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In this paper I set out to explioate and extend Beur­

dieu's (1.979) treatise on li.:!'estyles, whioh foousse.s on th~ 

contrut betwee~ cul ture..l and economie dimensions antl stres­

se-s their oonsequenoes for tbe reproduetion of sooial struo­

ture. It is argued that altbough Beurdieu's desoription of 

prevailing lifestyles in conteroporary Fr~ioe laoks con­

~incing empirical evidenoe , the ideaa oan be elabor~ted into 

testable hypotheses, tbat pertain to other oountries and 
time-periode as well. A speoi~io conneetion is made with the 

tradition of new olass tbeories and ~ragments from olassioal 

sooiologioal tbeory (Weber) . Three hypotheses are fo:nnulated: 

a) l~estyles are d~erentiated along three dimensions (oul­

tural, eoonomio , affe) and expressas oorrasponding sooial po­

ai ti ons 1 b) li.festyles oorraspond to social pos i tions of a 

persor. ' s netwerk relations as well, and o ) li~eatyles oon­

tribute to tbe reproduetion o~ sooial. struoture. Lifestyles 

can be modell.ed as l.a·tent mi.tnic (multiple inputs, multiple 

oauses ) va.riables, as Sobel (1981, 1984) has argued. The hy­

potheses are put to test by using a dataset collected in 

Utrecht, The Netherlands , and reoeive general oonf'irmation. 

Introdu_p.!!2!:!, 

Research on li~estyle is a very old, but ourrently in­

con8piouous br~1oh · o~ the sociology o~ strat~ioation, In­
d&ed, much o~ tbe older research in strati~ication was oon-
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cerned with issues ~ike assessing 50cial status t:~om mate~ial 

artifaots in living ~ooms (Chapin, 1935), the inte~action 

patterns of sooial classes (Varner et Lunt 1 1942) m1d leisure 

time aotivities of eoeiel classes (Reissman, 1954; Sval.astoga 

et. nl. , 1956). Classica! textbooks on aooial stratif'ication 

suoh ns Kabl (1953) 1 Barber (1957) and Tum:l..n (1967) •. ontain 
a chapter on lifestyles, covering subj eots l.ike oonsu~ption, 

leisure time epending1 voluntary Dtemberehips , ways of' dress 

and speech, subsoript ions (m3é;az.ines; journals), sport.e aotiv. 

ities , housing habit.s and etiquette. Suoh treatments all rely 

on the Weberian notion of statu s groups deoaroated by their 

lifestyle. Acoording to Weberian theory (Oollins , 19~5 1 1979) 
lifestyle symbol;lzes posi.tions within the sooia.J. stn:cture 

and serves at the same time as a Dtatchin~ dev:Loe and as a 

justifioation for tbe status claims of 80oial groups . By way 

of displaying lifestyles, membars of status groups are able 

to reoognize and select eaoh other in social interact ·.on 1 and 

tbereby oan close off the.ir posi.tions from outsiders ,Parlcin 1 

1974; Collins , 1979). In the Weberiam model ~~atus groups and 

the:ir aocompanyi.nc ~if'estyles are of parti.oular sa1i.euce in 

conditions of sooial stabi1ity and sta6nat:ion. Once iachnolo­

gi.oal or economie devel.opments bring about sooinl ohs~e and 

sooi.al mobili ty, status groups ldll not be ahl.e to k< -sp up 

the:i.r symbolio :fenoes, and market ebanoes 11111 prevai . in the 

prooess of distributi.on of power, rewards and prestig~. 

Seen :from this perspectiv e, ~he study of l.i:festyl.e is 

of eminent importanoe :for assess:lng and understanding the de-, 
velopment o:f sooi a1 stratifioation. Li:festyl.es tell US about 

tbe di:f:ferentiation that existe amon g status groups and there­

fore they oan be used to assess the amount o:f inequality (and 

change therein) in a s ociety. This criterion was in pnrtioular 

taken seriousl.y in the 1it erature on the embourBeoi.ee•aent o:f 

manual "'I'Orkers 1 of ,;bieb Gol.dtborpe et al..' s Tbe Af':f1'.!.!!!! 

Workar (1968; 1969) is the ol.ass:i.cal repres entative. ~Äese 

autbors assess the extent to which manual and white co!lnr 

~erkers oan be treated as one sooial olass by look:~.nE at life· 
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sty~e issues, in ~hioh they include political orientation8 

and valuee. 

It eeeme to me that tbie ~ine o~ research bas attrition­

ed over the last decades. Strati:f':lcation research hae con­

centrated on structural components o:f' sÓcinl :lnequality, by 

etudying the intra- ~~ :lntergenerat:lona1 relations bot~een 

eduoation, ocoupation and income. The litorature on li:f'esty­
le and s trati:f'ication has beoome impoverished to tbe point 

wbere no consensus exiets on issues l.ike (a) how l:l:f'eety1e 
shou1d be de:f'ined, (b) wbat e1ements const:ltute a l:l:f'estyl.e, 

and (c) wbat partioular eort o:f' 1if'eety1e elemente oharacteri­

ze sooial status groups ourrent1y (Zabl.ocll:i et Kan.ter, 1976}. 

Li:f'estyl.e research bas moved to :f'ielde like consumer research 

(Rann.an, 1972) and the sooiol.ogy o:f' margi.nal groups. Muoh o:r 

- the current research has even broken away :f'rom sooial. status 

- and eooial inequality, and equates li:f'esty1e with role-pat-

terne in tuarriage (o-connel, 1980) or segments o:f' the popula­

tion that are '>ague1y de:f'ined in terms of Maslow:Lap psycho­

logy (Mitchell, 1983). This descent bas ooourred :f'rom a point 
in time wben descriptive research on l.:l.:f'esty1es constituted 

a vi.Tid part and maybe even tbe main body o:f' l!ltrati.fioation 

research. In recent years two monographs have been the ex­

ception to tbie . 

· Bourd:l.eu ' e la Distinotion 

In ~979 tho Frenob sooiologist Pierre Bourdieu oontribu-

ted bis Diet:tnotion to tbe ~ie~d o:f' strati~ioation, and this 

' JOonograpll takes up much o:f' the origina1 :Leeues tbat l>Gro at 
< 
; etalee in ll'eberian theory and the strat:l.i':i.oation researob be-

~ore the saventies that i binted at. Using some r&tber unoon- . 

::"ent ia~ l:lodes oi' tbeoriz:lng and data analye:Le, Bourdieu de­

~eoribos and anal)"!Zee prevaili.ng ~if'eet:rJ,es in oontemporary 

-:~.France. Aooordins- to bie vie'll', li:f'estyles oan be disticguish­
: ed ll.lone a ouJ. tural and eoonomio dimension. Bourdieu replaoes 

~ the clas~Sioal status bierarcby in e:f'fect by two :oew ones. 
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Talcine oocupat:Lonal pos i ti on as his first point of' re!'e1 •nee 

(as has" been the prevnilins choice 1.n etratifioation litera­

ture), Bourd:Leu asserts that sooial spaoe should be oonoept­

ualized as oonstruoted !'rom ~to (oorrelated) dimensions . Tbe 

!'irst is an eoonomio hierarohy, globally ranging !'rom unskil­

led laborers touard large proprieters end entrepreneurs. Tbe 

seoond ie a cultural hierarchy, renging between (the same) 

unslcilled laborers at one end toward& univarsity pro!'essors 

at the other end. General sooial status oan be seen as tbs 

average or projection o"!: tha two dimensions; The di:f'fereno~ 

between the tlfO dimensious is partiou~arly large at the high­

er levele of' general social status. The empirioal parts o:f 

D:Lstinotion show hol~ the two hierarcbies di1':fer in assorted 

lifestyle elewents. 

To Bourdieu, taste di:f':ferenoes are central :for establish" 

ing a li:f'estyle. Consequently, his main indientops o-J: li:f'e­

style are dominated by item :f'rom the domain o:f' taste: art , 

aesthetio judgement, etiquette, ohoice o:f' :food , ea~ing habits 

and olothes. Most central among these is the :field o:f' art 

judgement end culture consumption. Bourdieu argues that mat­

ter.s o1' taste are most decisively BGreed upon :ln the rea_lm o1' 

art and aesthetios . He thereby :f'ocusses more on pre:fere~oe 

than o~ aotually ree.l:i.zed behavior. Some iteras that enter bis 

ana1ysis are: pre!'ereoces ror classica! and populnr musio (by 

composer and/or artist) , subjeots ror t~king photographs, 

:f'qrniture end interior desi~. 

In line ~hith Weberian theory Bourdieu argues th~t these 

and otber taste di-J:-J:erenoes serve as a ~ay O:f reproduoine sta- I 

tus group membership. Distinction is mainly oonoerned with 

desoribing the struoture o:f the taste di~ferenoes itself. The 

sooial reproduetion part of' the argutaent is more speoifically 

addres.sed in two < ~ bis earl.ie·r -works in. the S(!oiology o:f 

eduoation, Reproduetion and ·~le Inheritors (Bourdieu et Passe~ 

ro"n,. ·1964, 1970). In these l-'orl<:S" the reproduotien thesis is 

establiehed in its :f'ul.l !'orm. It po"sits tbat the eduoational 
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system in m~dern Franoe serves to reproduce tbe distribution 

o~ inequal~ty in the aarlier generation and usee the ma~ter~ 

~ o~ l~estyle as its main devioe. Schools teat their atu­

dents on qualities and .capacities that are primaril y inculoa­

ted in early sooialization and training in the ~amily. Selec­

tion in the eduoational system {whioh more o~ten than not oan 

be thought o~ as ael~-se!eotion) consiste esaentia11y o~ matoh­

ins the oultural oode inouloated in the ~amily with the cultu­

ral oode that is embodied in the curriculum and the school 

· clirnate. In Bourdieu 's views this is t h e way the educational 

~ystem has beoome the ~a~ instrument o~ maintaining sooial 

inequality. 

Bourdieu impli~f that the eduoational oredentials and the 

· oultural habitus tha1 eduoation breeds, are al$0 of key import­

'aoce to the distribution of soaroe goods and status differenoes 

· in later lire. However, as far as opèn warket ' societies are 

' conoerned 1 the oultural differenoes are aooompanied by inequal-

ities oaused by the system o~ proparty and commerce, whioh 

partly ~unotions outsidé the system of oultural and eduoation­

&..l credent ials. 

\~en Bourdieu put~ bis theory to an empirioai test, he 

uses data from a vc.r:iety ~ souroee,some of thetn being bis own 

su~''eys and other materia1s com~ ~ro.at consumer and marketing 

research. However, whereas the drawback of the theoretica! 

part o~ Beurdieu 's work is that it ~s obsèu~ed by a complexity 

;oi' reasorû.ng and 1triting that is reminisoent o~ the Franld'urt 

.School, the empirica! part is extr~mely· si~plistio. Distinotion 

: shows an exoeas of orosstabulations , display~ng bivar~ate rela­

~tion~ between lifestyle indic~tors' and sooial baokg~ound vari­

J a~les. They are supplemented by a number of "analyses des oor­

~ respondences", a teohnique that oan best be regarded as a 

; kind o~ exploratory mapping o~ units and varinbles. None of 

:j tbe analyses .in Distinotion · addresses ··what appears to me the 

:i cen.tral hypothesis or Be~rdieu 's theory ,' na~nely that lifes.tyle 

~ differences reproduce and maintain sooial inequálity. A cru-
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c~al teet o~ tbis hypothesis can probably only be reaohed 

using data on intergenerational status attainment, network 

rormation and oareer mobility, issues th~t are hardly ad~s­

ed 1n Distinotion. The ob,~ous thing to show is tbat main­

taining a lifestyle in aooordanoe with lome pos~tion on the 

two status ladders has oonsequenoes for the oareer one deve­

~ops, the friends one bas and the intergenerational tr~mis­

sion of lifeohanoes. Tbe evidenoe to be found in Reproduetion 

and Inheritors i s not oonolusive either (Robinson et Garnier , 

~986 ) ; rt simpl y consiste o~ sbowing bivariate reletions: 

students have a oultured background and the more oultu red 

background they have, the more suooess:f'ul they are in school. 

Another pieoe of evidence bere (and somewhat more tell ing) is 

tbat o~:f'spring o:f' teaobers are the most suooess:f'ul studente. 

However, the orucial alternative explanations, that this bas 

to be attributed to oosnitive skills or ~inanoial aid 1 are 

not· tested. 

In tbis empirioal work Bourdieu is obv:iousl.y hindert.d by 

a laok o:f' understanding o:f' the current state o~ tbe art in 

data-analysis . Fortunatel;, some oonvinoing pieoes of e~dence 

·have oome up elsewhere . !Wo artioles by DiMaggio (DiMe~gio, 

~982; Dil!aggio et J.rohr, ~98.5) provide oonolusive eviclenoe tbat 

oultural skills help studente in attaining high grades and 

help them to attraot higher eduoated marriage partners later 

in lire, even wben oogn:lt:Lve ekills are kept oonetant. De 

Graaf (1986) bas shown tbat culture oonsumption o~ parents , in 

partioular the:Lr interest in reading, oontributes to tbe edu­

oational attainment o~ their of~spring over and above the e~­

:f'eot or parents ' eduoat ion in additi on ; De Graaf was able to 

show that this e:rreot is oonsiderably larger in youuger oo~ 

horts . 

Sobel#s Lifestyle and Social Struoture 

A seoond recent oontribution t o the sooiology of lifesty­

les is Sobel ' s Li~e~tyle and Sooial Struoture (1981), albeit 
ot a dii':f'erent kind than Bourdieu 's monograph. Sobel takes 
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olassioal li~estyle indicators, proportional consumer expen­

ditures on 17 oonsumption categories, and an~ymes their re­

lation to the main components o~ strati~ioation (education, 

oocupation and inoome), taking into account li~e oyc~e and 

other struotur~ variatie~ such as region. Sobe~ oonoludes 

that this data contain ~our dimensions: a) norm~ expenditu­

res, b) lurury expenditures, o) home ~ife expenditures and 

' d) outgoing behavier expenditures. Natur~~y, the independent 

~ '~iables have di~~erent influenoes on the ~our dimensions o~ 
li~estyle, ~ith, ~ partioular, age and the li~e oycle being 

·' responsib~e ~or the d~erentiation among the four dimensions. 

i Among the independent variable inoome is of overriding ~~u-

1enoe on all ~our diwensions, with oooupational status rank-
·' ;~ ing a .s eeoond, over and above eduoation. The third and ~ourth 

~ dimensions are partioul~ly related to age and the life-oycle. 

