to understand creativity
as a tacit knowledge, we cannot ignore situated cog-
nition and action. In knowledge creation, genera-
tion and regeneration of ‘ba’ are the keys, because
‘ba’ provides the energy, quality, and location to
perform the individual conversions and to move
along the knowledge spiral. As cited in Muhadjir
(1996), Glaser and Strauss suggest, in order achiev-
ing a more optimal level of the new theory, the
grounded research should be carried out in nontra-
ditional areas, where the place is limited references.
Eisenhardt (1989) also says that this research ap-
proach is especially appropriate in a new topic area.

In this study, I finally selected Mode 2 (modi-
fied grounded theory) for some reasons:
1. My concern of this study was to develop a

useful theory which can bridge between theory
and practice in management. S-O-R perspec-
tive teaches us that its orientation emphasizes
the active, mediating role of the manager be-
tween environmental stimulus and behavioral
response. This is may become more applicable
for the management study. (Partington, 2000)
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says “the theorized relationship between envi-
ronmental stimulus and management action,
and the intermediate role of personal control
has potentially important consequences for
managers”.

2. I collected data from 2006-2008 means a ret-
rospective data which is matching with Mode
2.

3. I would like to reduce complication  and long
process as the traditional  grounded theory
(Mode 1): Causal Conditions —  Phenomenon
— Context —Intervening Conditions —Ac-
tion/Interaction Strategies —Consequences ,
compared to the modified one ( Mode 2):
Stimulus — Cognition — Response, which em-
phasized on developing explanations of man-
agement actions. I learned very much from the
invaluable experience of this case through ob-
servations, interviews and sharing with man-
agers and field team. From informants and
stakeholder interactions, I recognized tacit
knowledge. I also observed comprehensive
views from this case so Trans Disciplinary ap-
proaches were likely relevant. Here academ-
ics/ other practitioners and managers attempt
to learn, working together from one another in
a virtuous cycle of understanding, explication,
and action.

Data Analysis
Two area concerns for this data analysis were

as follows:
a) First, the mobile local community which came

and stayed near camp station and burden of com-
municable diseases from phenomena 1 will be
analyzed quantitatively (experimental design).
Pre and post interventions presented using pro-
portion and descriptive analysis. It will be as a
supporting data in building a new theory of
CSR.

b) Second, stakeholders interactions which were
our main focus from phenomena 2, was ana-
lyzed qualitatively using grounded method de-
sign.  Evidence from fields (data and direct
observation to a community and direct involve-
ment in the activities and field coordination),

experience’s researcher and deep discussion to
our team and communications with stakehold-
ers, were practical ways to find the ideas. Ques-
tioners, email correspondence, interviews with
stakeholders, daily notes of a researcher and
other documentations will be collected and ana-
lyzed (selecting, coding, categorizing and so
forth) in generating a new theory of CSR  in
management.

To support the concepts and to answer the hypoth-
esis (H1) was ‘treatments and health educations
through mobile health team in community will re-
duce burden of communicable disease in the com-
munity in project locations and will also protect
the workplace towards the communicable diseases’,
data of health surveys used a descriptive analysis
based on health indicators which compared before
and after interventions of communicable diseases
control. Malaria surveys used MBS (Mass Blood
Survey) and FBS (Fever Blood Survey) methods.
Lymphatic filariasis used a finger blood test that
carried out at night due to a cycle of filariasis worm.
Tuberculosis was performed by sputum examina-
tion test and leprosy by cardinal signs. HIV/AIDS
used PITC (Provider Initiative Testing and Coun-
seling). Mother and Child program and nutrition
was based on a routine protocol of the program. All
methods were relevant to the WHO guideline. Sta-
tistical Data showed through graphs and tables,
some changes or progress was evaluated. Details
of these communicable disease control methods and
its operational definitions were put in annexes.
“When we collect more records than we can review
individually, we can use tables, graphs, and charts
to organize, summary, and display the data clearly
and effectively. With tables, graphs, and charts we
can analyze data sets of a few dozen or a few mil-
lion. These tools allow us to identify, explore, un-
derstand, and present distributions, trends, and re-
lationship in the data. Thus tables, graphs, and charts
are critical tools not only when we perform descrip-
tive and analytic epidemiology, but also when we
need to communicate our epidemiologic findings
to others” (U.S .Department of Health and Human
Services, accessed on 2/28/ 2005). In addition, the
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trend is much more informative than the single read-
ing. Observing trends over time is also a way of
validating the data. When operational conditions
change, trends must be interpreted cautiously (ILEP
Medico-Social Commission, 2001). To see directly
or indirectly effects to a workplace, data in trend
from health and safety department of the company
will be included. authors:, a self-assessment using
Malcolm Baldrige Scorecard filled by a manager
for community development will be attached in
evaluating overall performance including Leader-
ship, Info & Analysis, Planning, Human Resources,
Process Management, Operations, and Customer.
Various sources of data and using triangulation
method will ensure the quality of data analysis.

