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The passing of the Dominant Paradigm:
Looking back at Rogers

Gideon de Wet

in this paper an attempt Is made to con-
tribute towards a better understanding
regarding the role and application of
mass media (TV) with reference to
developmental efforts. A theoretical and
explorative overview will be posed deal-
ing with three interiocking areas:

1. A retrospective analysis and discus-
sion of Rogers' (1976) arlicle on
“Communication and Development:
The Passing of the Domlinant
Paradigm.” An attempt Iis made, In an
Integrated fashion, to analyse the im-
plications of Rogers’ (1976) declara-
tion that the dominant paradigm has
passed.

2. Secondly, and as a result of serlous
methodological questions regarding
the analysis and Interpretation of
developmental communication ef.
forts, an attempt Is made to pose
theoretical considerations which can
lead to the structuring of an alter-
native developmental approach with
reference to rural development.

3. The third area, which could be regard-
ed as a natural consequence of the
above-mentioned, deals with the role
of the mass media (TV) with reference
to rural development. The analysis In-
cludes an overview on media involve-
ment in development as well as the
specific applicabliity of “big media”
in “little worlds". The emphasis shifts
to message content where the impor-
tance of cultural values and the
cultural convergence of messages Is
emphasised.

(This paper was read at the annual
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INTRODUCTION

On receipt of this year's Congress theme
“Television and the needs of society”, two
prominent constructs struck me initially,
namely, “Television" and "soclety”. Second
thoughts revealed the mediating phrase "and
the needs of’. An interpretation of this
phrase is crucial 1o an attempt to address this
year's theme.

An abstraction of the theme may read: TV



— Society. This appears to be a re-
emergence of the old challenge to “reveal”
the social impacts of communication
technologies on societies, this time in the
guise of the proposed perspectives such as
journalism, intercultural communication,
development communication, and so on.
Given this interpretation, would it be fair to
rephrase this year's theme as: “The effects
of Television on Society?”

Further “decoding” of this interpretation
reveals that “effects” are the changes in an
individual's (society’s) behaviour, including
inter alia actions, attitudes and knowledge
that occur as the result of the transmission
of a communicated message or messages.
"Effects studies” generally assume linear
models of communication; the ability to in-
fer effects is equivalent to the ability to infer
causation (Rogers, 1986:151-152).

A further abstraction leaves three promi-
nent constructs, namely, television, needs
and society. The aim of this paper is to
analyse the interrelatedness of the tripartite
orientation of these three constructs within
a rural development communication context
(black rural areas in Southern Africa).

Three interlocking focus points will be
dealt with, namely:

1. A retrospective analysis and discussion
of Rogers’ (1976) article “Communication
and Development: The Passing of the
Dominant Paradigm”. (See also a shorten-
ed version, Rogers (1980) on the same
topic).

2. Methodological questions will be posed
regarding the analysis and interpretations
of development communication efforts.
An attempt will be made to discuss
theoretical considerations which can lead
to the structuring of an African (Southern)
model of development communication.
This, however, will require further
research, both of a qualitative and quan-
titative nature.

3. Lastly, an attempt will be made to look in-
to the role of the mass media (TV) in rural
development. Attention will be paid to the
application of "Big media” in “little
worlds”.

From the above structuring it seems

impossible, for the purpose of this presen-
tation, to confine the congress theme
“Television and the needs of society” to a
single perspective or angle. Futhermore, it
is dialectically unsound to restrict perspec-
tives to demarcated sub-disciplines (fields).
The line of thinking that confines itself to a
single perspective in a demarcated discipline
was a characteristic of the epistemology of
a dominant paradigm in the social sciences
that is now defunct. Or so some of us
believe.

THE PASSING OF THE DOMINANT
PARADIGM OF DEVELOPMENT

Orientation

Rogers (1976) published the hallmark article
“Communication and Development: The
Passing of the Dominant Paradigm” in the
Sage Publication Communication Research,
Volume 3(2). A reader of Rogers would note
that subsequent publications such as Rogers
(1980), Rogers (1981), Rogers & Kincaid
(1981), Rogers & Chaffee (1983) and Rogers
(1986), contained a new orientation towards,
and a new epistemology for, social science
research revealing a new valuation or
assessment of what human beings are and
how they live. Should this be regarded as a
departure from obijectification? A definite
acknowledgement by Rogers that con-
vergence and not linearity only should be
pursued, reveals a remarkable shift in think-
ing. Compare for example Rogers & Kincaid
(1981) “Communication Networks: Toward
a new paradigm of research” with Rogers
& Shoemaker (1971), *'Communication of In-
novations: A cross-cultural approach”.
Rogers (1976) contrasts the dominant
paradigm in development, as was supported
in intellectual circles till the 1970’s, with the
dominant paradigm in development com-
munication. Remarkable similarities are
struck, with linearity as shared principle.