In my view, Sobel'e empirioal reeults are maybe the least 

important part of his analysis. Sobe~ provides detailed esti­

~ates o~ Enae~ curves ~or the oonsumar goods oategories he 

employs in his a.nalysis. Y.bere •. s these estimates are not tri-

·~ial in any sense, the:r are more interestizl8 f'or oonsumer and 

' marketing research than ~or a sooiology of lifestyles. To me, 
~ I 
.~he more important parts o~ Sobe~ s oontribution are to be 

·~ound in (a) bis disoussion o~ the de~inition of li~estyle 
~d (b) the partioular model he em2oys to establish the rela­

'tion bet'lfeen li~esty~e and socia~ struoture. 

Sobel's de~inition o~ Li~estyle and Stylistio Unity 
1, 

Dra:wing u pon Gombrioh's disous~lion o~ '' style" in art, 

Sobel ohooses two (related) elements to de~ine whetber a oer­
~~ 
*ain variablo should be i.noluded in. the ontegory of lifestyle 
<I 
~lements or not. First of all, li~estyle should symbolize and 

.4txpress a oertain mode of li'Vi.ng. :r take thie to mean that I 
·~ 

:~bere must be a olee.r conneetion between the objeotive social 

losition a person has and the partioular ohoioe of style ele­

~enta tha·t go '-'ith it. The second de~i.DJ.ng criterion On Sobel 's 
:/. 
! 

r 

I 
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treatment ie that l~e~tyle elements should be reoognizable 

t~ the outside world. They should not ba private , but publio­

ly evident. Here he co~orms to the Veberian concept o~ life~ 

style as a way o!' oonveying sooial. position.s to ethers, be i t 

status equals or outsiders. Sobel goes on to argue that oon­

su=ption data (like he analyzes) oonstitute the prime instan. l 

oe o!' behaviaral oboioes that !'it bis definition. Oonsumption 

behavior itsel!' is easily observable to outsiders and sinoe 

tbere is in many oases soma las ti.ng oons·equenoe o!' oonsumptio1 

tion, suoh as tbe possession o!' material goods , it is likely ! 

that oonsumer ohoices are among the more visible behaviaral 1 

ohoioes. Moreover, con.sumption expressas sooial position to ' 

tbs extent that the market pro~des ~ree oboioe o!' oonsumer 

goods and this is highly likely to be the oase ~ modern Ame• 

rican society. To a oertain extent 1 Sobel rephrases Vablen1 ~ 

(1899 ) argument on oonspiouous oonsuQption as the prime li!'e­

style indicator. 

Note that up to thi$ point Sobel. 's defiLi tion oan ba use 

to mark out certain '\-e.rial>les as beiDG' o!' the l:i!'estyl.e sort, 
but does not i.oolude any notion ot: oonsistenoy or oorrelation 

between these lifestyle- indicators that is u s uall.y associate.J 
wi th the notion o!' "styl.e11 • Sobel. oontinues to set this apart 

in what he call.s 11stylistio unity". The upshot o!' this dist~ 

tien is that l.~estyle variables cnn be analyzed without re- I 
course to their mutual correlation pattern. (Sobel starts bis 

anal.ysis by regress:f.ns' the oonsumption varie:bles on sooial 

background, wb:ioh does not impl.y anytbing about tbeir common 

correlation pattern.) This styl.istic un:ity or intercorrela­

tion may be l.ooked upon as a kind o!' seoondary indicator or I 
li!'estyl.es in existenoe. The !':irst step to the analyEis is I 
to establish that the ~~iabl.es are of the expressive and ob· j 
servable sort, and the seoond step is to ~ind out about tbe 

clustering o!' a score of these varinbles. 
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Himio-models o~ li~estyle 

Sobel'~ other innovative oontribution lies in the parti­

çular model o~ l~estyles that he employs to analyze the data. 

~ereas other researchers have usually relied on ~actor ana­

l~io teohniques to assess the dimensionality o~ l~estyle 

indicators, or on clustering teohnique to distinguish l~e-

' ~tyle €roups, Sobel maintains that l~estyle should be model-

~d aooord~ to the process that is assumed to give rise to 

t~e phenomenon. He there~ore assesses the ~luenoe o~ back-
" ~ound oharnoteristios (among them the prime indicators o~ 

~ooial strati~ioaticn) on the li~estyle variables by a ~lti­
p~e mimio (multiple indicators, mUltiple oauses) model. It is 

the latter model that oo~titutes the true way to assess the . . ~ 
~~rerentiation o~ lieestyles that are also oharacterized by 

ltyl.isti.o unity. 
,~ 

Mimio models (nauser et Goldberger (1971) and Joereslcog 

et Goldberge~ (197~) treat the one latent variable oase) oon-·. 
atitute a partioular branoh of aovarianee models, in which . . 
~ltiple regression analysis and ~actor analysis ar~ oombined. 

~ey oan be easily graspad by the ~irst pioture :in tabla 1. 

~io-models relate a set o~ observed independent ·varinbles 

(J .. X) with a set o~ observed dependent variables (Y •• Y) 

~a a set o~ latent variables (F •• F ), so tbat: 
< ., 

P"~ = SUM b 

Y ,l = StJl.i b 

x 
1" 

+ d 

+ e 

The main ai.m o~ multiple mimic-IIlodelling is to ~ind the 

eiiÏn.llest set o~ latent variables (F • • F) that will reprasent 

t~e observed aovarianee struoture between (X , .X) and 

(t •. Y ) 1 a.s ..,·ell ~s the aovarianoes between (Y •• Y } • The oo-
< ' 
~~ .nee struoture o~ the (X •• x ) will be talten care o~ by a 

•ip~rate model ~or these relati ons, whioh oan be a oompletely 

~tted set o~ relations or a restrioted set o~ relations, 
~ 

a~ch as a causa! model. Tbe analysis aan start eitber at the 

~im~l number o~ estimable F-~aotors and prooeed baokward , 
•) 
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~r with one F-factor and preeeed forward. 

Note Some m~l identifying restrietion on the model are: 

(a) k ~td.n (i 1 j}. 

(b) The eoale of tbe latent variables (F •• F /must be 

set by ~ixing either one of the b or one of the b 

ooeffioients equal to a constant per faotor F ~ 

(o} The rotational indeterminanoy must be resolved by 

either leaving out at least one of the b -effeota or 

one o~ the b -ooeffioients per factor F • Wbether the , 

model ie indeed identified under these oonditjons, may 

depend upon ether oonditions, some of them contin8ent 

upon empirica! results. This ia not a methodologioal 

treatment of these issues. Readers should consult Joere l 

lcog et Goldberger (19?.5). I 

Theorz and Hypotheses 

In this paper I attempt to combinesome of ~lghts of 

Beurdieu's and Sobel's monogrspb5 into testab~e pro •ositions 

on oauses and oonsequenoes of lifestyles in oontemrvra.ry lfe.s· 

ern sooiet~es . As other authors, I take my start~ point in 

We berian notions of lifestyle as the damarcation of status 

groups, both serving to justify and to defend statv ~ claims 

l 

J and sooial. olosure. I 118Tee -wi th the two den1aroation marles ot · 

expression and observability, th~t are outlined by 'obel, bul ; 

lfill use only models tbat imply etylistio unity bet~een lifs· ' 

etyle indicators from the ou~setr In addition, I str~ss that l 
~ifesty~e indicators must inolude an element of fre · choioe 

among alternativea that are under equ:lvalent materiL.~ restric j 
tioos, suoh as a'~ilability and prioe. Lifesty~e is ~onstitu. 

ted by those types of ohoioes that oould have turno~ out di!'· 

:ferently, lfhen one takes on.ly tbe material and phys::oal oon .. 

strainte into account. That is, lifestyle aual.ysis :s direct­

ed towards the analysis of taste ditforences betweer sooial 

groups, not towarde· tbeir restriot.ions or oapaoities. ( 

I 
l 
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Thi5 does not ~ply that material oonditione, abilities 

or budgets are :oot important in the analyeis o~ li~estylee 1 
qr that li~estyle ohoioes are uorestrioted iD a broader een­

ae . Ma.terial oond:l.tions may get w.i.Xed up with the ~luenoe 

~~ t~stes, when one studie a oerta:l.n sort o~ behavioral ohoi­
·1 
~e, iD whioh oase it is neoessary to keep these ~luenóes 

~on5tant. Even more importantly1 etruotural variations may 

~ve rise to li~estyle di~~erentiation, not beoause they oon­

~~itute the material conditions ~or realiz±ng these ohoioes, 

~t beoause the li~estyle ohoioee express these oonditions. 
-;; 
~us, rioh peop~e may display their finanoial status by the 

obospiouous use of a oertain kind and amount of oars. Their 
l1 
~oome position makes this oonsumer ohoioe possible, but at 

ie same time motivates tbem to bu)r a type o~ car whioh does 

~t bring a.n inorease in transportatio:o oapaoity but an :Ln­

orease in status display. It is there~ore more adequate t o 
~ 

s~y th&t li~estyle analyses address eertaio aspeots of behavi-

oral oboioes. 
": 

·' 
As r:dght beoome olear ~ro111- this oar-example 1 :l.t may in 

~actioe be very diffioult to d!siioguish between the more ma­
li 

tirial determdnants and the status ·related aspeots of this 
~ . 

typo o~ ohoioe . My ~avorite examples o~ ~i~estyle items are 
4' 
~erefore entirely outside the realm o~ consumption that Sobel 

aisumes to be so central to li~estyle formntion. L~estyles 
.,<) 

~ be more eas:l.ly addressed us~ var~ables that are by defi-

qjtion exempt from material oonditions. The ma~ examples o~ 
] ' 
~ese are direct indica~ors o~ taste, suoh as aesthetio Judge-,, 
mi~t, '~lues and perceptions, preoisely tbe kind o~ . variables 

tfiat are central :l.n Bourdieu;s analysis. lntether one likes 
-::~ 
~tzart or Potula Clark {the example is ~rom Eourdieu's 1966 
ajn·ey) 1 whet;ber one believes in the existenoe o~ the super­

njtural or not 1 L~d whether one finds :l.t important to ~ight 
~latiox, or the Russ:l.ans, is not a matter o~ inoome or avail­

~ility1 but literally a matter or taste • 
. :t 
=~ ·;. 
~ 
-~ 
$.:. 

I 
j 
I 
J 

' I 
I 
I 
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These examples aleo serve ae an instanee of U.c~ other 

argument I \~ant to uni'o~d, n8lllely that the absence of mate. , 
·.l rial. restriotions leae·t of a~l. implies that lifestyle ohoi- 1 

ces occur as an individual. 1 unrestriote~ process. AB Dourdie~ 
hypothesizes 1 tastes are hi~~y oonditioned by social struo-~ 

t •·· •e, but these oonditions are not of' a material but o!' a l 
,~. 

social kind. The main notion is that individuals display oer~ 

tain tastas and values 1 beonuse these phenomena are instru- .~ 

mental. to them in relating to ethers in social spaoe and the)! 

01 ~· thus establ.ish the;Lr social position therein. They use i 
·.; 

their tastes and values to make their sooial positions olear 1 ., 
to others, be it persons they want to :regard as tbeir equals J. 

~n campanions or people they want to distinguish tberuselves ; 

:f1·um. Aotually, in my opinion, this is the onl.y use thnt tas-· 

tes and values l1ave for a persen. I WD not a !'irm baliever i r l 

any "interest" theory that conneots values and bel:ie.fs direc11 

17 to objective social position. ~l. ef'f'ects o:f sooial posi- 1 

t 1 in lifestyle choice are med:iated by itlJil€e mana{!;ement and i 
oou1munioation. The oon~equenoe is that dnta on· the sooial 1 

n tork a persen is a memher of an~ tbe particular kind of 
p: l'erenoes and tastes that happen to be the no·rm in th.is so .. 

o.. J.. environment is the prime sort o:f i.o:formation one needs 

te establ.ish lifestyle dii'ferentiation. 

With respect to the dimensionality o~ lifestyl.e I basic­
a - . • accept Bourdieu 1 s propos i ti on on the dif:ferentiation o!' 

' an economie and o~ltural hierarohy. Although Bourdieu hardly 

relates hi~:> views to existing l.it"'erature 1 I thinlc thnt this 

dii'!'erentiation is in :faot firmly grounded in aarlier re­

search and olosely conneoted to other theories of' social stra• 

tif'ioation, The di:fferenoe between the economie and the cul-

tural hierarohy can be retraoed in the l.iterature on oooupa­

tion as status (Hatt, 19,50; Porter, 1967; Samuel. et Lewin, 

1979) and in the literature on the twodimensionality of inter- ~ 
generatiocal mobility and assooiat:ional pattem betwe~n ooou• 

pational categories {Blau et Dunoan, 1967; Laumann, 1966, 

\ 
I 
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1973). In these literatures, one way or another, the general 

status dimonsion is supplemented with a di:fi'eren oe betueen 

! bur eauorut :Lzecl , pro!'ess.:lonal. and salar.:l.ed oooupations on the 
I 
fone side and entreprenaurial, commercial and sel:f-employed 
i 
Jocoupations on the other side. Yet another way to think 

Jabou t the two dimensions may be as a disentanglement oi' the 

~ t1to ingredients o!' sooio-eoonomio status (Dunoan, 1961}: ave­

~ rage inoome and average education o!' ooeupat ional groups . 

' 

On the theoretioal level I see a olose conneetion between 

Beurdieu ' s views and the diverse ''New Classn theories, that 

' have :flourished in politioa1 soienoe (Parlcin, 1971; Gouldner, 

!
1979) . These the~ries state that tbe old inequalities between 
the propertied elite and tho dispasseseed have been joined or 

even replaced by the new ~equalitiee between eduoated teoh­

~noorats, bur.eauerats and intelleotuals on the one hand and 

~the uneduoated "'ork:i.na' olass in partioular. O:f partioular 
.~ signi!'ioanoe to me seems to be that most new olass t heories 

Sprimar~y have socialist sooieties intheir scope, even to 

-~ the point that at least one pair oi' authors (Konrad et Szele­

~~yi , 1979) b as oome to the oonclu$ion t bat t b A $Ooiali~t ~A-
-: 
~Yolut:lon must be loolced upon as the "f'inal viot ory oi' inte1-

Jlectuale over. the werking class". 
! 

