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Moreover, the conceptions of mass society seem to be derived from the
experience of Western oountries, which place 'atphasis on the process of
economic and political modernization to transform societies into blueprints
of Western democracies.

The evolutionary process also determines a Adifferent pattern of
cultural traits. Such a pattern of development naturally conditions
differing variations in the acquisition of adequate cultural cognizance and
in the legitimacy of the greater political system. To understand the
golitical system, the citizen must have some acquaintance with acceptable
cultural conventions which permit interaction and dialogue with the
institutions of government. These are particularly important with respect
to the capability to establish and maintain close relationships with the
bureaucracy,”an isportant component of government with its specific pat‘:tems
of input. 1In the final analysis, potential discomplementarities can exist,
exacerbating the tendency to produce conflicts between the perceived expert
and the layman.

A prime channel of input for the bureaucracy is’ through the presence of
pressure groups. In both Canada and the United States, pressure groups have
become an important tool of interest aggregation between the public and
government. The ooncept of pluralism or the ne@ssity of public input
through organized groups has become an unofficial ideology in most Western
democracies. Pluralism necessitates the ‘orga.nizationalstructure of groups
as the fundamental avenue of influence with government, particularly in its
day-to-day relationship with public bureaucracy.' Those interests which are
not organized will not be heard. The rise of bureaucracy is also synonymous
with the proper prerequisites needed to influence it. Pross, for example,

has linked the pressure group and the bureaucracy together as interdependent

Py
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The objective of this study is to present an analysis of the fisheries
policy-making process in both Canada and- the United States, specifically in
Atlantic Canada and in New England. «

The point to be made from this study concerns the cultaral conflict
between small-scale fishermen and members of the bureaucracy, particularly
those in dlxarge of public tesource mnagéuent and allocation. Because of
the natube of the occupation of gmall-scale fishing, modernization, which
assumes a technological component, has failed to develop among, fishermen the
cultural mindset of a land-based mass society.

Such a deficiency is a problem for fishermen, particularly in their
dealings with bureaucratf%‘\who, with their own specific occupational
environment and organizational mandate, are unable to relate to the clients
for whom their decisions are made. 1In this ocontext, problems arise
concerning the reconciliation of differing and/or 'ocnpeti.ng sources of
knowledge - a case of multi-objective choice.



The magnitude of the conflict is also determined by the complementarity
of the cultural mindset of the fisherman and that of the dominant political
culture and ideology. Canada has enshrined the Toryist strain in its
ideclogy, while the United States has favoured the ideology of laissez
faire; while the latter lessens the conflict, the former exacerbates it. 1In
the Canadian oontext, the discomplementarity has resulted in a system of
patron-client relationships which 'try to transcend the differing
cocupational identities.

Chapter One will focus on the theoretical literature which attempts to
link the cultural dichotomy to the different occupational environments and
the way modernization has affected these environments. Chapters Two and
Three will attempt to compare hypotheses in the contexts of the Canadian and
American systems. The oconclusion will attempt to return to the foregoing
themes, considering them in the context of the two systems and demonstrating

the continuing conflicts involved in the process of multi-objective choice.
= -
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CHAPTER ONE

THEORETICAL OVERVIEW i A

. ) !

The aim of this chapter is to address the scope of the literature on
the specific cultural characteristics of inshore fishermeﬁ, in order to gqain
a potential theory to explain their unique set of relationships towards
government, including the full extent of government policy-making. The
major explanation can be found in the respective occupations of the
fisherman and the bureaucrat, indicative of conflicting norms and values
which determine varim'_:;r;s /within the total national political culture.

In the case of fishermen, the distinctiveness of these factors will be
used to hypothesize the existence of a dichotomy between their political
attitudes and those of the larger land-based soclety. The distinction is
reflected in the conflicting values and norms between administrators and
fishermen. For fishermen, these different attitudes and knowledge have been
a barrier in fostering the ability to gain access to the aaninistrati‘vt:
system.