The dominant paradigm of development

The emphasis in this approach centered
around the criterion of the rate of economic
growth. National development at any given
point in time was measured in terms of the



gross national product (GNP). Stated dif-

ferently, the per capita income. Particular

historical and academic influences on this
conception of development are identified, as
follows:

1. The industrial revolution: The emphasis
was on economic growth through in-
dustrialisation as the key to development.
Technology and capital were at the heart
of industrialisation. The industrial interven-
tion was usually accompanied by col-
onialisation and domestic urbanisation.
This was the model for the less developed
countries (LDC's).

2. Capital intensive technology: Since the
LDC's had little capital intensive
technology, the notion was clear: In-
troduce the technology to the LDC'’s and
they would become relatively more
developed too. This end was not always
realised. The fault was put at the in-
dividual's traditional ways of thinking,
beliefs, social values, etc.

3. Economic growth: The profit motive was
regarded as sufficient motivation for large
scale development. The assumption was
that “man’ was economic. The problems
of LDC'’s were defined in economic terms.
Self-development was undesirable or im-
possible; it was too slow. The emphasis
was on “More and bigger was better”.

4. Quantification: Quantification, an
outgrowth of social science empiricism,
helped define what development was and
was not. Material well-being was
measured in monetary terms, and such
values as dignity, justice and freedom did
not fit on a dollars- and-cents yardstick.
Growth was measured on a per capita
basis.

In short, the notion was that the DC's were
providing the model of development, and
that underdevelopment was equivalent to
poverty. Modernisation was equivalent to
development in developed countries.

Criticism of the Dominant Paradigm of
Development

Rogers (1976) identified three areas of
criticism:
1. Intellectual Ethnocentrism: The argument

is that the individual-blame logic may have

been too narrow and ethnocentric in the

cultural sense, because leading theorists

were Westerners, and there was often a

rather inadequate data base to support

their conceptualisations.

2. Redefining the causes of underdevelop-
ment; The dominant paradigm puts the
blame for underdevelopment on the
developing nations, individuals and
governments, rather than on the
developed countries.

3. Small technology and Radical
Economists: The assumption in Western
tradition was that small-scale, labour in-
tensive orientations were insufficient, and
were a type of investment that retarded
economic growth.

Economists began to criticise the domi-
nant paradigm, especially its assumption of
a “linear theory of missing components, e.g.
capital skills, etc.” André Gunder Frank
centers on capitalism as the main cause of
exploitation, inequality and generally of
underdevelopment. Frank proposed the
“dependency theory” as an explanation to
underdevelopment. This means that the
dependency of poor countries on the rich,
and internal colonies on urban imperialists,
should be understood in this modernisation-
dependency dichotomy.

Having discussed particular historical and
theoretical developments, Rogers (1976)
concludes that the concept of development
should be expanded and made more flexi-
ble and humanitarian by proposing that
development should be regarded as a widely
participatory process of social change in a
society, intended to bring about both social
and material advancement (including greater
equality, freedom, and other valued qualities)
for the majority of people through their gain-
ing greater control over their environment
(Rogers, 1976:225). Rogers (1976) stressed
the importance of the equality of information
distribution, self-development, self-reliance
and the integration of traditional and modern
communication systems in the process of
development.

It speaks for itself that development per
se cannot be advanced without particular
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communication processes. Changes in
development paradigms have particular con-
sequences for the role of communication in
development.

Communication and development

The conception was that mass communica-
tion in development had been playing an im-
portant role in conveying information, per-
suasive messages etc., mainly in a hierar-
chical way, from the.government to the
public, “downward”. The assumption was
that masss communication was thought to
be a very powerful and direct force for
development. It was regarded as a magical
multiplier — the mass media were in the front
rank, along with the school and the factory
as inculcators of individual modernisation.