·! This conneetion 'Hi th new class theories lea ds me to tbe 
I 

~ supposition tbat the cultura1 inequality may not o~y be o:f 

~ importanoe· in Paris and its immediate outskirts, such as at 

~ least one of Beurdieu's orit:los (Bof'i'man, 1984) assumes. On 
·, 
J tbe oontrary, the salieney of a oultural li:festyle may be 

l &l'Owins tagether with the highly eduoated and this is true 
d for all po.st-industrial soe:leties, and ntaybe even more true 

~ for sooi~1ist · sooieties . Indeed, strati:fioation research 'Hith­
.~ 

~ in these sooieties , has eonsistently pointed to the oulturáldi-

r oension ot: inequality {li'esolowski et Slomezynslci 1 10681 Maoho­

~ nin1 19?0J Robert, 1984 ; ltolos:l., 1984). l1'hat is true for so-
" ~ oialist sooieties, may be true t:or a western wel!'are state 
~ (sueh a s thc. Netherlands) as we11. In these sooieties the bu­
~reauoratizen, pro!'essional and service sectors have grown to 
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unrivaled magnitudes, oreating the breeding ground ~or a oul­

tural elite and the meohanisms that promote the importsnee 

o~ oultural ±nequality, next to the economie dif~erent~ation. 

There is at least one po~t on which r doubt tbat Beur­

dieu ' s views cover the dif~erentiation o~ lifestyles complete­

ly. As I read the literature on lifestyles, there is at least 

one ot~er dimension that keeps emerging ~rom data, namely dif~ 

terentiation that is conneot.ed to ace and/or life-oyole. 

Wbetber this is ' under tbe bood of age, being married, beiog 

in the labor force or beXng a etudent, maoy analyses point to 

dif~erenoes in taste and behaviaral choioos between groups ~ 

tbis respect. My models will therefore seek to establish three 

din1ensio:os, supplementing tb~ eoonomio and cultural dif~erent­

iation of li~estyles ~ith an age and life-oyole related one. 

Given the data at hand, r will direct my empirioal analy­

ses toliards three proposition.s tbat ~umwarize and ex,plioate 

the ~oregoing oo:osiderations: 

1. Lifestyles ~ modern western societies are differentiated 

alo~ three dimensions : a cul tural, an economie and a life­

oyole related one.They express correspondinc social posi­

tions. 

2. Lifestyle ~ferentiation does not only express the ob~ 

jeotiYe .sooial positions of thei.r adopters, but also the 

sooial po.sitions aod li~estyles of the persone they relate 

with in sooial interaoti.on. . 
3, L~estyle dif~erentiati.oo helps to produce aod reproduce 

sooial stNoture by "lay of seleoti.ng persons into .sooi.a.J. 

positions and social ne~forks. 

Data and ~1easurements 

Tbese hypotheses wi11 be tested u tilizine data ~rom a sam­

ple o~ inhabitants of the to~~ or Utrecht, the Netherlands. 

The data ware oollected in 1986 by De Grnaf (o~r. De Gra~, 

196?; De Graaf et De Graat, 198?) in a framowork somewhat ob-

\ 

·I 
'1 
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lique to the ourrent research aim, but cover1ng enough ~~e­

styl.e variab~es, sooi.al background and networlc :l.nf"orma.tion 

to be of use for my goals. n1e survey ~as oonduoted durLog a 

course on interviewer training 11'hioh is pri.tua.ri~y responsib~e 

ror the unlalo'lfn1 but probably high rate of non-respo.llse. lle 

11ill restriet our anal.ysis to the age group of 2!)-64 (reduci.ng 

the sampl.e size from 556 to 343) 1 outting out the younger and 

pl.dar age groups in the survey, 'lfhich may show partic~ar pat­

rorns o:f' lifesty~e, due to their quite speci:f'.:l.c bud8et oon­

ttraints . The background cbaracteri.sti.cs of the sample are !.IJ 

eve~ respect qui.te simila.r to results for a true random samp­

le (Gan.zeboom 1 1982) and an earlier sampl.e tha.t was oo~leoted 

by tbe same procedure (Ganzeboom, 1986) in the same town. The­
re is no reason to assume that any of the fo~~owing results 

ere speoific to this particular sample or, :f'or tbat matter, 

the towu of Utrecht. 

Ti!'estvles Indicators 

Tbe lifestyle indicators to be used in the analysis are 

!'lpoiled out :in detail in table 3 • .I di.sti.nguish between the 

original items and the indices that ware oonstructed from 

tlleso . The 14 lifestyle indices were oonstruoted out of 80 
~iucle ::te.rus, "bere the overriding construction principle '!fas 

to t~ce together only tbose pieoes of ~ormation that sbowed 

~o~oeptual oonsistenoy and on~dimensionali.ty in earlier explo­

ratory faotor analyses . Most . of the original items were dioho­

tOt:Ji:l.ed in the index construotion. '!'he l~estyle indices ware 

formed by oount~ the number o:f' appropriate responses (i . e. 

~·<>:s/JJo , de pending u pon the direction of the i tem) 1 and tllere­

fore tbey soale respondente aocordinc to the number of item 

they soored on. r will disouss tha indices one by ene, noting 

for eaoh its general oharacter and i.ts rel ation to the hypo­

theses given above • .I will. also introduce their acronyms that 

will be used in the tables and the subsequent disoussioJJ. 
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CULTCONS: Cu1ture oonsumpt~on 

The COLTCONS ~dex meaeures partioipation ~ tbree hig~ 

culture aotivitiea {museum, theater, {olassioal) concert), 

that require visits awsy ~rom home. This index is the primary 

parallel to the vsriable~ that are the most important variab­
les on the cul.tura.J. side o:r Bourdieu • s lit:estyle s·pace. Th::.s 

index re:Cers to sctual behavior, nct to pre:Cerences er eva •. 

luations. This type of culture oensumption refers to behavier 

o:C an extreme social. character, sinee these visits are usupl­

ly. done iri the oompany o:r :Caroily or friends. rt may there:Core 

be expeoted that this type c:C behavier is partioularl.y sensi­

tive to the inrluence o:r the sooial environment. Earlier re­

search (DU!aggio et Useem, 1978; Andreasen et Belk, 19821 
Ganzeboom, 1982) has shown that inequality in culture oon­

suwption is extremely large and very closely oonneoted to 

eduoation. 

BOOKREAD: Reading o:r books 

Tbe BOOKREAD index measures the tenaency to raad books, in 

pnrticulnr o:C a more seriouB kind (literaturo 1 history). Sinco 
:l.t is essenti.al.ly :Cree o:r oost 1 library mei!Jbership a.lae indi­

oates the :Creçuenoy e:C serieus boolc reading . Twe other mea­

sures included (buying, possess:l.on) have· a :Cillanoial. dimens­

:Lon. Tbi3 :1.3 dit::Cerent ~rem tbe oultural aotivities inolud&d 

in the OULTCONS dimension (wbîoh are not partioular1y cost1y). 

Another dift:erence is that reading habits do not require avy 
soeial. company. 

MASSCULT:Liking o~ mass culture genres ana etare 

The geures and stars 1isted under this index wil1 in g~­

neral have no appeal to the ncn-Dutoh reacer, sinoe they ax·e 

entire1y 1ooELll.y based. Su:C:Cioe it to sa)~ that they al1 re~ 

lat.~ te (very) 1cw brow culture, usually teJ.evised, but e;ome­

times also to be :Cound in popu1ar theater. (British equiva­

lents might have been: Roger Vbittaker, Ton~y Cooper and Bu~-
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nie Bil~. ) T.be questions rererred t o evaluation 1 not to ao­

tual bchavior. Among t~e 14 li~estyle indices, this index is 

the main one that measures prerarenoes or low status groups 

by positive items; most or the other one.s maasure the prerar­

enee or low status groups by abstention or absence. 

OULTNORM: Sooial norrus with regard to culture consumption 

The CUVTNO~I index is a list or attitude items most or 

,~hich convey the idea that the oonsumption or high culture ie 

v~ry important and enjoyable ror all merobers or society and 

should be dirfused to them by all possible rueans. Thi s con­

tent is very ruuch in l..ine with the ideology of' oul ture d.i:t'­

f usion, tbat inspires the pol.ioy or the Netherlands ' govern­

~ent and ruany or the oultural intermediari es in this country. 

Notice th.at this is at varianee with the idea that high cultu­

re. serves as a mean5 of dist.inotion. Nevertheless 1 most high 

status groups and actiYe culture consumers agree with it. How­

En·er1 this is not the case f'or low status groups and non cul­
ture oonsumers, who do not hide. their abhorrenoe ot: this atti­

tude . Another analytica! diwension ·present in these items is 

the perception or the le"el or oultural aotiv:I.ties in the eo­

cial enYironment. Empirioally, the two di.mensions are not 

distinct 1 which corresponds nioely with the sooial norms con­

cept that they have .in oo111mon. The instrument bas been ueed ' 

by me in aarlier research (Ganzeboom, 1986) and it is a power­

~ul predietor o~ culture consumption . It is to be noted , that 

the weasures are entirely on the attitude and p~rception level 

EUld as suoh re:t'er o:ften to the soaiEl env":i.ronment. It is there­

~ore to be expeote~ thnt they are particularly sensitive to 

.external pressure/models and subsequent conf'ormity. 

CLAS~:·Jzr: Liki ng ot: classica! musio 

Oue o:t' the indicators bere re~ers to behavior , namely 

'-'het her the respondent li.eteus to olassioal musio braadcasts, 

but siven the ubiquity o:t' radios thie no eenstraint at all. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
j 
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The other three ask ~or a 1iking o~ the music o~ three clns­

eioal composers. Thie index supple~ents tbe aotual behavi~~ 

in tbis area tba.t was listed under the CULT CONS index. 

POPCULT: L~ing o~ avant-garde/rock genres and stars 

Tbe nature of this index is oonoeptually 0~ rather m~ed 

obaraoter, since it joins items tbat refer to middle brow 

popmusio witb humorous and informative telavision programs, 

tbat presumably have a particular appeal to the young and 

we11 educated. (British equivalente here might have been: 

Monty Python aod The Young Ooes.) A1so listed are all-time 

pop ~avori.tes like tbe Rolling Stones and the Beatles. The 

reader is remdnded that our younger respondente are in tact 

already mature ( 24 years of age). 

POSTMAT: Ioglehart's scale for wa<erialist/postwaterialist 

val u es 

This is a standard lhltch trenelation (Van Deth, 1983; 

De Graaf, Hagenaars et Luijkx, 1987) of Ioglehart's {19?1, 

1977) vnlue soale, tba.t opposes (by way of a ranlci.ns prooedu~ 

re) postmaterialist and materialist politioal values. It bas 

been used by numerous empirioa.J. reseo.rohers, and although 

oritioism bas often been uttered, it has rema~ed unchansed 

tor more than 15 years. Soma of the items are not very well 

formulated and others elearly outdated. Tbo formcr is parti­

oularly true ~or the "cit:ie~ and landséape iteus11 , the latter 

ror "i~lation", which is no issue in ~mes of deflation. 

Consequently, these two items do oot bave too muob discrin~a~ 

tory power. The ' ~olusio~ o~ the POSTMÁT index is tbe point 

where tbis analysi~ goes beyond tbe type of li~estyle indi­

cators that are inoluded by Bourdieu, ,.ho reatricts bis am· ­

lysis of the politica! realm to (non-)participntion and non­

-vot~. Inglehûrt's own theory of postmaterialism draws 

beavily on a soc:Lal:l·zation arb1Jment in combination witb cohort 

replaoswent (De Graaf et de Gr&ar, 1987). He arcues that post-
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~aterialist values are particulnrly prevalent among those 

vbo oombi.ne material wealth :ln early youth u:Lth high educa­

tion . Apart ~rom educational growth, Inglehart does not pay 

~eh attention to the structural basis o~ postmaterial:Lsm. 

Ho\ot·ever, :Lt is reasonable to assume that tbe new middle clas­

ses , being highly eduoated, bureaucrat:Lzed and governwent 

eu1ployed 1 are in' parti.oular tbe groups most af':Ceoted by these 

values . Th.is generalizes :Lnto the oultural din.ension o:r ooou­

pational s-tatus tbat lfill be used in tbis analys:Ls. 

nrTEVDTEa Politioal pre~erenoe {~e:rt-right) 

The n•nin polit:Loal. part:l.es in the Netherlo..nds have been 

riUlked 1'rom le1't to rigbt on hi.s dilllension. J:t is also a va­

rial:-le not i.noluded by Bourdieu :ln bis analyses, but tbe ex­

tension :Ls ob,~ous g.iven the wor'k: o~ pol:Ltioal so:Lent:Lsts 

(Ioclehart , l9?x) that have oontended that tbe growth of the 

ne\>' middle classes bas inoreased the le~t vote in most {post-) 

.i.m:!ustrial nat:Lons. 

SrEECH: Interviewer rating o:r oorreet pronunoiation o:r Dutoh 

This a~ain re~ers to a ~eature o~ a respondent tbat draws 

iu~ediate attention and labelling :ln sooial interaot:Lon, the 

wade o~ speech (oorrectness, accent). Tue very ~ew persons 

thnt l(ere Judged as "bad" or "very bad" spealeers o~ Dutch 
were re~oved ~rom the analysis , s.inoe tbey were obviously 
i'oreigners . 

DITEJUOR: Interviewer rating o~ 1.:1.'\":l.ns' room style 

This index centaiDs three indicators o~ modernity in l:l.v­
inö- room style 1 one be.ing negative .(rural re~erenoe , in this 

environment to be regarded as a pai.'tiouiar.ly working olass 

~d traditional style o~ living roo~ deei€n ). Living rooms 
havo been the object o~ much and very classioal strati~ication 

res~aroh {Chapin, 1935; Guttman, 1942 ; Laumann et House , l970; 

I 
I 
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Pappl et Pappl, 198?). Wberens tbe o~der research conoetra­

ted on gett~ a maasure o~ social status ~rom the obJects 

to be seen in the living room, the attempts o~ Laumann et · 

House and Pappl et Pappl have searohed ~or the multidimen• 

siona.lity- of' the design. Both hit l.lpon a traditional-modern 

dimeosion of' desiGn, orthogonal on the status/we~th dimen­

eion aDd much similar to Bourdiel.'l's Distinotions. The inter­

viewers in the survey attempted to track this down using 
three judgments. Again, it is to be expected that the modern 

variant is in line with tbe ~i~estyle o~ cul tural elite and 

well educated, whereas the traditional style is more popular 

an10ng the low status é)roups and th.e ac.onomio elite. 

LUXGOODS: Presenoe of' l.uxury goods in housebold 

Tbis index lists tbe presenoe o~ 6 oonsumer goods that 

oan ourrently be regaràed as ll.'lxury goods :i.n Dutch society. 

