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Abstract 
This thesis explores whether cultural capital is a source of educational inequalities within early 

childhood. This is an area with very little prior research despite: (i) early childhood playing a 

crucial role in the cultural capital literature; and (ii) cultural capital being a well-studied source 

of inequality in educational research and yet not really featuring in the large amount of research 

which focuses on early childhood educational inequalities. This thesis therefore aims to help 

bridge this divide between two large bodies of research.  

The two key questions this thesis sets out to explore are whether cultural capital is unequally 

distributed by a child’s socio-economic background and whether a child’s cultural capital has 

any educational benefits in early childhood. To answer these key questions, this thesis will 

employ data from the birth cohort study Growing Up in Scotland. This thesis will use data from 

when the first birth cohort are ten months old through to five years old. Early childhood is 

typically a period of great change and so having longitudinal data will allow me to look at 

whether cultural capital’s accumulation and any educational effects it has are consistent over 

time. I will utilise several different types of statistical models, including regression analysis, 

structural equation modelling and multilevel modelling.  

Cultural capital will be split into two separate components: reading and more formal cultural 

activities. This will be done to explore a debate in the literature on whether both of these 

components are educationally beneficial or whether it is simply the reading element.  

The key findings from this thesis suggest that children from more advantaged backgrounds 

have higher levels of cultural capital and also that cultural capital has a positive educational 

effect within early childhood. These two results in combination lead us to conclude that cultural 

capital might be seen as a source of educational inequality within early childhood. However, 

despite cultural capital’s positive educational effect, a number of other socio-economic factors, 

in particular social class, still have a large significant effect on a child’s educational ability. 

This suggests that cultural capital can only partially explain educational inequalities in early 

childhood and should be thought of as one of a number of sources of educational inequality.  

My results also suggested that a child’s cultural capital mediates the educational benefits of 

several aspects of parental influence. For instance, parental cultural capital’s educational 

benefits for a child seem to come entirely through a child’s cultural capital. I also found that 

cultural capital is educationally beneficial to children from all levels of socio-economic status. 
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I found that both the reading and formal cultural activities components of a child’s cultural 

capital were educationally beneficial.  
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This PhD thesis looked at the concept of cultural capital within early childhood. Cultural capital is a 

concept developed by Pierre Bourdieu and is broadly defined as participation and knowledge of the 

dominant culture (e.g. theatre and art gallery attendance). Cultural capital is supposedly unequally 

distributed by social and economic factors. Bourdieu argues that cultural capital is rewarded within 

the education system and because it’s unequally distributed, it is a key source of educational 

inequality. 

This PhD looked at what factors were associated with a child’s cultural capital and whether their 

cultural capital had any educational benefit. It used data from Growing Up in Scotland, a data set that 

followed kids annually from 10 months old to seven years old. The thesis found that cultural capital 

was unequally distributed in early childhood; children from more advantaged backgrounds had 

significantly higher levels of cultural capital throughout childhood. Cultural capital was also shown to 

be educationally beneficial in early childhood; higher cultural capital was associated with higher 

scores on educational ability scales after controlling for a range of other background factors. 
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1. Introduction 

 

The earliest years of a child’s life are crucial in terms of their development (Gertler et al., 2014; 

Phillips and Schonkoff, 2000). Experiences in early childhood resonate well into adult life 

meaning that inequalities in this period also have long-lasting consequences (Feinstein, 2003; 

Blanden, 2006). Evidence has shown that inequalities in early childhood are prevalent in the 

UK (Waldfogel and Washbrook, 2011; Sylva et al., 2008; Bradshaw and Tipping, 2010).One 

source of educational inequality that has not been widely studied within this age group is 

cultural capital (Dumais, 2006).  

Cultural capital, a concept developed by Pierre Bourdieu, can be broadly defined as a 

“familiarity with the dominant culture” (Bourdieu, 2003, p. 71). Cultural capital is a resource 

which will provide educational benefits to children and yet is supposedly unevenly distributed 

by social class (Bourdieu, 2003). This “knowledge of and participation in the dominant culture” 

(Sullivan, 2001, p. 896) has often been studied by focusing on participation in stereotypically 

high-brow cultural activities such as theatre and art gallery attendance. The fact that cultural 

capital has not been widely studied in within early childhood is very surprising given that 

cultural capital has been one of the most commonly studied sources of educational inequality 

(Jenkins, 2002) and that early childhood is stressed as a key period for the accumulation of 

cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1986; De Jager, 1967; Dumais, 2006). In general, early childhood 

research has neglected cultural capital and cultural capital research has neglected early 

childhood. My thesis will therefore explore the role of cultural capital within early childhood 

and help to bridge a gap between two large areas of research that have for the most part failed 

to crossover.  

My research will aim to explore whether cultural capital is a potential cause of educational 

inequalities in early childhood. It will do this by first testing whether cultural capital is 

unequally distributed by socio-economic background in early childhood before testing whether 

cultural capital has an educational effect in early childhood after controlling for other potential 

causes of educational inequality. If I find that cultural capital is both unequally distributed and 

educationally beneficial then this could be seen as providing evidence that cultural capital is a 

source of educational inequality in early childhood.  
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The importance of early childhood in the accumulation of cultural capital has long been 

proposed in the literature. The initial accumulation of cultural capital supposedly “starts at the 

outset, without delay” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 246) as parents high in cultural capital transmit this 

advantage to their children. An individual’s cultural capital “always remains marked by its 

earliest conditions of acquisition” (p. 245). However, the lack of empirical research into this 

area (Dumais, 2006) means that there is a startling lack of evidence to support this claim either 

way. Findings from this thesis will therefore help to illuminate whether the unequal distribution 

of cultural capital is indeed present in early childhood. It will also help us to understand whether 

the accumulation of cultural capital is a constant process over time or whether, like many other 

processes within early childhood, it experiences great changes. The fact that so little research 

has been done on cultural capital in early childhood means that even very basic results which 

have been replicated time and time again in cultural capital research will be of great interest.  

Studying the factors involved in the accumulation of cultural capital will also allow us to see 

how the distribution of cultural capital occurs in early childhood. Will it be unevenly distributed 

by parental cultural capital and socio-economic background as Bourdieu (1986) would 

suggest? It will be interesting to see if the same factors that have been associated with cultural 

capital levels in research on older children are factors here. Understanding what factors are 

involved in the accumulation of cultural capital becomes even more important if I find cultural 

capital is educationally beneficial. If cultural capital is educationally beneficial then knowing 

which factors are involved will hopefully shed light on some of the barriers to cultural capital 

and provide potential avenues through which the accumulation of cultural capital in early 

childhood could be promoted. This becomes especially important if I do find cultural capital is 

significantly lower among disadvantaged children. 

If I find that cultural capital is unequally distributed in early childhood, finding whether cultural 

capital is educationally beneficial or not will help us to understand the consequences of any 

unequal distribution. While no educational effect would indicate cultural capital is not a key 

factor in early childhood educational inequalities, this would not signify that any unequal 

distribution of cultural capital was not problematic as there are many other channels through 

which participation in cultural activities has been shown to provide benefits (Elsey and 

Macmellon, 2010, p. 1).  

One question crucial to understanding the potential educational inequalities of cultural capital 

centres around whether anyone can utilize cultural capital’s supposed educational benefits. 
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This is a point of contention in the literature with certain authors (Bourdieu, 2003) arguing that 

upper-class children are best placed to make the most of cultural capital’s educational benefits, 

other authors arguing (DiMaggio, 1982; Dumais, 2006) that its educational benefits are best 

utilized by those from a lower social class and a further set of authors (Aschaffenberg and 

Maas, 1997, Nagel, 2010) who argue that cultural capital’s educational benefits can be utilized 

equally by all, regardless of one’s social class. This will be a question I aim to answer in this 

thesis. While this will of course be useful in providing further evidence to add to this debate, 

especially in the context of early childhood, the real importance of this result lies in what it 

means for any potential attempts to redress the educational inequalities of cultural capital in 

this period if I find them. 

If I find that cultural capital’s educational effects were greater for those from advantaged 

backgrounds, then this would present any attempts to redress an unequal distribution of cultural 

capital with a large problem. Even if children from different social classes had the same levels 

of cultural capital, those from the higher social classes would be able to make greater use of 

any educational benefits attached to the cultural capital. Any attempts to reduce barriers to 

cultural capital would therefore be very complicated with the interaction between social class 

a difficult one to untangle. If it is found that cultural capital’s educational effects are felt 

strongest by those most disadvantaged, this would again affect how we might think about 

redressing educational inequalities. Increasing access to cultural capital for disadvantaged 

children might therefore be a possible way of helping them ‘catch up’, potentially helping to 

make up for educational inequalities in other areas. If it is found that cultural capital’s 

educational effects in early childhood can be utilized equally by all, regardless of social class, 

then this would simplify any attempts to redress the educational inequalities of early childhood 

cultural capital. This result would mean that equalizing access to cultural capital would mean 

the removal of its educational inequality. It could also mean that providing children low in 

cultural capital with greater access to cultural capital would provide them with the educational 

benefits they were missing from the low cultural capital. 

Another key debate in the cultural capital literature concerns which elements of cultural capital 

are educationally beneficial. Certain authors (De Graaf 1986, 1988; Crook, 1997; De Graaf et 

al., 2000) have split cultural capital into two separate components: reading; and more formal 

cultural activities, such as trips to the museum and the theatre. These same authors have argued 

that cultural capital’s educational benefit comes solely from the reading component. I feel this 

question on whether reading is the only educationally beneficial part of cultural capital will be 
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especially interesting in the context of early childhood where there has been such a huge push 

to encourage reading in this period (Reading Agency, 2015). As well as adding to this cultural 

capital debate, any answer on which elements of cultural capital are educationally beneficial 

will have important implications for how one might go about tackling educational inequalities 

in early childhood. If I find cultural capital is both unequally distributed and that both cultural 

activities and reading are educationally beneficial then this would suggest the promotion of 

both types of activity as good ways to redress those potential educational inequalities brought 

about by cultural capital. However, if I find that only reading has the educational benefit then 

any policy to redress educational inequalities associated with cultural capital would be better 

to focus specifically on reading. 

This thesis will try to make sure that the concept of cultural capital, developed in the 1960s, is 

well suited to childhood modern society. This will involve using the concepts of cultural 

omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness which have both been shown to be important 

aspects of contemporary cultural consumption (Bennett et al., 2009; Kazt-Gerro and Sullivan, 

2007, 2010). Cultural omnivorousness refers to a tendency to have a wide variety of cultural 

practices and tastes while cultural voraciousness refers to a tendency to participate frequently 

in cultural activities. 

My research will use the birth-cohort study Growing Up in Scotland. This will be the first study 

to use this data to explore the role of cultural capital within early childhood. My research will 

benefit from using a birth-cohort study as it will allow me to look at the same group of children 

across their childhood. Having these different time point measures also allows my research to 

explore any changes in the nature of cultural capital which is hugely beneficial. Early childhood 

isn’t a static period – in fact, it is rather the opposite (Phillips and Schonkoff, 2000; Dearden 

et al., 2011; Bromley, 2009; Bradshaw, 2011; Feinstein, 2003) – and so it is crucial that my 

research can engage with this. I will be able to look at whether different factors affect the 

accumulation of cultural capital at different ages and be able to explore whether any educational 

effect cultural capital might have is consistent across early childhood. To answer these 

questions this thesis will use a variety of different types of statistical analysis, including linear 

and logistic regressions, multilevel models and structural equation modelling.  

Understanding the dynamics of cultural capital accumulation in early childhood will not only 

shed light on an under-explored aspect of cultural capital research but it also has ramifications 

for how policy might try and target any interventions if I do find cultural capital is a source of 
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educational inequalities in early childhood. Knowing if there is a specific age where 

inequalities in cultural capital accumulation are most pronounced or if there is an age when a 

certain socio-economic factor becomes important for cultural capital accumulation will help to 

increase the effectiveness of any policy trying to equalize cultural capital’s effects. 
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2. Literature Review 

 

It is well established that the first few years of a child’s life are monumental in terms of their 

overall development, setting the “foundations for lifetime success” (Gertler et al., 2014, p. 998). 

Many studies have shown how cognitive development around this age is highly associated with 

outcomes later in life; e.g. Feinstein’s (2003) study found that children’s test scores at age 22 

months were highly correlated with their labour-market performance at age 26. Given the 

effects development in early childhood still has later in life, educational inequalities in this 

period can have long lasting consequences: Heckman and Carneiro (2003) showed that the 

inequalities they viewed in early childhood persisted well into later schooling while Blanden 

(2006) showed that test scores at age five were a key indicator of whether a child would remain 

in poverty later in life.  

Considering the importance of understanding educational inequalities within early childhood, 

one source of educational inequality which has not been widely studied within this age group 

is cultural capital. 

Cultural Capital 

Bourdieu’s theory of cultural reproduction 

Bourdieu states there are three main forms of capital: economic, cultural, and social (Bourdieu, 

1997). Economic capital can be converted into money and can be “institutionalized in the form 

of property rights” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 243). Social capital is made up of social obligations and 

can be converted into economic capital. However, it is cultural capital which is the most crucial 

form of capital for Bourdieu’s theory of social and cultural reproduction. Cultural capital is 

broadly defined as a “knowledge of and participation in the dominant culture” (Sullivan, 2001, 

p. 896). Bourdieu splits cultural capital into three forms: the embodied state; the objectified 

state; and the institutionalised state. Objectified cultural capital can be seen as cultural goods 

such as books and pieces of artwork (Bourdieu, 1986; Georg, 2004, p. 334), while an example 

of institutionalised cultural capital is educational qualifications. The embodied state refers to 

“long lasting dispositions of the mind and body” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 243); this is the most 
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important form of cultural capital for Bourdieu since it is the form most concealed in its 

relationship to economic capital. 

