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Social Constructivist Meta-Ethnography
- – A Framework Construction

Andrew Soundy1

Abstract
Objective: The objective of this review was to establish a modified meta-ethnography framework by integrating the traditional
phases with methods from social constructivist grounded theory. The modified version was required to identify methods which
can ensure analytic generalisability and honour critical inquiry. Method: A narrative synthesis review was undertaken using 4
electronic databases. Articles were located that described the methods and methodologies of meta-ethnography and social
constructivist grounded theory. A synthesis was undertaken which integrated the methods of social constructivist grounded
theory. Results: The meta-ethnography was undertaken in 5 phases: (1) The positionality of the researcher and the area of
interest identified. (2) Identifying what is relevant. (3) Reading the included studies and determining how studies are related. (4)
The iterative process of idea generation required for theory generation. And (5) Expression of the theory, model, or process.
Conclusion: The current review has been able to create a social constructivist meta-ethnographic framework for reviewing
empirical qualitative research. This framework will support the development of a substantive theory (a theory in one area)
which can be used then to consider its application in other areas. This approach will help create new lines of research and aid the
explanation of problems in other areas.
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Key Points
· Different philosophical world views can provide rea-

sons for creating variants of established qualitative
methodologies. A good example of this is grounded
theory. One variant of grounded theory particularly
suited to theory development and research with op-
pressed groups is social constructivist grounded theory.
The current research considers the methods of social
constructivist grounded theory and integrated them into
a variant of meta-ethnography. The result of this process
provides an adapted meta-ethnographic approach situ-
ated as a social constructivist.

· Meta-ethnography was originally designed as a theory
generating review process. However, despite frame-
work developments many meta-ethnography reviews
develop thematic based results. The current framework
was developed to account for the need to change the
linear phases of meta-ethnography into iterative phases
of theory development.

· Qualitative research is often written within a specific
population group. This provides unique insight towards
the culture, language, behaviours, and actions of the
group. Capturing this information helps illustrate how
they experience the world and interact with others.
Meta-ethnography was originally designed to only in-
clude a few studies so that unique world views could be
honoured. Social constructivist meta-ethnography em-
ploys methodological self-consciousness as a method to
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honour these unique perspectives including perspec-
tives of oppressed groups.

Introduction

Meta-ethnography was originally developed to reveal
findings beyond the meaning from the included studies it
uses (Campbell et al., 2011; Cunningham et al., 2019). One
particular purpose of this type of review is to generate
theory and develop conceptual models (Noblit & Hare,
1988). This feature makes it unique (Grant & Booth, 2009).
Whilst the development of a model, process or theory is a
goal of meta-ethnography, often, greater emphasis and
consideration is made towards developing a thematic
synthesis illustrated with a presentation of themes. Find-
ings which appear consistent or common across studies are
used as a basis of the interpretation (France et al., 2019) and
provide ‘a storyline’ of the review findings (France et al.,
2019). Many recent examples of meta-ethnography dem-
onstrate this. For instance (Bell et al., 2022; Sellevold
et al., 2022; Sveen et al., 2022) provide information that
is presented using a thematic synthesis. However, the
research provides limited considerations to the output of a
model or theory. Certainty assessment tools like CerQual
(https://www.cerqual.org/) may contribute to the thematic
synthesis representing the output or ‘final step’ in meta-
ethnography. Similar statements from past researchers
support this view. For instance, meta-ethnography reviews
can demonstrate meticulous search strategies, including
high numbers of empirical studies, but present little in-
terpretive work (Campbell et al., 2011; Thorne, 2017).
Further to this, many examples of meta-ethnography
demonstrate a lack of conceptual innovation (Lee et al.,
2015). Importantly, the later phases of meta-ethnography
(including the theory development phase) are associated
with the least amount of guidance from frameworks (Sattar
et al., 2021). One way to ensure theory generation as an
output of meta-ethnography is to create a variant of the
approach.

A variant of meta-ethnography should position the
work within a philosophical stance. The stance selected
should be considered for how it will influence the phases
undertaken and what modifications to the traditional
phases are needed. Grounded theory is one empirical
qualitative methodology that has been used in different
ways to develop theory and concepts from emergent
research areas. Interestingly, specific methods from
grounded theory have been integrated into the phases of
meta-ethnography. For instance, both Toye et al. (2014)
and Sattar et al. (2021) consider the need for constant
comparison method. Whilst this may enhance the review,
it also creates problems. The main problem is selecting
one method rather than a complete methodology (Weed,
2017). A complete methodology would require further
considerations around how phases of meta-ethnography

are adapted to account for the iterative processes involved
with grounded theory.