Soma of' th,e items are rather new on tbe market suoh as a ven I 
and CD and consequently have a low degree oi' penetrntion. I 
Others (disbwasber, f'reezer, dryer, o:i.neoawera) have been 

lo115er on the marlc.et 1 but have not gai.nep. 'ddespread popular ..... \ 

ity. They ruay be regarded as particularly sensitive indioat­

ors o~ Veb~e:nesque conspicuous consumption, a notion tbat is I 
very o:ften assooiated with these items in oommen oonversation. 1 

On the other hand, it may be art;ued that the purebase o:f the­

se luxury goeds i5 by nature income raJ.ateq. lts ~ture c:f 

conopicuous display and therei'ore l.i:festyle olln.raoter ma.y be 

hard to establ.ish. 

HOLIDAYS: Holiday destinations 

The HOLIDAYS index rueasured basioally the dest:i.nations 

f'or .holidays, ranS'in5 f'rom no holidays at all. to soiug ou 

holidays saveral times a year, to :far a1re.y dest:i.nat:i.ons P.nd 

stay:i.ng in hotels or apa.rtment-s. This variab.le is supposed 
to be olosely oonneoted to tbe aeonoude dimeosion of' stra.ti­

i'ioation. It is c.lear that it rel.ates to tlle size o:f the mo-
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nE'tnry bude;et as .such , but in addit:l.on it indioates the type 

or preferenee peop~e have '-'hen they go on holidays, 

HOUSING: Size o~ house 

Tbe HOUSJ:NG index mea.sures presuwed exponditure on bous­

inc , as inferred ~rom the size or the house . It is hJ~othe­

sized thnt this :l.odex lfill be related to the economie d:L­

WE'DSion of strati~ioation. 

CJ~SPEND: Spendinc on cars 

T!lo CARSPEND-.index sumwarizes 5 :i.tews that all. indioate 

tl.a ur..~ount of expenditure on oars, a.nd it olearly expressas 

t;;o l:lcono•aio dimeosion o~ social inequaJ.ity. Here again 1 we 

it:..n• nn index tbat way be i.ncome related for funotional rea-

sous, 

This oonoludes tlle diso1:1ssion or the 14 J.:l..t'estyle indices 

that l.'ill be used in tbe analysis . Tbey have been ordered 

nccor~inG to their presu~ed relation to tbe baok~round oba­

ructuristios 1 ran&ing rrolll oultural indices, via politioal 

tuod pl'OSui:J&bly ac;e/life- oyol.e reJ.ated dimensions , to the in­

dicO'i that most l.:i.ltel.y e;:press e:r.penditure a.nd economie in­

oqunlity. 

Socinl Buclq;rou11d: educn ti on, ocoupn. ti on, inoome and the life­

- cyc..lc 

:\oxt we turn to sooial pos.i t.ions -&bat are hypotbesized to 

. urine nbout the variatien in l.ife sty1e indicators. Table 3 
·: displays tbe oate(!orie.s or the variables to be used in t be 

ruJt..l ys i! and the sa~:~ple distributions , On tlle ou1 tural side, 

' tht• p:-jwe backg-round variabl.e is eduontiotl (EDOC) 1 whioh is 

u.t>n~urecl in 7 oa.tegories, that oan be 1 egnrded as an ordinal. 

: .scnlc , l~o ntteropt 1-1as made to di.sti.uguisb beh·een d.ireotions 

~ of rduoation tbat are more oriented to tbe economie dimen­

&iou of lifestyl.e (busi.ness training) and tbe oultural diloen-

I 

I 
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sion (e.g. artist and teaober training), although that wou1d 

have been in li.ne with the theory. Th:is in!'ormation ia .not 

ava!l..lablé ill the current survey. Tbe· prime indicator on the 

eoonomio side is househeld inoome (ltB.mCOHE) 1 Hhioh was con.­

struoted by summins the net iocomes of: spouses . 

Oooupation was d~f:ere~tiated in a oultural and AD econom­

ie dimension (oULOcc, ECOOCO) using the soales ror eoonomio 

status of: ocoupations and the oultural status of: oooupationa 

developed by Ganzeboom, ~ Graat: et Kalmijn (1987). These 

soales make explicit the dif:f:erenoes in eoonowio and cultural 

status of: ocoupations, that are implioit in Beurdieu's (1979) I 
writ~ and ether new olass disoussions (Brint, 1984). It dis­

tinguishes 161 oooupational oategories. These are ranked alon&l 
the economie and oultural axes by a judg!na procedure, whioh 

produces tbe scattergram in table 4. Tbere is a hish oorrela­

tien between the two dimensions {ca. o.ao), but this is mai.n­
lY to "be attributed tQ the near identity of: the two diruensions 

in the 1ow.er regions of socia1 status. On the hisher levels, 

the two clearly dit:ferentiate. Tbe oultural status of: ocoupa­

tion is supposed to aligu with eduoation in produoin5 cult~ral 

inequl liti es, whereas tbe economie status· will joi.n inoome in 

produo±ng economie inequalities in ~~estyles. 

Fi.nall.y1 tbere are two background "·aria.bles that JDeasure 

personal development over the li~eoyo1e. The ~irst one is AGE. 

But as argued a.bove , go.ing througb the ,li:fe C)•ole is not iden­

tioal wi th biologica! a.ge, but varies ui tl1 ether i'eatures as 

well. The main other 1'luotuation is probably between be.i..ns' 

married (or ha.ving been ma.rried) and bein8 s~le, A rela.ted, 

but net identioal variablo is the stage ene has reaobed in 
one 's work.ing 1it:e. Here "k'e sepa·rate tbose who are still. en­

rolled 1n the educational system a.nd those that have not en­
tered tbe work~oroe ever, ~rem those that either are Gain­

i'ully employed or have at some ti.Dte been so. Tbe genera1 idea 

of: the last two indicators is to measure the extent to ll'hi.ch 
the respondent has trans~erred t:rom tbe early lif:e-cyole to­

wards tbe latter P.ha.ses . Due to oomputa.tional restriotions I 
I 
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have to oomb:Lne the t'qo contraste in one dummy var~ab~e 

{LIFEOYCL), that opposes SiD€les and studente; against all who 

do not belo~ to either o~ these categories. 

Social background WJd culture oonsumption of' net11'orlc rel.a't:l..ons 

AB argued above, the importanoe o.f' lUestyle lies i.n the 

torwation and maintenanoe of' sooial network rel.ations, with 

whom the l.i.f'estyl.e is shared. The Utrecht survey conta:i.ns se­

veral pieces of' inf'ormation on the network of' the respondent 

{as peroeivod by the respondent ) , in part:l..cular ~or the f'ol.-

1oninc person.s: 

- Spouse. 
Parents. 

- One sibl.ing: a brother or a sister. 

- Two f'riends. 

For all these n1embers of' the ego net,,:ork of' the respondent, 

inforr.ation on eduoation was oollected. In addition , the res­

pondent provided data on one indicator of' lif'estyle 1 the 

~:ount of' culture oonsumption (that is so central to Beurdieu's 

thc-f'ry) f'or these net'l\•ork relations . These data permit us to 

address the seoond and third hypotheses outlined above. 

Tabla 5 gives the operationali~at:l..on and distributions of' 

nll these varit bles. It should be noted that the culture con­

su:~l'tion of' pc.rents 1~as somelibat dif'f'erently meas~red than 

1'or the othor ptrsons . All indict:s have a very .hie;ll le-vel of' 

cOit::=istency, a f'eature they sh~e with the cul.ture consumption 

inJcx f'or the respondent. 

IlYrOTH.I::SIS I: The Cultural and Eoonomio Dimensions of' Lii"estyl.e 

nle f'irst analysis addresses the diruensionality of' the 
~orreletions between the social. background Yar:i.ab.les and the 

~14 lif'estyle incli.oes tbat are given i.n table 6. A.s hypothesiz­

rd o.bove, the~·e are at least three dimen~;ions necossary to 
'c!ovor the rela·tions bahleen sooia.J. background and lif'estyle in-
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dioos: (a) cu~tural inequality , (b) economie inequality, 

(o) age r clated inequality. The ~irst dimension takes t~e 

di~~erenoes between educational groups into aooount, tb~ se­

oond between income sroups, and the third between a.ge groups. 

Table ? gives the result~ mimio model. (rt is estim~tc~ 

usin~ EOS (Bentler, 198.5). The model ia identi:f'ied by ~·e­
striotions on tbe i.nd~pendent variabJ.es; eaoh o:f' the pri·.Jaey 

independent variables (eduoation, inoome and age) is usAd 

as an il:istrumental varinble to identif'y and rotate tbe :l ac­

tor solution. In this model we are able to estimate all faot­

or loadings and eaoh o~ tbe dimensions is uniqualy oonneot­

ed to one o~ tbe independent variables, 

The model ~its the oorrelation· m~trix with 248/~21 

(CRI2/DF) . AJ.though this is signi.:fi.onnt, the mis:f'it is :r:10t in 
the relation between the iDdependents and the dependent~. The 

only residuaJ. outside the -0.10/0.10 range 1:!1 between tw> de­

pendant variables (RITEVOTE-POSDiAT) a.nd no olear patte: "1 

arises in the rest o:f' the residuale. 

Tbe mimie solution :f'alls apart in three dimensions :~ult­

ural, economie, and age-related. Me trim the model by n • t . 

disoussi.Jl8' ooe:f':f'ic:ients in the -0. 2/0.2 range. The oultvral 

:f'aotor turns out to be the one o:f' most importanoe. On the 

dependent side, only three o:f' the 14 li:f'estyle indices 

(RITEVOTE, BOUSING, C.ARSP~ND) are not related to the ouHural 

di.tnensi.on. The ài:f'f'erenoes in CULTPART, READING , J.USSCULT, 

CLA~nmr and Ih~ERIOR are eolely related to the oultural di­

mension. CULTNORl·l and CLA.SJ•WZI have high oul tural and low 

age (=young) loadings, ~hereas PO?CULT ana POSll!AT have high 

oultural and high (=old) 1159 loadings , SPEECH and BOLIDAYS 

are botb positi.vely related to tbe oultural and eoonom:ic di.­

mensi.on, whereas LUXGOODS load negatively on the oulturó.l 
dimension nnd posi.tively on the ooonomi.o, On tbe independent 

side, the CULTURAL ST.Al'US o:f' tbo oocupation oontri.butes to 

it positively, but the ECONOl-iiC STATUS bas a (sH.tsht) nega­

tive ef'f'eot. Nevertbeless the oontribution o:f' oooupation 

:f'alls olearly short o:f' that of' eduoation. 
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The seoond latent ractor pertains to ah eoonowio or ma­

tcrial dimension or lirestyle~ Its prime indicator on the 

dependent side is C~SPEND, the only indicator that is not 

sho.red with anotber factor. HOUSING ie shared with the age­

-diweu.sion1 ~,dicating that not only rioh, but also older 

people spend more on th:i.s item. LUXG<>ODS are shared with the 

cultural dime~ion 1 but in a way indioat:lng that the cultur­

al elite despises to own. these goeds. The same is not true 

for HOLIDAYS; that has positive loadings on both the econom­

ie and the oultural dimension. For all these lirastyle indi­

cators , it oan be argued that the in:f'luenoe or inoome shoul.d 

not be interpreted as a l~estyle ohoica, but as a pure bud­

setary ef'reot . Eut there are two indicators that do oot re­

quire wonetary spendins as s uch and also load on. the economie 

dimension: RITEVOTE and SPEECH. The linguistio variable turns 

out to be a oorollate of general sooial status and oot muoh 

difforentiated between the oultural and economie dimension. 

n:..chts,f:lcg voting is not only popul.ar among the economie eli­

tu , but also among the ol.der respondents. O.h the in'dependent 

.sidc 1 tbe eoonomio dimens:i.on is, by way of design , income re­
latod. TUe errect or the occupational variables is reversed 

co: .• pared to the oultural diiDension : economie status bas a po­

sitive (ECOOCC: 0 . 34) and cultural status has a negative :l.n­
ftuonce (CULOCC: - 0 . 29). G:i.ven the faot that the model oan­

ccls the ~luence of :i.noome, these oontributions of oocupa­

tion give evidenoe of the l:ü'estyle nature of' the :ltems that 
a:·e conneoted to this dimension , Even g:l.ven tbe d:l.frerences 

in r:JOlletary budget , tbere are olear difrerenoes amou~ oooupa­

tions , and they in tbe bypothesi~ed direotion. In this re­

spect it is also i.nteresting to reeall the negative of 

LUXGOODS (and to soma extent OARSPEND) with the oul.tural d:l.­

mon.sion, s i.noe th:i.s oannot be e.xpla:i.ned from budgetary re­

etriotions , but oan only be a preferenee fluotuation. 

The third dimeosion is age-related. It bas no loadings 

Glltirely of' its own but shares them al,~ays w:i.tb one of: the 

olhcr two dimensions . Among the dependent variables, the 
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highest ioading is RITEVOTE, shared wi.th the eoonomi.o dinlen­

sion, indicating that right w:f.ng politi.cal pre~erenoes are 

more popular among the old aged and the eoonomio elite. The 

same is true ~or HOUSING. An overlap between the age ~actor 

and tlH~ oul tural. f'actor exist.s with reepeet to CULTNORM and 

CLASMUZI (oultural elite and ol.d age oowbined) 1 deapi.se of' 

MASSCULT, . POPCULT and POS~tkT (oultural elite and young age 

oombined). On the independent side, oontrary to expeotation, 

age is th~ only oontributing variable, and the lif'ecyole 

variable . (LIFECYCL) disappears f'rom tbe equation. Lees sur- . 

prising is that the measures of' oooupational status are of 
no relevanee at all to this dimension. 

~ summary, we ~ind consistent evidenoe o~ a threedimen­

s:f.onal relationship between the 6 sooial baok(3'1'ound variab­

les aud tbe 14 lif'estylè-i.ndioes. Moreover,· the previous oo~­
oepti.on of' oultural, eoonomio and age related dif'f'erentia- . 

tion in li~estyles turns out. to be very well applical?le . Tb.e 

~irst, oultural dimension is the most important one ~u these 

data. It covers dif'f'erences in consumption o~ and pre~erence 

in (high and low brow) culture, but next ·to tbat di~~eren~e 

in postmaterial values and lLnguist~o behavier as well. Tbis 

is conneoted witb a slight ~ut significant tendency t9 rebut 

spanding on cara and luxury goods, but this does not exten~ 

to holiday destinations. The diff'erentiation along this di­

man.si~n is olosely oonneoted to level ~f eduoation nnd to a 

leseer extent to the diff'er.ences in oul tural status o!' oo­

cupat:f.on. The seoond dimeosion covers mainly economie of' 

material dif'f'erenoes, which are partioularly prevalent ' in ex­

penditures on oars, lUXUrY goods and housin~, but these re­

lat~ signi~ioantly to rig~t w:f.n5 politioal pre!'erenoes nnd 

materialist values. This pattem is mainly ~onneoted to 
hou.sebold income and to a leseer extent to economie status of' 

oocupation. The third dimensior. covers items that are p~~i­

cular~y related to age . and li:fè-oyole groups. Tbe YOt_~ng ex­
prees t~eir identity mainl.y via interest in pop oultura, 

postmaterialist values and lef't wing voting. The o~d show 
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their pos~tion by I.istening to clasaioal. musio, right ~~ 

votiDS and a norma.tive concern f'or high oultural partioipa­

t:i.on . 

