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HNCIES: CONCEPTUAL- AND
METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES.|IN [DETERMING. RELEVANT .

OR}ANIZATIONS AND CONST
]
- 2 Moa + PUBLIGS OF RURAL|

PEVELORMENT -

; -r
‘// [ i .~ § /

Ll r( TRODUCTION - . = : / . \

i4

; attempt to respond to and suggest -

draft (November 15 1977).  Our

. A . \ (
sttugzural asp ects of local decision—ma.in- processes and the actor 'g

§ubjeétive brientatigns in these processes. In short, the intentibn
> . " ; : . 3
L N -, . , § . ‘ &
Ly ,was t g . the subjective worlds of
/. .. the individuals identified as iﬁportant in the décision—making'trgn—
. v I . f ! “ " . ’
... sactions.,

.o

: . ! L

1y . . < % .

\\J" Two classes of issues,inherent in thi
" v .

gearch enteﬁg}ise suggest
’ B

PR 1thgmselves. ‘The\firét class 6f’issues, whigh Ras been déglt with quite




ey

]

that-addressing problems of identifying relevant actors in the)research

-
.

Bcheme\shohld precede discussions of measuring cognitive orienations.' \
- 7 - - . . - . . - . \
. § We must have some idea of a relevant target pgpulation prior to 'attempts

12

ALY g .
to assess cognitivegproperties of populatiorms.

‘
-~ -
.

THE PROBLEM OF THELPUBLIC : . N o

. ' ! . -

- : Although alluded to in the Voth paper, the concept public is not’

Y

explicitly defined An examination of this concept will be.helpful in

s placing what might be termed\subsidiary concepts such as clientele or
. . . . N
constituency in a larger and meaningful context.. Despite the variety of
L ‘ v \

- !
P

approaches to the 'problem of the term public;,we believe' that it would ,

< {
be profitable tosbegin with something akin to Dewey 8 discussion of the//
nature of public whereby focus 1is on those who are affected by the chse—
[ + ¢ \
" quences of ttansactions 'to such an extent that it is necessity Yo have i

those céonsequences systemgtically cared for." (Dewey, 1927-#15 l6)

Several® aspects of this approach are of particular pertinence,for our '
] EER e ik
s- . s ‘1/‘ v’ /
purposes and warrent further disgugsion; ¢ ‘ % ’ // R
z:\ <-f1 M ¢ A

f First, public is ﬁ%t conc v?d of ﬁs’the peoplé %5,large. The, '*°

-~

centraf criterion fgggdélinea ngé‘ puﬂlic from other po sible social v

. Q ( - { :
- aggregates is the»dature of“ e i¥s ueygr event at hand. In this_research,
., / Q X [ 4 . " ° N -
pertinent social transactions will refe ‘to the decision—making process’

- hw'r«z?‘}- ¢
endemic’ to devel%pmental Change i&%ﬁ 8 means that‘the -problem of public

[ g ’ .

&emains an empiricalyqqestf%n whose answer depqnd ’upon some knowledge

Y N : " \
/As Shfbutani (1966 38) states,. publics...arejtransitory grouwpings that .

i 4 ° L S

can be identified only in terms -of theé temporéry sharing=of a common b

I3
3

object, of attention, and their size and composition vary with each eyent.

A}
. w . " } s N /

’
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k3

a public is merely an amorphous aggregate of individuals,

B

that persists tends to develop gome kind of s}ructﬂre, though

a low level of formalization.. (Pp. 38—39)1 g/' ,' /
Perhaps the key aspect .of this conceptua &zati
f

to the definitiVe element ‘that the issues involve
o e £ /

over the consequences by those respondingito these issueg
A}

That is, the -

notipn of public not only includes actor . aw Nenesses,

: ut also involves ’

1
3 v
¢

Py

- a perceiVed necessity to systematically reac to consequences. This
ot k3

observation in conjunction with the nption fhat publi g tend to become

N .y n :

structured is at the heart 7; this P oblem/ .« . _' .