Bourdieu’s theory of cultural reproduction charges the educational system as the key means by 

which the social hierarchy is maintained and reproduced. This occurs due to the emphasis 

which the school places on cultural capital. Bourdieu states that the school presupposes that all 

students will be in possession of the same level of cultural capital upon entry to school, 

overlooking the fact that cultural capital is unequally distributed among the social classes. In 

this way the school “demands of everyone alike that they have what it does not give” (Bourdieu, 

2003, p. 71). Bourdieu states that cultural capital is transmitted to children from their parents. 

The education system requires “initial familiarity with the dominant culture” (Bourdieu, 2003, 

p. 71) and so immediately children are advantaged or disadvantaged depending upon the level 

of cultural capital their family have. Those children of families with high cultural capital arrive 

at school already with a firm knowledge of the dominant culture and the inherited means by 

which to appropriate it, which will be crucial to their early educational success. Because 

cultural capital is unevenly spread across the social classes (Bourdieu, 1986), lower-class 

pupils are immediately disadvantaged compared to their middle- and upper-class peers.  

This embodied cultural capital is so concealed from economic capital that it is mistakenly 

attributed to being based on natural “gifts, merits, or skills” (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1990, p. 

496). The educational qualifications eventually obtained are used to legitimise the social 

hierarchy which has essentially been reproduced. When working-class children do manage to 

succeed in the educational system, this is used as proof that it is based on meritocracy and 

further legitimises it.  

One important element of Bourdieu’s model is that cultural capital’s “acquisition is deeply 

embedded in elite families' socialization patterns” (Kingston, 2001, p. 92) with the transmission 

of cultural capital occurring “only for the offspring of families endowed with strong cultural 

capital” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 246). Bourdieu’s claim then that the positive educational effects 

of cultural capital “can be received and acquired only by subjects endowed with the system of 

predispositions that is the condition for the success of the transmission and of the inculcation 

of the culture” (Bourdieu, 2003, p. 71) means that those who grew up in a family high in 

cultural capital can best reap the educational rewards of cultural capital. 

Bourdieu’s cultural reproduction theory has been very influential in educational research 

(Jenkins, 2002). This has led to many empirical studies focusing on the relationship between 
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cultural capital and educational success. This research has tended to suggest that cultural capital 

has “modest but positive effects” (Wildhagen, 2009, p. 175) on a range of different educational 

outcomes (DiMaggio, 1982; DiMaggio and Mohr, 1985; Teachman, 1987; Farkas et al., 1990; 

Kalmijn and Kraaykamp, 1996; Aschaffenburg and Maas, 1997; Roscigno and Ainsworth-

Darnell, 1999; Sullivan, 2001; Dumais, 2002). However, Bourdieu’s own studies on cultural 

capital’s educational effects are less than convincing with only bivariate analyses ever 

presented (De Graaf, 1986, p. 238). Findings such as “a very pronounced correlation may be 

observed between academic success and the family’s cultural capital” (Bourdieu, 2003, p. 76) 

are cited as evidence of the cultural reproduction theory, glossing over the fact that correlation 

is not causation.  

Early childhood cultural capital 

One idea which is key to Bourdieu’s theory of social and cultural reproduction is that the 

acquisition of cultural capital begins before the child starts school through parental 

transmission. This transmission supposedly begins as soon as the child is born:  

“the initial accumulation of cultural capital, the precondition for the fast, easy 

accumulation of every kind of useful cultural capital, starts at the outset, without delay, 

without wasted time, only for the offspring of families endowed with strong cultural 

capital; in this case, the accumulation period covers the whole period of socialization.” 

(Bourdieu, 1986, p. 246) 

Bourdieu again emphasizes how important this period is, stating that cultural capital “always 

remains marked by its earliest conditions of acquisition” (1986, p. 245). If pupils do not acquire 

enough cultural capital before entering school then they will be lacking in what Bourdieu sees 

as the key skills to succeed in the educational system. Dumais (2006, p. 84) argues that the 

impact of class differences in cultural capital should be apparent in very young children, with 

clear differences in place by the time the child reaches school.  

Nagel (2010) highlights that in the Netherlands, De Jager (1967) also stressed the importance 

of early childhood for cultural participation; De Jager (1967) believed growing up in a family 

high in cultural capital led to a lifelong advantage in cultural participation levels. Nagel (2010) 

believes that while Bourdieu and De Jager both stress the importance of early childhood in the 

accumulation of cultural capital, neither has “offered convincing empirical results in support 

of it” (Nagel, 2010 p. 542). 
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While there have been countless studies into cultural capital, only a tiny proportion have 

studied the accumulation and effects of cultural capital in early childhood, despite it being a 

key tenet of Bourdieu’s theory. Dumais (2006, p. 84) has argued that there is practically no 

quantitative studies on young children’s cultural capital and that those that have looked at 

cultural capital in early childhood have largely relied on retrospective accounts. For instance, 

Aschaffenburg and Maas (1997, p. 584) concluded from their study on the intergenerational 

transmission of cultural capital that “later cultural capital is a direct consequence of early 

cultural socialization”. However, their measure for early cultural socialization was a 

retrospective one measured when the child was fourteen.  

One quantitative study which has attempted to look at the role of cultural capital in early 

childhood is Dumais’ (2006). Dumais (2006) studied US kindergarten students (aged around 

5) and looked at how their levels of cultural capital affected how their kindergarten teachers 

perceived their academic ability. She found that after controlling for a range of background 

measures, including measured reading ability, cultural capital had no significant effect on 

teacher’s perception of the pupil’s ability. She did find that children whose parents were high 

in socio-economic status had a higher level of cultural capital. 

There has also been research on the role of cultural activities in early childhood that has not 

explicitly mentioned the role of cultural capital. A report commissioned by the Scottish 

Government into the importance of arts and culture in early childhood concluded that early 

participation in cultural activities has positive benefits for children’s “education, emotional 

well-being and behaviour” (Elsey and Macmellon, 2010, p. 1). Much of the research on early 

childhood exposure to cultural activities has focused on its effect on children’s participation in 

cultural activities later in life. Research has consistently shown that exposure to cultural 

activities in early childhood is strongly linked to participation in cultural activities as an adult 

(Bell et al, 2009; Scottish Government, 2009; Oskala et al, 2009; Orend, 1988; McCarthy et al, 

2001; FreshMinds, 2007; Centre for Economics and Business Research, 2007; Walker et al, 

2002). In particular, research has shown that positive experiences of cultural activities in early 

childhood are associated with participation later in life while negative early experiences 

reinforce negative beliefs that cultural activities are ‘not for them’ or are boring and dull (PLB 

Consulting, 2001; FreshMinds, 2007). Several studies showed that early childhood 

participation in cultural activities was significantly associated with participation later in life 

even after background factors like educational background, social class and income were 

controlled for (Oksala et al, 2009; Walker et al, 2002). Reasons why these positive early 
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experiences lead to later engagement include familiarity, demystifying the event and knowing 

how to behave (Oksala et al, 2009). These studies highlight the importance of participation in 

cultural activities in early childhood, showing that these experiences have a significant effect 

in later life. They provide support for the idea that the accumulation of cultural capital in early 

childhood is important for an individual’s cultural capital later in life.  

Cultural mobility model 

However, while the concept of cultural capital originated from Bourdieu’s cultural 

reproduction model, there is a competing model that also utilises cultural capital as its central 

concept – the cultural mobility model (DiMaggio, 1982). The cultural mobility model states 

that “cultural capital facilitates the academic success of anyone who has it” (Kingston, 2001, 

p. 92). Meanwhile, several authors (DiMaggio, 1982; Kingston, 2001) argue that Bourdieu’s 

cultural reproduction model ascertains that cultural capital is only a resource for higher-class 

individuals as they believe if non-elite students benefited from cultural capital then this 

“directly counters Bourdieu’s claim that its acquisition is deeply embedded in elite families’ 

socialization pattern” (Kingston, 2001, p. 92). However, it is worth pointing out that these are 

these particular authors’ readings of Bourdieu’s cultural reproduction model and that Bourdieu 

himself is never explicit in saying cultural capital is only of benefit for higher-class children.    

The cultural mobility model was first introduced in DiMaggio’s (1982) widely cited study. In 

this study he showed that cultural capital, measured using self-reported involvement in art, 

music, and literature, was significantly related to high grades even after controlling for 

academic ability. He also formulated a competing model to the cultural reproduction model 

whereby cultural capital’s effect on educational outcomes was net of family background 

whereas he believed that in Bourdieu’s model cultural capital mediated the relationship 

between family background and educational outcomes. DiMaggio (1982) found evidence in 

favour both of the cultural mobility model and the cultural reproduction model.  

There is confusion over the exact nature of the cultural mobility model. Some scholars 

(DiMaggio, 1982; Dumais, 2006) have stated that lower-class children gain more educationally 

than others from cultural capital under this model whereas others (Aschaffenberg and Maas, 

1997; Kingston, 2001) see cultural capital as an equal resource for all under this model. Using 

interaction effects, one should be able to see who cultural capital is more beneficial for: higher-

class individuals (evidence for the cultural reproduction model); lower-class individuals 
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(evidence for DiMaggio’s (1982) cultural mobility model); or it has the same net effect for 

everyone (evidence for Aschaffenberg and Maas’ (1997) cultural mobility model).   

Goldthorpe (2007) has launched a particularly scathing attack on Bourdieu’s theory of cultural 

reproduction, claiming it has “serious inherent weaknesses” and has been “overwhelmingly 

contradicted by empirical evidence” (p. 2). He states that there is clear evidence of upward 

educational mobility in the modern world and uses this to criticise Bourdieu’s idea of the 

“family as the only, or even the main, locus of the transmission of cultural capital” (Goldthorpe, 

2007, p. 9) as unsustainable. This criticism certainly has some weight behind it and gives 

another reason why the cultural mobility model might be a good competing theory. In the 

cultural mobility model, while the family is an important part of the transmission of cultural 

capital, it is not the only mechanism (Nagel, 2010). The cultural mobility model also provides 

the possibility for upwards educational mobility which Goldthorpe believes the cultural 

reproduction model is missing.  

Golthorpe (2007) argues that many sociologists have used Bourdieu’s concept of cultural 

capital in ways that “are clearly not compatible with Bourdieu’s general theoretical position” 

(p. 18) which has led to them mistakenly interpreting their findings as support for Bourdieu’s 

theory. This relates to my point earlier that there are numerous studies on cultural capital which 

utilise the cultural mobility model without ever acknowledging this fact.  

However, while it might seem that Goldthorpe would be slightly more accepting of the cultural 

mobility model, this is not true. Goldthorpe (2007) is severely critical of those that believe 

Bourdieu’s work is open to “qualification, refinement, development, etc.” (p. 11). In this way, 

he would certainly be critical of the adoption by many of the cultural mobility model as it prises 

the concept of cultural capital away from Bourdieu’s theory with Goldthorpe (2007) clear that 

Bourdieu’s work has to be judged on the paradigm level, as either “a major social scientific 

advance or...a failure” (p. 12). 

There have been several studies (DiMaggio, 1982; Teachman et al., 1997; De Graaf et al., 2000; 

De Graaf and De Graaf, 2002; Dumais, 2006; Nagel, 2010) which have explicitly provided 

evidence in favour of the cultural mobility model. Kingston (2001, p. 92) believes that evidence 

in favour of the cultural mobility model “severely undermines” Bourdieu’s model. A very early 

work which provided evidence for this more flexible theory came from Halsey, Heath and 

Ridge’s (1980) study. Their book stated that through the expansion of grammar schools, 

students from poorer backgrounds were being provided with cultural capital which they used 
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to their advantage (Halsey et al., 1980, p. 77). The students in this study supposedly 

accumulated cultural capital outside their family of origin which is possible within the cultural 

mobility model, unlike the cultural reproduction model (Nagel, 2010). Many modern studies 

using cultural capital adopt the cultural mobility model even if they do not explicitly 

acknowledge this fact. They run regressions controlling for family background and look at 

cultural capital’s isolated educational effect, treating cultural capital as a resource that anyone 

can draw upon regardless of social background. According to DiMaggio (1982) and Kingston 

(2001) this is in contradiction to Bourdieu’s model where cultural capital is seen only as a 

resource for the upper classes. 

Rather than solely seeing cultural capital as a resource which maintains the social hierarchy, 

under the cultural mobility model providing access to cultural capital could be seen as a 

“practical and useful strategy for low status students who aspire towards upward mobility” 

(DiMaggio, 1982, p.190). If the cultural mobility model holds true then this means that we 

might propose increasing access to cultural capital as a means to reduce educational inequalities 

and increase social mobility. It is therefore important that this thesis explores whether there is 

evidence to support the cultural mobility model or the cultural reproduction model as this will 

have important consequences for how we might view any educational effects a child’s cultural 

capital may have.    

Information processing vs. status seeking theories 

There have been wide debates on the reasons why cultural capital might be educationally 

advantageous. Two of the main schools of thought are the ‘status-seeking theory’ and the 

‘information processing theory’ (Ganzeboom, 1982). The ‘status-seeking theory’ suggests that 

cultural activities are linked to social status and that participating in ‘high’ culture 

communicates high status (Ganzeboom, 1982). The ‘information processing theory’ which was 

first presented by Ganzeboom (1982) has been used to propose another mechanism for cultural 

capital’s educational benefit: cultural participation also promotes the development of “cultural 

knowledge” (Sullivan, 2007, p. 2) and “linguistic and cognitive skills” (De Graaf and De Graaf, 

2002, p. 183). 

One of the most commonly proposed mechanisms by which the status-seeking theory would 

allow cultural participation to be converted into educational success is through teachers. 

