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COMMUNITY ACTION ANALYSIS: A COMPARI-
SON AND EVALUATION OF SEVERAL SOCIO-
LOGICAL FRAMEWORKS*

KIM, DONG-IL**

In the study of social phenomena and human life what we can immedi-
ately observe is social action. Although sociologists have long acknowl-
edged that it is this action which provides us a clue for the study of social
relationships, social structure, and organizational behavior, structural
analysis rather than direct action analysis was predominant until re-
cently.

Several writers have developed conceptual frameworks or theoretical
models which are theoretically sound and empirically useful for under-
standing the process of action at either the community level or more broad-
ly, the societal level. Examples are Green and Mayo’s (1953) article, ‘A
Framework for Research in the Actions of Community Groups,’’ Sower
and his associates’ (1957) Community Involvement, Warren’s (1963) The
Community in America, and Sutton’s (1953) ‘A Conceptual Scheme for the
Sociological Analysis of Election Campaigns,’” and also his most recently
developed model in an unpublished paper, ‘‘“Toward a Conceptual
Framework for the Sociological Analysis of Complex Action.”” (1973).

Three of these frameworks (those of Green and Mayo, Sower, et al.,
and Warren) may be characterized as ‘‘social systems’’ models—each
of these models focuses on action or a series of actions as a system or quasi-
system. Such a system is relatively static, with equilibrium and functional
interdependence among the parts. This framework essentially may be
located within the structural functionalist tradition. The remaining frame-
work (Sutton) represents the interactionist perspective. Instead of a
fixed system, this model focuses upon a dynamic, ongoing process or pro-
cesses of action.

The purpose of this paper is to examine each of these two basic models
and their theoretical and methodological differences. Further, each mod-
el’s empirical usefulness in relation to its applicability to the different

* This article is a revised version of the paper “Community Action Analysis: An
Extension and Application of the Interactionist Perspective” presented at the annual
meeting of the Illinois Sociological Association, 1977.

** Senior Fellow. Korea Rural Economics Institute.
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scopes or levels and types of action process will be discussed.

|. Green and Mayo (1953), A Framework for Research in the Actions
of Community Groups

In 1953, Green and Mayo, in their paper ‘A Framework for Research in
the Actions of Community Groups,’’ argued that most community stud-
ies in which the group or organization itself was the unit of analysis
did not meet sufficiently the twin aims of understanding and predicting
group actions under given conditions. Instead of structural analysis,
Green and Mayo believed a more direct approach, i.e., focusing atten-
tion on action per se, would be preferrable. Thus, the authors proposed
a framework in which an ‘‘action’’ itself was the unit of analysis; this unit
of analysis was believed to be more useful for understanding the process
of action by which organized groups meet needs in the community. They
organized their discussion into four parts: (1) a classification of action;
(2) a technique for locating community group actions; (3) steps in the
analysis of actions; and (4) some implications. Green and Mayo first
present a scheme encompassing five independent variables which are
claimed to be most crucial as criteria for classfying each action encoun-
tered. These are: (1) locale, (2) temporal limits, (3) action orientation,
(4) action objects, and (5) the actor. Next, they suggest that community
actions may be located by a community reconnaissance. The primary
reason for making a reconnaissance is to locate the formal organizations
which carry out the actions to be analyzed within the community area.

The authors note that since an action as a problem-solving process in
time has a beginning and an end, their framework is essentially a sequen-
tial one which can be looked at in terms of four stages. These stages are:

1. The initiation of action of ‘‘idea’’

2. Goal difinition and planning for achievement

3. The implementation of plans

4. Goal achievement and consequences
Each of these stages, the authors further suggest, may be perceived by
the observer in terms of the three traditionally designated modes or ori-
entation of the actor: the cognitive—*‘what is it ?”’—the affective—*‘how
does it affect us”’—and the conative—‘‘what should we do about it?*’

1. The Stage of the Initiation of Action

An action begins with a recognition of a need external to the group. A
simple recognition of a need, however, is not a sufficient condition to
lead to an action. The authors argue that actions seldom foilow from a
simple intellectual perception of the need disposition; usually required
is an emotional or optative reaction to the need by the initiator—liking,
disliking, approval, disapproval, etc.
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According to the authors, this intitial phase of the analysis can be car-
ried out step by step as follows. The first step is a search for the genesis
of the action; that is, within the organization, who first becomes cogni-
tively and affectively oriented toward need? In other terms, who is the
initiator(s) of the action within the organization?

The second step is to find out the channels of communication; by what
means was the proposal communicated by the initiator to the organiza-
tion?

The third step in this phase can be posed as a question: In what man-
ner was the proposal recongized and adopted by the group as an area
for possible group action? Was the pattern of group action or method of
decision-making democratic or authoritarian?

