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Network Size and Cultural Diversity: Evidence

From Lizardo (2006: 790, American Sociological Review)

number of contacts (both strong and weak
ties) also increases.

When it comes to strong ties, we find a
monotonic increase in the expected number of
social contacts as the level of culture con-
sumption expands, regardless of whether we
index the number of more intimate contacts
using the “one-shot” single item measure or
the multiple item measure. Using the single
item measure, a person that reports having
consumed none of the cultural activities in the
past month is expected to have only about
5.3 intimate friends. For persons who report
having consumed up to two activities—the
median for the entire sample—on the other
hand, this number rises to 7.1 (an increase of
about a third), and for persons who report
having engaged in all activities, the expect-
ed number of close friends is 10.5, close to
double the number of expected close ties for
those who abstain from culture consumption
according to the measures employed here.

A similar pattern of results can be observed
when considering the number of close friends
as measured by the multiple item measure:
abstainers are expected to report about 8.4
close contacts, those who are at the median

level of culture consumption about 11.7, while
true cultural omnivores are expected to have
15.9 friends in the various interaction foci
(within the neighborhood, outside the neigh-
borhood, and at work). The results are even
more dramatic when considering the number
of weak ties. Respondents who report having
consumed no popular or arts-related per-
formances are expected to have about 14.7
contacts that are not intimate. This f igure
increases to 19.4 for those respondents who
report participating in at least two cultural
activities, and it expands to 33 (an increase of
124 percent) for those who report participat-
ing in all activities.

These results are consistent with the tradi-
tional network model–inspired hypothesis
that cultural tastes are transmitted through
network connections, but they are also con-
sistent with a conversion model that construes
cultural tastes as embodied cultural capital
that can be used to form and sustain larger and
sparser social networks (DiMaggio 1987). In
the following sections, I begin the task of
evaluating which of these two hypotheses is
most compatible with the data at hand.

790—–AMERICAN SSOCIOLOGICAL RREVIEW

Figure 1. Expected Number of Contacts in the Strong-tie and Weak-tie Network by Individual Score on Culture
Consumption Scale, 2002 General Social Survey

Delivered by Ingenta to  :
University of Notre Dame

Thu, 30 Nov 2006 00:52:18

Expected number of contacts in the strong-tie and weak-tie network by individual
score on culture consumption scale, 2002 GSS
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Strong Ties

From Lizardo (2006: 790, American Sociological Review)
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Table 6. Instrumental Variable Poisson Regression Estimates of the Effects of Highbrow and Popular Culture Consumption on Network Size, 2002 GSS (Murphy-Topel
Corrected Standard Errors in Parentheses)

Strong Ties Strong Ties
(Single Item) (Multiple Item) Weak Ties

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Years of Education .0407*** –.0041 .0608*** .0156** .0593*** .0580***
(9.89) (–.57) (17.61) (2.50) (24.37) (13.63) 

Occupational Earnings .0411*** .0059 –.0265*** –.0533*** .1294*** .1222***
(3.66) (.46) (–2.75) (–4.81) (19.29) (16.12) 

Years of Age –.0134*** –.0154*** –.0177*** –.0188*** –.0090*** –.0071***
(–3.85) (–4.31) (–5.94) (–6.15) (–4.24) (–3.24)

Age Square/100 .0136*** .0145*** .0194*** .0149*** .0082*** .0101***
(4.07) (4.21) (6.74) (4.86) (4.04) (4.79) 

Gender (Female = 1) .1697*** .0438 –.0553*** –.2120*** .0757*** .0993***
(8.01) (1.57) (–3.07) (–8.80) (6.13) (6.03) 

Race (Black = 1) –.3405*** –.2837*** –.0941*** –.0811*** –.2414*** –.2288***
(–9.27) (–7.47) (–3.22) (–2.64) (–11.27) (–10.31)

Marital Status .0366* .0331 .1381*** .1212*** .2626*** .2780***
(1.66) (1.43) (7.35) (6.07) (20.11) (20.32) 

Number of Children .0296*** .0386*** .0459*** .0581*** .0288*** .0298***
(4.30) (5.48) (7.93) (9.57) (6.88) (6.99) 

Size of Place (Logged) –.0119*** –.0279*** –.0105*** –.0242*** –.0035 –.0055*
(–2.81) (–5.71) (–2.94) (–5.77) (–1.40) (–1.91)