The cultural qulf runs not only through t.r?e continual conflict between
the occupational clashes of the cultures of the bureaucrat and the
fisherman; to a large extent, the oconflict is also representad in the
concepts concerning political culture and political participation. In the
Western industrialized countries, the rise of a modern technological state
has brougﬁt with it a new set of specific cultural norms and values which

underpin the foundation and comprise the definition of mass society.



Moreover, the conceptions of mass society seem to be derived from the
experience of Western oountries, which place .enphasis on the process of
economic and political modernization to transform societies into blueprints
of Western democracies.

The evolutionary process also determines a different pattern of
cultural traits. Such a pattern of development naturally conditions
differing variations in the acquisition of adequate cultural cognizance and
in the legitimacy of the greater political system. To understand the
golitica.l system, the citizen must have same acquaintance with acceptable
cultural conventions which permit interaction and dialogue with the
institutions of government. These are particularly important with respect
to the capability to establish and maintain close relationships with the
bureaucracy,” an important component of government with its specifi_.c pat‘:terns
of input. 1In the final analysis, potential discomplementarities can exist,
exacerbating the tendency to produce conflicts between the perceived expert
and the layman.

A prime channel of input for the bureaucracy is; through the presence of
pressure groups. In both Canada and the United States, pressure groups have
became an important tool of interest aggregation between the public and
government. The ooncept of pluralism or the neﬁmsity of public input
through organized groups has become an unofficial ideology in most Western
damocracies. Pluralism necessitates the ‘organizational structure of groups

as the fundamental avenue of influence with qov&r;xrent, particularly in its

1 Those interests which are

day-to-day relationship with public bureaucracy.
not organized will not be heard. The rise of bureaucracy is also synonymous
with the proper prerequisites needed to influence it. Pross, for example,

has linked the pressure group and the bureaucracy together as interdependent



in development and evolution, a function of the intreasing complexity of
eur:-ciet:y.2

Complexity, naturally, leads to differing complexions of the political
environment and with it, a corresponding level of cultural sophistication
which entails the increasing application of technology, creating an
interdependence and a drawing-together of citizens. In theory, the
corresponding conditions for the formation of groups are supposed to
develop. At the same time, however, a case can certainly be made that
complexity may not affect all parts of society in the same way. This is
particularly true in the case of the inshore fishery, which has never been
fully integrated into the pluralist ideology regarding the necegsity for
interest groups to articulate concerns and goals. Consequently, the inshore
sector cannot articulate its concerns within the legitimate realm of
bureaucratic conduct. The result is the initial oconflict between the
demands of the bureaucrat and the fisherman.

The central argument is that the inferior ec;nanic infrastructures of
fishing communities do not allow the development of differentiated wurk
environments. Such an argument is made by Edward Banfield in his study of
Southern Italy; its main the.sis is that the notion of corporate association
is a luxury for Burope and North America. Lack of oorporate association
affects the potential for future economic development, which inhibits
political progress.> The important variable is the inability to maintain
organization. As a result, inferior social patterns become enshrined as a
part of the imnediat?,?ocial environment. \

Societal systéus are an important element in oonsidering the reasons
for the varying r«‘!ms and values which characterize groups of individuals on

a national or regional basgis. Talcott Parsons argues that the cultural
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system is instrumental in legitimating the normative order of society.? The
implication of this argument is the need to define the determinants or
ingredients of various cultural patterns.

The determination of the normative order is a product of many factors,
including some type of economic development Technological change may
create these changes, as well as the ph'ysical

implication is that differing levels of.

and natural resources. The
development producing
changes in the societal realm may correspond e political system. For
Parsons, the social system is the setting Ach social roles exist and in
which interalption occurs among the occupants (people) of these roles. The
social systér/n‘is only one part of the totality of human existence. Social
systems do not exist in a vacuum; other components include interaction with
thé behavioural personality and the cultural system. Social systems are
open systems which 'Jreceive and exchange resources and products with the
environment. In sum, society is the result of the interdependence of each
of these subsystems; the components of society are interdependent.

The implication of such an argqument 1is that societies are not
homogenecus and cannot be imposed without reference to the influence of
other sub-systems, principally cultural and behavioural systems. Moreover,
‘there is the question of specifi:c constituencies whose cultural sub-systems
vary, but are nevertheless tied to the larger social system.