The fourth and final step is that of determining the affective orienta-
tion of both the proposing agency and receiving body. If a proposal was
made by the higher echelon of the organization, proposing a particular
type of action, may be, for example, a traditional means of maintaining
control over the component units. If proposals were initiated by plan-
ning bodies of individuals within the organization, the affective orienta-
tion may be related to, for instance, a means of gaining prestige or gain-
ing power. -

2. The Stage of Goal Definition and Planning for Achievement

The authors here note that three questions need to be answered initially:
(1) When did goal setting and planning take place? (2) By whom was
it done? (3) How was it accomplished? The first question is concerned
with the temporal aspect of when the goal was defined in concrete terms
in detail and when a strategic plan of attack was adopted. For the sec-
ond question, agents of the action may be the entire organization or a
sub-unit within the organization. The third question refers to its mode
of operation; for example, are the goal defining and planning a product
of democratic group effort? The answers to these three questions, the
when, by whom, and how done, give the essential structural-functional
components of this stage of the action.

3. The Stage of Implementation of Plans

The major job in this stage is a recording of deviations both additions
to and deletions from the plans made for goal achievement. In this con-
nection, specifically, two questions should be answered: what changes
were made—their nature and extent, and, why were they made?

4. The Stage of Goal Achievemnent Consequences

The focus of analysis in this stage is on deviations, that is, those differences
between the goal originally difined and as actually achieved. Here again,
some questions are asked: what are the deviations from the original de-
finition, and, why was each made? Another foucs of analysis concerns
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consequential effects of the achieved goal on other areas of life or or-
ganized activities or on the future status of affairs.

Il. Sower et al. (1957), A Model for Community Action

In the early 1950s Sower and his associates developed a conceptual model
by which they attempted to study the process of a self-survey in health
which was undertaken by a midwestern community. For Sower, et. al.
the “‘“flow of action’’ is continuous from the time that the idea for a par-
ticular action is introduced into a social unit until it has been rejected,
completed, or has failed. In other words, according to the authors the
flow of action can be regarded as a natural history which may be placed
upon a time line and understood in terms of the specific sequence of
events. The authors conceive of the flow of action as a continuous process
including a series of phases which are convenient markers along a time
dimension. These phases of the flow of action can be briefly described as
follows:

phase I : Cirisis or Problem stage—The regular processes which are

occurring in the community.
phase II : Effect of the problem on the process.
phase III  Resolution or Failure stage—Attempts at solution of the

Problem.
phase IV : Processes necessary to re-establish community equilib-
c rium as a result of the resolution or failure to resolve the
problem.

phase V : Equilibrium or Disequilibrium stage—establishment of a
new equilibrium, similar but also somewhat different
from the equilibrium, which was obtained prior to the
social processes which have not taken place.

Sower, et. al. raise the question of how to describe the relationships
between ‘‘events’’ as they take place in the action process and as they
lead into the development of different phases. For this problem, the au-
thors propose an ‘‘analytical tool which freezes the action process long
enough for some explanation to be made of it, even though in reality the
process does not stop.”’ (p. 307) This “‘analytical tool’’ consists of five
analytical components by which the action process may be analyzed.
These analytical components of the action sequence are: (1) convergence
of interest; (2) establishment of an initiating set; (3) legitimation and
sponsorship; (4) establishement of an execution set and mobilization
of community resources; and (5) fulfillment of ‘‘charter.”

Analytical Elements in the Action Sequence
1. Convergence of interest
In order for action to take place at all, first there must be some con-
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vergence of interests of those actors in the social system who had appro-
priate sentiments, beliefs and/or purposes with reference to a problem.

2. Establishment of an initiating set

Through convergence of interests, a group is established which is con-
cerned with initiation of an action process. The establishement of such
an initiating set leads to the development of a common frame of reference
which requires: (1) ‘‘that the relationships between actors whose interests
converge are such that there is a basis for internal organization” and (2)
“‘that common group ends or goals be established. The goals become the
charter which formalizes the relationship established’’ (p. 310). This
charter should be justifiable not only in tems of group goals but also in-
dividual goals and interest. Furthermore, agreement on the charter re-
quires the groups believe it can be done.

3. Legitimation and Sponsorship

The next necessary condition for the flow of action is legitimation of the
right to intitiate action. In a special case, such rights may be contained
wholly within the initiation set itself. But in the general case, authorization
is diffused throughout the community. Hence, the initiation set must
obtain access to groups, formal social structures, and influential persons
whoe sponsorship or approval can legitimate action (p. 310).