Grounded theory is valuable because it allows the devel-
opment of a theory in one area (substantive theory) to aid the
explanation of problems in other areas (general theory)
(Alemu et al., 2015). Grounded theory has specific methods to
ensure robust development of a theory and, as a result, achieve
analytical generalisability (Firestone, 1993). However, there
are different versions of grounded theory, and each assumes a
different world view. Social constructivist grounded theory is
one type of grounded theory developed by Kathy C. Charmaz
(1939–2020). The defining purpose of the methodology is to
construct a theory which can provide abstract understanding of
phenomena under consideration (Charmaz & Thornberg,
2020). The methodology requires rigorous analysis and
conceptualisation of the data using comparative methods
(Charmaz & Belgrave, 2019).

Barnett-Page and Thomas (2009) identified three studies
that have used grounded theory as a review synthesis tech-
nique. However, on closer inspection of these reviews it was
noted that the methods and details fall short of a framework or
methodology. Additionally, the studies provide no possibility
of replication or attempt to situate the work within a paradigm
like social constructivism.

Two reviews used a worked example to illustrate their
approach. Finfgeld (1999) terms their approach as meta-
interpretation. This approach was designed to combine
grounded theory methods from Strauss and Corbin (1990)
with meta-ethnography. The work provided a lack of detail
around phases undertaken and provided limited consideration
towards the iterative processes involved in grounded theory.
Kearney (2001) provides limited details of the processes in-
volved in the reviewmethodology. But Kearney states that it is
situated it within Strauss and Cobrin’s (1990) grounded theory
framework. Research by Eaves (2001) looked to merge dif-
ferent forms of grounded theory synthesis together. However,
each past attempt has not provided phases (steps) of how to
undertake the approach and not identified either a philo-
sophical view or how an iterative process of theory devel-
opment is achieved.

More recently, Soundy and Heneghan (2022) provide
initial insight into how a social constructivist meta-
ethnography would differ from a traditional meta-
ethnography (France et al., 2019). They identify the impor-
tance of developing and testing ideas but do not identify
broader needs found in social constructivist grounded theory
For instance, how critical inquiry (Charmaz, 2017, 2021) can
be integrated into the approach. Further research is needed to
achieve this.

A modified framework for meta-ethnography has not yet
been established. Further research is needed that can identify a
modified framework that includes all essential processes of
social constructivist grounded theory. This includes how it-
erative processes are undertaken and how critical inquiry is
honoured. A review methodology that uses different
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techniques of analysis would be suited to this task. The
purpose of this review will be to generate a modified
framework for a social constructivist meta-ethnography.

Materials and Methods

A narrative synthesis review was undertaken (Popay et al.,
2006). A PRISMA flow diagram (Page et al., 2020) was used
to support the reporting of the search process.

Study Eligibility

Study eligibility can be observed in Table 1.

Search Strategy

A systematic search strategy was employed by a single re-
viewer. Four electronic databases were searched from in-
ception of each database until June 2023. These included
Medline, CINAHL, PsychInfo, and SportDiscus. Key words
included: grounded theory, social constructivist grounded
theory, methodology, method, technique, meta-ethnography,
framework, and design. Standard Boolean operators were
used. Electronic search engines were also searched for the
output contained within the first 20 pages of results from
GoogleScholar and ScienceDirect. Citation chasing and
searching for articles by the 5 most mentioned authors and 3
most common journals was undertaken.

Study Selection and Extraction

The studies were selected by the author based on the inclusion
criteria. The author collated and summarized and identified
findings by focus of teach study on social constructivist
grounded theory or meta-ethnography.

Synthesis

A summary of the output of results and details of included
studies was provided. Results were synthesised in several

steps. First, a matrix table was created. The table contrasted the
traditional 7 phases of meta-ethnography within the rows
against two columns. The first column represented statements
from meta-ethnographic studies and the second column rep-
resented statements from social constructivist grounded theory
studies. Methodological considerations that spanned multiple
phases or represented part of an iterative process was iden-
tified in italics. The next step in the analysis was to identify
how phases could be modified to account for an iterative phase
of idea generation and theory development. A final step was
undertaken to reduce the phases and present the revised
framework identifying key and critical references within the
presentation of this information. An audit trail can be obtained
from the author regarding this process.