Parsons defines the political system that is exclusively concerned with
the function of goal-attainment, The political system is only one of the
four sub-systems, the other three of which ax:e pattern maintenance, the
societal commmnity, and the economy. The political system depends for its

survival on reciprocal resource exchang'e.5 Some mechanism must be present,

-k



not only to maintain, but to preserve the existing status quo between the
institutions of government and the political system.

Pormalization of societal relationships is important, since they posit
the integration of society and the gradual extinction of parochial
identities. Such “factors as kinship, for example, are linked to a
rudimentary form of societal community. Such commmnity situations are
extremely informal; very little structural differentiation is apparent. The
appearance of formal structural organization of relationships, on the other
hand, is responsible for a greater integrative impact, a symptom of
societies advanced on the scale of modernity. In sum, the hypcdzesis to be
derived is that structural organizational formalization is an important
indicator of the extent of long-term societal integration which leads to an
extinction or at least a modification in identification with immediate
mviro;'ntents. Society can thus be defined as the inclusive system which is
not tied in to any other system. The components-of society are the various

social organizations which are the totality of patterned relations among the

‘l

members of a society, the subgroups formed in the course of these relations,

and the relations among these groups and their component mespbers.

These relationships are Lnterdeperﬁent and exist within the realm of
the entire societal system. At the same time however, the structure of the
system fosters a set of dominant values which helps hold together the
totality of society. The societal system is also affected by other forces
within its environment: (1) the physical-organic enviromment comprising the
r:esourc?es with which the society can satisfy its members; (2) the
personalities of the members which are favourably disposed to the societal

environment through a process of socialization; (3) the symbolic environment



of a system (cultural system) which helps to define the society's collective
identity; and (4) conceptions of the desirable (values).

The social system provides the framework for the ordering of
relationshipe among members. Four primary sub-systems exist within this
framework which provide the %oundation for action, as well as the
maintenance of the greater social system: (1) adaptation, which is derived
from the nature of the econamy; (2) pattern—maintenance, which sanctions
certain procedural norms; (3) polity or goal-attainment, which emphasizes
relationships to government; and finally, (4) societal community, which aids
in the continued unity and cohesion within the system.®

Both systems are also interdependent with regard to their intermal
components. The cultural system and the presumed interdependence between it
and other components of the social "syif‘tem ralse the question of the
possibility of societal consistency. For Barsons, culture is the collection
of symbolic systems. Culture acts as the major premise in developing
normative behaviour patterns which underwrite the formation and
formalization of social organization.s.7 The motivation of social action

takes place within the mvironmenf_’ and is composed of action and non-action

systams. .
Pour types of action systla;exist which cannot exist independently of
the ®dther two - culture, behavioural organism, social system, and

personality. Modern societies are distinguished from the ;nore primitive or
traditional realms by the level of differentiated existence from ane
another. However, these systems are simultaneously interrelated; one cannot
exist without the influences of the others. Thus, culture must have or be
affected by some motivating force in creating‘d\anges within society.
Consistency becomes the accepted fact.



The process of social evolution envisions the increasing
differentiation of the internal structures of society over time. Society
itself is the autonomous system - the system which unites and links together
the various sub-gystems. If society is the general framework, there ghould
exist a general set of systemic codes camprising the totality, which mn
vary, for example, the general ideological oonsensus that serves as the
foundation of politics. While there are dominant ties which serve to bind
together the total societal aggregate, differentiation may also result in
uneven levels of cultural development. Within the greater societal system,
a hypothesis can be advanced that certain wvariables affect the extent of
differentiation within the broader socie£al system. Thus, some parts of the
societal system, although linked to and part of the lanq\er societal
framework, vary in the extent of their exposure to certain pa}'ts of the
cultural system due to varying extents of differentiation.

Por Parsons, the problem of societal integration is extremely important
and provides a way of analyzing variations. Cultural -values may be
funnelled through an increasing pattern of differentiation. 'I'he ocontent of
pattern-maintenance may thus vary, depending on the extent of the
differentiation; differentiation adts as a transmission medium which can
water down the content of the cultural values. As a result, distinct
identities can be present within the:greater societal framework.