DiMaggio (1982) proposed that teachers “communicate more easily with students who 

participate in elite status cultures, give them more attention and special assistance, and perceive 
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them as more intelligent or gifted than students who lack cultural capital” (p. 190). However, 

this explanation does not illustrate how teachers identify if students have participated in cultural 

activities. One way that teachers could recognise students high in cultural capital is by the 

students displaying cultural attributes (Sullivan & Brown, 2015, p. 1). This is something which 

has been somewhat backed up with Farkas et al. (1990) concluding from their study that 

teachers favour students who display ‘cultured’ traits. However, Broderick and Hubbard (2000) 

examined the assumption that teachers value students with knowledge of elite culture using 

data from the National Educational Longitudinal Study. Their study showed that teachers’ 

valuations of children were not associated with the children’s levels of cultural capital. 

Broderick and Hubbard’s (2000) study therefore suggests that the idea that teachers can 

recognise cultural capital and consequently will be impressed by it is not entirely empirically 

accepted. Additionally, Sullivan (2001) believes that while this idea of teachers being the main 

mechanism for cultural capital is perhaps plausible in America where grades awarded by 

teachers are important, in countries like the UK, where key educational outcomes come through 

results gained in the national curriculum, this seems less likely. However, Sullivan (2001) here 

perhaps naively ignores the impact a teacher’s judgement of children can have on their learning 

process.  

The information processing theory was first presented by Ganzeboom (1982) as a way of 

explaining why high-status individuals engaged more frequently in formal cultural activities. 

He suggested that more exclusive cultural events require more complex processing from the 

participant. He noted that one of the key reasons for differences in the ability to process cultural 

stimuli is due to a person’s “knowledge of and acquaintance with a cultural field” (Ganzeboom, 

1982, p. 187). This assertation that knowledge and acquaintance with a cultural field could 

increase a person’s ability to understand complex cultural stimuli allowed scholars (De Graaf 

and De Graaf, 2002; Sullivan, 2007) to propose another use of the information processing 

theory: cultural participation develops cultural knowledge and skills. This explains why 

cultural capital can have a positive impact on educational success: it develops cognitive skills 

(De Graaf and De Graaf, 2002, p. 183) such as cultural knowledge and vocabulary (Sullivan, 

2001) which “actually foster intellectual development” (Sullivan & Brown, 2015, p. 1) and are 

thus beneficial for educational achievement.   

One advantage of the information processing theory is that, unlike the status-seeking theory, it 

fits coherently with the cultural mobility model discussed earlier. If cultural capital is an 

educational resource that anyone in possession – regardless of social status – can use, then it is 
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difficult to conceive how the status-seeking theory can fit in. In the status-seeking theory, 

cultural capital helps communicate the high status of the child to their teachers. However, it is 

difficult to see how the child’s communication of status couldn’t be incredibly interweaved 

with other class aspects related to the child such as their accent or dress sense. In this sense, 

the status-seeking theory is far more suited to the traditional cultural reproduction model 

whereby already advantaged students can make better use of their cultural capital. With the 

information processing theory there is a very clear avenue through which cultural capital can 

be an educational resource for anyone who is in possession of it. The skills and knowledge 

through which participation in cultural activities supposedly helps develop, according to the 

information processing theory, are available for anyone regardless of social standing. 

Lareau and Weininger (2003) believe the ‘dominant interpretation’ of cultural capital in 

research tends to partition the effects of cultural capital from those of educational skills (p. 

568). The authors describe research which assumes “cultural capital is both conceptually 

distinct from and causally independent of ‘‘technical’’ skill or knowledge” (p. 580) as 

problematic. Lareau and Weininger (2003) believe there is no evidence from Bourdieu’s 

writings that cultural capital should be separated from ability or skills and indeed argue that 

instead Bourdieu considers them to be “irrevocably fused” (p. 580). Indeed Bourdieu (1986) 

states that “ability or talent is itself the product of an investment of time and cultural capital.” 

(p. 244) 

Sullivan (2007) argues that this is a key difference between studies that focus on the status-

seeking theory and those that adopt the information processing theory. Studies that follow the 

status-seeking theory believe cultural capital largely communicates status and so is separate of 

ability. These studies often then include a background measure of measured ability when trying 

to determine the effects of cultural capital. On the other hand, the information processing theory 

believes that cultural capital helps develop certain skills and knowledge. It therefore makes no 

sense for these studies to include background measures of ability as they believe these measures 

of ability are partly to do with cultural capital (Sullivan, 2007). 

The direction of more contemporary research on cultural capital has tended to side with the 

information processing theory. Crook (1997) and De Graaf et al. (2000) conclude from their 

studies that cultural capital’s educational benefit comes from the educative resources such as 

cognitive skills which cultural capital develops. Sullivan (2001) took from her study that the 
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key reasons for cultural capital’s educational effect was its advancement of the child’s cultural 

knowledge and linguistic ability.  

Different components of cultural capital 

The status-seeking theory and the information processing theory both have implications for 

which type of cultural activities should be viewed as educationally beneficial. Linked to the 

status-seeking theory is the assumption that public cultural activities are more effective at 

communicating status than private cultural activities. This is supposedly because being seen at 

a cultural event would transmit status to those in attendance. Therefore, being seen at a public 

cultural activity such as the theatre is a lot easier than being seen doing a more private cultural 

activity such as reading a book. Utilising this idea, several studies (Lamb, 1989; Katsillis & 

Rubinson, 1990) looked at cultural capital’s educational effect by looking solely at public 

cultural activities such as concert and theatre attendance whilst eschewing more private cultural 

activities such as reading. However, it has become apparent that this divide between public and 

private cultural activities is not particularly useful. It rests on the assumption that being seen at 

a cultural event could communicate high status which as Sullivan (2007) correctly points out 

is very dated. Sullivan (2007) also criticises this public-private divide for being too simplistic 

– is reading a book on public transport a public or private activity, for example?   

Another divide that has been formulated is that between reading and beaux-arts. Beaux-arts, 

also referred to as formal cultural activities, refer to “public and highly exclusive forms of 

cultural participation” (Sullivan, 2007, p. 2). This division between cultural activities was 

proposed by De Graaf (1986, 1988) and is linked to the information processing theory. 

Researchers such as Crook (1997) and De Graaf et al. (2000) argue that reading develops skills 

leading to educational rewards whereas participation in formal cultural activities does not 

develop any specific skills and would only be important if the status-seeking theory held up. 

De Graaf and De Graaf (2002) argue that only reading provides a child with tangible cognitive 

skills through the “development of a child’s language skills” (p. 171). I believe this conclusion 

is flawed. Research has shown that public cultural activities such as museums or art galleries 

are in fact associated with educational benefits (Galloway, 2008) while neuroscientific 

research, which I will expand upon later, has shown that music lessons, commonly seen as a 

formal cultural activity (Sullivan, 2001), had significant effects on a child’s brain size in motor 

areas (Hyde et al., 2009) and neural network efficiency (Moreno et al., 2009). These are clear 

examples of the formal cultural activities component developing children’s cognitive skills and 
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are why I believe finding educational benefits for this component shouldn’t necessarily be seen 

as negating the information-processing theory as others have suggested (De Graaf and De 

Graaf, 2002; De Graaf et al., 2000). However, as I am following the information-processing 

theory, it makes sense to explore this divide between reading and formal cultural activities as 

so much of the research which has followed the information-processing theory has done so.  

While Sullivan (2001, 2007) is a strong advocate of the information-processing model, she 

does not believe in the distinction between reading and beaux-arts. Instead, Sullivan believes 

that it is the linguistic elements of cultural capital which are educationally beneficial as these 

develop skills such as vocabulary and styles of expression (Sullivan, 2001). She concludes this 

from her research which showed that reading and high-brow television viewing were 

educationally beneficial but other cultural activities were not (Sullivan, 2001). However, it 

could be argued, in a similar vein to Sullivan’s (2007) criticism of the public-private 

distinction, that a distinction between language-based cultural activities and non-language-

based cultural activities is far too simplistic. How would we define a language-based activity? 

Sullivan (2001) lists theatre attendance under non-language-based activities in her study but it 

would be very difficult to argue that watching a Shakespeare play doesn’t involve a language 

element, especially when Sullivan does include high-brow television viewing as a language-

based activity.  

Cultural omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness 

It is important for any study on cultural capital to acknowledge how different the cultural 

landscape is since Bourdieu’s Distinction (1984). France in the 1960s where Bourdieu carried 

out his research is not the same place as 21st century Britain and any modern understanding of 

cultural capital must take this into account. Even Sullivan’s (2001) study which gave a far more 

updated vision of cultural capital was written before Facebook, YouTube and Twitter were 

even invented and subsequently before the real explosion of the internet as a means of cultural 

consumption and proliferation. It is wise therefore to utilise Bennett et al.’s (2009) study on 

modern British cultural practices and tastes to generate an up-to-date concept of cultural capital 

for research. According to their study, the two key elements of cultural capital in modern 

Britain are cultural omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness: cultural omnivorousness is 

defined by a huge diversity of cultural tastes and practices while cultural voraciousness is the 

tendency of individuals to try to consume as much culture as possible. 
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The idea of the cultural omnivore stems from Peterson’s research (Peterson & Simkus, 1992; 

Peterson & Kern, 1996; Peterson, 2005). His research showed that well-educated, middle-class 

individuals were incredibly omnivorous in their cultural tastes and practices – their tastes and 

practices covered a hugely diverse range of genres and activities. These individuals were no 

longer focused exclusively on ‘high’ culture; instead, their tastes spanned between both high 

and popular culture. However, this propensity to consume and participate in a wide variety of 

different cultural genres and activities was largely restricted to the well-educated middle 

classes.  

Bennett et al. (2009) are adamant from their research that cultural omnivorousness is a key 

element of cultural capital in contemporary Britain, where the ability to judge tastes from 

diverse genres is respected. The authors showed that for modern British cultural practices and 

tastes, the greatest divide is no longer between high and popular culture; instead, it is between 

individuals who are culturally active and engaged in a wide range of activities and between 

those who are far less culturally active with a much more limited range of activities that they 

participate in. Interestingly, the authors show that this divide overlaps with class and 

educational inequalities – highly educated, middle-class individuals were more likely to 

participate actively and widely in cultural activities. They link the emergence of cultural 

omnivorousness with the rise of the media, which they believe helped the sharing of cultural 

tastes. The book concludes that a cultural omnivorous orientation “defines cultural capital 

today” (Bennett et al., 2009, p. 177) which means it is vital that my thesis contains a measure 

for cultural omnivorousness.  

Previously, cultural capital has been thought of largely as the participation and appreciation of 

highly exclusive cultural activities, such as art galleries and classical music. However, the rise 

of cultural omnivorousness has called into question the importance of these activities now that 

high-status individuals supposedly appreciate and participate in wide ranging cultural 

activities, including popular culture. However, while cultural omnivorousness is about wide 

and varying cultural practices, it is important to note that cultural omnivores do not like 

everything indiscriminately; rather, it is about an openness to appreciating everything (Bennett 

et al., 2009). This caveat is very important when we think of the role of ‘high’ or legitimate 

culture. 

While some older middle-class individuals in Bennett et al.’s (2009) study still viewed ‘high’ 

culture as a status symbol, amongst younger individuals – who were more omnivorous – this 



18 

 

snobbishness about culture was not seen. However, while these higher-class cultural omnivores 

do participate in and appreciate both ‘high’ and popular culture, they regularly participate in 

high-brow cultural activities which are their preference (Bennett et al., 2009). The authors also 

show that among working-class individuals, a lack of participation in ‘high’ culture is still 

fairly widespread. Bennett et al. (2009) believe that a command of high-brow culture is still 

profitable. So, whilst cultural omnivorousness is a crucial element of cultural capital in 

contemporary Britain, it seems as though its importance is still linked with high-brow cultural 

activities. It is therefore important that studies utilising cultural omnivorousness are still 

selective about which cultural activities are included. 

Linked to the idea of cultural omnivorousness is cultural voraciousness which refers to “the 

frequency of participation in specific cultural activities” (Katz-Gerro and Sullivan, 2007, p. 

125). Katz-Gerro and Sullivan (2010, p. 194) argue that cultural voraciousness is well suited 

to modern studies on cultural capital as it can “be related to theories of the changing pace of 

life and leisure in late modernity.” Bennett et al.’s (2009) account of cultural capital in modern 

Britain suggests that highly educated, middle-class individuals are not only culturally 

omnivorous but also have a high appetite for the consumption of cultural activities which they 

participate frequently in and are therefore said to be culturally voracious. Bennett et al. (2009) 

believe that these high-status individuals are largely voracious in their participation in high-

brow cultural activities. Cultural voraciousness is designed to complement cultural 

omnivorousness (Katz-Gerro and Sullivan, 2010) and so it is beneficial for studies to use both 

of these two concepts in tandem.  

Using cultural voraciousness as an element of cultural capital also allows research to engage 

with the argument that there is an investment metaphor implied by the term “capital” which 

has been ignored too often in research on cultural capital (Aschaffenburg and Maas, 1997; 

Robson, 2003). Bourdieu (1986, p. 253) himself notes that key to cultural capital is “the amount 

of time devoted to acquiring it”. Aschaffenburg and Maas (1997) and Robson (2003) criticise 

measures for cultural activities which do not take into account how often a particular activity 

is done, rather just noting if an individual participates at all. In many studies, variables such as 

“Have you been to the theatre in the last year?” are used which obviously cannot discern 

between an individual who goes to the theatre once a year and an individual who goes once a 

week. 
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Robson (2003) tries to capture the investment metaphor of cultural capital in her own study 

using diaries from teenagers in the 1970 British Cohort Study. While this seems a very apt way 

of looking at an investment side of cultural capital, unfortunately her study ultimately falls 

short of managing to do what she sets out. This is largely to do with problems from the data, 

with the diary only covering a week and having massive amounts of missing data. In the end 

Robson (2003) uses a measure which counts if respondents did a particular activity in that 

particular week which seems not too dissimilar from the one-time measures she was so critical 

of. Utilising cultural voraciousness provides a key way of exploring this investment aspect.  