Geographic Mobility .0108 –.0215 –.0549*** –.0981*** –.0699*** –.0609***
(.88) (–1.60) (–5.20) (–8.50) (–9.59) (–7.64)

Northeast .0048 .0148 –.0541* –.0345 .0391* .0292 
(.13) (.41) (–1.78) (–1.10) (1.84) (1.36) 

Midwest .1269*** .0990*** .0096 –.0017 .1476*** .1303***
(3.76) (2.84) (.33) (–.06) (7.26) (6.21) 

South –.0562* –.0196 .0265 .0491* .1330*** .1237***
(–1.68) (–.58) (.94) (1.70) (6.76) (6.19) 

Mountain –.0728 –.0951* –.0174 –.0249 –.2334*** –.2479***
(–1.44) (–1.86) (–.42) (–.59) (–7.01) (–7.39)

Highbrow Culture Scale .— .5527*** .— .6514*** .— –.1246**
(6.61) (9.59) (–2.46)

(continued on next page)
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Weak Ties

From Lizardo (2006: 790, American Sociological Review)

For the IV
 regression m

odels, in addition to the
m

odel deviance statistic, the table includes the
A

nderson canonical correlation likelihood ratio
statistic, w

hich is a chi-square test of the pre-
dictive pow

er of the excluded instrum
ents in the

first-stage regression (a statistically significant
value indicates that the instrum

ents do serve par-
tially to predict the cultural taste m

easures net
of the other exogenous covariates). I also show
the S

argan-H
ansen “C

” statistic (H
ayashi

2000:227–28), w
hich is a specification test w

ith
the null hypothesis being that the excluded
instrum

ents are justifiably uncorrelated w
ith

the regression disturbances. 15
H

ere a p-value
above 0.05 is taken as evidence that the instru-
m

ents are valid. For all three IV
 regression

m
odels, the A

nderson statistics show
 that the

instrum
ents do a good job of predicting both

popular and highbrow
 consum

ption even after
holding constant the full set of controls (p

<
0.05), and the C

statistic show
s that there is no

problem
 arising from

 having incorrectly exclud-
ed any of the instrum

ents used (p
>

 0.05). 16

M
odels 1 and 2 have the single item

 m
eas-

ure of the num
ber of strong ties as the depend-

ent variable. M
odel 1 show

s a baseline m
odel

of the effect of different sociodem
ographic indi-

cators on the expected num
ber of strong ties. I

find that, consistent w
ith previous research,

highly educated individuals in prestigious occu-
pations are m

ore likely to have a denser personal
netw

ork of strong ties. A
ge has the expected

negative effect, w
hich increases at a decreasing

rate for older individuals, as show
n by the pos-

itive squared term
. I find that blacks tend to have

sm
aller netw

orks overall and that w
om

en are on
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Table 6. (Continued)

Strong Ties Strong Ties
(Single Item) (Multiple Item) Weak Ties

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Popular Culture Scale .— .0095 .— –.1911** .— .2237***
(.10) (–2.43) (3.75) 

Sargan Statistic .— 21.31 .— 16.02 .— 14.92
p-value .— .167 .— .451 .— .531
Anderson L.R. Statistic .— 27.856 .— 29.351 .— 27.856
p-value .— .047 .— .031 .— .047
Model Deviance 10252.3 10191.3 11235.0 11136.4 40550.5 40536.1 
Pseudo R-squared 0.0999 0.1053 0.1228 0.1305 0.1476 0.1479
Akaike Inf. Criterion 7858.32 7801.31 9147.02 9052.38 38156.46 38146
N 1212 1212 1059 1059 1212 1212 

* p < .1; ** p < .05; *** p < .01 (two-tailed tests)

15T
his statistic w

as obtained from
 O

L
S

 IV
 regres-

sion m
odels identical to the ones show

n in the table.
T

he pseudo r-squared values are proportion-reduc-
tion-in-error m

easures obtained using the null m
odel

w
ith no independent variables as the baseline for

com
parison.