| Herbert Blumer s (1969 195—20@) dis ussior of [public opinion and
”public opinion polling, first délivered n 1947, r mains’\ppropriate for -
\

our present argument. ) It is‘onr Pelief that by t ing Blumer's criticisms

. R
3 N 3

serioﬁsly,'we can at least ar%ive at a range of lausible possibilities

Voth ignared these i38ues. lpdeed this paper fery nicely complements and
!l' f, .

extends much ofjthe argumentq Rather, we ar

’ -3"

/’ i N , \
position ‘to. keep a beasriny on our obje‘cti és and to be consiéte,nt JAn

- »
-~ 1 , . A

,/-%’l‘ ¢

\

i
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in rural areas.

The first feature is that public opinion must be

assessed -as a function of the social .processes at work in which it is e

0
- . B
. ~ =

set. That is, ‘public opinion can not be approached as an intity sepa-
N s ~ - . . . - *

rate form ekisting empirical social interactions. Secondly,’ thesg .

* social- tnteractions<occur in the context of. diverse "functional groups.”

@ . T

These groups, which can be identified in terhs of interests, are distri-

°

buted in society in ‘terms of differential strategic positions and oppot-
J

- “

tunities to act: relative to objects of interest i.e., "they differ in
. 5

. terms of prestige and power." Third; these\groups, which have to act

through available channels- are represemted by "individuals, commi ttées,

-~

boards, legislators, administrators, and executives who must make- deci-

sions affecting the outcome of the actions of functional groups."

Y

N

.. \

fhthese-key\persons are subject to diréect or indirect influence oY pres-
. * - .

-

And

k.

sure from a'wariety of sources. Fourth because of their unique posi-

-
°

tiggt relative to the issues at hand, " these key indiviJhals ‘must take
ipto account the opinions of other key individuals when arriving, at their

own decisions. Fifth and this point is already implicit, the formation
g of public opinion 'reflects the functﬁonal compositiOn and organization

of society.

)
f " Here, Blumer is stressing tha% public opinion is & function
B

of the interrelationships among interest . groups which themselves have

A}

v

differential attributes of power and influencemav Finally, "in any real: real- ‘.

N ;}

-

istic sense public opinion consists of the pattern of the .diverse views

a®

on p%sitions on the issue that comt "to the individuals who have. to act in

. Iesponse jgfthe public opinion" . (p. 200, original emphasis). ‘

. [

i
With mhe foregoing in mind, we can now turn to the question

3

-

.




> remain an empirical question’ to be discovered by our procedurés: The . .«

. ( ‘ . o )
rladily apparent, the methodological procedures already*impl%Eented ih \

+« the S~120 project is: directly app1icable to the notion ofxpubiic devel-
Lo , : / ",
oped above Our procedures have allowed us to take a first step in ﬁ/ . N

- 8p cifying ﬁhe individuals and organizations which comprise a relevant

pub ic regarding deve1opmental change. We therefore have data ‘'which

- ' “

opin\on must ‘Flow. And the ;djective "neaningful" is important here

° s

i
|

Thus, we can argue that Voth'g review of the "Bottan—up" and the s
N & R .

; : ’ . .
"Top~down' perspectives is appropriate within this context.’ It is pos-

.

sible that.the direction of influence,>which is an important issue, will
. » . 7 . ~ , ‘ . .
& ' ’ =

important ppint here is the. recognition of the salience of gsocial struc- ~

ture in. d®termining relevant public perceptions. Furthermore, the:typol- .j . s

‘
e~ -

-0gy_of organizations "makes practical "sense , allowing a classificatory ' “

f ’i? scheme based upon criteria(essené;al to identifying relevant'puhlicsx

—~al

-

&
A

Vo ‘ The typification of constituencies or clienteles as presented by

i N

. ! > s 7 f R N

Voth is also useful However, assuming we accept the premiges of the

preceding discussion, we would argue that the."GrassiPoots type puhlic ‘ \<f
' s comsisting of disparate individuals woGld'be less useful for assessing

the 1inkages between decision—making procedures and the potential "in 1uence ‘ .