4. Establishment of an execution set

The personnel of the execution set become involved through the chan-
nels which exist in the community prior to the development of the ac-
tion sequence. The channels which may be used are clsssified as follows:
(1) organizations, (2) influentials (actors with prestige, social status, or
good will throughout the community, or actors with specific positions
within a formal organization), (3) cliques (based on friendship), (4)
propinquity (the fact of residence or neighborhood relationships), (5)
kinship, and (6) other channels (such as voluntary participants with
special interests or idiosyncratic motives).

The authors further point out that the process of involvement requires
more than appropriate channels. It may require skills, strategies, appeals to
sentiments, and manipulation of appropriate symbols to justify the charter
to the execution set. Also, the authors suggest that resources of the com-
munity such as skills and technology, and ‘‘fund of good will”’ etc. are
necessary.

5. Fulfillment of charter

Fulfillment of the charter means ‘ ‘that the process of attaining the goal
is made concrete.”” *“Obviously, however, this element never appears in
an action sequence which has been aborted.”

Calegories Used to Obtain Data
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Finally, the authors present several major categories which arc used
for the collection of appropriate data, although most of these categories
are clearly indicated from the above action model. These are: (1) social
actors, (2) relationships between actors, (3) relationships between actor
and organizations, (4) relationships of other organizations to the self-
survey system, (5) event, and (6) relevant symbols and sentiments.

Il. Warren (1963), Five Stage Model
Warren distinguishes
processes occurring in the community. Unlike other social processes, com-
munity action episodes have beginnings and endings and some purposes
to be accomplished. Such episodes involve a process of organization and
task performance toward the achievement of the purposes, which in the
process may be modified. Like Sower and his associates, Warren also
sees community action asan ‘ ‘ad hoc system’’ comprising not the comm-
unity but rather a ‘‘special system’’ within the community which arises
out of a task to be performed and may disappear after the task perform-
ance has taken place. Furthermore, the special action systems involved
in the community action episodes engage in both ‘‘task performance’
and in ‘‘system-maintenance’’ behavior. Warren also suggests that the
development of the action system can be analyzed in terms of a sequcnce
of stages. Community action systems, according to Warren, pass through:

1. initial systemtic environment

2. inception of the action system

3. expansion of the action system

4. operation of the expanded action system, and

5. transformation of the action system.

‘community action episodes’’ from other social

1. Initial Systematic Environment

In regard to this intitiating stage, Warren raises a question: ‘‘In what
ways €an a new community action system be related to the existing sys-
tematic organization of the community?’’ (p. 315). He suggests that there
are two primary foci of investigation: (a) the “‘conditions’’ of the existing
system which are favorable to the inception of the particular community
action system, and (b) the ‘‘systematic partterns’’ for community action
which already exist in the community.

2. Inception of the Action System

In this stage of inception of the action system, Warren points out, several
factors should be considered. The first concern is its ‘‘locus within
the existing systematic environment.”’ It may originate with a parti-
cular formal organization or the informal structure of the community.
Likewise, the action system may arise primarily on the initiative of local
people or under the stimulation of an outside agent.
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The second problem to be considered is ‘“the relation of the newly in-
stituted action system to those other systems in the community which the
action system must eventually involve in various ways in order for the
action to be accomplished’’ (p. 317).

3. Expansion of the Action System

In this stage, Warren says, the principal question to be asked is: ‘“For
what purpose are additional individuals or groups to be brought into the
action system?”’ For example, they may be brought in‘‘to support or
sustain or help carry out the necessary functions of the action system it-
self,”” or they may be brought in “‘to support or sustain the ultimate a-
chievement toward which the action system is working”’ (p. 317).

4. Operation of the Expanded Action System

According to Warren, this phase includes, though not invariably, the
carrying out of an extensive operation involving a large number of peo-
ple or groups. For instance, it may actually constiute the stage in which
the community action, as such, gets done, as in a community clean-up
campaign. Or, it may be that the principal activity is the development
of a set of plans for something which is yet to come, like a new organi-
zation (p. 319).

3. Transformation of the Action System

As the ad hoc community action ends, the action system may have various
fates. It may have arisen to accomplish some task and then dissolve. It
may have arisen to become transformed into a future action system. In
any case, what Warren is concerned with here is the systematic residue
or results of the community action (p. 319).

A Model of the Task Accomplishment Process
Warren suggests that the ‘‘action system” should be distinguished from
the task itself, or the “‘task accomplishment process.” *Warren’s model
of the task accomplishment process consists of five stages: (1) awareness
of problem or goal; (2) gathering facts; (3) seeking possible solutions;
(4) choosing a course of action; and (5) implementation. These stages
do not correspond precisely to the stages in the development of the ac-
tion system. For instance, though both the action system and the task
action begin simultaneously at pahse 1, phases 2,3,4, of the task proccss
may be included in the stage 2, expansion of the action system or in the
system 3, operational stage of the action system. This disparity is pri-
marily related to the many possible purposes involved in the expansion
of the action system or in the operation of the expanded system,

In relation to this, Warren mentions that both the action system and
the task-accomplishment process may have subphases which in them-
selves constitute little cycles which may undergo one or more of the stages
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of the large process. However, Warren does not discuss in detail about
these subphases or little cycles (p. 320.)