However, despite considerable research,
the relative power of the mass media in
leading development was mainly assumed
rather than proven. The hypodermic-needie
concept of media effects had to succumb to
empirically oriented communication
research. The role of mass communication
was rather indirect and contributory in
facilitating development, rather than direct
and powerful.

Criticism of communication in
deveiopment

Communication researchers also began to
question some of the prior development
assumptions, with emphasis on the content
of the mass media, the need for social-
structural changes in addition to communica-
tion, and the shortcomings of the classical
diffusion of innovations viewpoint.

1. Inattention of media content: When diffu-
sion of innovation surveys were con-
ducted, in learning about the new idea, the
mass media were never reported, in spite
of their overwhelming presence. A possi-
ble explanation seemed to be in the con-
tents of the media messages, which
seldom carried specific messages about
innovations.

2. Need for structural change as well as
communication: The assumption was that
communication should be regarded as a

complementary factor to modernisation

and development. Effects are limited

unless structural changes came first to in-
itiate the development process.

3. Diffusion of innovations and development:
There was criticism of the American
hyperscience, with emphasis on
behaviourism and operationalism, which
may have had positive consequences in
terms of technical methodological ques-
tions, but poor consequences in concep-
tual productivity terms.

Of special interest for this study is the em-
phasis put on self-development. Self-
development implies a completely different
role for communication than the usual top-
down development approach. The role of
mass communication in self-development is
more permissive and supportive than in the
usual top-down development approach.

Rogers (1976) identified three new
paradigms for development:
1.The role of research in Change and

Development: Rogers (1976) pointed out
that mass media institutions may tend to
side with the “establishment”, hence, the
content of the mass media messages is
designed to alter the existing social struc-
ture radically.

Attempts have been made, though, to
launch research projects that deal with topics
of special benefit to those sectors of socie-
ty that cannot sponsor research themselves.
This approach amounts to greater effort to
free the selection of what is studied from the
influence of those who sponsor communica-
tion inquiry.

2. Field experiments and current practice:
Rogers (1976) indicated that in addition
to the cost and the sponsorship of com-
munication research, the type of research
design may also affect how directly
research results can contribute to social
change as opposed to reifying the existing
social structure. Field experiments can
serve such a purpose. These put the com-
munication scholar in the role of com-
munication development designer as well
as that of research evaluator.

3. Focus on interpersonal networks: The
focus is on the analysis of relational data.



about communication flows or patterns by
using interpersonal relationships as the
units of analysis. The advantage of net-
work analysis is that the social structure
can be overlayed on the communication
flows in order to improve the scientific
understanding of both the structure and
the message flow.

SUMMARY

Rogers (1976) pointed out that new
awarenesses were created regarding the
major shortcomings of the old development.
paradigm, namely: in theory, that is, in terms
of a stimulus-response model, or in terms of
a hierarchical model, a top-down LDC struc-
ture, a First-Third world relation. Ideological
shoricomings were also highlighted where
underdevelopment was regarded as the
result of development efforts, the
dependency-theory orientation. Self-
development was proposed.

A new role of the mass media in develop-
ment, namely, in the form of self-
development, was advocated where the
media played a supportive rather than the
usual top-down development role. This gave
rise to new theoretical orientations regarding
communication research such as the focus
on interpersonal networks.

In short, the underdeveloped were con-
sidered valuable as pariners in both the
development process as well as in the
research process.

Looking back at Rogers

Three particular question areas arise as a
result of Rogers’ (19786) presentation, name-
ly, the notion of self-help and political,
economic and ideological forces;
methodological research questions; and the
mass media’s role and content in
development.

Rogers'(1976) article was not intended to
draw the final curtain on the dominant
paradigm by effacing it completely, nor was
it an effort to start afresh with replacing
paradigms, and, in doing so, bury Willbur
Schramm’s Mass Media and National
Development completely. It does not take

much, 13 years later, to scan through the
literature on development and to pick up
Rogers’ echo on the hegemony of the domi-
nant paradigm. (See in this regard Hsia
[1985], Kwame Boafo [1985], Lent [1985],
Pepitone & Triandis [1987], Tapson [1987],
Stevenson [1988], etc.)