Results

Search Output

A total of 1068 records were identified following the elec-
tronic search. From this a total of 31 articles were identified
this included 18 articles considering meta ethnography
(Atkins et al., 2008; Britten et al., 2002; Cahill et al., 2018;
Campbell et al., 2011; Dixon-woods et al., 2005; Everhart &
Johnston, 2017; France et al., 2019; Hernández-Hernández &
Sancho-Gil, 2017; Lee et al., 2015; Noblit & Hare, 1988;
Noblit, 2019; Pound et al., 2005; Rice, 2002; Sattar et al.,
2021; Soundy&Heneghan, 2022; Toye et al., 2013, 2014) and
14 articles considering social constructivist grounded theory
(Charmaz, 2006, 2012, 2017, 2021; Charmaz & Belgrave,
2019; Buckley &Waring, 2013; Charmaz & Thornberg, 2020;
Fassinger, 2005; Hutchison et al., 2011; Johansson, 2019;
Thornberg, 2012; Tie et al., 2019; Urcia, 2021; Weed, 2017).
Figure 1 provides a PRISMA flow diagram that details the
approach.

Synthesis

An integrated framework for social constructivist meta-
ethnography was identified and presented within 5 phases.

Table 1. The eligbility criteria for the review of literature.

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria

Articles were included if: Articles were excluded if:
• They considered methodology or methods of social
constructivist grounded theory or meta-ethnography.

• They looked to critique, compare or contrast methodologies.

• They presented a framework of meta-ethnography or social
constructivist grounded theory.

• They included only a brief commentary on meta-ethnography or social
constructivist grounded theory or had a mixed purpose (not solely to
describe methods).

• They provided information on the methods, techniques, or
analytical approaches.

• If they compared existing types of grounded theory.

• They could contribute to the construction of phases for a
social constructivist meta-ethnography.

• They focused solely on the philosophy of the methodologies.

• They were peer reviewed articles or funded programs of
work that looked to develop methods.

• They represented research from the same author where the work did not
appear to add value to understanding, past previously included research.
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Figure 2 provides a summary of these phases. Bullet points are
used from Phase 2 to provide a succinct style that enables
researchers to better understand and follow the steps required.
This is consistent with other framework presentations.

Phase 1 The Positionality of the Researcher and the Area of Interest
Identified. The positionality of the researcher is one aspect
which has been considered important for meta-ethnographers
(Noblit, 2019). Social constructivism assumes a pragmatist
ontology and relativist epistemology (Mohajan & Mohajan,
2022). Social constructivist grounded theory identifies that
reality is social, fluid and to some extent indeterminate and
seeks to understand peoples’ actions to solve emergent
problems (Charmaz, 2017). Communication is central to
gaining meaning and knowledge creation and that under-
standing evolves through negotiation between groups and
from socially agreed upon ideas. The researcher within social
constructivist grounded theory is identified as an embodied
and situated knowledge producer that accepts multiple

perspectives (Charmaz, 2021). Attention is paid to language,
processes, multiple perspectives, and it bonds what is re-
searched with the researcher.

The social constructivist meta-ethnographer should con-
sider past sources of information as provisional and fallible
(Charmaz & Thornberg, 2020) and assume a critical stance to
earlier identified theory and findings (Charmaz, 2021). The
concept of critical inquiry is important to these latter aspects.
Critical inquiry includes inequality and injustice, culture, prior
meaning, viewing data as problematic, consider the re-
searchers own philosophical worldview and that of others and
considering if and how voices are silenced or limited
(Charmaz, 2017). These practices will help generate strong
reflexivity and can be integrated into the following processes
of analysis (Charmaz, 2021).

The requirement of this phase is to identify a contextually
based co-construction of knowledge. The meta-ethnographer
needs to acknowledge how different social, historical, cultural,
or environmental factors may feed into the aims and the

Figure 1. The PRISMA flow diagram (Page et al., 2020).
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Figure 2. A modified framework for social constructivist meta-ethnography.

Soundy 5



analytical procedures. It is essential that the evidence base for
area of interest is understood (France et al., 2019; Soundy &
Heneghan, 2022). The team involved could include a librarian,
clinicians, clients, patients, or a policy maker (Toye et al.,
2014) and consideration should be made towards the members
of the team that are deemed able to address the task identified
(Tie et al., 2019). Experienced qualitative reviewers or experts
in grounded theory methodology may also prove valuable.
Finally, the research team should become familiar with the
approach ensuring the whole approach is used and not just a
method from it. For instance, the application of constant
comparison (Hutchinson et al., 2011; Weed, 2017).