IV. Sutton, Willis A., Jr. (1953, 1973), A Conceptual Framework for
the Sociological Analysis of Complex Action

In 1953 Sutton devised a conceptual scheme for the sociological analysis
of election campaigns. In this conceptual scheme, which was applied
to the analysis of the Talmadge clection campaigns, Sutton suggested
that the campaign process or action may be analyzed in terms of three
fundamental components: (1) key actors; (2) organizations; and (3)
ideas. Thus, in the case of elections, campaign structures are viewed as
configurations of candidates, organizations and appeals, cach of which
Is in turn related to a personality structure, a social structure and a value
structure on the societal level.

In his latest work, not yet published, Sutton (1972) presents a con-
ceptual framework for the sociological analysis of complex action where
the basic unit of analysis is the ‘‘action course.”” According to Sutton,
an ‘‘action course’’ is conceived as ‘‘any series of interaction events in-
tegrated and bounded by a common close relevance to some question,
problem, or item of collective interst to a relatively numerous set of per-
sons and groups comprising the main decision makers in the events.”’

"The aforementioned definition of ‘‘action course’’ as a unit of analysis
contains several implications. First, it is defined as a series of events which
has a temporal structure having a beginning and an end. This temporal
structure can be clearly grasped by either actors or observers. The sec-
ond implication is that the action or course is a sequence of inferaction
cvents integrated and bounded by a common close relevance. Interac-
tion based on a common relevance may be understood as that which Al-
fred Schutz calls typification of human interaction derived from a com-
mon relevance. This means an action course possesses an internal struc-
ture or pattern which is recognizable by actors and analyzable by ob-
servers. Third, related to the second implication, a common close relevance
may be derived from several factors. One is the geographical relevance,
i.c., the locality or area which is shared by local citizens. Another may be
a lustorical or socio-cultural relevance which is related to some specific pro-
blems or interests within the community. A fourth implication is that
an action course starts with some question, problem oritem of collective
interest and thus the action course can be seen as a problem-solving or
decision-making process concerning problems and interests which are
carried out by a relatively numerous set of persons and groups of people
through a certain period. Finally, as Sutton points out, the phrase ‘‘ac-
tion course’” is used to stress the fact that such streams of interaction con-
sist of numerous interrelated sequences of acts which constitute several phases
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or subphases. After all, his framework is formulated for analysis of ‘‘com-
plex action.”’
For the analysis and understanding of this action course, Sutton pro-
vides several different ‘‘dimensions’’ of description and analysis. These
dimensions include:
1. The Phenomenal Stream
2. Analytical Elements: a. goals, b. procedural framework, c. cast,
d. social organization, e. appeals, and f. temporal structure

3. The Encompassing Gestalt: a. The actioncycle as the dynamic
whole including background, results, and action pattern, and b.
social context as the structural whole

4. The Encompassed Units—micro action analysis

5. Comparisons and Strategic Analysis

1. The Phenomenal Stream

According to Sutton, the ‘‘Phenomenal Stream’’ is ‘‘a chronological
listing of events developed as basic data. It is a record of the unfolding
series of acts—from the start to the end of the action course.”” This phe-
nomenal stream is made up of ‘‘behavior units’’> and a series of events
which can be used as the stufl or raw material for analysis of action
courses.

2. Analytical Elements

a. Goals (the Goal Pattern)

Goals refer to ‘‘the purposes, objectives, ends, intended outcomes
which constitute the main thrust of an action course.”” An important point
here is that goals are intended ouicomes held by different major actors or
sides in the action. In addition they may be viewed as the apparent “‘set
of constraints’’ that are indeed in operation.

With regard to the goal pattern, Sutton suggests the following dimen-
sions of variation:

i) number of goals

i) the clarity, specificity, consistency aspect

ii1) the characteristics of goal patterns, that is,

a) are they ‘‘task’’ efforts or ‘‘identity-maintenance efforts?

b) are they developmental or remedial in nature?