Most of' these result conf'orm to expectat:i.ons. Some in-

dicators , however, do not behave eptirely as tbey ware ex­

/pected to . Attention must be drawn in partioular to the dif­

ferent pattem of' nrl'EVO"l'E and POSTHAT, and the 6trilcing 
contrast between HOLIDAYS on the one side and the other eoo­

nomio indicators on the other side with respect to their 

relation te tbe oultural dimension. 

HYPOT"rlESIS 2: Sooial Networlc and the D.i!'f'erentiatión of' 
Li.festyle 

Tbe seoond hypothesis to be tested is .that tbe dii'f'eren­

tiation of' l~f'estyl.es àan to a l«rge extent be attr:i.buted to 

the social. network one partioipates in. The reasoning bebind 
this hypothesi s is tbat if' lif'estyl~s serve as a means of' 

cowmunioatio~ and mutual behavioral. oonf'irmation between 
inter~ot~on partners, there must be close conneetion bet,~een 

the cha.raoteristios of' tl1ese interaction partners o.nd the 

lifestyle. Tbe f'irst consequenoe of' this is that we expeot a 

close correl.ation bet~een the li.fe8ty1es or înteraotion part­

ners . This prediot:i.Ón will. _be tested in the ne.xt seotion of 

the paper. In this sectien :r wil.l. analyze whether the dif­

fe:renti3tion of' lif'estyles ·can b~ part~y attri..buted to the 

ba.ckcround oharaoteri.stios ·of' i.nteraotioxi partners, in parti- ·· 
oulnr those that parale~l the baokgro.und chara~teristi.os of: . . . 
tbe retrpondent that .were proved to di!'f'e:r:;entiate the lif'e-: · 

.styles of: the· respondents in the -~ast seot:Lon. 

Tbe Utrecht :survey ~ontai.ns inf'orJJtatiÓn on se~eral inter­

action partners: partner {usually ~pous~), respondent'$ pa­
rents, one s.ibl~ {brother ór eister of:· the re~pondent) and 

two "good. 11 f'riende. There· 'are l.imitat:lons to the sort of: in-
• • • I • • 

forwnti~n that oan .be ool.leoted on otbers: via respo~dents. 
Ou,·iously, i.t WO"~?l.d. have . been hardly _ f'easi~J.e to colloot :in-

· I 

I 



.. 212 -

tormation on their inoome, va1ues or opinions. Tbe Utrecht 

survey oollected in~ormation on educaticn and oooupation. 

The predietien to be tested is that these background cha­

raoteristios enter tbe mimic-~unction for lifestyle diffe­

rentintion in a 11ay similar to tbe sooial background of the 

respondents themeelves. 

In order to lteep the analyeis wi thin practical. limits, 

some pf the 1oformation bad to be oo11apsed. In partioular, \ 

the background characterist.ios of three interaction partners 

(sibling ~d the two friends) ware averaged to reduoe the I' 

number of variables in the analysis. These variables have a 

lead~ "X" in table 6 and tabla 8, so, XEDUC re:fers to mee.n 1 

I 
eduoation o~ sibling and the two friends, XOULOOO to mean l 
cultural status o:f the~r oooupations , XECOOCC to tbeir mean 

economie status. un:fortunately, no intermation was collected 

on the age or li:fe-oyole o:f these interaction-partners and 

tbe influence of th:ls e.spect of the sooiaJ. netwerk oan tbere· 

fore not ba tested. 

Tbe model I use in table 8 is ~ straightfo~iard exten­

sion of tbe one aarlier on. The background obaracteristios 

of the Xnteraction partners are antered next to the back­

ground ohuraoteristios of the respondente themselves. The 

model :fits the data with a deviance of 405 witb 176 daGrees 

of freedom. Tbis is considerable detericration ~itb respect 

to the former model. The dif~erenoe is 157 of inoreased de­

viance for 55 dagrees o:f freedom: Sinoe tbe model fits the 

oorrelations between tbe independent variables perfeotly, 

tbe inoreased deviance is completely to be attrit .lted to the 

interoorrolations between tbe newly added variables and the 

lifestyle indices . Nevertbeless, I have not been able to de~ 

teot a olear pattem in the residua1 oorrelations , that 

would suggest one or more separate dimensions between these 

varia bles. 

Tabla 8 displays tbe relevent ooeffioients, wbioh must 

be oempared to tbose in t~ble 7. Tbe loadings of tbe life-

1 
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5tyle indices are Dearly identicnl between the tables and 

need no ~urther discussion. The pattem o~ e~~eot of the 

independent variables has undergone some very strilting 

changes. 

Vith respect to the oultural dimension the e~feot of 

raspondent's eduoation (EDUO) bas diminished f'voru 0.67 to 

o.43 nnd the ef'teots of raspondent's occupation, both in its 

cul.tural (CULOCC) and economie status (ECOOCC), bas deoraas­
ad to insignif'ioant proportions. Tha influence of these va­

riables turns out to be oontounded by tbe parallel chnrao­

terist:l..os of the interaction partners·. Of these , the educa­

tion of the partner (spouse) is most important, with an 

a~feot of 0.33. A smaller, but still significant effect is 

observed ~or father's eàucat~on (FEDUC : 0,13) but not tor, 
the average eäucation of tha sibling and tbe f'riends . How­

ever, the intlusnoes aarlier displayed by the ocoupational 

stn tus of' tbe respondent , is oo,~ tal;:,en o~ar by the oooupa­

tional statuses of' sibliog and f'riends, tbe e~feots (XCUL: 
0,29; XECO: -0,18) being even strenger than tbe ef':feots of 

raSJOndent ' s accupation in the aarlier model. 

1rith respect to the economie dimeosion a somewhat d.ii'­

J'erent pioture nrises. M in the earlier model , househeld 

income (HHINCO~ffi) remains the pr~me determinant of lif'es~­

le differentintion in this re$pect. Tbe positi~e oontribu­

tion of tha economie status (ncoocc) and the neGative of the 

cultural status {CULOCC) of respondents accupation remains 

YirtuaJ.ly unohanged. Oempared to the aarlier model, the main 

chOJ'lge is brought about the contribution of tbe oooupation 

of sibl~ and f'riends, in par.ticular tbeir average economie 

status (XECO), that contributs to tbe economie dimeosion 

"'itb 0.~6. None of the other chnracteristios o:f interaction 

P~tners contributes signif':l..cantly, with exoeption of 

father's eduoation (FEDUC) that bas a sligbt negative in:flu­

cnce (-0.16) . Althougil this po.rt of tbe model. bas not ohan• 

&ed ~eh upon .the introduetion o~ the variables on the net-
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work rele.'tions, i.t still shows soma evi.denoe of' con!'orml. ty 

between a persoo•s economie lifestyle aod the economie sta­

tus of bis or her !nteraotion partner. 

With respect to the age related dimenaion, no ohan&e in 

pattem is to ba expected, sinoe no variabl es on the age or 

liteoyole of' the network relations are antered in the equa­

tions . Nevertheless, there are soma significant (although 

not very strong) relations between the background oharaoter­

istios of tbe interaction partners and thie dimeneion of 

li!'estyle. Xt turns out that tbe average eoonomio status of' 

kin and !'riends ( XECOOCC) works along with raspondent ' s age 

to proruote this lifestyle, and their average oultur~l status 

(XCULOCC) works in the reverse direotion. To soma extent, it 

is possible that these effects are aotunllY produoed by the 

age and/or li!'eoyole of the interaction partners. Soma 

argument !'or this 111ay be found in tbe !act that a.ge tends to 

oorrelate stroD5er with economie status than with cultt:ra.J. 

sta~us. But in the absence of' any ~easured variables, this 

remains speoulation. X have no explnnation to offer !'or the 

small, but signif~cant ef!'eot of !'ather's. eduoation (FEDUC: 

0.15) on the age-related l~estyle. 

To sum up tbere are reasonably strong effects of back­

ground obaracteristics of interaction partners on tbe life­

style of respondents. These ef~eots are most pronounood for 

tbe oultural d.i.mension o~ l~est)·le an~ surraoe for all o~ 

the interaction partners in the analyste: spouse, !'atber, 

sibling and friends. It is clear that li!'estyle di~~erentia­

tion o~ the respondent does not solely depend upon his or 

her personal situation, but thnt tbe or:l.entation to-wards 

others and tbe subsequent con!'ormity of tbe lifestyle to 

tbeir background oharacteri.stios in ao important key ~or 

understandine; the di!'ferentiation of li~estyles. How these 

e~feots develop in miorosituations remaiDs yet to ba seen. 

Socialization and oonformity may worlt along-side selection 

processes. Sinoe parects and siblinli)S oannot have been se-
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leoted as .i.nteraotion partners, the et'feots ot' thosé stress 

in partioulnr the importance ot' sooialization and oonrorwi­

ty. The effect of friends 1 on tbe otber band , oan be inter­

preted in the same way, or mny result from friendsbip 

choioes on basis ot' common values and behavior. Botb inter­

pretations , bo\~ever, fit in with the general hypothesis that 

lit'estyles funotion to establisb soo:l.al identities . 

It is probable that the et'fect ot' the background oha­
raoteristios ot' interaction partners uill ,~ork through be­

havioral modelling. That is , effects of parents , part~ers , 

sib!ing and friends on a certain lifestyle feature will only 

appear1 if these interaction partners display these lifesty­

les thelllselves. I li:l.ll address this issue .in the next para ... 

graph. 

IIYPCYI'BESIS .:3 : Li:festyle and tbe Reproduetion of Soc:l.aJ. 

Struoture 

The data ot' this survey contain diroot itt:formation on 

the lit'estyles o:f' respondents and inte1•aot:l.on partners w:l.th 

rec'lrd to one ot' the three dimensi.ons tbat ~ere establ:l.sbed 

&bo,·e : the culturaJ. dimensior •• . Saveral question& ware asked 

on the cultural behavier of parents, sibling acd friends 

(not for the spouse}. Tbe questions (tabla 5) olosely para­

llel the in:formation that was a,ssembled in tbe i.ndex on cult ... 

ure oonsumption (CULTCONS) for tbe respondent , supplemsnted 
11itb some i.tt:formation on reading bebavi.or. For the purpose 

or the analysis in this parasraph all the .Zn:f'ormation is 

paoled in one index (per person) wbi.oh ie re~erred to as 

high oul.ture consumpt i on (HJ:GliC 1 respeotively PARHIGHC 1 

SIBHJGHC 1 FR1HIGBC 1 FR2HIGHC) . 

Tbe data for t h e parents refer to their bebav.i.or '~hila 
the respondents 'Were still gro,~i:ae up. This retrospeotive 

J:ot\lre makes it possibl e to shed soma light on tbe dynamics 

of oultural re:v-oduotion and see 'fhetber e"--posure to a oul­
tural l~estyle in early li~e oontributes to reproduoing a 
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correspondin8 li~eetyle and partioipating ïn an attaohed 

eocial environment later on. TI1ere are saveral ways to test 

thie idea using these data. First, we can te~t the existeuoe 1 

o~ the autonomous ef:t'eot of oul tural behav.io:l;' of pare-2tts ('D 

eduoational attainment over and above the effect of parents' 

own eduoational level (~·artz 1 19?7; Dlllaggio et Useem, 

198.2). Thie andysis will replioate these of DiMaggio (1982) 
and De Graaf (1986): In these data there are in faot two 

ways to test this hypothesis, name1y for the respondent and 

~or the otber sibling on wbom information was colleoted. A 

seoond way to tent the reproduetion thesis dynam:lcally is on 

the selection of' interaction partners, of whioh there are 

even more e.xamp1es. One may expeot tha.t a oultured baokgrr;und 

w:lll. ba helpfu1 for .se1eoti.ng a higher eduoated .spouse·, simi­

J.ar to the effect D;iMSbt;io et Mohr (1985) have E'hO'k'n t:or 
cultural partioipation during eduoation. Tl1is can be tested 

with respect toraspondent's spouee and with respect to sib­

ling' s tSpouse. (Unfortunately, no ini'ormation on the educ-t­

tion of tbe spouse of the sibliOE was colleoted; it is su •­

st:i.tuted by the oultural s-tatus of lti.s/hsr oooupation~Thil·d­

ly, :i.t may ba true for the selection of friends as well: 

respondente i'rom a cultured baolq~round 'k':ill have a tendenpy 

to select and attract bighor eduoated i'riends. 

T.he same data permit us to model yet snother prooess ~!' 

oul tural selection, if -we are ldllin8' to assume a causal or­
dering between tbe eduoation of' tha va.;:ious persons in th'3 

network on the one hand and their c-ulture consumption on ·r.he 

other hand. Then we oan as.sess the mutual influence or ou t­

ural behavier between respondent, sibl.ing and friends. Th• 

appropr:i:ate model is given in figure 10. There are severa.l 

layers of oausal:i.ty, that are grounded in the ~ifeoyole o~ 

the :i.ndiYidual that is the souree of all the information. 

The !'irst layer is parents" eduoa;ti.on, indioated by tbe 
eduoat:i·on of' the :father. Tbe seoond layer is parents • cultu­

ral behavier during the youth of the respondent. The third 
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layer is the educational attainmen.t of: t h e respondent and 

his/ber brother or sister. The f:ourtb layer rafers to the 

pnrtners o~ the respondent and bis/her sibli~, and to the 

i"riends of.' the respondent. The 1.'i1.'th aDd f":Lnal layer rei" ere 

to tbe eurrent oultural bebavior of.' the respondent, the sib­

lin5 and the two i"riends. The parental background is summa­

rizeel in a latent variabl.e (tentatively to be re1.'erred to 

as 11 oultural oapital 11 ), that takes 1.'ather's eduoation and 

the parents 'oul tural partioipat:lon as input and worlts on the 

eduoational level. of their ohildren and their respeotive 
partners and friends. · The two i"riends are modelled ~a faot­

or struoture, in wbioh they are assurued to be parallel mea­

surements of the same thi~. Tbe mutual in1.'luenoe of.' the 
cultural lif.'estyl.es o1.' respondente, sibling and friends is 

a8sessed ,by way oi" equality oonstraints. Sil'100 the research 

de~irrn gives no argument 1.'or a differenoe in the size o1.' :Ln­

i"lveuoe o1.' the persons in the netwerk, this identifying oon- · 

streint is justified from a substantive point of.' view. B)· 
way o!' tbis model l</e l~:l.ll. be able to maasure to what. extent 

persons in the same net~ork do not only 8elect eaob other as 

friends on the basis of: oul.tural. background, but o.J.so evolc.e 

and rein1.'oroe eaoh ethers oul.tural. l.it:estyl.e. 