Phase 2 Identifying What is Relevant. This phase provides an
opportunity to search for articles and undertake critical ap-
praisal. Specific considerations are given below:

2a Search Strategy. A systematic phase of searching should
be undertaken initially using previously identified methods
(France et al., 2019; Soundy & Heneghan, 2022). Searching
should also be considered as part of iterative processes re-
quired that enable the analytic focus to emerge. Within the
iterative process the search may evolve and include alternative
articles, which includes adopting a critical stance to apriori
understanding which is considered provisional and fallible.
Phase 4 provides further considerations needed for searching.

2b Critical Appraisal. For this framework quality and con-
fidence will focus on questions that relate to establishing a
robust resultant model, process, or theory. A requirement is
not made for the traditional appraisal of articles. Soundy and
Heneghan (2022) consider the reason for this choice further.

The following questions could be one way to ensure quality
within this type of meta-ethnography. These questions are
taken from Soundy and Heneghan (2022) and Toye et al.
(2013). They represent one aspect of this process that helps
meet the aims of critical inquiry (Charmaz, 2021). The
questions can be asked at this point in the process but also
during later searching. The questions include: (a) Are con-
siderations and information given by the selected articles
made sufficiently well so that concepts can be translated? (b)
Do findings provide a context for the culture, environment,
and setting? (c) Are the findings relevant and useful given the
focus or aims of the analysis now? (d) Do the questions asked
or aims from the paper selected align to those sought by the
meta-ethnographer? And (e) To what extent do the findings
give theoretical insight and context of interpretation made?

The questions will provide a rationale to include or exclude
an article. They should also be used as part of a reflexive
process. Answers should be documented to help consider the
focus, aims, and thought processes or conversations. The
questions can be re-used within Phase 4 when further
searching occurs. It is important to recognise the process of
memoing (see below), as this is a core part of social con-
structivist grounded theory which occurs throughout the entire

review process. Memoing is associated and aided by reflex-
ivity (an examination of one’s own feelings, reactions and
motives) and constant comparison (a process of comparing
ideas, categories and codes with one another and a process
which promotes the (re)definition, aggregation and re-
arrangement of your analysis).

Phase 3 Reading the Study and Determining How Studies are
Related. This phase is concerned with familiarization and
extraction of data and involves similar concepts as previously
identified (France et al., 2019). In addition to this, strategies
and processes that enable conceptual innovation are identified.

3a Immersive Reading, Coding and Memoing. The meta-
ethnographer should identify demographics of included
studies and consideration to culture, viewpoints, or groups
included. This is important for critical inquiry (Charmaz,
2017). This process should attempt to acknowledge ‘taken
for granted’ privileges which include but are not limited to
considerations regarding gender, age, race, status, affiliations,
or wealth. Consider the focus of the analysis and identify
potential limitations document down questions that consider
the focus of your work, what is possible to bring out and what
is not possible to bring out. Provide justification for your
choices within a reflexive journal.

The meta-ethnographer should undertake repeated reading
of texts to identify concepts (France et al., 2019). Identifi-
cation of first order constructs (original quotes of participants
from any included study in the meta-ethnography), second
order constructs (any other findings from the included studies
in the meta-ethnography) and third order constructs (the meta-
ethnographers interpretation of what can be revealed from the
studies to make a ‘whole from the parts’, meaning a process of
creating and connecting findings) is then required (France
et al., 2019). The meta-ethnographer should then tabulate
concepts and begin to identify initial codes. Codes are defined
as labels for data which provide new learning about data and
conceptualise data in a new or different way (Charmaz, 2021).
Codes are to be generated for all data across the first, second
and third order contructs. Codes can be assisted by making the
codes a gerund (Charmaz, 2014). Codes should be considered
as provisional, comparative, and grounded in the data
(Charmaz, 2006).