' .

or .impact of subjective states.in those procedures. As we have argued, .

—

. / < ‘

meaningful influence occurs inrthe context og.existing chann318 which are- O

r ‘ M

: represented by a variety of types of interest groups.r Agreeing. with'Voth' " e

V -

contention that it would be impossible to examine all types of publics,

4

- SR




CN e T
~ '\ ' -
our suggestlon would be to not concern ourselves with the perceptions of ™
’ e \

‘ grass—roots;type,publics. This is not to’argue, though, that e should

. ’ / not make an attempt'to identify potentially relevant aspects of s‘ch

|
~
’ | N .
A <

. : / grass-roots publics, a topic we will address later in this paper.,
: . ' Ky
j While we have moved in the/direction of identifying what wJ mean by

- N

_/ public.and typifying publics according to ‘the criteria suggested by Voth,
/ ‘we are still in a dilemma regarding the procedures best suited for ascer—‘
; # taining the subjective wo;lds of the members of these publics. One‘point
- "
i - bears repeating. °We have already established a starting point for idepti-

r
fying relevant publics. In the sense that our data- refchts a public,

albeit a rest}icted one, we have taken the first step toward ascertaining

-

\ "who car answer the-questions A

-

) \K . Specifying such publics then would involve a continuation of the
% S ‘methods’ employed, but directed at a rather restridted get of individbals

_and organizational representatrves, In this way we can maintain conti—‘v
. , A
< nuity with our existing data and in fact fill in gaps created by ques-

o
b

’ tions which are inevitably created by the research processes. One thing -

¥ we will be doing, then is expanding our data to include more-subjective °~ -

Yy - -

substance to fill in our sociometrie—patterns Before offering more

‘ee specific suggestions-for operationalizing publics therefore, we >ﬁst dis— ) w@'

@ . ‘3%cuss the nature of. this subjective substance. (

¢ . PERCEPTIONS OF DEVELOPMENT AS DEFINITION OF IHE SITUATIONI) . ~

/ 2
Thesbasic question is how to ldhk the process of development, as ¢
¢ : 'operationalized in this research, to the subjective worlds of pertinent

- actors.c Th%’interrelationship between structural sqcial phenomena ({i.e.,,

. ) éé . o
lThe develo ment of this section is’ based na scheme presented in

greater detail Deseran (forthcoming) Much of the theoretical grounding

for this argument is.presented in that publication and will not "be articu- - J

lated, here. oL, . - .
h ° i * . .V . »

Y . . . ,

Q . " . N .
IERJf: . Ly /’/; S ‘63 . ) o S

C
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nd "
S

. ¢ .;\"‘
is end} we can suggest ‘three central cognitive dimensions of definir
[ AY '\\.« y"‘kﬂ-\\ \ ﬁf
[ : . t

.
.~

the decision—making structures)  and emergent subjective assegsments of

[P

such phenomena can perhaps be best conceptualized within the framework
.offered by the defihition of the:situation (Ball, 1972). For it is how
,actors define their situations’/not how social scientists define them,
‘that produces meaningﬁul'behavior. ' ’

When resparchers' theories coinecide
L\~with actors'

>

definitidns of the situation we can say‘that the theoretical
underpinningfgof research éndeavors have been subjectively va

lidated
_ Thus, concern with dé{i

nitions of the situation goes beyond descriptive

. assessmeets of the perceptions of indivfduals by linking subjective worlds'
to theoritical constructs.

In addition, such definitionswprovide impor-

.

tant data _concerning the potential~directions and likelyhood of behaviors
relfted to the{farget situations.

g
.
>

* « e i )
*  But the probleu of’Eoying definitions of the situaﬁion from.the .-
»purely conceptual realm to a workable research strategy remains, Pursuant
, x
to. '

ns of the situation: factual beliefs, evaluations, and relevandes.