¢) what are the geographic scopes of the goal?

d) what are the substantive or functional character of the goals—
welfare, education, economy, etc.?

iv) Internal structure of goal relationships, that is,

a) is therc any ‘‘goal contest?”’
b) what is the structurc of goal linkage?

v) Changing aspects of the goals.

b. Procedural Frame

““This aspect of the structure of action,’” Sutton says, ‘‘refers to the de-
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gree and type of ‘given’ framework of steps and procedures according
to which a decision on the matter at issue will be reached.”’ The following
dimensions are suggested as aspects to be considered regarding frames or

patterns:
1) Institutionalization: whether institutionalized steps are present
or not. '

ii) Locus of ultimate authority for decision: who has the ultimate
authority for decision-making?

iii) Temporal frame: is there any time limitation for the decision-
making or problem-solving?

iv) Geographical realm: the local, the local and outside, or nationwide-

problem?
v) The changing aspect of procedural frame.
c. Cast

““‘Cast’’ refers to the “‘set of active units.”” Cast consists of ‘ ‘keyactors’’
and ‘‘active participants’® (next important actors). The follwoing di-
mensions are relevant for analysis here:

i) Are actors unified or polarized (two sides, three sides or multi-

sided)?

ii) From what level of “‘role representativeness’” did the actors come?

iii) What was the network of communication between them?

iv) Change through time with regard to any of the above dimensions

of cast.

d. Social Organization

This consists of “‘those units which are not likely to act corporately
but which are significant because of being targets, recipients, audiences,
publics, constituencies, etc. of any action.”’ Several questions are relevant
here. For example, what are relationships between actors, targets, re-
cipients, constituents, and ‘ ‘unrepresented’’ groups? or, what is the level
of public concern and general interest manifested or its level of influence
on the action course?

e. Appeals

We are concerned here with values, beliefs, rationalizations, ideologies
and symbol usages, etc.,which are developed within the action course to
*‘tie’” social organizational elements to actors of positions. Some questions
are significant with regard to appeals: such as were the appeals and values
used in the action course mainly those characterized as ‘‘substantive’’ or
as ‘‘procedural?’’ or were slogans used effectively or not in the action
course?

f. The Temporal Pattern

With regard to this analytical element Sutton suggests that a complex
phenomenal stream of interaction which is an ongoing process may be
subdivided into events, episodes, stages or sub-courses in terms of the
temporal pattern or structure. Two dimensions are particularly relevant
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to this element. One is “‘duration,’’ that is, how long does an action course
last and when did it start and end? The other is the consideration of
number of matters in terms of sequence or juxtaposition.Concepts of
stage, episode, event, etc, are a part of this realm.

3. The Encompassing Gestalt

While it is possible to analyze the internal structure of pattern of the “‘ac-
tion course’’ as an isolated system on an analytical level, in reality it is
never isolated from surrounding environment or from the total social
system. Thus, Sutton suggests that we need to see that the ‘‘background’’,
the “‘action course’” itself, and the ‘‘result’’ of the action course, all to-
gether, constitute a ‘‘dynamic whole’’ (the action cycle). Also, in order
to understand the action course more realistically it should be looked at
in relation to its social context. Thus, Sutton points out that it is impor-
tant to understand the action course by means of which ultimately we
can study the ‘‘action pattern’’ of the society and community on the
macro-level.

4. The Encompassing Units

In this section Sutton suggests that there may be a use to direct analyt-
ical attention to micro-level analysis in order to understand complex
action. Here it is pointed out that each “‘event’” or “‘espisode’’ or ‘‘stage’’
etc. could be taken as the focal unit of analysis.

V. Comparison of the Frameworks

Since the models of action analysis serve as the frameworks for the study
of action or interaction procsses and determine, to a large degree, what
kinds of data will be collected and even how a researcher will organize
and interpret the collected data, it seems logical to examine the the-
oretical assumptions and propositions underlying each of the models
before comparing the methodological aspects of the models. Among the
four models previously outlined, the three by Green and Mayo, Sower
and his associates, and Warren share very similar theoretical assumptions.

First, all of these three models are based on the assumption that the
unit of analysis, either action (Green and Mayo) or a series of actions
(the ““flow of action’” for Sower et. al. and ‘‘action episode’’ for Warren),
is conceived as a system or quasi-system having an internal structure, and a
temporal boundary, a beginning and an end. Thus, one may label each
of these models as a “‘social system model,”’ which assumes that the col-
lectivity, or the collectivity’s action as a social system, consists of identi-
fiable parts and properties which are mutually interdependent, so that
each part influences all the others and is in turn influenced by them; and
together the several parts form the system. as a whole. Basically this ap-
proach is derived from structural-functionalism, which is mainly con-
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cerned with the problem of how interdependent parts are integrated
and how the equilibrium of the system is maintained.