Since the main aim of this study was to build
the new theory/model of CSR,  my pre-proposition
(P2) was working with stakeholders is a power to
implement CSR and can create advantageous val-
ues during gas exploration phase needs the further
discoveries through the process of qualitative data
analysis. It was expected to understand and learn
what, why and how the stakeholder interactions
were a power and value creations in the special
contexts such as uncertainty condition of explora-
tion phase, remote area location and as a new com-
pany which entered new business in Indonesia. The
grounded theory method answered this concern.

To get a chronological picture of grounded
theory process, Neuman (2003) explains that in
grounded theory, a qualitative researcher develops
theory during data collections. This more inductive
method means that theory is built from data or
grounded in the data. Moreover, conceptualization
and operationalization occur simultaneously with
data collection and preliminary data analysis. It
makes qualitative research flexible and lets data and
the theory interact. When data collection and theo-
rizing are mixed together, the theoretical questions
arise that suggest future observations, so new data
are tailored to answer theoretical questions that
come from thinking about previous data.
Mehmetoglu and Alinay (2006) comment, the fo-
cus on qualitative research has unfortunately been
mainly confined to methods of data collection and
neglecting a more significant aspect, namely data

analysis.  The data analysis in a grounded theory as
Glaser and Strauss’ suggestions contains: Incidents
of phenomena in data are coded into categories. By
comparing each incident with previous incidents in
the same category, the researcher develops theo-
retical properties of categories and the dimensions
of those properties. As the study progresses, the
focus changes from comparing incidents with one
another to comparing incidents with properties of
the category that resulted from initial comparisons
of incidents. The theoretical sampling and constant
comparison processes lead towards the theoretical
saturation of reduced set categories within the
boundaries of the emerging theory. Memos-records
of ideas relating to categories and the categories
themselves form the basis of the written theory. Ex-
plored in different field settings and broader con-
texts, a substantive theory may be developed into
more abstract, generalized formal theory (Partington
(2007), Wignjosoebroto.S (2006). In discovering
theory, one generates conceptual categories or their
properties from evidence, and then the evidence
from which the category emerged is used to dem-
onstrate the concept. The evidence may not neces-
sarily be accurate beyond doubt, but the concept is
undoubtedly a relevant theoretical abstraction about
what is going on in the area studied. Furthermore,
the concept itself will not change, while even the
most accurate facts change (Glaser and Strauss,
1967). Partington (2000) says the twin basics of
grounded theory are theoretical sampling, whereby
the process of data collection is controlled by the
emerging theory, together with constant compari-
son method of joint data coding and analysis.

As the importance of coding issues, Awad and
Ghaziri (2004) in their textbook of Knowledge
Management say codification is a prerequisite to
knowledge transfer. From a knowledge management
view, codification is converting tacit knowledge to
explicit knowledge in a usable form for organiza-
tional members. From an information system view,
it is converting undocumented to documented in-
formation. Regardless of the view, codification is
making –specific knowledge (tacit and explicit) vis-
ible, accessible, and usable for value-added deci-
sion making, no matter what form it may take. This
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means that Tacit knowledge (in people’ heads) such
as human expertise is identified and leveraged
through a form that delivers the highest return to
the business. It may be through knowledge-sharing
events, organized directories, yellow pages, or other
means that will connect the ones who need the ex-
pertise to a source of expertise. Explicit knowledge
should be organized, categorized, indexed, and ac-
cessed via the company’s intranet or some other
means to make it visible, accessible and usable –
on paper, in documents, in the data base.