Conceptual development will require the introduction of
specific methods which will help develop methodological
self-consciousness (Charmaz, 2021). The methods include:
(a) field notes from meetings with the steering group, other
coders, or other team members (Lee et al., 2015), (b)
methods used juxtapose data (bringing alongside) across
studies using lists, diagrams and coding and tables (France
et al., 2019). Comparisons can be considered and impli-
cations for the codes, associations between codes or
concepts and ideas generated. These thoughts can be noted
down in a reflexive journal. And (c) memo writing
(Charmaz, 2021) can be undertaken and should be
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considered as early memos which includes developing and
answering questions that consider aspects of analysis
(Charmaz & Thornberg, 2020). Memos can be used early
on as an adjunct to identify initial codes, with a focus on the
connection between codes and the ideas that come from
them and later as way to refining categories (Charmaz,
2006). Memos can be considered by their type. These
include the reflexive journal (Cahill et al., 2018) which
consists of reflections and critical thinking about research.
Critical questions that can be answered within the reflective
diary include: (a) Does the sample of studies allow enough
ideas to be developed? (Fassinger, 2005). (b) Does reading
occur across studies rather than within studies occur
enough, can consideration to concepts not found in original
studies be made? (Cahill et al., 2018). (c) Can methodo-
logical self-consciousness (examining ourselves within the
research process) be developed when considering the past
studies used in the analysis? (Charmaz, 2017). (d) It is
possible to identify if there are unearned privileges or taken
for granted positions or roles within the studies included?
(e) can lists, tables or diagrams be used to explore rela-
tionships identified (France et al., 2019) (f) does the col-
lected data appear enough to allow useful comparisons and
allow for robust analytical categories to be created
(Charmaz & Thornberg, 2020). Memos should also con-
sider how the data is collected, analysed, what the relations
are between codes and thoughts, ideas or questions gen-
erated through the process of data collection and analysis
(Charmaz, 2006).

3b The Development of Focused Coding and Selective
Codes. The meta-ethnographer should move certain codes
from initial codes, to focused codes (identified as the most
frequent or selective codes) and onto conceptual categories
(identification for how codes are related and can be
combined to generate a theory) (Charmaz, 2006). For
category development it is important to acknowledge not
all codes are equal (Charmaz & Thornberg, 2020) and that
category development must be tested as part of the idea
generating cycle in Phase 4.

Using methods identified in phase 3a the meta-
ethnographer should demonstrate how questions have
been progressively used to focus towards and reveal theory
(Charmaz & Thornberg, 2020). Charmaz (2006) asks
questions that could be applied to generating quality at the
start of data collection and analysis. The questions include:
Has enough background data been collected to understand
and portray a full range of contexts or participant views?
Whose view is being presented? If a full range of context or
viewpoints are not presented what are the limitations? Has
the data been able to reveal what lies beneath the surface or
what changes over time? How are participants expressions
being honoured? Has the meaning been preserved through
the coding process? And are the data rich enough to

develop analytic categories and what sort of comparison
are possible to make from the data?

Phase 4: The Iterative Process of Idea Generation Required for
Theory Generation. The idea development phase is taken from
Soundy and Heneghan (2022) which describes an iterative
process important for the development of theory.

Identification of the Idea. The idea development cycle will
test information developed using the information gained from
the above phase and methods used including methods iden-
tified in phase 3a. This should be considered as an iterative
process.

The processes of idea generation should take place with
the following in mind. First, Charmaz (2017) identifies the
importance of abduction as a central process for social
constructivist grounded theory and defines it as “imagining
all possible theoretical explanations for the puzzling ob-
servations and then testing the explanations in experience
against new empirical data.” (p 38). To aid this process the
development of a constant comparison technique
(Charmaz, 2017; Glaser, 1965; Weed, 2017) is needed
which will include consistently comparing that which is
generated with other codes, other empirical work or other
knowledge identified by theoretical sampling. Confidence
in the ideas created is developed by using constant com-
parison (Charmaz, 2017). Consider preconceived ideas or
theory carefully, each pre-conceived idea should earn its
way into the analysis (Charmaz, 2006). When considering
past ideas or theory consider if these concepts help you
understand your data and how they fit different aspects. Is
interpretation possible without this understanding? If they
are needed why?

Specific questions can also aid this process. The questions
are adapted from Charmaz (2021) and focus on your own
questions: What codes provide the best account for the data?
What direction does this take you in? can you make further
comparisons between codes? Does anything appear missing?