Accordingly, the above three models furhter assume that the unit of
action analysis is subject to regularities of human interaction common
to all social systems. The authors believe that equilibrium and order in
the social system are of an a priori nature, a and any action system which
starts with a problem or crisis in equilibrium is viewed as a process
moving toward restoring the equilibrium and a new order. On the other
hand, however, Sower et. al. and Warren recognize that the system of
action is also subject to irregularities of interaction provoked by its tem-
porary and relatively unstable nature. Thus Sower et al. and Warren
deal with the action system as a special or ad hoc system which arises out of
a task to be performed and may disappear as the task performance is
done. The implication here is that Sower et al. and Warren believe there
are two (or maybe more) kinds of social systems which can be grasped
by observers. One is a stable system in which interdependent parts are
well-integrated and which thus maintains certain regularities of human
interaction. The other one, the so-called ‘‘quasi’’ or “‘special® system,
is also a social system with stability and equilibrium. However, this spe-
cial system is different from the general social system in the sense that
the system of action is particularly subject to irregularities of interaction
and is less stable in comparison with the larger social system because of
its temporary nature.

In contrast to this sytems approach, Sutton views social reality, which
may be manifested as a society, as community phenomena, as a for-
mal social organization, or as an informal social structure, in the light
of the existence of articulated social action or interaction process rather
than in terms of a static system based on the integration of functionally
interdependent parts and equilibrium with an a priori order. Although
Sutton also shares the idea that the ““action course’” has an internal struc-
ture or pattern which can be grasped by an observer in terms of its
regularities of interaction processes, he does not believe this internal
structure or interaction pattern has a form established a priori. Rather, as
all other symbolic interactionists are inclined to believe, Sutton thinks
that the internal structure of social action or the pattern of interaction
processes is what it is as a result of processes of human interaction and
social relationships which may be somewhat standardized and regularized
by shared meaning, values, beliefs, and even sentiments through com-
munication (or symbolic interaction) but which are also constantly sub-
ject to modifications as well as to renewal and revalidation.

Thus, to Sutton, a social system is never static although it may have a
stable internal structure. Social reality is seen as a stream of action
rather than as a fixed entity. This stream of action, or what is called the
‘‘phenomenal stream’” turns out to be a real entity only when its meaning
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is shared by actors in a given situation.

This difference in theoretical orientation and dominant assumptions
between the ¢‘system model’” and ‘interactional model’” has significance
for their methodological approach. As for the system approach, for ex-
ample, the actor as a person who acts in terms of what Warriner (1970)
calls the unique ‘‘internal or subjective mental processes’’ is not so im-
portant as the position the actor occupies in a particular system. This
tendency is very explicit in the work of Green and Mayo and Sower
et al. For example, Green and Mayo are concerned about whether a
proposal was made by the higher echelon of the organization or by plan-
ning bodies in the first stage of the initiation of action. Sower et al. also
posit their research problem as ‘‘how does a temporary social action
system, utilize and rearticulate the positions within an existing social unit?”’
Warren is less explicit in regard to this approach. Nevertheless, Green
and Mayo and Sower, et al. and Warren are also mainly concerned with
organizational functions rather than individual attributes.

In contrast, Sutton seems to deal with actors as persons rather than
as incumbents of positions and functionnaires. Almost by definition, this
tendency is inherent in the symbolic interactionist approach. For ex-
ample, in Sutton’s framework one of the most important analytical el-
ements is comprised of the actors (what he calls “‘cast’’). For the analysis
of action course in terms of cast, the ‘‘identity,”” *‘legitimacy,’’ and ‘ ‘com-
munication’’ etc. appear as important aspects to study, although he does
not neglect the importance of the actor’s positions or ‘‘fuctional align-
ments.”’ Furthermore, whereas the system model focuses on organiza-
tional relationships in the action system, de-emphasizing the importance
of indidividual actors, in Sutton’s interactional model individual actors
are seen as mediators of organizational relationships, one of the most
important elements.

The theoretical difference between the above two approaches brings
about another very important differnce in their methodological approach.
As already discussed, all writers of the system model approach attempt
to desicribe the social phenomena or the action system in terms of phases
or stages. The implicit assumption here is that each action or series of
actions as a system begins with “‘crisis,””‘ ‘problem,’” or *‘felt need’’ which
disturbs the existing order and equilibrium of the system. Since order
or equilibrium is inherent in any system, the action system moves from
this crisis, problem, or felt need which brings about disequilibrium toward
soultion of the crisis, problem or felt need in order to restore the system’s
equilibrium. Here the concrete individual actors are not so important
because the action system itself is supposed to move from tension toward
tension reduction, from a state of heightened motivation toward moti-
vation reduction, or from disequilibrium toward equilibrium. Based on
this implicit theoretical assumption, the system theoriests are inclined to
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view the action system in terms of phases or stages. Altough each writer
uses slightly different words or stages, the fundamental idea is the same:
the action system starts off as crisis or disequilibrium and ends with solu-
tion of the crisis or equilibrium through the process of problem-solving.