Codifying tacit knowledge is complex and is
more of an art than a science. Several different ways
of encoding facts and relationships to codify knowl-
edge exist. They include knowledge maps, decision
tables, decision trees, frames, production rules and
software agents (Awad and Ghaziri, 2004).  As al-
ready mentioned in the previous paragraph, there
were some levels of codification in grounded theory,
however more specifically described as cited in
Mehmetoglu and Altinay( 2006), Brown et al (2002)
are as follows (a) Open coding as the process of
breaking down, examining, comparing, conceptu-
alizing and categorizing data. Data were broken
down by asking simple questions such as what,
where, how, when, how much, etc. Data that were
initially broken down were then compared and simi-
lar incidents were grouped together and given the
same conceptual label. This process of grouping
concepts at a higher, more abstract level is termed
‘categorizing’; (b) Axial coding is whereas open
coding divides the data into concepts and catego-
ries, axial coding puts them back together in new
ways by making connections between a category
and its subcategories. The focus of axial coding is
to create a model that details the specific condi-
tions that give rise to a phenomenon’s occurrence.
During axial coding, the emerging categories,
themes or pattern were validated by comparing the
information with other informants, comparing the
emerging themes with the information obtained
through observation and secondary analysis of
documents from and about the organization. We then
make a theoretical memo: a short story which plays
an important role and assists in the process of cre-

ating order and making sense of data. The process
of open coding, axial coding, and writing and de-
veloping memos lead to a number of finalized and
saturated categories; (c)   Selective coding is the
next type of coding involved the integration of cat-
egories (axial) to form an initial theoretical frame-
work. The codes and categories are explored fur-
ther by revisiting the coded statements, with atten-
tion being given to understanding the inter-rela-
tionship. All the data were finally sifted and
charted.

Mehmetoglu and Alinay (2006) summarize
that the analytic strategy in practices of the
Grounded Theory consisted of three concurrent
stages/activities namely: Stage 1: familiarization,
Stage 2: coding, conceptualization and ordering,
and Stage 3: enfolding literature. Miles and
Huberman (1994) also cited in Sugiyono (2007)
summarize an interactive model for data analysis
data as above: Partington (2000) suggested appli-
cation for Mode 2 researchers seeking to build
causal S-O-R theories of management action from
retrospective data may use the guiding structure of
three linked models: the simplified paradigm
model, the simplified conditional matrix and the
three overlapping domains of reality in the critical
realist ontology. Mode 2 focuses on management
actions, of course also means a bit shorter process
of analysis than traditional grounded theory. In
practice, the three models may be applied to the
established procedures of grounded theory through
the following steps:
1. Using the established procedures of grounded

theory (Open coding - Axial coding – Selec-
tive category (Glaser’s style) and the basic
elements of the simplified paradigm model of
S-O-R (Environmental Stimulus –Cognition-
Management Action), code each example of
active environmental stimulus which signified
by management attention into categories, each
with properties and dimensions, maintaining
a flexible working definition of each category.

2. Similarly, code each instance of action.
3. Using the concentric circles of the simplified

conditional matrix drawn on a large sheet of
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paper, make a freehand graphical representa-
tion of all instances of stimulus and action.
Draw links between them.

4. Consider as to possible underlying mechanism
which could offer a theoretical explanation of
the cognitive process which intervenes be-
tween, and explains, links between instances
of stimulus and response. Seek explanations
which informants find appealing and valid.

5. Generate the theory in contrasting contexts,
continually testing and modifying the coding
scheme. Draw into focus a cognitive process
which offers a consensually valid and infor-
mative link between stimulus and action.

6. Write the theory in the form three stages, each
representing a progressively higher level of
theoretical abstraction:
 Case narrative with illustrative data

samples
 Summary within case and cross-case tabu-

lations
 Theoretical propositions and summary

process models

To summarize the data analysis in building this
new theory, I strengthened once again using a fig-
ure 7  that it is analyzed by using Mode 2 (the modi-
fied grounded theory method) which focused on En-
vironmental Stimulus-Cognition-Management Ac-
tion on CSR implementation and dealing with stake-
holders and mixed with supporting quantitative data
analysis namely (a) pre and post intervention of
communicable diseases control in community, (b)
Trend of diseases and incidence in workplace from
health and safety department of the company (c)
quality performance which  was measured by
Malcolm Baldrige scorecard. Finally, I put it back
in one picture of mixed methods of data analysis as
below.