The interdependence of the various subsystems means that the political
orgagization is derived from a particular type of social structure. As a
result, the character of the relationships which citizens have with
government, and the resulting cultural values, aid in the legitimation of
the various patterns of social relationships. Depending on the degree of

differentiation, a hypothesis ca.}be derived that some parts of society have

Gy



a more sophisticated approach towards the greater political system than
others. The pattern of goal-attainment, while linked to the greater
~ framework of society, h;s a set of different variations which may not
correspond to the iéeal of the cultural wvalues which serve to legitimate
certain types of political activity over others. _

The focus of debate in political science g@hasizes the thrust from
some stage of underdevelopment, associated p;imarily with traditional
society, to the emergence of a modern industrial state with an emphasis on
technologi,call innovation and adaptation. The ocentral concepts in this
debate focus on the characteristics of the terms "modernization”,- "political
culture” and "political development®, and the exact extent of their possible
interrelatidnships and identifiable characteristics along a continuum from
underdeveloped to-developed society. The point to be made, however, is that
cer::ain factors, which are supposed to promote the’ patterns of change, may
or my not create changes in the total attitudinal patterns of society.

If only the Western democracies are analyzed, the pluralist model
incorporating the principle of group participation is not found to be part
of the predominant patterns of values which have  been imparted to the
population. Such an orientat':ion underlies a natural inferiority in the
development of some parts of the pattern—maintenance system over others. 1In
the case of inshore fishermen, the inferiority in the differentiation of
sub-systems results in a lack of the necessary skills enablipg them to
possess the cultural norms required to comprehend the necessity of group
formation. |

The question which must be addressed concerns the extent and manner in
which societal differentiation develops. The implication is that changes in

any one of the societal sﬁb—systems will result in a particular pattern of
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cultural values. Change can be hypothesizeq to bring about variations or
changes in a part of the societal system. Parsops is not so much concerned
with any specif/ic process of integration as with the manner of utilizing
these changes as a tool for drawing society together. Obviously, however,

the presence of development is not possible without the presence of specific
preconditions which facilitate this evolution.

. Given the foregoing discussion of societal integration, political
sciénce has tried to answer this question through the general realm of
modernization and development. The basic framework of developmental theory
has stressed a general course of societal development. The nnin thrust of
the theory has been to assume some type of positive amelioration in the
composition of society. Se:reral approaches have evolved to explaifi societal

development: (1) evolutiona}y theories which presuppose some ific path

of development over time; (2) increasing societal systemness or growing -

interdependence and c&rplexity of institutional structures; (3) economic and
poJ-.ivtizcal development which posits changes in the economic and political
realm, as well as the increasing capacity to deal with challenges to the
validity of such chandes; and (4) modernization, the way the political
system evolves from a backward to a modern aocic-:ty.8

The concept oF\ mdernization is probably the most important, since it
defines the exi {tence and characteristics of political culture and
development. Modernization is a particular variation on t)‘\e‘ general
paradigm of development theory. The usual discussion of this literature is
carried on from a structural-functionalist perspective,. underlining the
capacity and tasks of the institutions of the cstate in maintaining and
legitimating the political system. This legitimation occurs in a period of

development in society which translates itself into the political realm.

11



!
Apter has broadly defined modernization as a "process of increasing

complexity in human affairs within which the polity must act.'9

The isgue
of camplexity is assumed to lead to some form of formal mediation, usu.ally
through the development or strengthening of existing political institutions
capable of coping with the variety of demands placed on them. More
specifically, the parameters of modérnization take in several specific
characteristics: the development of differentiation, the lessening of any
ascriptive allocation of resources (e.g., threugh kinship or territorial
groups),'thé appearance of specialized and diversified types of social
organizations,, and finally, the generally increasing capacities of
allocation and regulation in all spheres. The basic thrust is the emilation
of a system based on Western democracies, including the formation of
political parties,-and the development of the diverse regulative and
allocative functions of bureaucracy.lo

Modernization is, assumed to produce some changes in the way the
patterns of goal-maintenance are transmitted to the population — the ‘more
differentiated the societal sub-systems, the greater the possibility for
distortion of the original cultural patterns of maintenance. Although the
societal system supplies the glue which binds together its internal parts,
the cultural messages can vary. Consequently, the syétem's patterns of
maintenance are not homogengous, but may experience cleavages by virtue of
cultural heterogeneity. Considerable variation in cultural norms is the
eventual result.