Sutton, on the other hand, attacks the problem of action analysis in
a quite different manner. Although he also sees the ‘‘action course’’ as
having a temporal structure with a beginning and an end, his first step
for the analysis of the action flow is to grasp the whole ‘‘phenomenal
stream’” as it is, having no presupposition that, for instance, the pheno-
menal stream by itself has an a priori ‘directionality,”” For Sutton, what
is certain in any action course or episode is not a teleological order,
equilibrium or directionality, but the actors ‘‘desired,”’ ““expected,”’ or
“‘projected”’ future states and ‘‘intended’’ outcomes or goals. Thus, in
Sutton’s framework, the most important elements for the action analysis
are cast (actors), goals (desired outcomes) and various constrains and
resources (appeals, procedural frame, and financial resources, etc.). In
comparison with the systems model, in which phases or stages are the
main elements for the action analysis, this is a very important differnce.
As a matter of fact, Sutton is not sure whether we have sufficient empirical
support for building such a model as that of phases or stages and he sug-
gests that postulation of different stages in the action flow can be more
useful after more empirical work is done.

Another major dissimilarity between the aforementioned models is
found in their methodological (of course, also theoretical) applicability
to different types or levels of social phenomena. Although these words,
“‘types’’ or ““levels’” of social reality may sound awkward or ambigous,
many theorists have been suggesting that there is a need to call analytical
attention to the structural level *‘just below it”> as well as upon the struc-
tural unit *‘just larger’’ (Sutton 1972). While this term “‘level’’ suggests
that one can classify social reality up and down analytically, the term
“‘types’’ of social reality is used here in a different way. By the types of
social phenomena the writer means different kinds of action systems or
action courses which move in their own way within the same level or
between different levels. Green and Mayo’s framework, for example, is
not concerned with different types or levels of social action. Rather their
model deals primarily with the fulfillment of “‘felt need’’ or task per-
formance activity which arises in a community and is carried out by a
specific organization or organizations.

On the other hand, Sower’s or Warren’s framework of action analysis
provides actually two different models which can be applied to different
types of action systems. Sower’s model of ‘ ‘five-phases’’ or Warren’s model
of “‘five-stages’” are mainly concerned with the analysis of community
action in a total social organizational level whereas each of them have a
second type of model which focuses on the task accomplishment or a speci-
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fic goal achievement. These types of models in the framework of Sower
or Warren may be applied to two different types of action systems which
might be parallel to the same temporal structure or move together simul-
taneously between different levels of social reality. This is a significant
distinction between the early work of Green and Mayo and the later
models of Sower, et al. and Warren. Furthermore, Warren is concerned
not only with different types of action systems in a given period of time,
but also with different levels of social structure. This is explicit in his sug-
gestion that both his ‘ “five-stages’” model and task-accomplishment process
have subphases which in themselves constitute a little cycle which may go
through one or more of the stages of the larger processes.

Concerning the different levels of social phenomena, Sutton’s model is
most explicit and elaborates this problem further. According to Sutton,
the phenomenal stream in a given period of time can be looked at ana-
Iytically in three (or more) different ways in the context of different levels
of social reality. First, one can, or should, look at what Marcel Mauss
called the “‘total social phenomenon’’ in order to understand the social
reality as it is. Sutton designates this total social reality as an ‘‘action
cycle’’ in his framework. Here we need a holistic or macroscopic approach
to understand the social phenomena. The second level of the social reality
with which Sutton is concerned is called an ‘‘action course.”” This level
of analysis is roughly equivalent to Warren’s action system or ‘‘action
episode’’ which is the immediate object of analysis. Finally, like Warren,
Sutton also points out that there is a need to see the action flow at a micro-
level. Here it is suggested that the action analysis in terms of “‘event,”’
‘‘episode,’” or ‘‘stage’”’ is relevant.

Although the main focus thus far has been on the differences, there are
many similarities between the models, too. Besides some of the major
similarities which have been discussed already, here a few others will be
briefly pointed out. Whereas Green and Mayo were mainly concerned
with the analysis of action which was regarded as a problem-solving pro-
cess by a specific organization(s), Sower et al., Warren, and {Sutton
think that their models are applicable to either task accomplishment or
group maintenance process or both together. All of them assume that
there is a goal(s) in the setting, however, and both Warren and Sutton
suggest that the goal of action may be set up at the beginning of the action
flow or emerge late in the development of the action system. Sutton,
however, going one step further, suggests the possibility of a goal contest
which may be a source of conflict.