Of considerable importance, though, were
Rogers’ efforts to explore alternatives which
could supplement the existing paradigms. In-
creasing dissatistaction with the dominant
paradigm gave rise to more and more
criticism. Criticism of this nature, though, is
not only confined to development com-
munication paradigms, but to social science
research, and in particular to the hegemony
of the received view. Miller (1983:31-32)
summarises the awakening by saying that
the past decade and a half has produced a
spate of books, journals, etc., dealing with
epistemological, methodological and meta-
theoretical matters, a disciplinary stock-
taking. Of considerable importance was the
realisation that humans are active agents, ex-
ercising influence over their environment
rather than passively reacting to it. Humans
have a free will to choose. “An influential,
vocal segment of the field has renounced the
view of human communicators as marionet-
tes dancing on deterministic threads and has
replaced it with a vision of people as masters
of their own communicative destinies”. In
similar vein Bormann (1981), Comstock
(1983) and Katz (1983) support such an
orientation.

1. SELF-HELP: POLITICAL, ECONOMIC
AND IDEOLOGICAL FORCES

This realisation of an action-motion-free will
orientation supplements Rogers' (1976) em-
phasis on self-help. The holistic emphasis
focuses on the individual or community as
interactive entities which determine in terms
of their needs their own destiny. A complete
independence is not advocated either, but
rather a .partnership determined by the
mutual goals of the developed and the
underdeveloped. Though not so explicitly,
maybe due to space and time limitations,
Rogers (1976) emphasised the intricate
power relations of politics, economics and



ideology, rather superficially. The question,
though, is: is it realistic to advocate a change
in attitude toward development programmes,
and the implementation of the programmes,
when no real change, or only gradual
change, in terms of global economic, political
and ideological orientations is possible?
Wouldn't change in one's attitude, one's
assessment of humanity, also ultimately lead
to changes in political, economic, and
ideological systems? Without integrated and
systematic processual changes between
man, and his self-made systems of power,
the notion of self-help also seems limited.
The question could be asked thus, is this
“new” view of humanity only possible within
the rules of those who determine and con-
trol economic, political and ideological
systems? Another question revolves around
the relationship between power and
communication.

A number of contributions, such as Haule
(1984) and Jakubowicz (1985) advocate a
new information order as part of a total global
reorientation concerning international power
forces. However, Jakubowicz (1985:82)
remarks: “... the content of the communica-
tion is a function of the combined influence
of social, political, economic, cultural and
technological factors determining the pro-
cess of communication.” So international
communicationas well, must be studied in
all its ramifications and in terms of its full con-
text in order to arrive at a diagnosis of the
ills of the old order and consequently at a
prescription for how the new one is to be
created. The implication, of course, is that
unless the political, social, cultural and
economic determinants of international rela-
tions, including communication deter-
minants, are reformed, the old communica-
tion mould will persist. That admittedly is a
very tall order, which explains why no one
has yet come up with a precise idea just
what the new order should look like. Steven-
son (1988) criticizes these attempts heavily.

Holloran (1981:161) supports the sen-
timents expressed by Jakubowicz (1985),
but also highlights particular shared ex-
periences by developing countries which
could be used to support explanations

regarding the interdependence of the self-
help concept: “l recognise despite the im-
portant national differences within regions,
say Africa and Latin America, that most
developing countries have something in
common, particularly with regard to the
various forms of imperialism and colonialism,
the current implications of these, and a con-
tinuing dependency".

In reaction to the dominance of the moder-
nisation forces, alternative routes to develop-
ment have constantly been explored, with
the resuiting tension between modernisation
and traditional values. This has become the
playground of ideological forces. Hoogvelt
(1983:152) observes in this regard:
“Although one is compelled to agree with the
modernisation theorists regarding the overall
social structural and cultural changes which
the primacy of the principle economic ra-
tionality inevitably imposes ... there is yet one
very important degree of freedom... . This
freedom of choices hinges upon the recogni-
tion of the ultimate purpose which is to be
served by profit maximisation (that is by the
application of the principle of economic ra-
tionality). And it is in this choice that the so-
called ‘capitalist' and the so-called 'socialist’
development models take their respective
points of departure. For whereas in the
capitalist model, profit maximisation is an
end in itself, in socialisation profit maximisa-
tion is regarded as a means to other social
ends...” For Harrison (1980:4) a rather sharp
distinction regarding development scientists
can be made between classical Marxists and
modernisation theorists, though particular
common ground also exists, namely:

1. Both approach development or social
change form an ethnocentric premise.
The Marxists were trying to facilitate cer-
tain developments they regarded as
suitable for the West. The modernisation
theorists were trying to view the Third
World from a position of advantage.