In sum, uneven patterns of differentiation‘ produce uneven pattern; of

development. In \:he case of inshore fishermen, the dichotomies in societal

di fferentiation can best be explained by the nature of the work environment,

12



which has produced inferior levels of societal differentiation and, in turn,

¥

a different mode of cultural differentiation.

The general oconsensus on podernization assumes a development process |

fostered by changes within the economic infrastructuré which would produce
variations in the degree of societal integration. A paradoxic%’i
relationship exists between differentiation and societal integration.
Societal integration is an important instrument of modernization, because it
assumes a shift from local community concerns to a cosmopolitan or national
identity.

Robert Merton distinguishes between localist and cosmopolitan

orientations. 11

Localist orlentations attach greater significance to
problems within the immediate community. Cosmopolitan orientations display
a greater attachment to matters which are beyond the immediate community
boundaries. The identification of the dichotomy signifies a differing
degree of societal integration. Localism representé the segmented
orientation of society wiiah a low level of mtionai integration, while
cosmopolitanism implies a much higher degree of national integration. The
i.rnplicat.LK is that differentiation establishes a more cosmopolitan or
modernized culture. rugh differentiation may be hypotheeized to produoe a
more modernized or sophisticated method of dealing with goverrment - for
exarple, the formation of pressure groups and\elated activities to achieve
long-range goals. lLocalism, on the other hand, would posit an internmal
homogeneity - a seéﬁor unable to evolve or develop the necessary
heterogeneous style of differentiation. As a result, the lack of
differentiation can be hypothesized to facilitate a differeﬁt cultural
variation, since the various sub-systens are not well developed.

13



The issue which must be addressed concerns the conditions which allow
some sectors to become more ocosmopolitan or integrated into the larger
society, while others remain extremely localist in their perceptual
attitudes. The issue also seems to }ntply the identification of
cosmopolitanism with modern mass society,.'as well as with the implied
administrative functions and other various forms of mmss political activity.

A potential hypothesis to explain the phenomenon lies in the nature of
the occupation, and the extent of the applicability of certain types of
technological innovation in altef'ing the basic prerequisites of the
xnowledge necessary to perform the needed work. The differentiation of
crganizational capability is a symptom of societies entering a period of
industrialization. Division of labour requires the estahlishment of formal
organization to better coordinate the enterprises which are evolving.

The paradox behind societal integration is the diversification of
society as it follows an assumed linear process of development. The premise
is usually couched in terms of a continuing evolution from the phase of
traditional societal relationships towards modernity. Traditional society
is usually associated with a primarily rural or primitive type of society, a
lack of urbanization, and the absence of modern industrial infrastructure.
On the other hand, modernization is characterized by some movement away from
these traditional indicators. Society becomes highly urbanized; there is a

shift to industrialization from the more simplistic forms of staple .

production, which may result in an interdependence of production tasks in
manufacturing. 1In sum, the shift from localism to cosmopolitanism is
assumad to bring with it the phases of societal integration.

Another important perspective oﬁ modernization emphasizes

communication. Daniel Lerner argues that this is the result of the

14



development of literacy, as well as higher rates of urbanization and
electoral and media participation. The net effect of these changes
supposadly results in changes in the conception of the identity of the
individual. Traditional society is extremely narrow with respect to the
strata of participation in toto. Those socleties which are in transition
are assumed to be acquiring a capacity to have opinions and to participate
in issues which affect them as a whole. The final result is a pattern of
greater awareness of the societal environment, and of the issues which find
their way onto the political agenda.12