Both cultural voraciousness and cultural omnivorousness have been associated with “being 

better educated, being located in an upper-class position, and having a higher income” (Katz-

Gerro and Sullivan, 2010, p. 194). If this study is to use these two concepts then it seems vital 

to explore their association with social class, parental education level and income. 

Parental cultural capital 

It is vital that any study exploring cultural capital in early childhood has a measure for parental 

cultural capital. As discussed earlier, the accumulation of cultural capital in early childhood is 

inherently linked to parental cultural capital according to Bourdieu (1986) who notes that 

“differences in the cultural capital possessed by the family imply differences first in the age at 

which the work of transmission and accumulation begins” (p. 246) and that the easy 

accumulation of cultural capital occurs “only for the offspring of families endowed with strong 

cultural capital” (p. 246).  Parents from higher social classes will tend to have more cultural 

capital than parents from lower social classes (Aschaffenburg and Maas, 1997, p. 575). Studies 

on the transmission of cultural capital have shown evidence of a strong relationship between 

parental cultural capital and a child’s cultural capital (Van Eijck, 1997; Nagel and Ganzeboom, 

2002; De Vries, 2006; Nagel, 2010; Becker, 2014).  

One of the main problems with many earlier quantitative studies of cultural capital is that they 

either focused solely on the child’s cultural capital (DiMaggio, 1982; DiMaggio and Mohr, 

1985) or solely on parental cultural capital (DeGraaf, 1989; Teachman, 1987). Aschaffenburg 

and Maas (1997) argue that focusing on only one of these types of capital ignores “the dynamics 

of cultural capital” (p. 574). Without both measures the transmission and inheritance aspect of 

cultural capital is completely neglected. It is important therefore that studies on cultural capital 

incorporate a measure for parental cultural capital as well as the child’s cultural capital. 
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One interesting aspect of the early transmission of cultural capital according to Aschaffenburg 

and Maas (1997, p. 575) is that “where the dividing line between parental resources and 

children's own cultural capital falls is not clear.” For instance, if a parent takes a young child 

to the museum or library, we could view this both as demonstrating the cultural capital of both 

the parent and the child. We can see here how the transmission of cultural capital doesn’t 

necessarily need to be a one-way process.  

Parental engagement is also seen as a key indicator for a child’s participation in cultural 

activities (Elsley and Macmellon, 2010, p. 1). Bamossy (1982) and Walker et al (2002) have 

both shown that parental interest and parental engagement in cultural activities increases the 

likelihood that the child will be engaged in cultural activities. Often parents suffer from a lack 

of self-confidence around cultural institutions (Creative New Zealand, 2009) or perceive them 

as being exclusive and requiring skills which the parents do not think they have (PLB 

Consulting, 2001).  

The role of parental cultural capital has also been explored very interestingly in qualitative 

research. Lareau and Horvat’s (1999) study looked at how parents used their cultural capital in 

their interactions with their child’s school. Amongst other things the authors deemed parents’ 

large vocabularies and a sense of entitlement to speak as equals with teachers as elements of 

cultural capital. They concluded that those parents rich in cultural capital were extremely adept 

at negotiating school interactions for their child’s benefit, while those lower in cultural capital 

struggled with these interactions. Lareau and Horvat (1999) provide a very detailed definition 

of parental cultural capital as “large vocabularies, sense of entitlement to interact with teachers 

as equals, time, transportation, and child care arrangements to attend school events during the 

school day” (p. 42). Similarly to Lareau and Horvat’s (1999) study, Reay (2004) has also 

looked at parents’ interactions with teachers. Reay (2004) came to similar conclusions that 

middle-class parents, high in cultural capital, felt much more comfortable interacting with 

teachers than their working-class counterparts did, which created more options for their 

children.  

One especially interesting study involving parental cultural capital is Lareau’s (2002) study 

into social class and childrearing. She studied both working-class and middle-class parents’ 

interactions with their children and concluded that middle-class parents engage in a parenting 

style she refers to as ‘concerted cultivation’ (Lareua, 2002, p. 748). This practice involves 

parents enrolling their children in a wide range of organised activities which they believe 
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“provide a learning ground for important life skills” (Middle-class mother quoted in Lareau, 

2002, p. 755). This concerted cultivation approach results in middle-class children gaining a 

wide range of different experiences which Lareau (2002) believes helps foster a growing sense 

of entitlement within middle-class children. Lareau (2002) showed that working-class children 

participated in far fewer organised activities. 

Both Sullivan (2001) and Lareau (2002) stress that parental cultural capital is highly associated 

with both social class and parental education level and so it would be worthwhile if my study 

explored whether this was the case in my own data. Lareau (2002) stresses that while social 

class and parental education level were important in parents following a concerted cultivation 

approach, the role of economic resources should not be underestimated. Practising concerted 

cultivation requires “reliable private transportation and flexible work schedules to get children 

to and from events” which middle-class families have a disproportionate amount of (Lareau, 

2002, p.771). Lareau (2002) showed that there were many poor and working-class parents who 

wished to embrace the principles of concerted cultivation but lacked the economic resources to 

enrol their children in such a wide variety of cultural activities. This highlights an important 

point which a great deal of research on cultural capital ignores. Often research suggests that 

the only thing restricting children from taking part in cultural activities is having parents low 

in cultural capital. However, this isn’t true; we know cultural activities are expensive, time 

consuming and often exclusionary. While many cultural activities such as museum, library and 

art gallery attendance are often free, it is important to recognise the hidden costs for these trips 

such as bus fares, non-free exhibits and overly priced gift shops and cafes.  It is vital that we 

don’t get into the habit of blaming parents low in cultural capital for their children not having 

high levels of cultural capital. 

Choosing between the cultural reproduction model and the cultural mobility model has wide 

ramifications for other theoretical decisions in any study. Nagel (2010) has argued that this 

distinction between the two models affects how we view the process whereby individuals 

acquire cultural capital. According to Nagel (2010), the cultural reproduction model asserts 

that cultural capital can only be acquired through parental transmission and so those children 

with parents low in cultural capital can never acquire high levels of cultural capital. However, 

according to the cultural mobility model, while parental cultural transmission is important for 

the child’s cultural capital, its influence is not “overwhelming” (Nagel, 2010, p. 543). This is 

a very important distinction between the two models as it provides an avenue through which 

social mobility can occur.  
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Whilst, according to Nagel (2010), parental cultural capital is of slightly less influence in the 

cultural mobility model than in the cultural reproduction model, its importance is still very 

substantial. It is therefore important that any study looking at the cultural mobility model must 

have a measure for parental cultural capital. However, when looking at how cultural capital is 

acquired, the cultural mobility model importantly leaves substantial room for other factors to 

have an influence. However, this of course brings up the question: if parental cultural 

transmission is still an important element of the child’s cultural capital accumulation, then how 

can a child from a family low in cultural capital obtain cultural capital themselves? It is 

therefore also important that any study into the cultural mobility model also explores what 

other factors might influence a child’s accumulation of cultural capital other than parental 

cultural capital.  

Therefore, my study will ask both “Does parental cultural capital influence a child’s 

accumulation of cultural capital?” and “What factors other than parental cultural capital are 

associated with the accumulation of cultural capital in early childhood?” 

Other factors associated with cultural capital 

Several studies have shown that aspects of family background other than parental cultural 

capital are associated with cultural capital. Indeed, several studies (Van Eijck, 1996; Nagel and 

Ganzeboom, 2002) have shown that family background has a larger effect on a child’s cultural 

capital than parental cultural capital. Both cultural omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness 

have been shown to be strongly linked to education level, social class and income (Bennett et 

al., 2009; Peterson & Simkus, 1992; Peterson & Kern, 1996; Peterson, 2005; Katz-Gerro and 

Sullivan, 2010). A Scottish Government (2009) study using the Scottish Household Survey 

Culture (and Sport) Module found that children from the most deprived areas had been taken 

to theatres, museums, historic sites, galleries and libraries the least and this result was also 

found for parental educational level and household income (Scottish Government, 2009).  

There is also some evidence to suggest that family composition affects the cultural participation 

of children. Blake (1989) has suggested that first-born children who do not have a sibling born 

for a relatively large period of childhood are advantaged in terms of their cultural participation 

during early childhood. Blake (1989) suggests that first-borns may experience an advantage in 

cultural participation because at this point parents may be at the “peak of enthusiasm” (p. 135) 

which leads to them interacting more with the child. This has been somewhat backed up by 

other studies which have shown that parents interact more with first-born children when they 
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are younger (Lindert, 1977). Van Eijk (1997) has also shown differences in cultural 

participation between elder and younger siblings with older siblings’ cultural participation 

relying more on their family’s background (p. 221) It may therefore be useful to control for 

children being first-borns and whether the child had any siblings born since the survey started 

when looking at a child’s cultural capital accumulation in early childhood. 

Having these variables in my study will also be useful as controls for any educational model I 

run as there is also evidence that family composition can impact on a child’s educational 

attainment. Micklewright (1989, p. 33) using data from the National Child Development Study 

(NCDS) argues that the arrival of younger siblings has a “deleterious impact” on a child’s 

educational achievements while other scholars (Hotz and Pantano, 2015; Ermisch and 

Francesconi, 2001; Berglund et al., 2005) have also found that extra siblings reduced 

educational attainment. Ermisch and Francesconi (2001) have suggested that such findings that 

children from larger families suffer in terms of educational attainment are as a result of a 

“scarcity of resources (both money and time)” (p. 151) which the addition of extra siblings 

bring.  

I believe Ermisch and Francesconi’s (2001) argument that the pressure on resources that extra 

siblings bring could also relate to cultural participation. Rather than Blake’s (1989) assertion 

that parents lose enthusiasm as more siblings are born, I believe first-borns cultural advantage 

may well be to do with money and time. Indeed, Bourdieu (1986, p. 253) stresses that the 

transmission of cultural capital within the family depends on “usable time (particularly in the 

form of the mother’s free time) available to it”. If possible, it would be useful to explore how 

the number of siblings born and whether the child was a first born interact with economic and 

time resources in relation to a child’s cultural capital accumulation.  

Much research has shown that men and women differ in their cultural capital levels with the 

vast majority suggesting women have higher cultural capital levels than men (DiMaggio, 1982; 

Katz-Gerro, 2002; Bihagen and Katz-Gerro, 2000; Mohr and DiMaggio, 1995; Dumais, 2002). 

For instance, Katz-Gerro’s (2002) study of highbrow cultural consumption in Italy, Sweden, 

West Germany, the US and Israel found that women had higher cultural capital levels than men 

in all these five countries. While the majority of research that has found gender differences in 

cultural capital has found that women have higher levels than men, research into cultural 

voraciousness has shown a different relationship where men are more likely to be culturally 

voracious than women (Katz-Gerro and Sullivan, 2010).  
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One aspect of cultural participation which I hope to explore in this thesis is the physical 

availability of these cultural activities. While many studies correctly emphasise the social 

barriers for many cultural activities, many key studies fail to acknowledge the potential 

geographical barriers (e.g. Sullivan, 2001; DiMaggio, 1982; Dumais, 2006; De Graaf, 1986). 

Cultural institutions are more commonly found in urban areas and while organisations such as 

the National Rural Touring Forum promote bringing cultural performances and exhibitions to 

more rural areas, I would like to study whether children living in more urban areas are 

advantaged in their participation in cultural activities.  

Habitus 

One concept which is crucial to Bourdieu’s cultural reproduction theory is that of habitus. 

Habitus is “one’s orientation toward the world” (Dumais, 2006, p. 84) and conduct within it. It 

covers attitudes, beliefs and dispositions and can be seen through things like a child’s manner, 

vocabulary, and styles of expression (Sullivan, 2007, p. 3). Habitus is acquired by individuals 

in early life and reflects ones social class. The habitus “forms one’s worldview and serves as a 

guide throughout an individual’s life” (Dumais, 2006, p. 85). Understandings over one’s life 

expectations are supposedly formed by the habitus, with higher-class children believing they 

belong in higher levels of education while the habitus leads lower-class children to believe that 

higher levels of education are not for them.   

Very few quantitative studies on cultural capital have looked at the role of habitus. McClelland 

(1990) operationalised habitus as occupational expectations and found that those from higher-

class families had higher occupational expectations. Dumais (2002; 2006) has also looked at 

habitus in her research. In her 2002 study on the role of habitus in the relationship between 

cultural capital and gender, Dumais operationalises habitus in exactly the same way as 

McClelland (1990) by looking at students’ occupational aspirations. She found that habitus had 

a positive effect on students’ reported grades. In Dumais’ (2006) study on cultural capital in 

early childhood, she looked at parental habitus. She operationalised the concept of habitus in 

this study by looking at parents’ expectations for their child’s educational success. She found 

that having parents who expected the child to gain a degree was associated with an increase in 

the teacher’s evaluation of the child.  

However, the concept of habitus has been criticised, like a lot of Bourdieu’s concepts, for being 

too vague (Sullivan, 2000; 2007). Even Dumais (2002), who has used this concept several 

times in her own research, has declared it extremely difficult to represent in quantitative 
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research, even if one had a large number of variables to represent it. Sullivan (2000, p. 2) has 

argued that habitus is theoretically incoherent with Bourdieu’s theory and deems it of no 

possible use for future researchers.  

Operationalising cultural capital 

One key criticism of cultural capital is that it is not well defined. While Bourdieu goes into 

great detail about the effects of the possession or absence of cultural capital, he is never explicit 

in what exactly constitutes cultural capital (Sullivan, 2000, p. 19) with the concept changing 

dramatically over his writings. This has led to Bourdieu’s theory of cultural reproduction being 

“interpreted in various ways” (Sullivan, 2007, p. 1), which has resulted in widely varied 

definitions and operationalisations of cultural capital in empirical research.  Dumais (2006, p. 