16
T

he standard errors of a tw
o-stage Poisson

regression m
odel are incorrect as a result of bias

generated by the inclusion of the predicted values
generated in the first stage and im

puted in the sec-
ond stage, since these are m

easured w
ith sam

pling
error. C

orrect hypothesis tests can be obtained using
a robust M

urphy-Topel technique (H
ardin 2002;

M
urphy and Topel 1985). T

hus the standard errors
reported in Table 3 are based on the M

urphy-Topel
estim

ator of the variance.
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Passing Familiarity

From Lizardo (2011, Sociological Perspectives)

484 � SOCIOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES  Volume 54, Number 3, 2011

Lizardo 2006), by examining the association between different modes of cultural 
engagement (deep versus shallow) on ego-network clustering. The results of the 
preceding analysis show that, indeed, persons who display strong preferences 
tend to be more likely to also inhabit more clustered networks, while persons who 
display weak preferences are more likely to serve as brokers between disconnected 
others (Burt 1992). This suggests that the connection between culture and structure 
appears to display a depth/closure congruence such that strong commitments to spe-
cific cultural pursuits have an elective affinity with more clustered social worlds, 
while more superficial cultural commitments are correlated with less constraining 
local structural configurations (Lizardo 2006). Note that this connection is not logi-
cal or fore-ordained.

Instead the culture conversion argument proposes that it emerges from func-
tional constraints in the ways in which culture can be used to maintain social rela-
tionships. When the goal is the maintenance of “arms-length” ties, then relatively 
superficial cultural contents will do; when the goal is to sustain more intimate 
types of network relations, more specialized forms of cultural knowledge are 
required. This furthers our understanding of the cultural correlates of the origins 
of individual differences in local network configurations, which is a key issue in 
social capital theory.

The research reported here goes beyond previous efforts, which had only looked 
at the main effect of different forms of taste, classified by “exogenous” criteria of 
status, on the likelihood of forming weak versus strong ties. Here I disambiguate 
the theoretical formulation of the “culture conversion model” proposed by Lizardo 
(2006) by focusing on the type of “commitment” (deep versus shallow) evinced by 
the consumers of that culture directly. To do this, I used Mark’s (1998) conceptual 
distinction between strong and weak preferences to suggest that within any given 
cultural domain (music, movies, etc.) persons with strong preferences will be more 
likely to have accumulated “deep” rather than shallow knowledge of that domain, 
which is more useful for the formation of strong, densely knit networks. Persons 
who devote less time and energy to the same cultural pursuits, on the other hand, 
are more likely to display the type of casual acquaintance with certain forms of 

TABLE 1 
Poisson Regression Coefficients of the Effect of Number of Strong and Weak Preferences on  

the Proportion of Dyads in the Personal Networks Who Do Not Know One Another,  
2004 General Social Survey

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Online hours (logged) –0.140* (–4.77) –0.069* (–2.32) –0.091* (–3.00)
Number of weak preferences 0.113* (7.85) 0.095* (6.40)
Number of strong preferences –0.080* (–6.94) –0.065* (–5.49)
Constant 0.389* (6.23) 0.665* (11.91) 0.480* (7.48)
Model χ2 78.69* 70.12* 110.05*
N 327 327 327

*p < .05.

Poisson Regression Coefficients of the Effect of Number of Strong and Weak
Preferences on the Proportion of Dyads in the Personal Networks Who Do Not Know
One Another, 2004 General Social Survey.
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Strong Investment

From Lizardo (2011, Sociological Perspectives)

484 � SOCIOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES  Volume 54, Number 3, 2011

Lizardo 2006), by examining the association between different modes of cultural 
engagement (deep versus shallow) on ego-network clustering. The results of the 
preceding analysis show that, indeed, persons who display strong preferences 
tend to be more likely to also inhabit more clustered networks, while persons who 
display weak preferences are more likely to serve as brokers between disconnected 
others (Burt 1992). This suggests that the connection between culture and structure 
appears to display a depth/closure congruence such that strong commitments to spe-
cific cultural pursuits have an elective affinity with more clustered social worlds, 
while more superficial cultural commitments are correlated with less constraining 
local structural configurations (Lizardo 2006). Note that this connection is not logi-
cal or fore-ordained.

Instead the culture conversion argument proposes that it emerges from func-
tional constraints in the ways in which culture can be used to maintain social rela-
tionships. When the goal is the maintenance of “arms-length” ties, then relatively 
superficial cultural contents will do; when the goal is to sustain more intimate 
types of network relations, more specialized forms of cultural knowledge are 
required. This furthers our understanding of the cultural correlates of the origins 
of individual differences in local network configurations, which is a key issue in 
social capital theory.