Difficulty has also existed in defining distingtions between
traditional and modern states. - Ir; addition, the notion is also advanced
concerning the potential disparities which might develop in the evolution of
structural institutions, which might not ocamplement the specific localized
tendencies. As a result, participation is wvery narrow. 1In t.he‘ words of

Rmtington: «

*

More than anything else, the modern state is distinguished
from the traditional state by the broadened extent to which
people participate in politics and are affected by politics
in large-scale political units. 1In traditional societies
political participation.my be widespread at the village
level, but at any level above the village it is limited to a
very small group. lLarge-scale traditional societies may also
achieve relatively high levels of rationalized authority and
of structural differentiation, but again political
participation will be limited to the relatively small
aristocratic and bureaucratic elites. The most fundamental
aspect of political modernization, oconsequently, is the
participation in politics beyond the village or town level by
social groups throughout the society and the development of
new political institutions,.such as political parties, to
organize that participation.

XIn sum, traditional societies are characterized by an orientation which'

favours the local or immediate vicinity. Purthermore, the dichotomy exists
of discomplementarity between the structural organization and a particular

4
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sector of society. Some sectors of society can thus be alienated from the
developmental proocess.

The existence of modern political systems posits the ability to be able
to oope with a multitude of political demands. Such capacity is usually
accomplished with the development of institutional structures which attempt
to act as the necessary mediators of demands:

The ability of modern political systems to absorb changing
demands is closely related to the development of several
basic institutional frameworks. Pirst in importance are the
various executive and legislative bodies. Political parties
through which the political demands of different interest
groups and social movements are articulated are second, and,

third, there are the centralized bureaucratic
administrations. Though the tempo of development differs

from place to place, all three are to some extent corollaries

of any process of modernization. Their role in the

institutionalization of the capability to af?orb changing

political demands and organization is crucial.
The amphasis on organizational sophistication is a common aspect of changes
in the total political system, which are related to changes in the greater
socletal environment. At this point, the question now concerns the
immediate factors which produce the necessary degree of social mobilization
and changes in political culture to pramote societal integration.

Modernization, if it can be called a theory at all, has been subjected

to extensive critique; the focus has been on a set of mistaken assumptions.
One of the most important of these is the concept of the continuum, which
assumes a linear process triggered by specific variables such as Qe"advent
of some form of economic developlent.ls A more important flaw g’“jthe
framework is the treatment of this process as one which affects the polity
as a .whole. Some parts of society react to econcmic development in
different ways. In sum, change may do little to alter the fundamental
social structure and, with it, the underlying cultural attitudes.

"

’ /-"l
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Despite its initial shortcomings, the conocept of modernization does
give a point of reference for analysing developmental changes wiich oocur
within society. In addition, the concept has features which posit the link
between social and political organizations. Social mobilization is the
process by which "major clusters of old social, economic and psychological
commitments are eroded or broken and people become available for new
patterns of socialization and b-ahamiour".l6 The other camponent, economic
development, which creates changes in the capabilities of the population, is
highly nebulous, but nevertheless gives a framework by which te ocompare
changes in society.

In addition to the general ooncept of modernization, the oconcept of
political develogment also has an important role to play in the classical
conceptions of societal change. Several perspectives have been offefed on
the exact nature and terminology o'fﬂthe concept. Pye, for example, tries to
recognize the concept through its dimensions of equality, capacity and
17 Other writers take the oconcept to imply a growing
capability and institutionali‘zation of structures of the political system in

differentiation.

order to cope with recurring demands. Organski, for example, sees political

development as increasing government efficiency in the ability to allocate

18

resources in the most efficient way possible. Runtington sees political

development as institutionalization, the strengthening and evolution of
structures which make up the political system. 4

RBuntington further argues that the conflict of elites is also important
in defining the patterns and stability of change. Conflict rages between
the ne;: elites, whose authority derives from their educational and
professional aspects, and the old elite structure based on tradition and

ascription. 20
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The notion of changes in the elite structure indicates potential
changes in the way the public relates en masse to the greater political
system. The coexistence of the two types of elite indicates the fundamental
dichotomy of the continuing conflict between Aifferent sources of
legitimation. 1In the case of the inshore fishery, the existence of a
traditional elite is part of the age-old reliance on political mediation, as
opposed to direct bureauncratic interaction, which is reflected in a model of
patron—client relationships.