Tabl.e 9 gives the correlation matrix to be fitted by 

this model and tabl.e 11 displays a batch of: 1.'its and degrees 

of freedom as '1\'e gradual.ly loosen the oonstraints ~ the mo­

dt:l. The 1.':i.rst and baseline model assumes no otber reprodue­

tion than a direct ef't:eot of father 1 e education and parents 1 

hich culture oonsumption on reiSpondent's and sibl.:l.ng's eduoa­

tion. It fits the data by 219/46. The second model add~ the 

effect of' the parents on the selection ot: partners , wb:l.oh 

reduoes the devianoe by -3S/2 . We then go on to inolude the 

selection oi" 1.'riends in the model (-28/1}. The 1.'inal two 

model.s add the mutual in1.'luence o!' the persons'oultural lit:e­

styles on each other and we f':Lna.ly end up with a f'it o1.' 99/ 
41, whiob is 1.'air1y good. 
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The lower panel of table 11 di~plays eome of the ox~­

oial coefficients of thie model (all statistioally signifi­

cant). The e~feot of the cultural participntion of pa.rents 

(PARHIGHC) on the imputed oultural capita! variablo is 0.28, 

to be oompnred With the o.46 Of parents'eduoation (PiJREDUC). 

The influence on the education of their of!Spring(EDUC and 

SIBEDUC) is 0.63 and 0.77 respectively. Natura1ly, if we 

want to find the direct effect of pnrents' high oultural 

partioipation, we have to multiply these (resulting in 0.18 

and 0.22 respeotively~ · Tbe effect of the latent variablo on 

the selection of level of eduoation of' partuers and friends 

is about half of the effects on the 'eduoation of of~pring 

themselves: 0.36 for partner, 0.46 for sibling's partner'e 

oooupation and 0.38 for friends' eduoation. Although ewPll , 

all .of these effects are signi ficant and indicate that one 

cultural background (or "cultural oapital") helps to find a 

oertain type of interaction partners . 

Finally, we have the mutual effects of the higb cultu­

ral lifestyle of ;espondent (HIGRC), sibling (SIBHIGHC) and 

friends (FRHIGHC). There is a partioularly strong ~ffeot of 

0.4.3 between respondent and friends and a .signifiollD.t but 

lower one (0.13) between eibling and respondent . Tbere is 

even a significant mu~ual influence of friends' and siblings ' 

lifestyles (0.11). This is somel,.hat unexpected , si.nce there 

is nothing in the data that suggest that sibling an~ f'riends , , 
beleng to eaoh other s socia1 net,,•orks . Nevertheless , there 

is also nothing that impedes this aná oon~on sense expe~ienco 

susgests that it may very orten be true that sibl~s have 

eommon friends . 

All these results strongly confirm the hypotheses that 

were at stake ror this model. Parents ' culture oonsumption 

promotea eduoational attainment of their of:!'spring over and 

above the influenoe of parents" eduoational baolcground. Hore~ 

over, this oultural behavior o:f the parents, as well as 

their eduoation, is oonneoted to the educt,tional leveltö of 
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the :;pouses of respondent and sib1ing and of tho 1'riends of 

respondent. Fina1l.y1 there exists a mutual dependenee bet­

ween oultural. lifestyles of membars of the ego-networlt of 

respondents, independent of their (o1'ten similar) eduoation­

al background. All this is strong1y in line lo'ith the oentral. 

idea of this paper that high cul.ture oonsumption is one of 

the main means to establish and reproduce sooial struoture. 

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 

In this paper I have set out to elaborate and test some 

o~ the propositions put forward by Eourdie~ (1979). The 

first proposition tested is on the dif~erentiation of 1ife­

styles. Aocording to Eourdieu•s views 1 lifesty1es diverge ih 

h:o dimensions: (a} a oul tural dimension 1 closely oonnected 

to leYe1 of eduoation and ocoupational position in the oult­

ural sector of society, and (b) an eoonomio dimension, pro­

duced by :i.ncome i.nequality and ocoupati.om:.l status .in the 

r·ntreprenourial. and commercial 5eotor. I oonneoted this di1'­

fc1•entiation with notions in "New Class" theori.es that oan 
be found in the literature. This leads to the i.noorporati.on 

o~ politioal values and bebavior in the analysis of li~esty­

l&s . Then I I1ave extended the climensiona.lit)· of' li~estyle 

rlifferentiation ,.ith a differentiation oonnooted with li1'e­

-cyole and age. The empirica! ana.~yses of 14 lifestyle indi­

ces 'rere performed by way of' m:Lmio models :In the {pirit of 

Sobel (1981 1984). They oonfirm largely the presupposed 

· l ructuration of l.i!'estyle along a cultUl'al, economie and 

~Ge-related d~ension. 

Tbe seoond proposition tested is oonoerned with the me­

chan~sms that bring about lifestyle di1'f'erentiation. It is 

ercuod tltat if lifestyle differentiation serves to comwunioa­

te and oonvey sooial identity in human interaction, there 
~ust be a olose conneetion between the background of inter­

action partners and the differe~ti.ation of lifestyle of the 

respondent. Cultural lifestyles will be displayed by those 

I 

I 
\ 
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~ho conneet strongly with the oultural elite; economie life~ . . 
styles ~ill be displayed by those ~ho conneet 1dth the eco­

nomie elite; a youth!'ul li1'estyle is displayed by those ~ho 

have many young people among tbeir friends, Tbe la&t predie­

tien oould not be tested with tbe data at hand, The other 

two ware oottfirmed, using the background variables of parentt 

sibling, spouse and friends. Their eduoations and oooupation~ 

tand to struoture the ~ifestyle of respondent over and abovc 

tbe background oharaoteristios of the respondente themselve~. 

One obvious oomment on this result mny be that it is 

probably (also) the other way around: display of lifestyle 

seleots a oerta:ln type of interaction partners. lihereas thir· 

argwuent oannot be upheld ,91 tb respeot to parents and siblin;:. 

I do not regard it as a oritioi.sm anyt.·ay. Tbe selection pro­

oees is just tbe other side of the oont'ormity Dlechan:i.sm. But 

as a matter of tact, the third hypothesis nddressed in this 

paper tests wilether reproduetion of: sooial struoture takes 

plaoe via selection with respect to tbe oultural dimension . 

The "-esul.ts show that high cul.ture consumption does not only 

promoto eduoational. attainment, but also tlle sel.eotion of 

bigher eduoated partners and tril.' :1ds. The re sul ts ooni'irm tl· ~ 

earl.ier resul.ts of: DiMaggio (1982) 1 Dll!asgio et ~Iohr (1985) 
and De Graaf {1986}. Tbe result with respect to friends' 

education is - to my knowl.edge - new, but pretty si.mi.lar f;o 

those. :tn addition, the model sbo1fs the oonformity betlfeen 

netuork n1embers on the behaYioral J.evel.: oul ture oonsumptioll 

of interaction partners proves to be mutuall.y i.nterdependent. 

The results shown he re improve upon the e.xisting li terll· 

ture in that they add a dynamic confinuation of: the oul tural 

reproduetion hypothesis by lfay of us:i.ng retrospeot:i.ve inform· 

ation and oausal modell.in5. These results all mclce it olear 

that lifestyle dif:f:erentiation exists alon5 the presupposed 

eoonomio and oultural. dimensions (but supplemented with au 

age-related dimension}, Much of: the litorature discloses 

these dimcmsions as wel.l. So, in a '~ay there is nothing new 
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bere. However• it .ie to be expeoted that the di:!'1'erentiation 

between the oul.tural. and economie dimension o:!' l.i:!'estyle 

~ill be o:!' growing importance 1'or understanding postindust­

rinlist soo:leties. The resul.ts also runtee ol.ear that J.i:re­

~tyles have an impact as proolaimed in Weberian theory: as 

~ way of meinta~ boundaries between status groups. The 

conneetion between l.ifestyJ.e and social netwerk that bas 

oome up in these analyses all. points strongl.y to a status 

oonformity meobanism. 

However, r want to end this paper with a disolaimer. 

One of the serious fla1fs of Beurdieu's analysis o1' lifestyle 

di1'fe:t•entiation and sooial. reproduetion is that it stretch­

es tbe results to a kind o:!' oarioature, that mrutes popular 

5ummeries in this 1'ield like Paokard's ~e Status Seekers 

(19.57) 1 Hurphy's Status aod Cooi'ormitx_ (1976) and Fussel ' s 

~- (1983) into oomparativel.y veri.i' iabl.e statements on 

social status and its reproduction. Beurdieu's oonoept do 

not s eem to allow for any individual mobility1 perso~l de­

~iation o1' bistorical changes. Nothing in my analysis, how­

ever, suggeets such nn overruling recime o:!' lifestyle ritu­

als in the :!'ie1d o~ strati~ioation. Certainty, the relations 

t..re there and, admittedly, the emp:i.rioal. estimates in the 

o1odel may be imper~eot and probably poor representations o1' 

the true relationship~. But it is hardly oonoeivable that 

any o:!' the true :!'igures would show the determ:Lnistic model 

of society that is presumed by Bourdieu. 



- 222-

REFERENCES 

Andreasen 1 A.R. et R.V. Be1k 1 
11 Predictors ot attendance at 

the per~orming arts", Joumal ot Consumer Research 

{?-Sept), 19801 112-120 

Barber1 B., "Social stratifioation. A cowparat:l:\•e ana1ysis 
I 

of structure and behavi.or11
1 Haroourt, New York 1 19.5? 1 

Bentler, P.M. , 11Theory and Implementation of EQS. A struo­
tura1 equations program'' 1 BHDP Statistica! Software, I 
Los Angeles, 198.5 i 

Bourdieu , P. et J .-o. Pastteron, 11Tbe inheritors : lirenoh stu- 1 

dents and their relations to culture11
1 Univarsity 

of Chicago Press , Chicago, 1979 (Or. "Les heritiers:
1 

les etudiants et la culture", Editions de ~tlnuit, 

Parie 1 1974) • 

Bourdieu, P. et J.-c. Passeron 1 ~Reproduction in education, 

society and cult1lre" 1 Sage, Londen, 1977 (or. "La 

reproduction" 1 Pari.s, 1970) 

Bourdieu, P., "Distinction11
1 Routledge 1 London, 1984 (or. 

"La d.istinction 1 critigue sociale du JuErement", 

Edit i ons de Hinu:i. t 1 Par is , 197 9) 
\ 

Brint, s., " ' New c1ass• and culmllative trend explanat:i.on or 

the ~ibera1 politica! attitudes of professionals", 

)~erioan Joumal of Sociology (90-1) 1 1984 1 J0-71 

Ohapin, F.s., 11 A mensurement oi" sooiaf status", In: F.S. 

Chapin 1 "Contemporary Amerioan :Wst:i.tution" 1 Harper, 

New Yort,, 193.5: 37.3-.397 

Collins 1 R. 1 "Con~liot sociolOI:!Y 1 to,,·ards an explanatory 

soience 11
1 Academie Press, New York 1 197.5 

Collins , R., "The Credentia1 society", Academie Press, New 
York, 1979 



- 223 -

Detlt
1 

J. van, "The persistenee of' ruaterialist and post wata­

rialist value orientat:Lons", Europaan Joumal of: 

Po1itical Research (l.l), 1983: 63-79 

lJiJ.faggio, P,, "Cu1turü capita! and &School suooess: the im­

pact of: status culture partioipation on tbe grades 

in u.s. high school students 11 , Amer:i.can Sooiologio­

al Review (47), 1982 1 189-201 

DiHagB'io, P. et J, Mobr, ''Cul tural oapital1 eduoational at­
ta.inment , and marital status", American. Joumal of: 

Sooiology (90-6), 1985, 1231-1257 

DiHa.{)gio, P. et lol, U&Seem 1 
11 Sooial olass and arts oonsumption: 

the crigins and consequenoes of: olass dit:t:erences 

in exposure to arts in .Amer.ioa11 , Tbeory end Society 

(5), 1978, 141-161 

DiHam~io 1 P. et M. Useem, 11The arts in o1ass reproduotion" , 

In: H. 'W. Apple (Ed.): "Cu1tural end eoonomio repro­

duetion in eduoation'1 1 Rout1edge , Londen , 198·2 , 

181-201 

1.1:!:-tt'c.n, O.D, 1 "A soc:l..oeoonomic i .ndox t:or all. oooupations", In: 

A,J, Reiss Jr., "Oooupations and Socia1 Status", 

Free Press , New York, 1961: 109-138 

FUssell, P. , "Class", Bal1antine 1 New York, 1983 

Gn:ncboom , R. B. G. 1 "Explainin.g dit:t:erential partioipation in 

high oultural aotivi.ties", In: w. Raub (Ed.), •'Theo­

retioal models and empirioal annlyse8 11
1 ES Publioa­

tion, Utreoht, 1982: 186-205 
Gt.nzt>boom 1 H.B, G, 1 "A model of: individual oboices :t:or culture 

consumption 1 estimated w:Lth linear struotural rela­

tions11, Paper, Utreoht/New Delhi , 1986 

Gl\llzoboom, H, B.G, 1 P. de Graat: et H. 1Cal.Dl:ljn, "De econom.i.s­
ohe and culturele d~oensies van b eroepsposities" 

("The eoonom.ic and cultural d:lmc:.:Jsion o~ oooupati.on­

al pos:Ltion") , Mens en Mantschappij (2) 1 1987 

\ 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 



- 224 -

Goldthorpe, J.H., D. Lockwood, F. Bechbo~er et J. P1att, 

"The a1Tluent worleer : Dldustrial attitudes nnd be­

haviour", Cambridge University Prees, Cambridge UK 1 

1968 

Go1dthorpe, J.H,, D. LoCkwood, F. Beohho~er et J. P1att, 

"The ~~1uent worker in the cl.à.ss struoture", 

Cambridge Uciversity Prese , Cambridge UK, 1969 

Gouldner, A., 11The ~uture o~ inte1leotuals and the rise or 

the new olass", Seabury Prees, New York, 1979 

Graar, P. do 1 "T.he impnot o~ ~inanoial and oultural ro.sour­

oes on eduoational a.ttainment in the Netherlands'1, I 
Sooiology o~ Eduoation (59-4), 1986: 2J?-246 

Gra~ , N.D. de, J. Hagenaars et R, Lui.:Jkx, "Does a stable I 
postmaterialist orientation e.xiet7" 1 Pa.Per, Utrecht1 

198? I 
I Graar, P. de et N,D. de Graaf, "Postmaterialism and diver-

gent economie and cu1tural l~estyles", Pap~r, 

Utrecht, 198? 