Credibility of Data
Some efforts were done to ensure accountable

/credible data as follows: Lengthening observation
including informally visiting other areas/villages
which impacted by other companies operations
(Bintuni and Timika);-Keen to do observations and
search up to date information; Triangulation (con-
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Figure 5  Mixed methods of data analysis
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sistency among data, observation, interview); Test
to water (tested about recommendations/conclusion
of progress reports or results to other stakeholders/
the informants, giving feedbacks; Circulated re-
ports/progress report to stakeholders; Discussion to
experts; Discussion to others using common sense;
Discussion with mobile health team; Discussion
with company man; Presented to workshops/meet-
ings; The author of this paper was functioned as a
mediator/coordinator, implementer and medical
consultant of this project or deeply involved in this
CSR’s process; Nations Petroleum received Award
“ManggalaKarya Bhakti Kartika” at National
Health Day from Minister of Health Republic of
Indonesia. This CSR has supported health and en-
vironmental care (Kompas, 18 December 2008;
Bisnis Indonesia, 17 January 2009).

Ethical Considerations
As cited in Creswell (1994) most authors who

discuss qualitative research study addressed the im-
portance of ethical considerations where the re-
searcher foremost has an obligation to respect the
right, needs, values, and desires of the informant(s).
In this study, the following safeguards were em-
ployed to protect the informant’s rights:
1. The research objectives were articulated ver-

bally and in writing so that they were clearly
understood by the informants. It is including a
description of how data will be used.

2. Written permission proceeds the study, in this
case, formal letter permission from the com-
pany and informally talking to those informants
during this study and through sharing informa-
tion. The questioners and feedback given by
the informants were ensured confidentiality and
protect the identity of the informants (anonym).

3. The informants were informed about all data
collection devices and activities as well as were
partially and gradually report during the pro-
cess of writing this dissertation.

4. The informant’s rights, interests, and wishes
were be considered first when choices are made
regarding reporting the data.

5. Transcription, written interpretations, and re-
ports were made available to the informants. A

full report would be finally accessible for the
informants.

A New Theory
Competitive Stakeholder Theory was built by

ArryPongtiku based on study an oil and gas com-
pany working in remote areas, uncertainty place and
in the phase of gas and oil exploration that prac-
ticed Corporate Social Responsibility for a local
community. I eventually conclude some Theoreti-
cal Propositions.

Theoretical Propositions of Competitive Stake-
holder Theory

CSR (Triple Bottom Line Philosophy) and
Stakeholder Theory are competing theories consid-
ered as strategic management to achieve objectives
through value maximizing. The goal of Stakeholder
Theory is pro all stakeholders involved. Every stake-
holder including shareholder shares and creates
values together which is useful for themselves.
Competitive Stakeholder Theory is a dynamic pro-
cess that contributed by   Power and Control of
Stakeholders embedded in ethics philosophy; ex-
isting issues; cost-effective strategies; moral and
trust; PDCA; recognition and creating values. They
are a continuous process and interrelated.

Assumptions
Some basic assumptions of Competitive Stake-

holder Theory are given as follows:
1. Working with stakeholders enhancing capitals

such as creating values through more resources
and mutual supports (man, money, materials,
knowledge, technology, opportunities, attitude,
relationship, spirit, risk,etc.) to achieve the ob-
jectives.

2. Stakeholders Theory primarily works with
people /organizations that may have different
perception, motivation, and backgrounds so
managing people, resources and interests as
well as building mutual respect, human and
personal relationship together is paramount.
This Stakeholder Theory offers at least 7 di-
mensions to achieve objectives: power and
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control of stakeholders embedded in ethics phi-
losophy; existing issues; cost-effective strate-
gies; moral and trust; PDCA; recognition; and
creating values.

3.  Since this Stakeholder Theory can work in un-
certainty, not more unlikely it will fit for the
situation of certainty, turbulence, and risk.