Such beliefs are the basis of knowledge systems which are
manifest in symbolig ¢ :

cx\ommunication and'provide what Berger and Luckmann

(1966) refer to ds a social stock of knowlédge.

Thus, ap egsential ele-

definitions of the situation refer to the‘application by actors of this

knowledge to specific circumstances. dbwéver, the full meaning 0

. .
f defi-—
nitions of the ‘situatien transcend subjective factual content. Sucha ’:
f- - \ : )
- Y ’ ' S
. S o .

. v

ment of the subjective worl% of actors‘ is the'ir- everyday knowleage. And

s

|
\ (1) Factua1~be1iefs. Factual beliefs providefperce;tual frames of | p. i
X refirence. Here wé atre referring to.epistomologiéal facticity'as opposed
X to.some ontological fadticity which is ultimately subject to outside /
- - ‘ *
E verification. ‘
;

r! ;



not suffioient to explain differential interpretations of '

" vance as they facilitate or conStrain lines of behavior.

.conceptualized as a type ‘of cognitive proximics.

e i .o Y \.
_ ‘ . . \
beliefs -are necessary fpr assessment.of‘definitions of the situation, but

* hd

rea1ity

2) Evaluation Evaluation refers to the imputation of negative

. !
ar positive'attributes to phenomena. Although'the natu;e of evaluation
s ©

has been subiect to.extended discussion, for our purposes, evaluation is

a characteristic of- suhééctive reactions to situations which is distin-

*

guishable from ﬁactual beliefs. Although persohs ‘may ‘agree "factually
. . o

. about the purposes and nature of a proposed highway, 16; example, their

—

evaluative responseés may be quite different. As important as evaluative

direction is for understanding subjectivity, we would argue that it iIs

not sufficient to provide adequate assessments of the meaning a situation
/‘

may have for an actor.

23

.

£

: A .
Relevance,. 18 an integral yet *often overlooked ’

J
We are referfing here‘to the degree to.which

(3) Relevance.

dimension of subjectivity

-

\individuals view situations as impinging ‘:pon their own lifespace and

therefore representing the prio:ity of concerm attached to phenomena.
-~/ M
As Berger and Luckmann (1966) argue, relevances’ become structured for a_

variety of‘reasonsf

Ed

those aspects ofrone s living environment which are of particular gsigni-

Individual interests and goals determine in part

ficance. Structural.parameters (Q&au, 1974) enhance or dimenish relej

B
« 7 - )

Superimposed

’ .

‘" on these factors are spatial and temporal realities which organize and

’ L] . ]

channel phenomena within our perceptual field Thus, relevance may be

.

Those features of

1iving environments which‘are closed in cognitive time and space age

1jkely to be most relevant? . o~ ’ . . .
N\

I ’ +
! L -
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4 »
The significance of relevance for the social sclentist is that this

. { -

-

~“\\\\\\ dimension links the sitwation to individual behavior. “ That is, while

e 4
eValuation suggests potential directions of behavior relative to specific
- circumstances, relevdﬁce tends to increase .the propensity of behavior to

occur in the first place. Sociologically, then, attention can be focused

° ; - »

-,,either qnlthe persopal ‘aspects of relevance or on the structural deter-.

,° -minants of relevance. ‘In our current research effort we'-gan argue that

-2t .\, »

.«  we have &ttempted to identify the social structural components of rele-

.

vance (1. e., the decision—making Structure) ~and that our next step is to
subjettively validate this structure%Py providing’the subjective substance
o of this’ sE?ucturen L Coe . - : '.\ . - "
. o . . R . ' , .
OPERATIONAL PROPOSALS L. )
- @ . ) . ‘

The ‘necesgsary task before us is to makeosome concrete operational

L

*q

-
[

suggestions for what have been up to now ‘rather abstract ideas. It will

become evident that our prostals naflect a theoretical tradition which

. - . [9

may not be representative of other perépectiVes of menbers of this pro-

-, ‘ 't\ Y

ject. #e are not proselytizing for our point, of view. Our suggestions

. 0\.

ate offered in the spirit of stimulating discussion and hopefully evoking

.. A )

constructive criticism for an ultimate synthesis of ideas. We will begin

<

K s ‘ >
siderations of instrumentation, suggesting appropriate methodological /

© — . =~
.