Guttman, L. 1 "A revision o~ Chapin' s sooial status scal.e" 1 

American Socio1ogical. Review {7) , 1942, J62-J69 

Hannan, M, , "Li~e-styl.ed marketing. How to position ~roducts 

for premium profits 11
1 Amaoom, New York , 1980 (or. 

19?2) 

Bauser , R.H. et A.S . Go1dber8er , "The treatment o~ unobsei"'·~ ... 
able variables in path analysis 11

1 In: H.L. Costoer 

(Ed,) ; 11 Sociologica1 Hothodology 1971", Jos~ey­

-Bass, San Franoisco, 1971: 81-11? 

Ho~~man , s. , "Monsieur Taste" 1 New York Revi&lf, Apri 1 10 , 

1986 : 45-48 

Inglehart, R, 1 ''The si1ent revo1ution in Europa. Illtergenera· 

tionàl change in post-industrial sooieties 11
1 Ameri­

oan Po1itioal Scieoce Review (65), 1971, 9; •-lOl? 



- 22.5 -

Inclohe.rt , R. 1 ''The s:l.leot revolution" 1 Prinoeton Un:l.ver~Sity 

Press. Princeton, 19?7 

Joerestcog 1 Ir. G. et A.s. Goldberger, "Es tilnation of' a model 

~ith multiple indicators and multiple oauses of' a 

single latent variable", Joumal of' the Amerioan 

Stntistioal Associatioo (70-.3.51), 197.5: 631-639 

na.bl, J. 1 "The .Amerioan class struoture", Rinehart, Neu York, 

195.3 

l\olosi , T., "Status aod strati:fioation" , J:o: R. Ändorlca et 
T. Ko1osi (Eds.), Strati!'ioation aod inequality", 

Ihstitute f'or social Soieooes, Budnpest, 1984: .51-

-104 

Konrad , G. et ~. Szelenyi, "The intelleotuals on the road to 

olass po1fer", Harcourt, New York, 1979 

L,tmann
1 

E. o. 
1 

11Bonds of' pluralism: the :rorm aod t~ubstanoe o:r 

urban sooial netliorks" 1 lfile)r, New Yorlc , 1973 

L:l';.lr~c..nn, E.O. et J.s. House, "Living room sty1es and sooial 

attributes: the patterning of' material arti:racts in 

modern urbao community", Socio1ogy and Sooia1 Re­

search (54-.3), 19701 321-.342 

H;3.chonin 1 P., Soo:i.al Strat:l.i'ication", Amerioao Jouroal. o!' 

Socio1ogy (75) 1 1970, 72.5-741 

Hit ohell, A. 1 
11 The nine Amerioao l.i:festy1es" 1 Warnar 1 New 

Yorlc 1 1983 

Hurphy, R.li., "Status and con!'ormity", Tirue-Li!'e Internation­

al, 1976 

o'ccmne11 , A.N., ''Correlates of' l.:l.f'estyle: personality, role 

oonoept, attitudes, _inf'luenoes, and ohoioesn, Human 

Relations (.3.3-B), 1980, 589-601 

Pcckard, v., "The status seekers", LoD.8JI~aD.s, Green et oo, 

Loodon, 1959 



- 226 -

Pappi, F.U. et I. Pappi, 11Sozia1er Status und Konsumstill, 

Eine Fallstudie zur Wohnzimmereinriohtung", Koelner 

Zeitsohri~t ~uer Soziologie und Sozialpsyohologie 

(30), 1978, 87-115 

parkin, F., "C1ass inequality and politica! order. Sooial 

strati~ioation in capitalist and communist sooie­

ties" , MacGibbon et Kee, London, 1971 

Park:Ln , F., 11Strategies of' sooia1 olosure in olaes ~onnation• 

In: F. Parkin (Ed.) : "The social analysis o~ o1ass 

strpoture", Tavistook, London, 1974, 1-18 

Porter, J.N. , 11 Consumption patterns o~ pro~essors and busi­

nessmen : a pilot study of' conspiouous oonsumption11
1 

Sooio1ogioal Inquiry (37-2), 1967, 255- 265 

Reissman, L., "Class, .l eisure, and sooial partio:l.pation" 1 

American Sociolog:l.oal Review (19-1) , 1954, 76-84 

Re sman , L., "Class in .Ameriean society", F.ree Pre ss 1 

Glenooe ILL, 19.59 

Rt rt 1 P., "A multid:!.mens.ional approach to eooial rnobility•, 

In: R. Andorka et P. Robert (Eds . ) , "Stratif'ication 

and inequa1ityn, Institute ~or Soeial Soienoes, 

Budapest, 1984 : 22)- 244 

Rob:Lnson , R. V. et J.!.A. Garn.ier, 11 C1ass reproduetion amOllG 

men and women in Franoe ;.· reproduetion theory on i ts 

home ground11 , Amerioan J .. ournal of' Soo:l.ology (91-.2) 1 

198.5 : 250- 280 

Samuel, Y. et N. Le~, "The oooupational situs as a predie­

tor of' l90rk valuesl!, Amerioan J'ournnl o~ Soo:l.o1ogy 

(8.5-3), 1979: 62.5-639 

Sobel, 1-!.':E. 1 "Lif'e5ty1e dU~erentintion and stratif'ioation 

in contemporary U. s . 5ociety11 , IIl: Treiman et Ro~ 
binson, 1983, 115-144 

Sobel, H.E., "Lif'estyle and sooial .struoture; eonoepts , de­

f'ini tions , analy5e.s 11 
1 Academie Press 1 11e,., Yortr.1 198l 



- 227-

Svn1astoga, X. 1 E. Hoegh, M. Pedersen et E. Ohild1 • 11Dif!'er­

ential ölas.s behav:i.or :l.n Denmarlt11
1 America.n Sooio­

log:l.oa.1 Review (21-4) , 1956, 435-439 

Sl.•o..rtz , D. 1 "P:I.erre .Bourdieu: the cultural transmission of 

sóo:l.al. illequal:i.ty", Harvard Eduoationa1 Review, 

1 977 , 545-555 

Tumin, loi,H. 1 "Sooia1 etratii'ioation. The f'orm and f'unotions 

of :l.nequal:l.ty", Prent:l.oe-Hall, Eogl ewood Oliffa , 

1~67 

\'eblen, Th,, 11The theory of th·e leisure o1ass" 1 J:n: M. Ler­

ner, "T.he portable Veblen", Viking Press , Ne1~ Yorlt, 

1948, (or. 1899) 

Warner , ~.L. et P.S. Lunt, "The status system of a modern 

oommun:l.tyn , Yale Uoiversity Press , Naw Haven , 1942 

lt'E.'solowslti, lf. et IC, Slomszynsk:l., "Social stratif'ioation in 

Po1ish oities11
1 In: J, J acltson (Ed.) , ''Socia1 Stra-

« 6 t:l.f'ication , CambridBB UK, 19 B, 175-211 

Znblooki , Il ,D. et R,M. Kanter, ''The differentiation of lif'e­

-sty1es11 , Annua1 Review of' Sooiology, 1976 , 269-
298 



I I I I I I t t I I I I I I I I I I I I 
,. 

I 
)
(
 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I t I I t I ' I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I t t I I I t I I I I 

-
2

2
8

 
-

I I ' I t t ' I I ' ' I ' I ' I ' I I 

" 
" 

I 
>-

_
.
,
 

: I ' ' I I ' ' I I I I I ' ' ' I I ' ' I ' 1 I I I I I I I : I I 

.;-: 
: I I I ' I I I I I I I ' I I I I I I 

I \ I \ \ I ) I I I 



- 229 -

rable 2: Li~estyle-indicators: items , distributiOn5 and reli­
abilities 

--------~----------------------------------------------------
:ULTCONS : Culture consumption 

7B . Number o~ oonoert visite last season (>O) 
79. Visited olass ioal conoerts (yes) 
B~. Number o~ theater visits last season (>O) 
85. Number o~ museum visite last year (>O) 

moan 
8tdev 
nl~a 
% mis 

READING : Readitl8 of" books and serieus i.n:t'ormation 
86. Rea ds books (yes) 
86b. Reads literature , history ( t itle given) 
89 . Library membarship (yes} 
90. Duys books (>S/year} 
91 . Possossas books (>lSO) 

lnea.n 
stdev 
alf" a 
% mis 

U.SSCULT: Liking o~ mass culture genres and stars ;' 
77o.. Liltas "Zeg eens AAA." 
ï7b. Likes "Ted ge Braak" 
?7e. Lilces 11 Sterrenslag" 
77f. Likee ".Andree van Duin" 
77u• Likes "Willem Ruis" 
7?i . Lilces "De J.!ountles" 
Sld . Lilces "Lee Tolfers" 
Slc . Lilces "Zangeres zonder Naaut" 
blb , Lilces "Vader Abraham" 

mean 
st dav 
al~a. 
%mis 

2.)2 
2.22 

• 85 
0 

:l~T~Orof : Sooial norrus with regnrd to culture oonsumption 
llln . "Huseum visiting is oho.r aoteristio o~ people 

I meet." (a~ree ) 35% 
lllo. ''Hany people I k.oo\f take an interest i n ola.ssioal 

musio . u (8.8ree) 51% 
lllcl, "Teaching o~ good taste is important in eduoa.tiou, " 

(agree) 70% 
llle. "It is ;important that all inhn-bitants of: a country 

&et to know the art of: it." (agree) 70% 
!lUf. 11Hy aoquainta.noes do a lot o~ reading o~ serious 

;lllg. 

i 
:lllh, 
i 
Ällj . 

i 
' i 
i-

boolcs." ( D.gree) 
~one ought to learn to play an instrument in 
early li~e . " ( agree ) 

"Schools must teaoh children how to enjoy art. 11 

{agree ) 
"Huseums hav e something to o~:fer f:or . everyone ," 



1111. 

lllm, 

lllp. 

lllb. 

llln. 

lllo. 

lllq. 
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{agree) 
"Theater visit~~ is oharacteristio of peopl.e 
Imeet." (agree ) 

11It is important that young ohil.dren are being 
trained te enjoy good music . " (E~Bree) 

11Learning t:lle enjoyment o!' art i.:s al.so of great 
importanoe !'or peopl.e who do not belong to 
high status groups.n (agree) 

"Tbeaterfl are frequented by peopl.e I do uot 
feel oomfortabl.e with." {disagree) 

"To enjoy a museu:u i.t is neoesso.ry to l.tnow a lot 
about art and history." (disas-ree) 

11 Peopl.e who l.i.lee to talk about boolcs,are just 
trying to attraot attenti.on." (di8agroe) 

11Many peopl.e who go to the theater do this 
to· look interesti.ng." {disagree ) 

":Ixl the tbeater you w.ill meet only membere of 
high status groups. 11 {disagree ) 

3?'/o 

80~ 

45% 

33% 

38% 

56% 

43% 
mean 10.0 
stdev 3.2 
alfa .70 
% uJ:!.s 0 

CLA.S~nJSI: Lildng o!' classica! musio 

80 . Listens to Radio- 4 (Classical musio) (yes) 39~ 
8J.b, Lilces Hozart 55~ 
81!'. Likes Beethoven 51~ 
8lj, Liltas Tohailcovsky 48% 

mean 1 .9 
stdev 1.6 
al.fa .8? 
%mis 0 

I>OPCULT: Liki.ng o!' avant-garde and roclc geures a.nd stars 
80. Listens to Radi.o-3 (popmusic) (yes) 55% 
77d. Likes 11.A.driaan van Dis" 51~ 
77h. Likes"Boudewijn Buob11 24% 
7?j, Likes "Freak de Jonge11 56% 
Blo. Likes "Tbe .Beatles" 61% 
811. Lilces "Rolling Stones 11 ~ 43% 

PO~!AT: ~lglehart's scale 
values (~ putting 

l03a. Economie erowth 
lO~b . Strons army 
10,3e. Stab1e economy 
103~. F~ght orime 
102a. l>Jaintain order 
102o. Fight infl.ation 
lO.Jo. 11 Iuspraalt" 

mea.n ,3.1 
stdev l.9 
alfa • 67 
i wis 0 

~or materialist/postmaterialist 
val.~e in ~pper half o~ &oale) 

49~ 
14%. 
77%. 
.56~ 
47èf. 
34% 
38% 
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lOJd . Beauty of oities and landscape 
lOJg. Friendly nnd personal society 
lOJh. Ideas more important than money 
102b, Politi"oaJ. demooreoy 
l02d. Freedom of speach 

niTEVOT.E: Politioal prerar enee {lert-right) 
2 PSP, PPR, CPN 
3 PvdJ~ 
4 D66 
5 CDA 
6 VVD 
7 SGP, GPV, RPF 

mean 
stdav 
al :Ca 
% mis 

meao 
s tdev 
'f, wis 

SPEECH: Intervie~er r ating of oorreet pronunoiation 
o:C Dutoh 

4 h~ ~~ ~
3~ J.foderate 1.3% 

5 Very good 2.3% 

maan 
etdev 
% mie 

Th'TCJUÖR : l:nterviewer rating o:C liYi.ng room styla 
Hodern :Curnitura (l-5) 
Pre~euce o:C art (l-5) 

2.4 
2 ,0 
.3.7 J~ural rereranoe {reversed 5- l) 

Lt'XGOODS: Presenoe of luxury goods i.n househeld 
92a. Freezer 
92o. Dryer 
92d. Dish"Kasber 
9~s. Cine camera 
Y2h . VCR 
921. CD player 

maan 2.7 
st<lev .9 
alt'a .45 
%mis 6'/. 

mean 1,3 
stdev 1.2 
al:Ca .49 
% mis 0 

;liOLIDAYS: Holiday destinatio3l. 
:97. r:ent on holiday last year 6.3~ 
.91 . ll·ent on holidays tldoe or more la.st year JO% 
'98. Sonnd~nvia, South Europa , outside Europa 24% 



99. Goee in hote~ or. apartment 
~oo. Goes skiitlg in 1dnter 

HOUSING: Size of' house 
94 . Number of rooms 

C.AR: Spanding on oars 
95 . Ras ce.r 
95. Bas more than one oar 
96a. Car less than 2 years old 
96b. Car over Fl . !6000 
96b. Car over Fl. 30000 

mean 
stdev 
alf' a 
'}. mis 

mean 
atdev 
alf' a 
tf, mis 

moan 
stdev 
al.f'a 
'f, mis 

2.5~ 
10% 

~.9 
~ . 6 
.29 

0 

2.5 
1.5 

.:J<f, 

64% 
4~ 

14% 
47% 
11~ 

L4 
1.2 
.17 
0 

-------------------------------------------------------------
N=34:J . Numbers ref'er to tbe questionoaire. Sumwary indexes 

were counting the number of' appropriate .nnswers. 
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Table ' : Sooial background variables: oategories and 
distributions 

~------------------------------------------------------------

EDUCATION 

primary (lo, vglo) . 
1ower vooational (lbo, lhno) 
1ower seoondary (mulo, ulo, mavo ) 
middle vooationa1 ( mbo ) 
hie-her secondary {hbs gym nuns havo) 
bilt}ler vooatioual. 
univarsity 

CULTURAL STATUS OF OOOUPATION 

ECONOHIC STATUS OF OCCUPATION 

LIFE CYCLE 
{1) single/not wortcing 
( 2) 111arr.ied and werking 

l.)USEHOLD INCOJ.!E ( FL/MONTR) 

mean 
stdev 
% mis 

menn 
stdev 
'/>mie 

mean 
etdev 
<}. mis 

ruean 
stdev 
% mis 

mean 
std0v 
% mis 

tuean 
stdev 
% mis 

40 , 3 
11,5 

0 

13~ 
13% 
13%. 
14%. 