The research reported here goes beyond previous efforts, which had only looked 
at the main effect of different forms of taste, classified by “exogenous” criteria of 
status, on the likelihood of forming weak versus strong ties. Here I disambiguate 
the theoretical formulation of the “culture conversion model” proposed by Lizardo 
(2006) by focusing on the type of “commitment” (deep versus shallow) evinced by 
the consumers of that culture directly. To do this, I used Mark’s (1998) conceptual 
distinction between strong and weak preferences to suggest that within any given 
cultural domain (music, movies, etc.) persons with strong preferences will be more 
likely to have accumulated “deep” rather than shallow knowledge of that domain, 
which is more useful for the formation of strong, densely knit networks. Persons 
who devote less time and energy to the same cultural pursuits, on the other hand, 
are more likely to display the type of casual acquaintance with certain forms of 

TABLE 1 
Poisson Regression Coefficients of the Effect of Number of Strong and Weak Preferences on  

the Proportion of Dyads in the Personal Networks Who Do Not Know One Another,  
2004 General Social Survey

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Online hours (logged) –0.140* (–4.77) –0.069* (–2.32) –0.091* (–3.00)
Number of weak preferences 0.113* (7.85) 0.095* (6.40)
Number of strong preferences –0.080* (–6.94) –0.065* (–5.49)
Constant 0.389* (6.23) 0.665* (11.91) 0.480* (7.48)
Model χ2 78.69* 70.12* 110.05*
N 327 327 327

*p < .05.

Poisson Regression Coefficients of the Effect of Number of Strong and Weak
Preferences on the Proportion of Dyads in the Personal Networks Who Do Not Know
One Another, 2004 General Social Survey.
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Finding a Job

From Lizardo (2012: 27, Under Review)

Predicted probabilities of having found a job via a network contact (left-hand panel) and having used a weak tie to
find a job conditional on having used a network contact (right-hand panel).
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Niche vs Popular

From Lizardo (2012: 28, Under Review)

Marginal effects of having engaged in different culture consumption activities on the probability (left-hand axis) of
having learned about your current job (for employed respondents) or about your last job (for respondents out of the
labor force) from either an acquaintance (black bars) or by having been directly contacted by the employer (white
bars). Gray line shows the proportion of college educated person who engaged in that activity at least once in the
past year (right-hand axis).
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Network Size

From Lizardo (2012: 29, Under Review)

Predicted probability of having learned about your current job (for employed respondents) or about your last job
(for respondents out of the labor force) via a weak tie (defined as either an acquaintance or having been directly
contacted by the employer, by reported network size and level of cultural participation
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Education

From Lizardo (2012, In Preparation)
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Predicted probability of reporting that one engages in culture talk “very often” by
levels of education. 2002-2004 National Social Survey.
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Participation

From Lizardo (2012, In Preparation)
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Marginal effect of frequency of participation on a given cultural domain on the
probability of engaging in frequent cultural talk within that domain by levels of
education. 2002-2004 National Social Survey.
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Conceptual Issues

Work to be done

Culture conversion argument empirically promising, but
conceptual and empirical challenges remain:

I Disentagling properties of culture that interact with types
of network relations (Lewis et al 2011)

1. Niche width (popular vs niche culture)
2. Status value (correlation with education, income,

occupational prestige)
3. Intensity of commitment (Passing familiarity vs strong

commitment)
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Qualitative, Processual Studies

Work to be done

Culture conversion argument empirically promising, but
conceptual and empirical challenges remain:

I We need qualitative process and mechanism oriented
studies!

1. Frequency of “culture talk”
2. Interactional role of culture in conversation (Fine 1979;

Frith 1998)
3. Social Foci that Facilitate Culture Talk (e.g. Book

Clubs)
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Quantitative Longitudinal Studies

Work to be done

Culture conversion argument empirically promising, but
conceptual and empirical challenges remain:

I We need longitudinal survey-based research containing
taste and social participation/personal network
information!

1. Clarifying issues of causal order
2. Looking at the role of culture in relationship and

connectivity maintenance over time
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Quantitative Longitudinal Studies

Thanks!
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