The meta-ethnographer should create defendable findings
by showing how the ideas are supported by the studies in-
cluded and achieve the concept of resonance. The concept of
resonance is that the concepts and ideas generated give insight
to others beyond their own area of interest (Charmaz, 2006,
2014)

Further searching can be undertaken which continues and
works with new idea development and stops at the point of
theoretical sampling in a similar way to social constructivist
grounded theory (Charmaz, 2021). Searching should consider
and answer the following questions (Soundy & Heneghan,
2022): What articles provide the greatest insight or challenge
to the idea generated? What other types or articles or research
are needed? This should include articles that consider concepts
related to the idea, past models, or theories (Soundy &
Heneghan, 2022).
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Phase 5: Expression of the Theory, Model or Process. Findings
should be expressed as a discipline specific theory, model or
process (Soundy & Heneghan, 2022). The expression should
be accessible for different audiences, and it needs to be ac-
cessible for policy makers and for practitioners (France et al.,
2019). Charmaz (2006; 2014) supports this as an outcome for
grounded theory and suggests the expression can also create
new lines of research as well as revealing pervasive processes
and practice.

The discussion section should include a summary of
findings as well as identify strengths and weaknesses, re-
flexivity, and recommendations (France et al., 2019; Sattar
et al., 2021). It should also provide consideration and limi-
tations around the extent to which recognition of the cultural
context has been considered (France et al., 2019) or critical
inquiry established.

Discussion

The current study has provided a separate framework for
meta-ethnography that honours a specific world view and
draws on the theory generating processes from social
constructivist grounded theory. This work is aimed at
supporting researchers in creating theory from past em-
pirical qualitative investigations and accounting for the
iterative processes involved and associated with social
constructivist grounded theory. This guidance demon-
strates one way to develop theory from the original meta-
ethnographic approach. It moves beyond past attempts
(Finfgeld, 1999) and accounts for the involvement of it-
erative processes (Soundy & Heneghan, 2022). The early
search phases of the social constructivist meta-
ethnography utilise established methods for the approach
(France et al., 2019), whilst later phases bring rigor to the
iterative processes needed for theory development
(Charmaz, 2021). The methods identified within the current
review accommodate the need for additional searching to
be undertaken and consider the importance of identifying
differences in the context within each study. Both ac-
commodating theory and being able to utilise context
(establish critical inquiry) are important considerations for
qualitative reviews moving forward (Sutton et al., 2019).
Social constructivist meta-ethnography provides useable
techniques that provide the researcher with specific con-
siderations from social constructivist grounded theory. The
framework identified is suitable for application to different
reporting formats and it is hoped that it provides a useful
addition for authors who would like to focus on theory
development and critical inquiry. The guidance highlights
the importance of asking questions during the approach and
recording answers to the question posed. This is designed
to establish an audit trail of ideas, decisions and directions
when using specific techniques. The framework is useful to
guard against misusing methods (Thorne, 2017) and en-
suring a full range of processes are used as intended for the

approach (Weed, 2017). The framework is also useful as it
provides valuable considerations around the world view of
the research which can frame the focus of the meta-
ethnography (Toye et al., 2014). The framework has uti-
lised ideas transferred from social constructivist grounded
theory, as such, during the process of creating a social
constructivist grounded theory it would be appropriate to
consider further examination of named concepts, such as
how gerunds are utilised. For example, past research has
identified clear examples of the use of gerunds in the
coding process (Carmichael & Cunningham, 2017) and
also acknowledge that the gerund could include direct
observations of action, but also conceptual ideas of action
considering growth, emergence and change (Salanda,
2016).

Limitations

A single author conducted a review for literature and the
author accepts the limitations identified as a result. The search
undertaken was not exhaustive or conducted by a group of
researchers. A single paradigmatic viewpoint is taken, al-
though this is also an advantage and provides clarity for the
methodology. The development of a modified framework may
draw questions such as at what point does an adapted meta-
ethnography no longer represent a meta-ethnography (France
et al., 2014). Finfgeld (1999) renamed the mixing grounded
theory with meta-ethnography as meta-interpretation. Other
approaches only used specific methods from grounded theory,
therefore did not adopt a methodology (Toye et al., 2014).
However, given the nature of meta-ethnography to generate
theory and considerations for this addressed in past research
Soundy and Heneghan (2022) it is believed that identifying a
modified version has the same merits as it does for variants of
grounded theory.

Conclusion

This review has been undertaken using a rigorous ap-
proach and has been able to integrate different forms of
inquiry that can supplement each other. Social con-
structivist meta-ethnography uses specific methods to
generate and test theory in an iterative process and es-
tablish critical inquiry.
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