Working out problems in doing Grounded
Theory

There is an assumption that Grounded Ap-
proach is difficult and could be only better employed
by a team of researchers or by a more experienced
researcher who could deal with the complexities
and contradictions of this approach (Mehmetoglu
and Altinay, 2004). Munir (2006) says Grounded
Method needs the qualified researchers who have
high flying hours, self-confidence, creativeness and
experience, and this is more likely not found in the
young researcher. Since its analytical model is con-
tinuous as long as field data is being collected, GT
is not easy for the beginners. However, I feel, this

issue is not all true, it actually can be improved if
the researcher really involves in the field study,
using modified approach such as Mode 2, corre-
spondence with Grounded Researcher who has ex-
perience and last but not least  perseverance and
wants to experiment.  With this opportunity, I would
share experience in working out problems in doing
Grounded Theory Method, as follows:

The first critical question came to me, was the
theory which I developed really Grounded Theory?
Bungin (2007) in a provocative way says that re-
searcher comes into the field with “empty-headed”
or without bringing any concept, theory or hypoth-
esis. It is indeed a real phenomenon of what occurs
in the situation. As cited in Dick (accessed on 8/19/
2002) Glaser recommends reading widely while
avoiding the literature most closely related to what
we are researching. His fear, our reading may oth-
erwise constrain our coding and memoing. Dick’s
own view, however, is that it makes sense to access
relevant literature as it becomes relevant and part
of the data collection procedures.  Reading refer-

Figure 6  Competitive   Stakeholder Theory
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ences is less an issue for Glaser. “An effective strat-
egy is, at first, literally to ignore the literature of
theory and fact in the area under study, in order to
assure that the emergence of categories will not be
contaminated by concepts more suited to different
areas” cited in Glaser and Strauss (accessed on 7/
20/2009). Altinay and Mehmetoglu (2006) place the
enfolding literature is stage 3 or the last stage of
analysis procedures of Grounded Theory in order
to ask what it was similar to, what did it contradict
and why. On the contrary, Kuhn, 1962 and
Feyerabend, 1962 cited in Crompton (accessed on
3/25/2009) observations are not entirely free from
the influences of theories.  Except for a framework
of the study, I took time in this study and did not
have to jump into conclusion so quick and let the
data spoke for itself, and then the meanings would
emerge. Partington (2000) says that the Trans Dis-
ciplinary nature of mode 2 research means that pre-
existing theoretical frameworks are likely to be frag-
mented or rudimentary. With the grounded theory
approach this is not a disadvantage since the pur-
pose of the approach is to build new theories from
data in context. Mode 2 research is often aimed at
capturing tacit knowledge. The retrospective, re-
flexive accounts of managers and other organiza-
tional actors will be an important source of this
knowledge. One of the key quotations of Deming
(Wikipedia, accessed on  6/12/2009) is “ The most
important things are unknown or unknowable”,
analogous to an earthquake that disrupts service,
other “earth-shattering” events that most affect an
organization will be unknown or unknowable, in
advance. During the time of data collection and the
process of analysis, I read relevant references and
supporting documents (literature as data) and lets
the study flow. Since I got the draft of the theory, I
finally searched more deeply references particularly
references of critics of the existing /related theory
that I would produce. So this way would not so much
hinder my genuine concept. In addition, I agree, GT
should be better selected as a method only for some-
thing which not so much clear or need to find new
perceptions (Stern,1994 cited in Munir, 2006).
Glaser and Strauss cited in in Muhadjir (1996) sug-
gest, in order achieving the more optimal level of

the new theory, the grounded research should be
carried out in nontraditional areas, where the place
is limited references. This approach is especially
appropriate in a new topic area (Eisenhardt (1989).

The methodology applied this study was
Grounded Theory of mode 2 which paid attention
to the balance between theory and practice in man-
agement.  Mode 2 was clearly described the im-
portance of involvement of participants and re-
searcher through multidisciplinary approaches.
However, the combination of learning from infor-
mants and interpretation of researcher did not fol-
low the “Hermeneutics principles by Giddens” for
the qualitative approach as usual. Giddens says we
learned from informants (emic perspectives)
through the first order understanding and the sec-
ond order understanding (Sanapiah in Bungin
2003).  I think, interpretations through informants
who had various backgrounds and through re-
searcher were considered as the advantage and
mutually strengthened. One core method of GT by
Glaser is constant comparisons that come from
various data, so observation, interview and review
documents must be synergy. As Takeuchi (1998)
says Tacit knowledge, concerned by Mode 2, is
deeply rooted in an individual’s action and experi-
ence, as well as in the ideals, values or emotions
he or she embraces. Sociologist such as Mead and
Blumer with their theories of symbolic interaction
emphasized the effect of meaning and symbols to-
wards action and human interactions (Ritzerand
Goodman, 2003). It means the interpretation of data
do not solely find from interviews but from obser-
vation and understanding of the researcher towards
the social situation.  Grounded Theory needs good
rapport of researcher so the researcher can take as
much as possible information. In this study, the re-
searcher worked as mediator/coordinator of CSR
program in the study so it was very possible. In
addition, thus, this issue should be not a problem
or contradiction.