2. ‘Development’ was regarded, by classical
Marxists and modernising theorists alike,
as part and parcel of social change, albeit
a vital part. It was rarely if ever defined,
and its value was never questioned (Har-
rison, 1980:6).



3. Lastly, both Marxist and modernising
theorists ignored the views of those about
to be developed.

An important question arises: should
Rogers’ (1976) urge for self-help not be seen
against this background? Could self-help be
conceptualised in how Kwame Boafo
(1985:83) views it, namely, that it involves
modern and traditional technologies, skills
and knowledge, which should then be
manifested in the relationship between com-
munication processes and social structure?
The community provides the framework for
social and intellectual interaction where in-
formation processing takes place.
Felstehausen (1974:44) continues: "Yet,
without exception, both development and
communication take place within com-
munities. From the point of view of providing
a border around the diverse activities of
human beings (this does not mean a
geographic border on a map), the concept
of community provides the scope needed to
take account of rules, sanctions, status,
power, economics, motives, customs,
beliefs, values and rituals. All are part of the
content of human communication, and at the
same time, changes in these elements all
serve to define progress toward develop-
ment. It is inconceivable that an assessment
of communication effectiveness can be
made without taking into account these
structures and channels, and the rules which
govern the way they function”.

Against this background self-help remains
an integral part, in a processual way, of the
larger dynamics of societies and regions.
Self-help does not exist in isolation. Never-
theless, Rogers (1976) made a considerable
contribution toward development com-
munication orientations by emphasising self-
help as an alternative. Development in this
regard could then be described as change
toward patterns of society that allow better
realisation of human values, that allow socie-
ty greater control over its environment and
over its own political destiny, and that should
enable individuals and societies to gain in-
creased control over themselves.

2. METHODOLOGICAL QUESTIONS
AND NEWER COMMUNICATION
RESEARCH PARADIGMS

Rogers' (1976) attempts to introduce
newer paradigms of research can in a way
be rephrased as a question in the words of
Hamelink (1983:74): “Can communication
research produce knowledge through which
we can learn to understand and to change
social reality?”’ This implies the question of
whether human life is continually subjected
to particular forces that are in a way objec-
tive in nature, but in the same sense, they
are factually susceptible to description and
explanation, But it is important to realise also
that human life, societies, communities
would continuously provide material that dif-
fers in terms of the challenges that they pose
to researchers describing and explaining
human activities. People, societies,. are not
static, but uniquely dynamic.

Rogers (1976:231) declared that his pro-
posals for newer paradigms for develop-
ment, namely the role of research in change
and development, field experiments and cur-
rent practices, and the focus on interpersonal
networks, pose certain implications for com-
munication research as well as for com-
munication activities. However, important
methodological questions need to be asked
and answered.

Lent (1985:12) develops these implica-
tions by stating: “... as the old research
paradigms, especially those on development
and communication meet increasingly un-
favourable reactions, let's hope that certain
researchers do not seize the opportunity to
establish or re-establish their reputations by
creating new paradigms for universal accep-
tance. This may be happening already ... a
great deal remains to be done concerning
the problems of research in individual
cultures. To introduce another universal
model may sidetrack these efforts until the
new (old in new guises) paradigm also meets
disfavour”. In addition to this, declares
Hamlink (1983:75), three obstacles need to
be overcome, namely scientism, theoretical
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monomania, and methodological ex-
clusivism. Scientism in short refers to the
self-proclaimed excellence of science over
all other forms of human knowledge; an
ideological parachialism; a belief in the scien-
tific fix. Comstock (1983) also shares similar
viewpoints: “Theoretical monomania refers
to the phenomenon whereby whole fields of
scientific investigation tend to be dominated
for long periods by one single theoretical
construct. Such a construct is difficult to
subvert. Rather than this basically uncritical
attitude, science requires a fundamental
skepticism and needs to adopt a theoretical
pluralism as its foundation”.

Methodologically, scientists tend to be
“either/or" thinkers. Social scientists, for ex-
ample, prefer in their descriptions of reality
either atomistic or holistic approaches; in
their explanations of reality they follow either
deductive or dialectic methods. Such ex-
clusivities weaken the capacity to unders-
tand reality, let alone to change it. Against
this binary mode, a methodological eclec-
ticism would allow a multitude of approaches
to the unraveling of reality”.