\our discussion with the problem of sample selection and then more fo con-.

. o’ . _)

i stratefgfes along ‘the way. ' . R A S .

e R . - = -~

Sample Selection

+

@) \Development‘Iésués or Events. Each principle investigator should, *

' "be responsible for selecting one of the specific issues or events in each'

- * K A .

Ed
-
.

-




.-

for selectio}tﬁshould be based upon, the

@

.

-

county as determined in the first(phaze of the. regearch..

7.'

Thé criteria

researcfiability" vof the evenmt .

[4

That is, based upon the

or issue .as determined by the data on hand.

—

. . - LY. K
researcher's knowledge of local developmental processes, events or

4

issues should be selected ‘which. promise to pro"vid.e-the most, distinctly . ¢ *

. . A

jjors and behaviors. A
(2 2 ey Individ 1 Ac.tors. Key influential aﬁtors could be selected

-’ - Iy

identifiab le sets of

R4

based upon the data ayailable from our. ranl(ing scheme in the contact

L)

matrices,. Although the absolute number of key actors to be selected may

« ~- be ‘Vag:iable, five

résearch. Obviously, in cases’where five peysons were not identiffed as

L 4

rd i \ . v, . LR . - .
© ‘key actors the umbets would have to ‘be’ fewer. .
' . S N ' - ) ] .
Lt (3) z rganizations. We could. select kfey organizations gimilar
i ‘ - 2
- ﬁ . ;/~to the' selection of individLals. We could perhaps select the three organh-
e

izations ranked highest in influence by the ipdividuals in ‘the matrix .

d rela;i\ge to the target is,sue or eyent wouId be fhost appropr,iate.

'mo'

- typés of operationywould be central to the organizational- level of ahal- .

ysis. First we could prepare organizationai profiles based upon organf-

‘e

v

v

: . o [
. -ation doc'uments_ or other local sourees. This pay entail such 'thing“ .

L] * .

V %

;' delineation of.organ.ization.al goals and policyx, membership‘ roles, and + =
- .-‘ . ) a . i - ) I’ N . v . > - .

AN R - ® N J . [ | ~
/ “es pertinent actions relative to the issue or event. Such documentation e ,
¢ b -'v‘ < e ~ : ’ . « .o

>

4

) ) ‘wpuld proﬁde, as with the development e\{ents above, ‘an empiricel $rame- '
« . ~ . , - a T 2 . - ; - -."
' . . “worky for probing key organization personnel - 7 A PR .

S N - . . P

o\\‘

'Once the organizations have been se}ected and described key spokes— i

-

persons or ”i:epresentatives could .be selected. This could be approached
. . - [

. . . R .
from eitl;g; F posit‘ion.ally (as det;_ermined by sn“orga.nizatio/hal chart or




other such document) or. reputationally (as derived through investigative

processes similar to those we used in our initial sample).. Ideally we
e

may want to combine these strategies to derive a 1ist of at least three
7/

key- individuals from each identified organization. . oo .
N 7 . ,, ’
It is likely that theikey individuals or organization representatives-

. °

would overlap. that 1is, the five individuals selected &s key decision-

poan

makers may also be identified: as key orgé%izational representatives. This -

,
.

should pose no problem other than reducing the number of actors to be

intengively studied. And given the:nature,of this aspect of the research,

¢

~as shall be seen,‘fewer respendents may be desirdble. A w‘

»

Perceptiong of Actors ’ © T e teow .