86) provides a staggering list of different operationalisations of cultural capital in previous 

studies. This variation has led to many criticising the concept of cultural capital as unclear 

(Kingston, 2001; Lareau & Weininger, 2003). Kingston (2001) objects to the large number of 

variables which have been subsumed under the concept of cultural capital in past research.  

Dumais (2006) argues that unless a more consistent operationalisation of cultural capital is 

agreed upon, research on the relationship between cultural capital and educational outcomes 

will remain inconclusive.  

One relatively common operationalisation of cultural capital has been splitting cultural capital 

into two categories: reading; and more formal cultural activities.  

Formal cultural activities 

De Graaf and De Graaf (2002, p. 170) who have proposed splitting cultural capital into these 

two components have specifically mentioned museums as an example of a formal cultural 

activity. Museum visits have historically been involved in many operationalisations of cultural 

capital (De Graaf, 1986; De Graaf et al., 2000; Bourdieu and Boltanski, 1981; Katsillis and 

Rubinson, 1990; Roscigno and Ainsworth-Darnell, 1999; Nagel and Ganzeboom, 2002; Nagel, 

2010). In the UK, museum attendance is still heavily linked with socio-economic status; despite 

governments and museums managers attempting to increase accessibility through schemes 

such as making national museums free, museum attendance remains incredibly middle class in 

the UK (Bennett et al, 2009, p. 113).  

Visiting art galleries is another activity that has long been utilised as a measure of cultural 

capital. For example, in Bourdieu et al.’s (1991) The Love of Art they explores why only a very 

privileged few visit European art museums while visits to art galleries have been 
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operationalised as part of cultural capital in a number of key studies (De Graaf et al., 2000; 

Katsillis and Rubinson, 1990; Sullivan, 2001; Nagel and Ganzeboom, 2002; Dumais, 2002). In 

Bennett et al’s (2009) study, art gallery attendance in modern Britain was shown to be the most 

exclusive of all the cultural activities they studied. They reported that over half of their 

respondents did not visit art galleries at all. They believe that the highly-educated middle class 

and their children are “disproportionately likely to develop a knowledge and appreciation” of 

visual art (Bennett et al, 2009, p. 131), concluding that visiting art galleries remains a strong 

way of classifying one’s social position.  

Two other aspects of this formal cultural activities component of cultural capital which were 

put forward by De Graaf and De Graaf (2002, p. 170) are theatre and concert attendance. 

Several key studies have used theatre attendance (De Graaf, 1986; De Graaf et al., 2000; De 

Graaf and De Graaf, 2002; Bourdieu and Boltanski, 1981; Katsillis and Rubinson, 1990; 

Sullivan, 2001; Nagel and Ganzeboom, 2002; Nagel, 2010) and concert attendance (DiMaggio, 

1982; De Graaf et al., 2000; De Graaf and De Graaf, 2002; Bourdieu and Boltanski, 1981; 

Sullivan, 2001; Nagel and Ganzeboom, 2002; Dumais, 2002; Nagel, 2010) as a part of cultural 

capital. 

One element of cultural capital which I believe is very difficult to classify in either of the 

reading and formal cultural activities components of cultural capital is library visits. Much 

previous research on cultural capital has used library membership or library usage as a key 

element of cultural capital (De Graaf, 1986; Dumais, 2002; Sullivan, 2001) with Goulding 

(2008, p. 236) stating that the use of libraries has largely been accepted in the literature as an 

indicator of cultural capital. However, many of those studies which have split cultural capital 

into reading vs. formal cultural activities have placed library visits on the side of reading (De 

Graaf, 1986; Sullivan, 2001). One problem with following these studies’ lead is that many of 

them view libraries as merely places to acquire books. However, this might not be as 

straightforward as previous studies have suggested, especially when looking in an early 

childhood context. Many libraries run events and workshops for younger children and while 

these may very well help foster an appreciation for reading and literature, it seems sensible to 

acknowledge a difference between reading books and trips to the library.  This point has been 

expanded on further by Goulding (2008, p. 236) who emphasises the changing nature of 

libraries in recent years in becoming social institutions which is not in keeping with Bourdieu’s 

vision of libraries as “quiet temples of culture”.  
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There is some debate about whether television viewing should be included as a measure of 

cultural capital. Sullivan (2001) used a measure involving television viewership as part of the 

cultural capital construct for her study. This particular measure was not concerned with the 

amount the children watched TV but instead with the types of programmes they watched with 

Sullivan (2001) categorising TV shows depending on how high-brow she thought they were. 

In her study she concluded that watching high-brow television shows was significantly 

associated with their educational attainment, providing evidence that television should be 

included in measures of cultural capital. 

However, Bennett et al (2009) are far more sceptical about whether television viewing should 

be a part of cultural capital. They argue that in contemporary Britain, television viewing should 

almost be viewed as a negative asset in cultural capital; the frequency of television viewership 

is inversely related to those who are usually highest in cultural capital. TV viewing has little 

correlation with social class, unlike other cultural activities Bennett et al (2009) studied. It is 

amongst the most widely practised and shared of the cultural activities the authors studied. 

They explain this fact by stating that television has an absence of exclusivity, isn’t expensive 

or socially uncomfortable, and has no institutional guardians (Bennett et al, 2009, p. 150).  

The crucial difference between Sullivan’s (2001) and Bennett et al.’s (2009) studies is the way 

they frame television viewing. Sullivan (2001) focuses exclusively on the types of shows 

watched, suggesting that not all television shows are high in cultural capital, while Bennett et 

al (2009) concentrate more specifically on the act of television viewing. However, both of these 

views can mesh with one another. In terms of using television viewing in cultural capital 

research it seems that if you have access to data on the types of shows watched then it would 

make sense to look at this potential aspect of cultural capital; however, if you only have data 

on television viewing in general then the evidence from Bennett et al (2009) would suggest 

excluding television viewing from any potential measure of cultural capital. 

Similarly to television viewing, there is some debate over whether or not cinema going should 

be thought of as an element of cultural capital. Chan and Goldthorpe (2005) looked at cultural 

omnivorousness and found a distinction between cultural omnivores and cultural univores; 

cultural omnivores had high rates of attendance at all cultural events whilst the cultural univore 

tended to only go to the cinema. They claimed that cultural omnivores had higher social status, 

higher education and higher income than the cultural univores. Bennett et al (2009) believe 

cinema going is widely practised, non-exclusive, and correlates weakly with social class. They 
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believe that it contributes “less to the accumulation of cultural capital” (Bennett et al, 2009, p. 

151) than reading, music or visual art and shouldn’t be seen as signifying cultural capital in 

modern Britain.  

Reading 

One hugely researched area of cultural capital is the activity of reading. Bennett et al. (2009) 

stress that reading should be seen as a key element of cultural capital in modern Britain. They 

believe that reading is a “crucial avenue” (Bennett et al, 2009, p. 112) for the accumulation of 

cultural capital. In household interviews and focus groups, respondents made it clear that 

reading as a cultural activity has distinctive qualities which stem from its relationship to 

education (Bennett et al, 2009, p. 95). However, while the importance of reading is widely 

acknowledged by respondents in Bennett et al.’s (2009) study, they find evidence that the 

activity of book reading “is still overwhelmingly populated by the educated middle class” (p. 

106).  

While Bourdieu (1984, p. 116) stated that those higher in cultural capital tend to prefer the 

“rarer types of reading”, other researchers have argued against this. For instance, De Graaf and 

De Graaf (2002) and Bennett et al (2009) believe that rather than genres of books being 

important for cultural capital, it is instead the act of reading books itself which is important for 

cultural capital. It is therefore more important that my study has a measure on the frequency of 

a child’s reading rather than the types of books being read.  

The reading component of cultural capital is something which lends itself very well to early 

childhood. In the film La sociologie est un sport de combat (2001), Bourdieu explicitly 

mentions children being read to by their parents as an element of cultural capital. In Clark and 

Rumbold’s (2006, p. 9) literature review on reading for pleasure they identify six key areas 

which reading in childhood is beneficial for: reading attainment and writing ability; text 

comprehension and grammar; breadth of vocabulary; positive reading attitudes; greater self-

confidence as a reader; and pleasure in reading in later life. An OECD (2002) report provided 

evidence that reading habits had a greater impact on educational attainment than socio-

economic status. Research has also shown that reading for pleasure has been associated with a 

wide range of different non-educational benefits, including: a sense of community, feelings of 

social inclusion, ability to enjoy social occasions (Billington, 2015), social ability and empathy 

(Mar et al, 2009).  
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However, while there is extensive evidence of an association between reading frequency and 

educational attainment, there has been a difficulty in establishing the causality of this 

relationship without appropriate longitudinal evidence (Sullivan and Brown, 2015).  Sullivan 

and Brown’s (2015) study using British Cohort Study (1970) data hoped to clarify the nature 

of this relationship: does reading promote skills and abilities in children or do children with 

these skills and abilities read more? Sullivan and Brown (2015) showed that the home reading 

culture, which included how often the parents read to the child and also how often the parents 

themselves read, was associated with children’s later test results. This home reading culture 

mediated the influence of parental education on test scores and also had a slight impact on 

mediating the role of parental social class (Sullivan and Brown, 2015, p. 16). They also found 

that children’s own reading behaviour was strongly linked with vocabulary and mathematics 

test scores.  We can see from Figure 1 below that the disparities in vocabulary ability between 

high frequency readers and low frequency readers widens greatly between age five and age 

sixteen. At age five, there is a difference of just over ten percentage points between high readers 

and low readers in vocabulary ability. By age sixteen, this gap in vocabulary ability scores has 

risen to over thirty percentage points.   

 

Figure 1. Taken from Sullivan and Brown (2015, p. 980). 

Sullivan and Brown (2015) also controlled for the child’s test scores at age five and ten and 

found that the influence of the child’s own reading behaviour was still large and significant. 

They concluded that this suggested that the link between reading and educational outcomes 
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was not as a result of more able children being likely to read a lot but instead that reading for 

pleasure is an important mechanism for the “increased development of cognitive skills” 

(Sullivan and Brown, 2015, p. 16). Sullivan and Brown’s (2015) results lend a lot of support 

to the information-processing theory. Here, reading – an often crucial element of cultural 

capital – was shown to be developing key skills which will be rewarded in the educational 

system.  

Sullivan and Brown’s (2015) conclude from their study that promoting reading to 

disadvantaged children could be a key way to reduce social inequalities. The Department for 

Education’s (2012) review on reading for pleasure highlights three crucial factors which are 

necessary for any programme or intervention targeting the promotion of reading for pleasure: 

ensuring adequate access to books; parents taking a proactive role in encouraging reading; and 

teachers providing guidance and encouragement.  

Interestingly, the number of books in a household has often been viewed as a sign of 

‘objectified’ cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1986; Georg, 2004). One can understand how the 

number of books in the household could be seen as a source of cultural capital under the status-

seeking theory, where a large collection of books could signify cultural status. However, 

following the information-processing theory, it becomes more difficult to view the number of 

books as a measure of cultural capital. Books left on a bookshelf cannot, as far as we are aware, 

develop skills within a child. Rather, what is surely important is that these books are looked at 

and read which as we know will in turn develop a child’s cognitive skills (Sullivan and Brown, 

2015). Under the information-processing theory, therefore, I believe books should be seen as a 

cultural resource which can be translated into educational benefits but only if they promote the 

child’s reading. This follows Lareau’s (1987, p. 4) assertion that cultural resources “must be 

invested or activated to become a form of cultural capital”. Following this, any educational 

effects the number of books in a household had would be mediated by a child’s cultural capital, 

specifically the reading component.    

There have been a number of schemes set up to promote the value of reading with young 

children. The Chatterbooks programme, which is the UK’s largest network of children’s 

reading groups, has been running since 2001. A Reading Agency (2003) evaluation of this 

programme found reported improvements in confidence, self-esteem, self-expression, and 

listening skills in children who had taken part. Book Trust has done a great deal of work in 

promoting reading for early years’ children and their parents through programmes and 
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interventions (Wilkinson, 2015, p. 18). Their Bookstart programme provides a free pack with 

books and resources to parents of children age 0-12 months and then another free pack when 

the child is age 3-4 years. A longitudinal follow-up study on the impact of the Bookstart 

programme indicated that participants showed substantial gains in mathematics as well as 

literacy (Wade and Moore, 2000).  

The Early Words Together programme is a targeted intervention in the UK which aims to 

“develop young children’s communication, language and literacy and to enable family 

engagement through the support of peer volunteers.” (Wood et al, 2015, p. 3) One of the aims 

of this intervention is to help parents understand that they are important in their child’s reading 

development. A recent evaluation of this programme found that it provided significant 

improvements in children’s enjoyments of sharing books as well as helping parents’ confidence 

in sharing books with their children (Wood et al, 2015).  

One policy in Scotland which has attempted to encourage reading in the early years is the 

Bookbug programme. This programme gives bags containing books and other resources to 

“every baby, toddler, three and five-year-old in Scotland” as well as providing free sessions in 

libraries and community settings which encourage parents and children to read together 

(Davidson et al., 2017, p. i). In 2016-2017, approximately 180,000 book bags were gifted to 

children across Scotland while 23,670 sessions were delivered. Evaluations of the Bookbug 

programme have found that it is “high quality, understandable, transferable into different local 

settings, and hugely respected by those involved” while parents and professionals have 

regarded it as having “positive impacts” (Davidson et al., 2017, p. vi).  