Reason & Rowan (1982:xiii-xiv) approach
Hamelink’s (1983) and Lent's (1985) dilem-
ma by proposing an objectively subjective
orientation, with a systematic interplay bet-
ween naive inquiry (subjective) and old
paradigm research {(objective) which results
in new paradigm research (objectively sub-
jective). “What we are building in a new
paradigm research is an approach to inquiry
which is a systematic, rigorous search for
truth, but which does not kill off all it touches:
we are looking for a way of inquiry which can
be loosely called objectively subjective. The
new paradigm is a synthesis of naive inquiry
and orthodox research, a synthesis which is
very much opposed to the antitheisis it
supersedes”.

See figure 1.
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NEW PARADIGM RESEARCH
objective subjective

NAIVE INQUIRY
subjective

OLD PARADIGM RESEARCH
objective

Figure 1 (Reason & Rowan + 1981 :xiii'4)

Strongly objected to is the notion that peo-
ple are seen as isolatable from their normal
social context. People are not seen as be-
ing alienated and self-controlled, stripped of
all that gives their own action meaning. Reali-
ty does not reflect a one-dimensional quan-
tifiable profile in the Kuhnian tradition, but
reality rather reflects a multiple profile quati-
ty, even more so when intercultual com-
munication development programmes are
implemented. Development in this context
takes place predominantly in an intercultural
setting. Rogers (1976) did not address the
methodological implications in this regard.
A culturally contextual orientation seems
thus inevitable.

The implications of the above-mentioned
methodological questions for development
efforts in black rural areas in Southern Africa
seem obvious. An accompanying question,
though, is to ask whether an attempt could
be made to construct an African or a
Southern African development communica-
tion model, with the emphasis on black rural
areas?

A modest approach would set the aim
of posing important methodological
questions that could be incorporated in



development efforts. Problems of develop-
ment in the African context seem not to dif-
fer profoundly from other areas across the
world.

Kwame Boafo (1985:86) supports this by
stating that an analysis of the utilisation of
development communication strategies in
African societies shows that development-
oriented communication projects in most
African societies have not been integrated
into the larger intersectoral efforts of
development. For the most part, communica-
tion projects in sub-Saharan African societies
have tended to operate over and above
basic structural elements which constrain
development.

Further important methodological and
epistemological considerations need to be
addressed in order to support a contextual-
ly oriented approach. The urge to ask these
questions comes from a dissatisfaction with
Western based social sciences as in-
struments of problem solving. Epistemology
in this context refers to the nature of
knowledge and its uses.

A number of researchers approach the
above-mentioned approach from different
angles. Hale (1984), Pratt (1986) and Melkote
(1987) support a re-appraisal of African value
systems and the relationship with economic,
political and cultural factors. Coetzee
(1983:32) also stresses the importance of the
cultural dimension, Kwame Boafo (1985)
stresses historical orientations, while Urev-
bu (1988) emphasises the re-orientation bet-
ween science, technology and values. The
point of departure is that science and
technology are cultural enterprises which ex-
ist in varying degrees in all societies.
Technology has reached a dominant posi-
tion to the extent that the whole structure of
some societies is dependent on a
technological base.

Harms (1983:3) emphasizes a problem-
oriented approach at the expense of an
earlier theoretical-oriented approach. “In this
shift of paradigm ... a number of changes ap-
pear to be underway. One of these is an in-
crease in interest in complex societal com-
munication problems; there is a suspicion
that these problems may be more compli-

cated than any theoretical problem in the
field. Another of these changes is in the rela-
tionship between science and problem, for
example, if the theoretic sciences pursue
theoretical problems, and the problem-
oriented sciences pursue societal problems,
these two scientific approaches become a
mirror-image of the other”.

On a broad level a number of researchers
thus advocate cultural specific implications
in formulating methodologies. A distinction
is made between ‘“emic” and “etic” ap-
proaches as well as between
“ethnomethodology” and “ethnoscience”.
The ‘“‘emic” approach and the
ethnomethodology approach stress a
holistic-contextual-qualitative approach. The
“etic” and the ethnoscientific orientation sup-
port an analystic-reductionist-quantitative
methodology. Culture plays a key role in the
ethnomethodology approach. It serves as a
filter or a screen through which new
technologies, methods, etc. are presented
to, and evaluated by, societies. (See
Gudykunst & Kim (1984) and Obeng-
Quaidoo (1985) in this respect). Tafoya
(1984:48) stresses in this regard that cross-
cultural research illustrates the interaction
between two dynamic processes and, as
research methodology and culture are mat-
ched, two types of results are produced. The
first is the obvious product generated with
the application of the methodology to the
culture. The second product is more unique
and less predictable. This is the unan-
ticipated consequence(s) produced as
researcher, subject and culture studies are
influenced by factors associated with the
research project and by the process itself.