”

~ .
Devel opment of procedures for determining the perceptions of key

N D g *
K3
R

ot actors is’ erhaps the mos?‘difficult task before us.. It is our beIief .
e
thit we wi 1 have to, goqbeyond strict quantifiable.procedures-to include

»’ &'

qualitatiWe type analyses of the decisiOn—making processes. This means
r - &~
thatﬂge w@nt to consider a variety of techniques ad opposed to depending' :

N - - =

on one comprehensive questionnaire. Our proposals, after\intensive reflec—

tion ‘on the problems, remain preliminary and obviously remain open to sug—

°
.
* '

gestion. ) -

- . " o Ty e
In what "perceptions are we interested? -Several general categories

- -

L s

/
T X of pértinent perceptions suggest themselves:- (1) The nature of the devel-

4

-opmental issue or event itself. (2) The probIEh of identifying publies.

Il

(3) The %ft“al decision—making process. And (4) assessments of the out-'

'comeaof this decision process. We will discuss eqph‘of these. separately.

~ ‘

(1) The Developyent Issue or Event and’ Individual Actors. The ] e

. *actor 's own definition of the development event or issue is central to

¢ -
.. . i . .




\

our concerns. We need to determine the actor's assessment of this event

o ¥
"-

or issue in relation to other related issues and events. For exdmple,’
regarding the-dECigionfto/build a new hospital, we would be interested

i — R o . - . f
in thexactor ] view of how this impacts or is impacted by'related issues

. such as local support from doctors, existing\hgalth delivery systems,

economic constraints, competing facilities in neighboring counties, ete.
. ol

We may want, to organize this in terms of economic, political and social

constraints and/or facilitators. Such perceptions could be categorized .

>
Y .

as factual beliefs regarding the development event.
Secondly, we would be interested in determining the actor g evalu--
Y
. ative stance regarding the issue or ewvent delineated above. That is,
. - -~

does the actor view the actual or potential outcome as highly desirable.

Here we could ask the actor to rate the event against some benchinark
"y ..
e . . - ¢
criteria such ‘as possible politicgl, economic,.-and gsocial outcomes. Or

perhaps'we could ask the actor to rate the degirability of the event in

» -~

relation to other developmental possibilities,; Because of our research \

strategy for selecting _key actors, the likelihood s high that the actor

¥

will be favbraBle toward the event. Thus we may 'want to tie the assess-
. . ° ch.

-

ment in with%the questionning related to factual beliefs.

.

Finally,\we would want to make an assessment of .the relevance of the

v

event or issue for the actor. This could be. determined by asking how the

T

event or issue stacks up in terms of importance relative to other issues

and QVents identified in the first phaze of the research We would thus

.
o
=

“be detetmining the cognitive°priority of the event oi'issue. Furthermore, '

1 4
we could probe to attempt to determine "how the outcome of the event or :

-

issue-facilitates or constrains the*actor szoyn position in terms of

14
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* P 1 9
’ 7 , / .
"power or prestige. That'is, how much ‘personal commitment has been -

outcome -for

N

*invested in this decision?. What ‘are the conseqéences.of,t
the actor? . . ] . )

- e

. . ' L : : :
. (2) The Development Issue or Event and Organizatigns. The same

hd »

event or issue relevant to the Chamber? Again, we’ may want to ask ovér-

.~

lapping individuals to. answer these questions in these two formats.
. 4
- g ) Publics. Now our focus:shifts to the problem of ident}éying '

b

relevant, publicS. Keeping the concepts of constituencies and c}ienteles-

. in mind, we could probe a¢tors to devulge wha in their decision—making

~ . LS

. . environments are seen as relevant. That is, who do they magine the reac-
o o RN . '

‘ tiong of when engaged in decision-making. Here we can refer to constit- R

. uencies as being significant others related to specific décisions. As \we

LY

have made clear; aﬁf research procedures should have identified manf of -~

. 5
. +  the significant other's which should be manifest in the matrices. One Way

‘a

of determining subjective 'maps" elative to -these significant others would

» 7 Iy * . *
be to ask the actors to place these others in terms of their importance

relative to the actor in’thg particular decision—making‘event. One way of

- < |

- . doing this might be to provide\respondents with a game—board or gimilar
. . s
‘%Ei‘ . device depicting the respondent in the center and asking the reSpondent .