There is some loose evidence from Bennett et al’s (2009) study that these schemes are having 

some sort of effect. The authors showed that several interviewees who were not ‘readers’ 

themselves stressed the importance of reading to their children to try to “cultivate what are 

widely assumed to be essential skills of literacy” (Bennett et al, 2009, p. 95). We might see this 

as an example of parents potentially low in cultural capital providing their children with 

cultural capital – a clear avenue through which the cultural mobility model can work.  
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Early childhood 

Inequalities in early childhood 
Given how the early years are so crucial in terms of development, inequalities in this period 

are linked strongly to inequalities later in life. Many studies have shown that children who 

come from more disadvantaged backgrounds – typically defined by low parental education, 

low household income, and low socio-economic status – are much more likely to suffer in 

developmental outcomes than more advantaged children. A very influential study by Heckman 

and Carneiro (2003) showed that in the US there was a clear association between the family 

income level of children and their cognitive ability at a very early age, with those financially 

disadvantaged children scoring significantly lower on ability tests than their more advantaged 

counterparts. Many of these inequalities are present before most children even start a form of 

pre-school education. Liaw and Brooks-Gunn (1994) showed that factors relating to poverty 

could influence the IQ levels of children as young as three. Klebanov et al.’s (1998) study 

provided similar findings, showing poverty affecting children’s ability by the age of two.   

A number of studies looking at early childhood inequalities are from the UK (e.g. Bradshaw 

and Tipping, 2010; Bromley, 2009; Bradshaw, 2011; Feinstein, 2003). These studies find 

similarly vast inequalities, illustrating the importance of this issue in the UK. Studies using 

data from Growing Up in Scotland (GUS) have shown that by the age of three, there are stark 

inequalities for children in Scotland across a range of circumstances (Bradshaw and Tipping, 

2010; Bromley, 2009; Bradshaw, 2011). The studies by Bromley (2009) and Bradshaw (2011) 

showed that for household income, level of education, and socio-economic classification, 

children in the more advantaged circumstances had on average higher cognitive ability scores 

at age three and at age five than the more disadvantaged children. Cognitive ability was 

measured here by vocabulary and picture similarities scores.  

Leon Feinstein (2003) used data from the 1970 British Cohort Study to find significant 

cognitive differences in children from different socioeconomic groups at the age of 22 months. 

Blanden and Machin’s (2010) study using data from the Millennium Cohort Study also showed 

large inequalities in vocabulary scores at ages three and five according to family background. 

Sylva et al (2004) found, using data from the EPPE study, that there are large attainment 

differences in reading and maths scores which are related to the socio-economic status of the 

child’s family. 
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Evidence also seems to show that these inequalities widen between the ages of three and five 

(Dearden et al., 2011; Bromley, 2009; Bradshaw, 2011; Feinstein, 2003). Dearden et al. (2011) 

have shown that there are large differences in cognitive and social and emotional development 

between children from rich and poor backgrounds which are present by the age of three and 

widen even further by the time the child reaches five. Studies using the GUS data (Bromley, 

2009; Bradshaw, 2011) showed inequalities widening in vocabulary ability between the ages 

of three and five according to level of parental education. Studies such as these have led to a 

“general consensus that the really important mechanisms of social inheritance lie buried in the 

pre-school ages” (Esping-Andersen, 2009, p. 121).  

Feinstein’s (2003) study had one especially interesting finding that seems to give great weight 

to the power of social class inequalities in early childhood. Feinstein looked at children who 

were in the top and bottom quartile for a combined measure of test results at age 22 months. 

He split these into those who were high in social-economic status (SES) and those who were 

low in SES. He found that by age 10, those children who were top quartile performers in the 

tests but in the low social class had been overtaken by the bottom quartile group in the highest 

social class. This powerful finding is illustrated in Figure 2 below, taken from Feinstein’s 

(2003) paper (colour has been added for this thesis for effect).  

 

Figure 2. Taken from Feinstein (2003, p. 85). Average rank of test scores at 22, 42, 60 and 

120 months, by SES of parents and early rank position. Colours added here for effect. 
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A similar finding to that of Feinstein’s (2003) was found by Schoon and Parsons (2002). Using 

data from the National Child Development Study (NCDS) and the 1970 British Cohort Study 

(BCS) they compared the outcomes of four groups of children: advantaged high-achievers – 

high SES with above average cognitive and behavioural abilities; advantaged underachievers 

– those from high SES but with abilities below average; resilient children – disadvantaged high 

achievers; and vulnerable children – disadvantaged underachievers. Schoon and Parsons 

(2002) find that although resilient children initially demonstrated better than average cognitive 

and social skills, their adult life outcomes were worse than those of the advantaged 

underachievers. In the British Cohort Study, 9% of resilient men and 3% of resilient women 

got a degree whereas amongst the advantaged underachievers 23% of men and 22% of women 

got a degree. Both Feinstein (2003) and Schoon & Parsons (2002) demonstrate that while 

ability scores in early childhood have a significant association with outcomes later in life, a 

child’s future prospects are by no means set in stone before they reach school age. Both studies 

also show that class inequalities continue to have an effect on life outcomes well past the age 

of five.  

There is also strong evidence of gender differences in educational ability in early childhood 

with the majority of evidence showing girls significantly outperforming boys on a range of 

educational measures (Galsworthy et al., 2000; Westerlund and Lagerberg, 2008; Berglund et 

al., 2005). These gender differences have been found in the UK for children as young as 9 

months old (Dex and Joshi, 2004) and have been found to be present at entry to pre-school 

(Sylva et al., 2004).  

Parenting and home learning environment 

While class inequalities are well evidenced in early childhood, there is less certainty over what 

may cause them. One element which has been touted is the role of parenting. Neuroscientists 

concerned with child development regard it almost as fact “that parenting affects children’s 

brain development in lasting ways” (Hughes and Baylin, 2012, p. 4).  We also know that certain 

parenting practices are associated with better developmental outcomes (Bradley and Corwyn, 

2002). Several studies (Gutman and Feinstein, 2007; Lareau, 2002) have shown that parenting 

practices differ greatly based upon social class and education level. 

Esping-Andersen (2009) believes there are three main parental mechanisms which influence 

child development in these early years: (i) money; (ii) time investment; and (iii) learning 

culture. All three of these factors are unequally distributed according to the social class of the 
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parents. The financial resources available to parents are the most visible in terms of unequal 

distribution. Erikson and Jonsson’s (1996) international study concluded that one of the reasons 

why Scandinavian countries have had success in reducing social reproduction is due to their 

successes in curbing child poverty. Heckman (2006) argues that while the financial resources 

available to parents are an important source of educational outcomes, they are secondary to the 

levels of “cognitive and noncognitive stimulation given to young children” (p. 1900). This 

refers to the inequalities in time investment and the learning culture of parents.  

In terms of time investment, data shows that total parenting time has risen since the 1960s, 

owing largely to the increase in fathers’ participation (Esping-Andersen, 2009, p. 126). 

However, these increases have not occurred equally across social classes. It is primarily among 

the highly educated where this increase is seen, with highly-educated fathers’ investment 

almost tripling in the last few decades in the UK (Hook, 2006). It is not just the amount of time 

that highly-educated parents invest in their children which is unequal, but also the type of 

investment. Bonke and Esping-Andersen (2009) have shown that highly educated parents 

spend on average 20% more time on developmental activities than those with less education.  

Esping-Andersen (2009) believes higher-class families can offer better quality parental 

investment to their children. He believes this is related to the cultural capital of the family 

(Esping-Andersen, 2009, p. 127). One difficulty when exploring the role of children’s and 

parental cultural capital in early childhood is that they tend to cross-over with another key 

concept, a child’s home learning environment.  The home learning environment describes a 

range of learning related provision in the home which includes “reading, library visits, playing 

with letters and numbers, painting and drawing, teaching (through play) the letters of the 

alphabet, playing with numbers and shapes, teaching nursery rhymes and singing” (Desforges 

and Abouchaar, 2003, p. 23). 

 A great deal of research focusing on the home learning environment has come from Sylva et 

al.’s (2004) Effective Provision of Pre-school Education (EPPE) study. Together with other 

background factors such as parents’ education and socio-economic status, they showed that 

home learning environment exerted an independent influence on educational attainment. Home 

learning environment was shown to be positively associated with the family’s social class and 

the parents’ educational level. Sylva et al.’s (2004) study showed that the home learning 

environment had a very powerful developmental effect on three and four year olds, especially 

on cognitive development. The effects of the home learning environment on educational 



36 

 

outcomes were stronger than those of any other factor, including social class and parental 

education level. These effects of the home learning environment were still present at age eleven 

(Sylva et al., 2008). 

There is some evidence that policy can help combat inequalities in a child’s home learning 

environment. Research from the US has shown that the Early Head Start program which 

provided a combination of centre-based childcare and home visits for disadvantaged children 

from birth to age three was successful in this regard. The intervention increased the quantity 

and quality of the parents’ interactions with their children as well as children’s social and 

cognitive development (Love et al., 2005), suggesting that “parenting behaviours are learnable, 

and changes in parenting are associated with improved child development.” (Johnson & 

Kossykh, 2008, p. 14). In the UK, efforts have been made to put an emphasis on a child’s home 

learning environment. The Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF), which has 

since been subsumed into other departments, rolled out a number of programmes and pilot 

schemes, both targeted and universal, such as Parent Support Advisors and Family Pathfinders, 

to try to promote the importance of a good home learning environment.  

Esping-Andersen (2009) argues that the best way to overcome the social inequalities 

surrounding cultural capital and the home learning environment in the early years is to invest 

in high-quality pre-school education. These early educational facilities will supposedly provide 

the cognitive and noncognitive stimuli that might be lacking in children from families with low 

cultural capital. He supports this view with evidence from the PISA data. Given Nordic 

countries’ relative superiority in terms of universal childcare coverage, Esping-Andersen 

(2009) hypothesises that if universal childcare were to compensate for unequal cultural capital, 

then cultural capital’s explanatory power “would be systematically weaker in the Nordic 

countries than elsewhere” (p. 136). This is what he finds, with the influence of parents’ cultural 

capital in Scandinavian countries lower than anywhere else. In a between cohort comparison 

of Nordic countries he also shows that, for the generation who went through these childcare 

changes, coming from educated parents is now far less important than for previous generations 

in determining whether or not they would finish upper secondary education.  

However, unfortunately Esping-Andersen’s (2009) analyses are rather simplistic, attributing 

all of its results to universal childcare without even having a childcare variable and also lacking 

sufficient background variables on any other potential differences between Scandinavian 

countries and other countries. His between-cohort comparison similarly neglects to mention 
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any other potential differences between the cohorts. There is however other evidence to suggest 

that Esping-Andersen’s (2009) assertion that high quality child care and pre-school could 

counter the inequalities in children’s home learning environment. In the Effective Provision of 

Pre-school Education (EPPE) study, while there was little evidence of differential effects of 

pre-school according to the social class of the parent, those children with poor home learning 

environments showed a benefit to attending pre-school, particularly high quality settings (Sylva 

et al., 2011). It would therefore be very useful in my thesis to look at how childcare affects 

parental cultural capital’s link to cultural capital.  

Childcare 

Some of the most well-established studies on early education’s benefits in the UK are the 

Effective Provision of Pre-school Education (EPPE) study and the Effective Pre-school, 

Primary and Secondary Education (EPPSE) project. The EPPSE project found that early 

education was a key determinant of cognitive and social development at the age of seven (Sylva 

et al, 2004) and that these impacts were sustained even at ages ten and eleven (Sylva et al, 

2008). A Scottish study using Growing Up in Scotland data (Bradshaw and Wasoff, 2009) 

found that weekly duration of non-parental care was positively associated with vocabulary 

ability. Similarly, research from Butt et al. (2007) has shown that duration of care, measured 

here in months and years rather than weekly, is positively associated with child outcomes. In 

his review of 32 studies on the relationship between early education and care and cognitive 

development, Burger (2010) found that for 22 of the studies there was a significant positive 

association between pre-school attendance and cognitive and educational outcomes. He also 

found that for most of these studies these effects were persistent during the subsequent school 

years (Burger, 2010, p. 160). 

However, due to the nature of childcare in the UK, simply using a measure of whether someone 

used childcare or not is a problematic way to look at the effects of pre-school education. Around 

96% of four year olds and 93% of three year olds in the UK use some of their free entitlement 

to early education and childcare (Department for Education, 2017). The near-universal 

character of early education in the United Kingdom at present means that comparing between 

those who have and haven’t had some experience becomes much more difficult. Given the 

huge expansion of pre-school education and childcare mentioned above, most current research 

tends to look at how certain characteristics of different childcare settings are associated with 
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child development outcomes rather than looking at whether a child attended a form of childcare 

or not or the duration of care.  

The EPPE project found that the key factor associated with the greatest cognitive development 

of children was the quality of the pre-school provision (Sylva et al, 2011). As part of the same 

project, Melhuish et al (2008) found that children who attended high quality early education 

provision achieved higher numeracy and literacy levels than those in lower quality settings or 

those who had no experience of pre-school at all. The same relationship between childcare 

quality and developmental outcomes has also been observed in the US (Belsky et al, 2007). 

Evidence suggests that one of the main aspects in determining the quality of childcare and early 

education settings is the qualifications of the staff members. Recent research by Education 

Scotland (2012) has shown that the qualifications of pre-school staff were positively associated 

with high quality learning experiences for children. The EPPE study also found evidence for 

this: settings where staff had higher qualifications were associated with higher quality 

provision and improved child outcomes (Sylva et al, 2004).    