Political culture has long been one of the most important concepts
proposing to explain the attitudes of the citizen towards the political
system. Political culture posits a specific x‘-elationship to the various
psychological and anthropological characteristics within society. The term
was first coined by Gabriel Almond and Sydney Verba in the early 1960s. 1In
thelr book The Civic Qulture (1963), a comparative cross-national study was

undertaken to establish the perceived prerequisites of a political culture
consistent with the values of democratic political systems. The study also
argued the existence of particular types of political culture, as follows:
(1) parochial, in which the individual is generally unaware of the political
system and does little to influence it; (2) subject, in which the individual
is aware of the outcomes of government, but does not participate; and (3)
participant, in which the individual i{s active in attempting to influence
the political system.2! ‘
If the Parsonian paradigm is to be believed, political culture is
derived from the total cultural system. As a result, changes should affect
the total societal system. A basic perspective sees the system as largely
identical with certain phases in the modernization process. If each of the

phases of political culture are synonymous with specific phases of
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modernization, the logical inference should be that parochial culture should
be a symptom of traditional societies, and that civic culture is supposed to
be synonymous with the development of some type of mass society. Recently,
however, these assumptions have been questioned. Verba (1978) has recently
asserted, for examwple, that even parochial political cultures involve some
xnowledge of the political process, and may include attempts to influence
government regarding allocational decisions. As a result, the definitions
of various types of political culture may require revision.

The more government takes a role in such matters as welfare,
the economy, housing, the educational system, the more likely
the average citizen is to find himself or herself in a
position where day-to-day welfare depends on government.
From this perspective, the distinction among the parechial,
the subject and the participant requires some revision. The
parochial has a narrow view of the world; he is unconcerned
with broad political issues. But that does not imply that he
has no oonnection with government. Though his oconcern is
narrow, he may be aware of the government's impact on these
narrow concerns. He may expect the government to be of
assistance in oconnection with such concerns, and he may be
active in trying to obtain that assistance.zzln the latter
sense, a parochial can alsoc be a participant.

In sum, a parochial political culture can also have an important
relationship with the greater political system, although the nature of the
oconcerns of each -system varies.

The bulk of the literature on political culture stresses the
homogeneity of the general themes possessed by all citizens. As Chodak
points out, however, specific cultural variations are present, depending on

the complexity of the political systen.23

Many writers have neglectad the
significance of political culture existing independently of political
systems. Moreover, the tendency has been to treat political culture as
essentially a homogeneous concept applying to the entire political system.

Aside from the basic conceptions of political development is the question of
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variations in the political culture of highly differentiated societies. The
implication is that the political culture can vary, depending on thelextent

A}

of societal differentiation. |
This is aﬁm especially important question, given the lack of good
analyses of situations in the industrialized world. Differentiation
produces new claavages that may isolate specific occupational sectors which
are part of a largely undifferentiated societal system. As a result, change
has profoundly uneven effects; logically, the changes produce different

modes of behaviour in the political culture. In many cases, a potential co-

4 At the same time,

existence is possible between tradition and nndemity.z
the fact that changes are occurring in the greater bulk of society may
affect some sectors within the total societal matrix in different ways.
Variations may exist among the total societal sub-systems which react
differently to external stimurli.

The notion of structural change is usually perceived to be indicative
of certain levels of cultural cognizance. The various values derived from
the cultural system become an important issue in developing uneven levels of
modernization which fail to produce differences in cultural make-up.
Similarly, although there are dominant political cultures, variations can
exist in the exact features of the sub-systems, particularly in the economic
mﬂnN:iver, legitimacy is not always built on the basis of straight
economic vidualism. As Parsons points out, obligations which are part
of the social structure produce a seg¥ate base of legitimacy which enforces
certain status—quo relationships.

Legitimacy within a particular social structure may be explained by an
examination of the ooncept olf- the occupation and of how same occupations
react differently to change. The ability to participate in these types of
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