» =~

e " to %lace markers répresenting other key actors and/or organizations around

? - . ¢

the center in accordance to-thelr degree of influence qn the actor's own'




of subjective maps may

izationsvrélative top
e I PR .

& L‘*\j
".as the focal point of the."map",, we\ 50

self or.herself relative to the event.
'to give us their perceptions in A Gelsta]l

’derive through discrete indicators such

-ize@ others".

. clientele.

decision processes.

’

from the respondent.

or check on the "maps" developed rom 'th 'original‘mgtrices.’

leow us t bett

makers see themselves r

pProcess.

[y

"
" Such a procedure could also be usg

P A1 -

rticularlevents.

. N 11 W

way we would be able to get a beﬁter id

. ! v

I [
|

b
|
i

In this way we/icould

This procedure woul
. »

' 1‘- » M
'to place individuaiekégglor organ-’

et a general notion of the

_other actor.” Perhapsjgrid )

.

allow a subjectivé validation

13

get an idea of how decision-

PN f o
Instead of using the respondent

¥

d use the target event. In this

a of how the individual sees him—

-

n essence\ we are asking actors

Lt sense’ what ‘we are atteﬁpting to

-

as frequency of ‘contact, direction

El

or contact, and ranking influence. E

M A

The problem of clienteles might be’
[4

Following a Meadean lin

o

>

in’a general gense.

-~

As we‘argued earlier 1in t]

‘;'

N

approached in terms of “general—

of thought, we would be interested

) in theoactor s perceptions of whose in erests he or, his organtzatiOn serve

.

Here we ‘are appro ching the notion of-.a grass-roots

-

W

s paper, it would not' be feasible

to identify the grass—roots public fo purposes of obtaining representative

perceptions of suth a public. Buf &t would be possible within the con-,

Comparisons |

.

L

-

v




“rélative to the target event. -This\;L problematic an{l

. .
- ¢ o - ~ . 4

reached any conclusions'on how best to do this. One

o ¢ a"‘v - ‘o

been used by ane of the authors in other research mayJ

. - ,
N dentsftw answer a varient of the TWent -Stateménts-Te

3 ‘s . 3

t, "Who are they%" .
Responses to such a question (in the t;%nty-statements format) would
’allow analysis‘of key actors' relativeiv open-ended answers. It is
%? possible thatasnch dat;-would reveal notions about characteristics of ~

o «
a K

. .the grass roots public (1. e, socio-economic status, racial composi-

LY

- tion, education level, etc.). We may a%so be interesé%d in determining .

]

. e v

- the actors' notions about the gener}l reaction of .this generalized

. , . !
other, ¥, . . .

N 12

.

(4) Lessons Learned. Finally, an important type of subjective

information relates to the actors' bwnuassessments of the outcome. of

the decision—making process. In short, we should systematically deter—

-mine what major factors aré seen as having led tovthe~success'or gailure

B » ' - ' N "7 B

«

of specific Qevelopment events.. Much like the cgymén question asked
on dissertation defenses, we could ask actors' 1 they had a bhancé to

"do it again”, what would they do differently d‘why. This would

u\

relate to considerations of both internal and externpl constraiﬂtséﬁid

facilitators to the, dEvelopment process. Such information should prove
- . ,1 .
very useful for mqving to our last objective of deVelopihg models of
development ‘which could prove useful to those who "dre actiVely engaged
3 y
» i@

in the everyday world of decision-making ’ et ’

,
One closing remark is in order. dg:ingh theﬁatrategieﬁ“éﬁﬁﬁe

LY

here appear to be lengthy and time-consdfilng, our experience in three

‘parishes in'Louisiana so far have led.us to believe that the target

-
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