One excellent study which looks at childcare and early education quality is Growing Up in 

Scotland: characteristics of pre-school provision and their association with child outcomes 

(2014) by Bradshaw, Lewis and Hughes. This study uses data from Growing Up in Scotland 

and combines it with administrative data from the Care Inspectorate and Education Scotland in 

order to look at how certain characteristics of pre-school provision are associated with child 

outcomes. When members of the birth cohort were four years old their parents were asked to 

provide the name and address of any pre-school providers which the child was attending. This 

was then linked where possible to administrative data held by both the Care Inspectorate and 

Education Scotland which measured the quality of pre-school settings. This allowed Bradshaw 

et al. (2014) to explore how particular aspects of the quality of pre-school settings influenced 

developmental outcomes in a later sweep of the data. They found that, after controlling for 

children’s background characteristics and vocabulary ability at age three, the pre-school 

provider’s grade for care and support was significantly associated with children’s vocabulary 

ability at age five. Hence, those children attending providers with a higher grade for care and 

support were “more likely to show higher vocabulary skills by age five, irrespective of their 

skills at age three and their social characteristics” (p. 58). However, this was the only 

statistically significant association that was seen between different characteristics of pre-school 

provision and child outcomes. Using an interaction term, the study examined whether this 

relationship was stronger for children from different levels of parental education; however, the 
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interaction was not significant suggesting that this association between quality of care and 

support and vocabulary is similar for children from parents with different education levels.  

It has been thought that high quality childcare could help reduce the high levels of inequality 

seen in early childhood. Indeed, there is a large body of evidence that shows that disadvantaged 

children are especially likely to benefit from high quality pre-school provision (Currie, 2001; 

Melhuish et al., 2008; Sylva et al, 2004, 2008; Mathers et al, 2007) with much of this research 

looking at the UK. Using the National Child Development Study, Feinstein et al (1999) showed 

that while children from disadvantaged backgrounds in the UK did not gain any more in 

absolute terms than their more advantaged counterparts from pre-school education, their 

improvements in relative terms far outweighed those of children from advantaged 

backgrounds. That is, disadvantaged children did not gain more than their advantaged 

counterparts in terms of the unit of the outcome measure but they gained more as a percentage.  

Much of the current evidence on how high quality pre-school affects children from 

disadvantaged backgrounds is from studies which look at targeted interventions, mostly from 

the US. The most famous example is the High/Scope Perry Preschool which started in 1962 

with the aim of providing high-quality early education to disadvantaged African-American 

children. Children attended daily classes and had a weekly home visit from a teacher. Berrueta-

Clement et al.’s (1984) study compared children who had been to the Perry programme with 

children who had stayed at home. They showed that the Perry Preschool graduates compared 

to the control group had by age 27: significantly higher earnings; significantly higher 

percentage of home ownership; significantly higher level of schooling completed; and 

significantly fewer arrests. Schweinhart et al.’s (2005) follow up of the Perry Preschool 

graduates at age 40 showed similar results with the graduates having higher salaries, fewer 

arrests and several other positive life outcomes.  

Many scholars (eg., Jenson & Saint-Martin, 2006) have attributed developments in child care 

services to the restructuring of welfare states towards a social investment perspective. 

According to Morgan (2012, p. 165), the United Kingdom’s recent developments in early 

education and childcare can be seen as evidence of a shift towards an embrace of the social 

investment approach, with Sure Start the “centrepiece” of this approach. The social investment 

perspective puts an emphasis on policies that ‘prepare’ rather than ‘repair’ (Morel, Palier, & 

Palme, 2012, p. 1) emphasizing the need for policies that “invest in human capital development 

(...) and that help to make use of human capital” (p. 2). This drive towards creating and 



40 

 

harnessing human capital is linked to the move towards knowledge-based economies, where 

“knowledge is considered as the driver of productivity and economic growth” (Morel, Palier, 

& Palme, 2012, p. 1). In these knowledge-based economies there are “rapidly rising skill 

requirements” (Esping-Andersen, 2009, p. 114), which can be fulfilled through increasing 

human capital.  

Contrary to neoliberal views, the social investment approach sees social policies as productive: 

“essential to economic development and to employment growth” (Morel, Palier, & Palme, 

2012, p. 2). The ideas behind the social investment approach go back as far as the Myrdals, 

who in the 1930s “viewed social policy as an investment rather than a cost” (Morel, Palier, & 

Palme, 2012, p. 3).  Investment in early education is strongly linked to the social investment 

perspective as it supposedly activates female human capital through mothers’ employment as 

well as “shaping the nation’s future labour force” (Morgan, 2012, p. 155) by investing in the 

human capital of children. 

Neuroscientific research on early childhood 

Between birth and adulthood the volume of the brain nearly quadruples; however, this is not to 

do with the production of new neurons but instead because of the expansion of connections 

(Howard-Jones, 2007, p. 3). Within three months of conception, the majority of neurons we 

have as adults are already in place with only the hippocampus and the cerebellum producing 

neurons after birth (Howard-Jones, 2010, p. 4). Brain development is “particularly dramatic” 

(Blakemore & Frith, 2005, p. 18) during the first year of life, when there is a huge development 

of connections in the brain (Howard-Jones, 2010, p. 4), to the extent that “the number of 

connections in a baby’s brain greatly exceeds adult levels” (Blakemore & Frith, 2005, p. 18). 

However, these connections are eventually cut back through a process known as synaptic 

pruning which occurs at different times in different regions of the brain (Howard-Jones, 2010, 

p. 4).  

Neuroscientists have been keen to set straight the ‘myth of three’ (Howard-Jones, 2014) – that 

is, the myth that the majority of brain development occurs between zero to three years and that 

“the trajectory of human development is chiefly fixed” (Howard-Jones, 2014, p. 3) after this 

period. This is supposedly an oversimplification that has led to misunderstandings by educators 

and policy researchers (Howard-Jones, 2014). For instance, these increased periods of 

connections being made (synaptogenesis) and then cut back (synaptic pruning) in early 

childhood were used by Rakic (1995) to suggest that the most efficient time for learning was 



41 

 

during the first three years of life. This research has been cited as one of the main reasons why 

neuroscience has been seen as supporting the idea that education should begin as early as 

possible (Howard-Jones, 2010). However, Blakemore and Frith (2005, p. 35) believe there is 

little neurological evidence to support the idea of ‘hothousing’ during children’s earliest years. 

This is a belief that is shared by many neuroscientists and it has since been shown that 

synaptogenesis and synaptic pruning continue well beyond the first three years, especially in 

brain regions related to higher-level processing where synaptic pruning does not occur until 

after puberty (Howard-Jones, 2010).  

Another reason why many have believed that neuroscience backs starting education as early as 

possible is because of research on critical periods. These were thought of as a “window in time 

when a child can learn a particular skill or ability” (Howard-Jones, 2010, p. 26). This was 

fuelled by studies such as Kuhl et al.’s (1992) which demonstrated that humans have an 

inability to distinguish new speech sounds if they aren’t introduced to them before 6 months of 

age. However, this has since been shown to be one of the few pieces of research to support a 

critical period. Instead, the majority of neuroscientists now believe that critical periods “are not 

rigid and inflexible” (Blakemore & Frith, 2005, p. 26), and instead advocate the use of the term 

‘sensitive period’ instead (Thomas & Johnson, 2008). While knowledge on sensitive periods 

is fairly limited, it has been shown that even in cases where children are denied the required 

sensory stimulation during a sensitive period, training at a later age can still result in a degree 

of recovery in the corresponding brain area (Blakemore & Frith, 2005, p. 26). The increased 

periods of synaptogenesis and synaptic pruning mentioned earlier have been postulated as 

explaining sensitive periods (Howard-Jones, 2010, p. 5). 

An additional reason why neuroscience was seen as supporting starting education as early as 

possible was due to research on the effects of enriched environments on learning. This comes 

from classic studies on rats such as Diamond et al. (1987) and Greenough et al. (1987). In these 

studies typical laboratory rats were compared with rats who had grown up in a more enriched 

environment with toys and other rats. The results showed that the rats living in the more 

enriched environments had brains which weighed more than the laboratory rats. This was seen 

as evidence for providing children with enriched environments, full of sensory stimulation, as 

early as possible. However, the argument that this shows the benefits of an enriched 

environment has since been questioned, stating that the enriched environment was no more 

enriched than the rat’s natural habitat, with even Greenough et al. (1987) at the time stating 

that it was enriched “only in comparison to the humdrum life of the typical laboratory animal” 
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(p. 546). Neuroscientists now believe this research shows more about the effects of deprived 

environments than enriched ones.  However, Michael Rutter’s research on children who had 

been adopted from very deprived orphanages in Romania found that most children made a full 

recovery which Blakemore and Frith (2005) believe demonstrates that “even very deprived 

babies can recover to a large extent if given remedial stimulation and care” (p. 35).  

This should not be viewed as neuroscience dismissing the importance of early education. 

Bailey Jr. (2002) has argued that the promotion of early education is very important but it 

should not be based on this incorrect idea of a critical period, instead it should be promoted as 

it provides the foundation for future learning. Lombroso and Pruett (2002) have argued that 

while the term critical period is inaccurate, there are some experiences which the brain will 

respond to with more ease during early childhood.  

I believe that neuroscientific research can also help provide real evidence for the basis of the 

information-processing theory. There is plenty of evidence that the brain’s “structure and 

connectivity can change with experience” (Howard-Jones, 2010, p. 3). An example of a study 

showing the effects of experience on the brain is the commonly cited Maguire et al. (2000) 

study of London taxi drivers which showed their region of the brain responsible for spatial 

representation and navigation (hippocampus) had enlarged formations. This gives us an 

example of the routes through which cultural experiences might actually have cognitive 

benefits.  

One aspect of cultural capital which has been commonly studied by neuroscientists is reading. 

Research has shown that reading in adults involves a network of language regions in the left 

hemisphere of the brain (Fiez and Peterson, 1998). Reading can be thought of as an experience-

dependent development, with studies (Carreiras et al., 2009; Petersson & Reis, 2006) showing 

how illiterate adults who were taught to read showed increases in gray matter and white matter 

in the regions of the brain known to be linked to reading; these changes in brain structure were 

viewed as a direct result of learning to read. Studies have shown that the actual organization of 

the brain differs between literate and illiterate adults (Castro-Caldas et al., 1998). We can see 

from this evidence that the activity of reading actually makes a cognitive difference in 

individuals which I believe suggests that there is plenty of support to the information-

processing theory’s claim that cultural activities can activities have real cognitive benefits.  

Another example of cultural activities influencing cognitive development is participation in 

musical activities. The media have commonly linked music to brain development with the 
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obvious example being playing classical music to unborn or newly born babies. There is little 

evidence on the neurological benefits of listening to different forms of music (Howard-Jones, 

2010); however, there is some neuroscience research to suggest there are benefits to musical 

participation. An fMRI study showed that skilled adult pianists have enlarged connections in 

the auditory cortex which were linked to the age at which the musician began to practice 

(Pantev et al., 1998). A similar study showed that skilled violinists had enlarged neural 

representations for their left fingers (Elbert et al., 1995), which again was dependent on the age 

at which musical training began. These studies clearly show how specific musical experiences 

can affect brain development and also hint that early exposure to musical training can be very 

beneficial. Neuroscientific research has begun to look at this early exposure to musical 

participation. A study by Hyde et al. (2009) gave a group of six-year-olds 15 months of weekly 

keyboard lessons, while a control group spent an equivalent amount of time in school music 

activities. After this period of lessons, the keyboard group had greater brain size in motor areas, 

the corpus callosum, and the auditory region. Another study (Moreno et al., 2009) showed that 

eight-year-olds who were trained in music showed higher efficiency in neural networks in both 

reading and speech discrimination tasks. I believe this provides a fascinating insight into how 

cultural activities might help develop cognitive skills, which the information-processing theory 

suggests is how cultural capital has an educational benefit.  
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3. Methods 

 

Research Questions 

My study will try to answer the following research questions: 

• Is parental cultural capital associated with children’s cultural capital? 

• What factors other than parental cultural capital are associated with a child’s cultural 

capital levels in early childhood? 

• Does cultural capital in early childhood have an educational effect? 

• Is cultural capital a source of educational inequality in early childhood? 

• Does cultural capital follow the cultural mobility model in early childhood? 

• Is the reading component of cultural capital the only educationally beneficial 

component in early childhood? 

• How does the accumulation of cultural capital change over time? 

• Does any educational effect cultural capital has change over time? 

Data 

To answer these research questions, this thesis will use data from Growing Up in Scotland 

(GUS), a large-scale longitudinal research study funded by the Scottish Government aimed at 

tracking the lives of Scottish children through childhood. Launched in 2005, the research is 

carried out by ScotCen Social Research in collaboration with the Centre for Research on 

Families and Relationships (CRFR) at the University of Edinburgh and the MRC Social and 

Public Health Sciences Unit at Glasgow University. Using a longitudinal birth cohort study 

“offers numerous benefits” (Caruana et al., 2015, p. 538) including being able to establish the 

sequence of events and being able to track change over time in the same set of individuals 

(Caruana et al., 2015) 

There are three different cohorts of children who have been followed by Growing Up in 

Scotland: two birth-cohorts and one child cohort. The child cohort was followed from the age 

of three while both birth cohorts were followed from the age of ten months. This study will use 

data from the first birth cohort. This is the only cohort which has two sweeps of data looking 

at cultural activities which is crucial for my study. This birth cohort is a sample of children 
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born between June 2004 and May 2005. Data was collected annually between when the child 

was aged ten months up to when the child was just under six years old. Data has then been 

collected every two years with the most recent sweep of data currently being conducted at age 

12. For each sweep, interviews took place around six weeks before the child’s next birthday; 

in the first year of the study, children were 10 months old, in the second year they were 22 

months, etc. For presentation purposes, I will refer to children as the age they are six weeks 

away from in future. Below in Table 1 you can see what year the sweeps of data for the birth 

cohort were collected and the age that the children are in each sweep. 

Table 1. Description of how child's age, sweep number and year relate. 