To cut closer to the bone, Obeng-Quaidoo
(1985:111) stresses the importance of core
value boundaries of African cultures in the
development of communication research
methodologies.

1. The role of the Supreme God/Allah
and lesser gods (forefathers)

The Supreme God's influence seems slow
and remote, but the lesser gods play signifi-
cant roles in the imagination and thoughts
of the African people. The question is what



role does the Supreme God play in problem
solving? Buhrmann (1984) also stresses the
importance of cosmological knowledge.
Buhrmann (1984:153) worked on the role of
the indigenous Healer (lggira) among the
Xhosa. Traditional Xhosa people do not
separate health and ill-health into mental and
physical aspects. They say “when | amill the
whole of me is ill’. “Their world view ex-
presses the same wholeness and unity
especially in terms of their relationships with
their ancestors ... The ancestors share in the
tribespeople’s daily living in a way which is
difficult for the rational-minded Westerner to
understand ... On the whole the ancestors
are friendly protectors, guides and mentors,
but their displeasure can be aroused and
then they can withdraw their protection ...”

2. Concept of time

Time in the traditional sense of African
thought is a symbol for events. The linear
concept is emphasized less in traditional
thinking. (See Gudykunst & Kim's (1984)
distinction between high and low context
cultures). Myths in this context play a very
important role in explaining the past, but in
explaining the future, myths play no signifi-
cant role. In terms of Western economic
thought, for instance, the ploughing and
reaping functions of agriculture should not
always and only be judged in economic
terms. For the African such functions have
particular cultural incentives as well.

3. Work and the Protestant ethic

Western industrial man considers work as
duty, connected with external rewards. In the
traditional sense work is regarded as a
necessity for survival and not duty.

4, Collectivity

“Apart from the celebrated extended family
system which encompasses everyone within
the immediate clan, people from a similar
village tend to regard each other as brothers,
sisters, uncles, aunts, ... unless there is a
conflict or friction among families in a village.
This explains why the caring for the aged,
the destitute, the handicapped members of
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the group is the duty of all well-to-do and
ablebodied members of the extended fami-
ly” (Obeng-Quaidoo, 1985:113-114).

In short; It is clear from the before-
mentioned that traditional Western
methodologies cannot simply be applied and
copied in rural African research settings. A
greater awareness of the shortcomings of
these methodologies urges social science
researchers and in particular development
communication specialists to take note of the
profound and fundamental influences that dif-
ferent value, cultural and ideological systems
have on research planning and analysis. The
belief, though, is that knowledge of these dif-
ferences and their implications alone is not
enough; in addition there must be a change
in attitude towards the researched as human
beings. This applies to all methodologies,
from phenomenological methodology to ex-
perimental or quasi-experimental
methodology.

A second necessity involves a multi-
disciplinary as well as an inter-disciplinary
approach. Knowledge and research should
be gained and conducted within such a
mould. An inter-disciplinary holism should be
advocated to which development com-
munication researchers can contribute
significantly.

Thirdly, and of equal importance, remain
the questons of “what” and “how” should
development communication messages be
compiled and communicated. The next sec-
tion attempts to answer some questions in
this respect.

3. MASS MEDIA (TV) AND RURAL
DEVELOPMENT

if we regarded communication not just as an
information-transmitting process, but rather
as a convergence process, in which par-
ticipants share information to reach a better
understanding, such an orientation obviously
emphasizes the communication process as
a whole, of which the message content fulfils
an integrated part. Rogers & Kincaid (1981)
and Barnett & Kincaid (1983) stress the con-
vergence model that represents human com-
munication as a dynamic, cyclical process
over time, characterized by mutual causation



rather than one-way causation with emphasis
on the interdependent relationships of the
participants. A three-dimensional analysis of
the involvement of communication as a pro-
cess, namely on the physical, social and
psychological levels, tries to assist the
researchers in conceptualizing the holistic
orientation of the convergence model.