Furthermore, while all of the authors seem concerned about the back-
ground and consequence of the action flow, thisis made particularly
explicit in Warren’s and Sutton’s framework. Thus, Warren discusses
the relationship between the existing system of the community and a new
community action system in the first stage of his model (‘‘Initial systema-
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tic environment®). Warren also gives attention to the consequences of
the action system which may be related to the future action system
(‘“Transformation of the action system”). In addition to this, he is also
concerned with the posture of the action system toward the established
power structure of the community. In a similar manner, Sutton also
suggests that the background as well as results should be considered for a
full understanding of the action course. In fact, Sutton is concerned with
more than the prior-and post-phenomena of the action course. In the
“‘encompassing Gestalt’’ .of his framework, Sutton points out that one
should look at action courses in terms of the whole social context at a
macro-level, let alone the background and results. In relation to the
background of the action system, Warren asks the question, what *‘syste-
matic patterns’ or ‘‘channels’’ for community action already exist in
the community. This problem is also well discussed in Sutton’s framework
in terms of ““procedural frame.’’ Although there appear to be more simi-
larities and differences among the models, more discussion in detail may
not be necessary. However, one final comment, if necessary at all, can be
made in regard to Warren’s model. That is, Warren discusses the problem
of a change agent’s or consultant’s intervention in the community action.
Sutton, on the other hand, does not deal with this problem separately.
This may be so because Sutton is more concerned with ‘pure sociology™’
whereas Warren is interested in community development. Thus Warren’s
framework appears to have the flavor of a ¢clinical model’’ for community
action,

VI. Final Comments

Thus far, the hidden or explicit theoretical as well as methodological
assumptions on which each of the four models of action analysis is based
have been discussed. Also, it has been shown that the major differences
in methodological approaches were not made by accident but rather were
derived from and logically related to the dominant assumptions or
theoretical orientations which the authors-seem to keep in mind.

One final comment seems nesessary in regard to the ‘‘system model.”’
As repeatedly mentioned, system theorists believe that the social order
and equilibrium of the social system are a priori or self-determining.
However; strictly speaking, there is no reason to believe that such an «
priori self-determining order exists on the basis of ‘‘human nature’ or
“laws of sociology.”” If one believes the latter, it is a simple belief—
metaphysical and beyond empirical verification, not a scientific fact. It
should be kept in mind that it is dangerous to see social phenomena or
the history of mankind in terms of a metaphysical presupposition which
posits ‘‘the stages’” of social phenomena or history. The risk here is that
social reality can ‘‘readily become distorted into a trans-historical strait-
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jacket into which the materials of human history are forced and out of
which issue prophetic views (usually gloomy ones) of the future.”” (Mills
1959,p.22-23)Furthermore, a formal characteristic of systems theory based
on a presupposition of ‘‘the nature of man and society’’ tends ‘‘to deal in
conceptions intended to be of use in classifying all social relations and
providing insight into their supposedly invariant features.”’ (Mills, ibid)
This tendency is also risky because the tailor-made concept of systems
theory does not necessarily fit all kinds of societies, in spite of its intention.
Although the system models of action analysis discussed above can be
viewed as an attempt to get away from a static and abstract view of the
components of social structure on a quite high level of generality, the
researcher who wants to apply these models to the study of the social
phenomena should be very cautious about this problem. Furthermore, it
should be noted that a deterministic bias which is inherent in system
theory tends to de-emphasize the importance of the individual actors.
In this regard, the interaction model may have advantages since it is less
likely to suffer from this problem. Strictly speaking, however, more em-
pirical studies are needed before making any further decision about the
usefulness of each model.

Despite the problems related to the systems models, Sower and his
associates and Warren’s contribution should not be underestimated. For
cxample, as pointed out, they started to direct their attention to different
types of action flows which may parallel some temporal structures.
Furthermore, Warren’s insight into the action system in terms of different
levels (macro-level of “‘the stages’” and micro-level of *‘subphases) is
very suggestive. In this regard, Sutton’s framework of interactional
approach also provides us with explicit and profound suggestions in terms
of both macro-and micro-analysis. In particular, one significant metho-
dological contribution in Sutton’s framework may be his starting point
of action analysis in terms of the ‘‘phenomenal stream’’ which can be
combined with temporal structure in various ways, depending on the
purposes of the study. Perhaps it would be a good approach to study the
action flow in terms of Sutton’s macro-analysis and, simultaneously, in
the light of Sower’s and or Warren’s stage model, which secms to be a
somewhat narrower scope of analysis than Sutton’s framework.

Finally, one more comment should be made regarding the above
models. That is, the above three system models are mainly descriptive in
nature, although Warren’s model suggests more than simple description.
Sutton’s framework, however, is not only concerned with the description
of action but explanation and prediction of the action courses. This seemns
true in both in his early as well as the later work. This explanatory power
in his model is found in the classification of action courses in terms of the
various combinations of the different elements. Although we need more
empirical research in this regard, Sutton’s attempt to explain complex
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action in terms of different elements is highly suggestive.
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