Overall, one of the difficult parts of doing
Grounded Theory that I felt was preparation in-
cluding selecting, rewriting transcription from dif-
ferent sources of data. This spent a lot of time for
me like “long journey” especially needed language
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translation. In contrast, when I came in the phase
of analysis particularly Selective Coding, the theory
arose more quickly than I imagined, Glaser calls
“drugless trip” (Dick, accessed 8/19/2002). I found
such situation was really exciting and encouraging.
I could express what was really happening in the
situation. There was a feeling of freedom, autonomy
and license to write (Glaser,2002). To repeat GT
principles by Glaser, it is obvious for those who
implement Grounded research should have some
capabilities   namely note taking (grasping key is-
sues), theoretical sampling (working with diversity
of samples), triangulation (constant comparison)
and the most important is theoretical sensitivity
where researcher is able to get sort of key words/
ideas from the data and perceive as variables and
its relationship. It is the most creative job.

The issue of saturation is found in GT. Green
and Thorogood (2004) comment that GT is perhaps
one of the most abused phrases in the qualitative
study. Increasingly, researchers are making claims
to have used a GT approach in what emerges as
rather superficial thematic content analysis. An
analysis that has used GT should provide a detailed,
saturated account of data, rather than a list of key
themes. Pandit (1996) the process of developing the
grounded theory is  Theoretical Sampling (1)—Data
collections(2)—Data ordering(3)—Data Analy-
sis(4)— theory development (5)—if theory satura-
tion the study finished (6)  and if not saturation the
study continued. From experience, I felt saturation
in the three situations; firstly I collected data from
time to time when I felt that various data (primary
and secondary data) were enough, I then stopped
it. Secondly, during process of open coding, simi-
lar headings have many times come up and the kind
of headings/categories become limited and limited,
I stopped the process of open coding. Thirdly, dur-
ing the process of axial coding and selective cod-
ing, I made relationship among categories and sub-
categories (properties) or among core categories and

its categories. I felt diminishing returns when no
more/enough relationship produced; I stopped the
process. Dick (accessed on 8/19/2002) says in col-
lecting and interpreting data about a particular cat-
egory, in time you reach a point of diminishing re-
turns is saturation. It must be noted the collection
of data is a continuous process and simultaneous.
Yet you have already processed data analysis, you
get other additional information/data you should
include and process it again.

Mode 2, of course, is simpler and shorter than
traditional GT approach as already discussed. I think
Mode 2 is significantly different if compared Mode
1 (traditional GT) in few things such as prepara-
tion of data (collecting and selecting data focused
on Stimulus and Actions), a process of axial cod-
ing and using retrospective data as well as involve-
ment many informants in developing knowledge.
Mode 2 overcomes the complexities of GT.

Although Creswell and Clark (2007) give ex-
amples of Embedded Design where a research em-
bed qualitative data within a quantitative method-
ology, as might be done in an experimental design
or quantitative data could be embedded within a
qualitative methodology as could be done in a phe-
nomenology design, however, in this case, I could
not play the mixed methods with embedded
Grounded Theory and Experimental Model  to de-
scribe each other during the Data Analysis in the
Results Chapter except in the Discussion because
the objective of this qualitative method was to build
a theory. Therefore, had to finish analyzing quali-
tative method firstly and then analyzing quantita-
tive method secondly. However, I believe, respec-
tively the quantitative results of pre and post-ex-
perimental intervention, health statistic of a work-
place, and Malcolm Baldrige score card in this study
played a supplemental role within the overall de-
sign namely supported strengthened, triangulated
and qualified the main qualitative analysis in order
to build a theory finally.
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