This, against the background of the
discussion dealing with methodological and
epistemological questions, plays an integral
part in development communication and thus
in message formulation.

Stated differently, the questions resear-
chers ask, the motives behind these ques-
tions, the answers they eventually get at and
the analysis of these answers, eventually
lead to message formulation or reformula-
tion. Therefore it is important that knowledge
of the physical, social and psychological
dimensions of the underdeveloped be
presented and understood in a holistic way.
Content could be the result of the spirit of
self-help in Rogers’ (1976) tradition, with a
convergence orientation, a mutually defined
effort between developer and
underdeveloped. Development could be
defined in terms of self-defined needs by the
underdeveloped. This deviates profoundly
from the deterministic or one way concep-
tion of the power of the media, the hypoder-
mic needle model.

Much has been written about the
hypodemic needle approach, or the so-called
magic bullet model, with reference to the
mass media and development (see Rogers
[1976]; Rogers & Kincaid [1981]; Rogers,
[1986[; Bineham [1988], and De Fleur & Ball
Rokeach [1989], to mention a few). It is
general knowledge that the stimulus-
response model is an oversimplification of
the power of the media. The question
however, is, how should the mass media
(TV) be used and applied in rural develop-
ment? Is it in any way practical?

Even more confusing at first hand, when
it comes to the application of mass media
(TV), is the finding (see Rogers [1976] and
Pratt & Manheim [1988] in this regard), that
some research studies indicated that au-
diences in rural areas use interpersonal and

traditional media sources more often than
they use modern mass media. One could
argue, though, that in this conclusion lies the
strength of the mass media. A number of
researchers (see Ugboajah [1979], Kwame
Boafo[1985] and Pratt & Manheim [1988] for
example) advocate an integrated approach
between the so-called modern and the tradi-
tional. Kwame Boafo (1985:89) stresses that:
“Since the communication environment of
rural communities is characterised by the
predominant use of oral and traditional
methods, communication strategies, to be
appropriate and effective in motivating and
mobilising people for development, need to
encompass the traditional media ... An op-
timal information utilisation in rural develop-
ment in Africa is dependent on communica-
tion strategies which consistently
amalgamate the traditional media and the

modern media technologies ..."

The second question deals with the prac-
tical implementation of TV in the develop-
ment process, let alone the integrated net-
works of satellite, cable TV, VCR's and com-
puter technologies. It speaks for itself that
limitations such as infrastructure shortcom-
ings, finances, lack of education, high-
technology skills, etc., seriously impede the
use of these media in development program-
mes. Practical arrangements could be ap-
plied, such as to centralise facilities in places,
or to take the underdeveloped out of their
own environment, but these also have their
limitations.

One could, however, also ask, shouldn’t
this dichotomy of “big media" and “little peo-
ple” rather be turned around? Shouldn't the
developed, on a much larger scale, be ex-
posed to the lifestyles, desires, etc. of the
so-called underdeveloped? Could TV not be
applied with greater success in such a
strategy, at least as a starting point?

CONCLUSION

This paper was an attempt to indicate and
to address particular intricate questions
regarding the role of the mass media (TV)
in development programmes with reference
to rural African conditions. The belief is that
a continuous evaluative process concerning
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development in the fullest context, from
methodological and philosophical question-
ing to the practical implementation of
development messages, should be
undertaken.

The Southern African situation is waiting
for the contributions that communication can
make. With the changes in the composition
of academic audiences at tertiary institutions,
development communication (social
sciences) will have to seriously prepare itself
for the alternative paradigms. This is more
urgent than we may think.

"Television and the needs of society”.
With such a theme, at first glance, one could
surely have asked what was meant by televi-

sion, needs, and society. It is arguable
whether definitions will help to solve these
questions. In the spirit of academic enterprise
though, and academic freedom, | hope, in-
terpretations of these constructs seem to be
more important in this context. One wonders,
though, in the spirit of the passing of the
dominant paradigm, would it not be fitting to
rephrase the theme, ‘“Society: the needs of
Television?”. Or was it premature of Rogers
(1976) to have implied that the dominant
paradigm had passed? With such realisation
arises the question, is it knowledge or in-
tellect, evidence or facts, economics or
ideology, that keep the dominant paradigm
alive and well, or is it attitude?
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