7%. 
23% 
1 6% 

4.2 
2,1 
.9% 

, 22 
,80 

8 , 2% 

.16 
, 84 

8.2% 

2:3% 
77% 

• 23 
,42 

2749 
1384 
8 .2% 

--------------------·-----------------------------------------

I 

' I I 
l 
I 
I 
\ 

I 
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Table 4 : The c ultur•l and economie dlmens l on of occup•tlon• l stat~ 

• l ····I·· • · I ··· • I - · I··· •1····1· • •• I·• • ·1··•·1· •• • f ••• · I • ••• I··· • I ··· •I·· ··I···· I···· I··· •I · • • •I • ···I 

: CULTt;RAL 

1 STATUS 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

artiet 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

secondary 
te &cher 

journalist i 
primary 
teacher 1 

11 I 

t I 

I I I 

plano 
tuner 

11 111 
I 11 

I a 

I 11 

11 t 
11 I 

I 111 t 
I I 

t I I t t 

" 

... 
I 

• 
I 11 

• 

I 1111 U 

··en:;;k1il~d 1 
1'armers 

JnaTIU8l 
'~orkers 

llt 

• I 

, ,ar,chitect 
higher 

• civil 
• 
I 

I U st!rvant 
I I I 

.. . .. .... ' .. 
11 

... 
I 

U I 

t I 

t t I I 
• physician 1 

t I 
I I 

11 • t ~ 
, , acount~ 

' . 
' ' ' 

' • broker 1 
I I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

trade 
• 11 managers 

profes~;ional 

sportlfman 

ECONvNIC 
STATUS 

I 

• 1····1· ... 1····1·· ··1····1····1····1··· ·1····1~···1···· 1 ···· 1 ····1 ··· ·1····1····1····1····1· ···1 .. ··1. 
""": tmthll1 k Crul l h lalfa1 Uil 
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Background and ou1tura1 aotivitiee o~ soc~al network Te.ble 5: -------------------------------------------------------------
FATHER P.AIITNER SIB Friendl Friend 2 

EDUCATION 

pri.mary 35~ 15% 12% 8% B% 
lower vooationa1 20~ 17% 22% 15~ 14~ 
aidàle seoondary B% 1.3% 11% 11% 10% 
~iddle voontional 8% 14%. 15~ 14% 1.5% 
higher 8eoondary 9~ 5% 10% 12% 17~ 
higher vooationa1 9~ 19% 21% 25% 21% 
univarsity H% 16% 11% 11% 1.5% 

l!lean J.l 4.0 3.9 4.5 4.4 
stdev 2.2 2.1 2.0 1 .9 2.9 
:.:. Gli.S 6i> 23~ 14% 7% U% 

J 
I 

HIGH CULTU"RE CONSUHPTION I conoert La% 28%. 27%. JO%. 
theater 41% 49°' .57%. 47'1> 

I 
1nuseum 41% 46% .5.5~ 61% 
bootcs buying .54% ·-
bootts rossession 
(~0 48~ 

rsading boolc8 
(o~ten) 46% 4?</> 54% .5.5% 

listens olassioal 
löiUSiO 48% .50% .54% 

alfa .84 ;?8 . ?5 . 75 

--------------------------------------------------------------
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T~ble 6s Corro1ation matrix of 14 liteety1o indices and 6 aooia1 background 
voriabl~us 

----------------~--------------·----------------------------------------------
VI • CULTP.Am'IV2 •IIEADlNOI VJ :aJ.!ASSCl!l.TiV4 •CULTNORl:IV5=CU.SilUZI1 
V6 • SPEECB1 V7 •POPCULTI V8 •POSTl!.AT1 V9 •Hn'l)VOTE1VlO:sHOlJ5DIG1 
Vll• INTERlORI Vl2•WXGOO.DSI Yl3"'BO~YSIVl~•C.AJISJ>Eh'DfVl5•ACE.J Vl6=LD!:C'iCL 
'Yl7• l'SDIJCf VlBxEDIJCJ Vl9-CtJI.Ct:C 1 V20r:ECOOCC1 V21•XCULOCC1 
V22'* XEcoocc, V2J=PEruc1 V2.;axsruc1 V25=BHmcol.!E1 

1.0000 
.422 1.000 

-·391 -.409 1.000 
.291 .;2;8 -.174 1 .000 
. 427 .417 -.292 .343 1.000 
.274 .309 -.337 .161 .238 1.000 
.307 .276 -.347 .044 .113 . 279 1.ooo 
.269 .384 -.415 .os2 .1e3 .297 . 393 t.ooo 

-.020 ,013 .065 .069 .280 -.067 -·378 -.414 1.000 
.130 .oea -.112 .126 . 177 .oga -.157 -.oa3 ,171 1.000 
.300 . 231 •o387 ,lOB ,229 .297 .295 .317 -.061 .044 1.000 

-.096 - . 069 . 212 -.067 -.109 -.001 -.178 -.269 .169 . 19G -.094 1,000 
,JOl .271 -.201 .120 .190 . 200 .120 .100 .150 .120 . 210 - . 000 
1.00 

... oso -.010 .o4o .070 .ooo .100 -.120 -.175 .253 .21e .032 . 34B ,118 
1.00 

-.162 - .202 .320 .141 .069 -.171 -.4S5 -.307 . 309 .JOB o260 .197 -.052 
.172 1.000 
.1ea .206 -.247 - . o14 .110 .135 .320 .130 - . 084 -.165 .175 -.309 .o9e 

- . 282 -.296 1.000 
. 338 .226 .331 .122 .374 .323 .306 . 131 ~t077 . 045 .)20 -.091 .148 

- .o7r. ... 272 .223 1. 000 
.4J . 490 .550 .170 

-.05J - . 363 . 307 .435 
.290 . 330 -.330 . • 200 
.u -.112 - . 091 ·257 
. lil .279 -.270 .172 
.191 . 003 - . 085 .186 
o2! . e328 -.413 ol34 
.og3 - .100 .136 . 389 
. 235 . 242 -.306 .109 
.147 -.039 .146 .367 
.516 o462 -.550 . 155 
,001 -.350 .182 .459 
. 317 .413 -.533 .079 
.048 -~292 .182 . 501 
. 092 . 147 -.127 .133 
.459 .174 ~. 329 .117 

. )90 .410 .440 .412 -.016 .076 .359 -.173 
1. 000 

. 2eo .330 .110 . 229 .035 .221 .2e. -.o04 
.519 1.000 
.193 . 259 .oee .oe:a .150 .293 .237 .107 
.439 • 726 1.0ÓO 
.313 . 272 .268 ··.307 . 055 .139 . 295 -.117 
o496 o419 , ))4 }oOOO 
. 281 . 268 .205 .209 .184 .190 ,203 - . 016 
. 458 .375 · 347 . 826 1. 000 
. 320 .)86 .313 .384 -.033 .229 .395 - . 065 
. 676 . 614 . 529 .479 . 406 1.000 
.348 .291 . 358 .333 ,OJO .178 . 298 - ,107 
. 748 .402 .355 .639 -576 .627 1. 000 

.264 

.171 

.216 

.210 

. 198 

.285 

.069 .220 - .0.21 -.0)4 .267 . 313 .124 .261 .• 274 

.114 .406 .414 .lSG . 191 .319 .182 l.OOO • ___________ ... _______ . _______ _ ________________________ .,. __ 
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Table 7 : :tofu I. tiple mimic- anal.ysis o:f 14 li:festy1e-ind±oators / 
and 6 sooia1 bnc~srounû-variables 

------------------------------------------------------------· 
CULTURE ECONONIC AGE-RELATED 

LIFESTYLE LIFESI'YLE LIFESTYLE 

------------------------------------
AGE 0 0 .62 
LIFECYCL . 17 -.0:3- -.o4-
.EDUOATION .61 0 0 

CULOCO • 23 - . 22 .o4-
EDOOOO -.12 .34 .oo-
liHINOO:t-IE 0 .70 0 

CULTCONS .63 .o6- .o6-
ReADING .65 .J.l - .03-

!-IASSOULT -.61 -.14 . 17 
CULTNOill-f - .30 .o?"" .26 
CLASHUZI .39 -.0.2-_ .16 
SPE ECH .4,3 .27 -.15 
POPCULT • .39 .02.- -.12 
?OSl'HA'l' .40 -.os- - .76 
fJ TEVOTE ,03- .24 .55 
HOUSING .13 .,34 . 29 
INTEniOR .11 .18 -.19 
l.UXGOODS -.29 .11 .09-
}IOLl:DAYS .22 .2.0 .o4-
CAR -.15 .59 . os-

------------------------------------------------------
: Coe:ffioient less that two times its standard error. 

Hedel fits oorrelation matrix i.n table 6 wi th 2.48 OHI = 
= wit~ ~21 dgrees o:f :freedom, 
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T~ble a: Multiple mimio analysis o~ 14 lifestyle indicators , , 
6 sooial baokgrouud variable and 4 sooial networks j 

---------~~~~~~:~~=~~=~~------------------------------------ 1 
CULTURE ECONOlO:C AGE-nELATED I 

LIFESTYlE LIFESTYLE LIPES'l'YLE . 

--------------------------------------
AGE 0 0 .61 
LIFECYKL .12 - .04- - .o4-
EDUCATJ:ON .43 . 0 0 

OULOCC .07- -.29 .09-

ECOOOO - .12- • 29 :oo-
I:NCOME 0 .6? 0 I 

FE DUO .13 - .16 .1!)- l 
I 

PEDUO .33 .13- -.o.a- I 
XE DUO -,06- ,15- .o2- I 
XCULOCC .29 -.06- - . 26 I 
XECOOCO -.J..e- . 26 . 20 

I 
C~TOONS .66 -.02- .14 
.READING .63 ,09- . o?-
HASSOUL'I' - .62 -.14 ·13 
INTERJ:OR .4!) .12- -.12-
CLASMUZJ: .69 -.09- .ss 
CULTNORM .36 ,01- .;Jl 

SPEECH .43 .22 -. o?-
POPCUL't .44 .oo- - .44 
POSTMAT • .Sl !.o6- -.34 
nJ:TEVOTE - .06- . 27 .5? 
HOUSI:NG .07- .35 .30 
HOLl:DAYS .28 .29 ,o6-
LIDWOODS -.33 .39 .09-
CAR -.23 .,58 .09-

:~-~::~;~:~::~-~:::-~~::-~::-~::::-~~:-:~::~:::-:::::~-~:~:~- I 
fits oorrelation matrix in table 6 with 405 CHJ: = by 176 de- j 
grees of freedom, 
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Table 9: Oorrelation matrix of hi8h culture coosumption aod 
. . 

social baclcgrouod of respondent and sooial re1ations 

-------------------------------------------------------------
V1: AGE; V2=FEDUC; Vj:PARHIGHC; V4:EDUO; V5:SIBEDUC, V6:~EDUC; 

\7= PSIBOCO 1 V8c=FR1EDUC; V9=FR2Em;o; V10:HIGHC 1 V11:SIBHIGBC; 

Vl2:Fr1BIGHO ; V13= Fill!HIGBC 

1.0 

-.30 1.0 

-.21 .59 1.0 

-,41 .48 .z.o 1.0 

-.31 .~1 .46 .63 l.O 

-.41 .47 .39 .69 .54 1.0 

-.J4 .46 .,32 .3? .53 .48 1.0 

-,20 .35 ,28 .63 .47 .53 .4o 1,0 

-.22 .,39 .2? .57 .4? .45 .33 .56 1,0 

- , 18 . 34 ,jÓ . 4? .36 .52 ,21 ,)8 .)4 1,0 

-,01 ,J4 .45 , 22 . ,41 , 28 .J5 ,20 ,20 .)1 i . o 
, ll • 21 , 21 .22 • 21 • 22 .22 .33 • 25 .34 .25 1 , 0 

.16 , 21 ,22 . 20 .• 21 ,20 ,14 .leS . )6 .38 • 2Ó .48 1,0 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
N = 416, Pairwiso deletion of missing values. 
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Causal model of participation in high culture 

consumption o~ respondents and social relations 

PAAIUOHC 

,....~' . 
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Ri&h cu~ture participati.ou o~ respondGnts and 
sooial relati.ons: rit and parameters 

Cfll2 

219 

PATERNS SELECTION 185 

FRIENDS SELECTION 157 

I.".:"FLUENCE EIGHCULT BRDTBER - RESP ~4-9 

Il\lFLUENCE HIGHCULT FRIEI\'DS - RESP 99 

STAl-.'DARDIZED COE.FFJ:CIE~"TS: 

• 63 

. 77 
• 28 " .36 

.4ó 
• .38 

. 11 

EDUO.A.TION 
SIBiDDUC 

PARTNERS EDUC 
SID PARTh"ER OCC 

FR!J:.""'NDS' EDUCATION 

FRI.EN"DS' HIGHCOLT 
SIB!.DfG 'S HIGB.ctJLT 

F!UE!ID' S RIGliC'{)"LT 

NDF 

.46 

44 

43 

42 

41. 

ati.on .ma:tri.x i.n table 9 ldth 99 CE.J:.,. 1fith .39 
lll coe:!'i'ioients sbovn are statist.ioally \ 

I 

\ 
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