Child’s age Birth cohort 1 Sweep number 

10 months 2005/06 1 

Age 2 2006/07 2 

Age 3 2007/08 3 

Age 4 2008/09 4 

Age 5 2009/10 5 

Age 6 2010/11 6 

Age 8 2012/13 7 

Age 10 2014/15 8 

Age 12 2017/18 9 

 

The sample was drawn using Data Zones, small geographical areas created for the Scottish 

Government (Bradshaw et al., 2007). These data zones contain between 500 and 1,000 

residents. These data zones were aggregated to give an average of 57 births per area a year 

(Bradshaw et al., 2007, p. 2) which would provide the appropriate sample. These aggregated 

areas were then sorted by Local Authority and Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation score 

before 130 areas were selected at random. Within each area, Child Benefit records were used 

to identify all babies who met the birth criteria (see Table 1.2 in Bradshaw et al., 2007, p. 3). 

In cases where there was more than one child who met the criteria in a household, one child 

was selected at random. Several exclusions were then made by the Department for Work and 

Pensions (DWP) for cases they considered ‘sensitive’ or for children that had been sampled for 

research by DWP recently (Bradshaw et al., 2007, p.5). Families then received a letter inviting 

them to take part in the study where participation is entirely voluntary. 
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Being able to utilise a birth cohort study for my research is a huge positive as it allows me to 

look at the effects of cultural capital over time within the same group of children. The fact that 

data is available yearly from when the children are aged ten months to six years old is a huge 

benefit for this study, given that I have already stated how much of a period of great change 

the early years are.  

Attrition and Missing Data 

One key issue with longitudinal data is the problem of attrition. Attrition occurs when 

respondents drop out of the study over time. This can result in smaller sample sizes but more 

worryingly can lead to a biased sample (Mostafa, 2014). This sample bias results from the fact 

that attrition is often not random; certain groups of people are more likely to drop out of studies. 

For instance, analysis of GUS data found that attrition was higher among more disadvantaged 

families (Parkes, Sweeting & Wight, 2014). This thesis used longitudinal weights designed by 

Growing Up in Scotland to help counteract the fact that attrition is not random and to help 

“make it more likely that the findings are generalisable to the Scottish population as a whole.” 

(Parkes, Sweeting & Wight, 2014, p. 12). These survey weights also take into account elements 

of GUS’s complex sampling – stratification and clustering. 

As well as the issue of attrition for missing data, item non-response is also something my 

research has to be aware of. Item non-response refers to missing values within respondents’ 

answers to the survey. These missing values are most problematic if they are dependent on any 

other variables within the model or they are dependent on the measure themselves – for 

instance, if those who were in the lowest social class were the most likely to not state their 

social class.  

This study used complete case analysis to deal with missing data. This means that those 

individuals who had any missing responses to those variables included in the particular analysis 

were excluded from that analysis. One obvious issue with complete case analysis is that it 

reduces the sample size of the analysis which can result in a loss of statistical power (Allison, 

1999, p. 72). More worrying is the issue of whether the item non-response was random or 

whether certain groups of individuals were more likely to not answer a particular question. 

Using complete case analysis when data is not missing at random can result in biased estimates 

(Allison, 1999) which this study must be aware of. One potential way this study could have 

dealt better with missing values would be through the use of multiple imputation. 



47 

 

Variables 

Cultural Capital 

Bourdieu (2003, p. 71) refers to cultural capital as “cultural competence” and “familiarity with 

the dominant culture”. It is this familiarity and knowledge of the dominant culture which results 

from participation in these cultural activities which we view as cultural capital rather than 

simply the participation itself. However, without a bespoke dataset it is very difficult to capture 

these elements of cultural capital fully. Instead our study follows many others in 

operationalising cultural capital using participation in cultural activities. However, it is worth 

noting when interpreting this study’s results that children’s participation in cultural activities 

may not result in cultural capital per se.  

This distinction between cultural capital and participation in cultural activities has 

ramifications for many aspects of this study. If cultural capital crystallises later in life, does a 

measure of participation in cultural activities accurately capture an individual’s cultural 

capital? For instance, if a parent with very high cultural capital with decades of cultural 

participation doesn’t go to the theatre for a year, will this really lower their cultural capital 

levels? This is why it is important not only that I have multiple cultural participation measures 

for parental cultural capital but that I also have a measure asking parents how important they 

believe cultural activities are for their child which is a more internalised cultural capital 

measure. However, I believe this is much less of an issue in early childhood where cultural 

capital is unlikely to be so crystallised. For instance, Bourdieu (1986, p. 253) notes that key to 

the transmission of cultural capital in this period is the “usable time (…) available to it”, 

suggesting that the accumulation of cultural capital requires investment within this period. 

Indeed, if the accumulation of cultural capital in early childhood does rely heavily on an 

investment of time and resources then this benefits our use of cultural participation measures, 

especially ones with frequency measures, as a proxy for a child’s cultural capital. It is also 

worth noting that it would be incredibly difficult to ask a child, especially a young child, about 

their internalised cultural capital.  

Due to its successful employment in previous studies on cultural capital, this study will begin 

by splitting cultural capital into two parts: formal cultural activities and reading. Comparing 

between these two measures will be most useful when looking at whether cultural capital 

affects educational achievement. Previous research (Cook, 1997; De Graaf et al., 2000) has 

claimed that cultural capital’s educational effect comes solely from the reading element of 
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cultural capital and not the more formal cultural activities. This study will explore this 

hypothesis in early childhood. If this study finds that reading has a significant positive effect 

on cognitive test scores but that formal cultural activities have no significant positive effect 

then this would provide support for the hypothesis that it is the reading element of cultural 

capital that has an educational effect. However, if I find both elements are educationally 

rewarding then this might suggest that the divide between reading and formal cultural activities 

is an unnecessary one. Of course, I might also find that neither elements were educationally 

beneficial in early childhood.  

I will now document how I will operationalise these two components of a child’s cultural 

capital, beginning with the reading element.  

Reading 

As discussed in the literature review, research has suggested that reading based activities are a 

crucial element of cultural capital and are linked with educational benefits (Crook, 1997; De 

Graaf, 2000; Sullivan, 2001). Therefore, it seems crucial that I have a measure of reading in 

my operationalisation of cultural capital for the child. Having a reading element of cultural 

capital is also vital in allowing me to try and answer my research question on a possible 

distinction between reading and more formal cultural activities. 

Our measure for reading comes from a question in the survey which asks “On how many days 

in the last week has [childname] looked at books or read stories?” This question is asked in 

sweeps 2 through to 5. This provides me with a measure ranging from 0 to 7 referring to how 

many days the child read books or stories. Table 2 below shows the distribution of this variable 

across the four sweeps of data I will use.   
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Table 2. Distribution of the child's reading variable across sweeps 2-5. 

Days per week 

reading books 

Age 

2 3 4 5 

0 75 (1.7%) 44 (1.1%) 34 (0.9%) 56 (1.5%) 

1 71 (1.6%) 40 (1.0%) 44 (1.1%) 61 (1.6%) 

2 168 (3.7%) 118 (2.8%) 109 (2.7%) 141 (3.7%) 

3 183 (4.1%) 152 (3.6%) 137 (3.4%) 170 (4.4%) 

4 161 (3.6%) 151 (3.6%) 135 (3.4%) 180 (4.7%) 

5 169 (3.8%) 197 (4.7%) 259 (6.5%) 208 (5.4%) 

6 52 (1.2%) 75 (1.8%) 56 (1.4%) 67 (1.8%) 

7 3,630 (80.5%) 3,415 (81.5%) 3,218 (80.6%) 2,949 (77.0%) 

Total 4,509 (100%) 4,192 (100%) 3,992 (100%) 3,832 (100%) 

 

As a result of the high proportion of children falling into the upper category 7, signifying the 

child was read to every day, I also created a dummy variable for each age signifying simply if 

the child was read to every day or not. Table 3 shows the distribution of this variable.  

Table 3. Distribution of reading dummy variable documenting whether the child read 

seven days in last week. Sweeps 2-5. 

Days per week 

reading books 

Age 

2 3 4 5 

Less than once a day 879 (19.5%) 777 (18.5%) 774 (19.4%) 883 (23.0%) 

Once a day 3,630 (80.5%) 3,415 (81.5%) 3,218 (80.6%) 2,949 (77%) 

Total 4,509 (100%) 4,192 (100%) 3,992 (100%) 3,832 (100%) 

 

I will use a combination of these two types of variable to measure reading through my analyses. 

I will document which I used in each analysis later in the chapter. 

I have no measure on what types of books children read. Bourdieu (1984, p. 116) stated that 

those higher in cultural capital tend to prefer the “rarer types of reading”. However, as 
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discussed in the literature review, more recent research has suggested that it is the act of reading 

books itself which is important for cultural capital (De Graaf and De Graaf, 2002; Bennett et 

al., 2009) and so I believe this is not an issue with my measure.  

Formal cultural activities 

I now move on to explain how I will operationalise the formal cultural activities component of 

early childhood cultural capital. For my formal cultural activities measures I will be using a 

combination of variables which look at a child’s participation in the following activities: 

library; concert/theatre; museum/art gallery; zoo/aquarium. 

For each cultural activity in the dataset there are two main variables: one which measures 

whether the child has participated in the cultural activity in the previous twelve months and a 

subsequent variable which measures how often the child participated in this activity in the 

previous twelve months. The second question is only asked to those who replied that their child 

did participate in that activity in the previous twelve months. Its response categories are: 

1. Several times a week 

2. Once or twice a week 

3. At least once a month 

4. Every few months 

5. At least once 

I combined this variable with the original variable to create a single variable which documented 

how often a child participated in a given cultural activity in the previous twelve months. I 

recoded these variables so that they represented a scale going from the fewest to the most visits: 

0. “Not taken at all” 

1.  “At least once” 

2. “Every few months” 

3.  “At least once a month” 

4.  “Once or twice a week” 

5.  “Several times a week” 

Library 

My measure for the child’s visits to libraries simply asks if a child visited the library in the past 

twelve months and then if so how often they visited. It was a difficult decision for me to include 

library usage as an element of the formal cultural activities component of cultural capital over 
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the reading component as it clearly straddles both sections of the divide. However, as discussed 

in the literature review (p. 26), I believe in the context of early childhood, library usage makes 

more sense as a component of the formal cultural activities.  

Concert/theatre 

I will also use a measure looking at concert and theatre attendance which asks how often 

children went to either a concert, play or pantomime in the previous twelve months. The main 

problem with my measure on concert and theatre attendance is that it combines concert 

attendance and theatre attendance under one category so that the two are indistinguishable. 

Both of these activities have been viewed as key elements of cultural capital in past research 

as mentioned in the literature review (p. 26) and it is unfortunate that this study will be unable 

to treat them as separate entities. Nevertheless, it is hugely beneficial that I have measures for 

these two important activities in my research despite the variables’ flaws. 

Museums/art galleries 

I have a variable which asks how often the child went to a museum, an art gallery or historical 

sites in the previous twelve months. This variable again has problems from the fact that it 

combines many different cultural activities into one variable. Much contemporary research has 

shown that the world of visual art is extremely exclusive (Bennett et al, 2009) and it is certainly 

a shame that this research cannot properly explore this relationship in early childhood due to 

the nature of the variable.  

Zoo/aquarium/farms 

As part of my formal cultural activities component, I also use a question which asks how often 

children visited a zoo, aquarium or farm in the past twelve months. This question details parents 

to not include cases where the child lives on a farm. 

Cinema and TV 

One measure which I had considered using as part of the child’s cultural capital concerned how 

many times the child was taken to the cinema in the last year. However, I decided to exclude 

this variable due to the strength of argument made by Bennett et al. (2009) that within modern 

Britain, cinema attendance should not be thought of as signifying cultural capital. During my 

structural equation modelling analysis, I explored a cultural capital latent construct which 

included cinema visits. However, when looking at the factor loadings for this latent construct, 

I found that it did not support cinema visits being included. Additionally, when exploring the 

model with and without cinema attendance, all six measures of goodness of fit were preferable 
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when cinema attendance was excluded from the cultural capital construct. This fell in line with 

the literature and backed up my decision not to include cinema visits as a measure of cultural 

capital in early childhood.  

I also decided to exclude TV watching as part of my measurement of formal cultural activities. 

Sullivan (2001) had suggested including high-brow television viewing as a measure of cultural 

capital. As I discussed in the literature review (p. 27), I believed that if you had data on the 

types of TV shows children watched then it might make sense to explore this as a potential 

aspect of cultural capital. However, I only have information on how often the child watched 

television and so I decided to exclude this as a measure.  

I have measures for these formal cultural activities that I decided to use both at age two (sweep 

two) and age four (sweep four). I also used these measures to create my variables for cultural 

omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness.  

Cultural omnivorousness 

Cultural omnivorousness is a concept which focuses on the variety of cultural tastes and 

practices individuals engage in. I will attempt to operationalise cultural omnivorousness by 

looking at the number of different cultural activities a child has done in the past twelve months. 

I will do this by creating a variable which counts how many of the following activities the 

parent reported that the child had attended in the past twelve months: library; concert/theatre; 

museum/art gallery; zoo/aquarium. This measure will be a number from zero to four where the 

higher the number, the higher the child’s cultural omnivorousness. Unfortunately, while there 

are a good number of activities listed in the survey question, this measure can only distinguish 

between four activities due to the nature of the variables it is created from.   

This is an element where it would be beneficial if the cultural activities variables didn’t lump 

certain distinct cultural activities together. This study would have a far more nuanced 

operationalisation of cultural omnivorousness if there were more cultural activities to discern 

between. Because some of the categories are merged, we are likely to have an unclear idea over 

the true number of different activities that the children participated in. For instance, a child who 

has been both to the theatre and to concerts in the past year is indistinguishable from a child 

who has only been to the theatre in the past year. These two children should ideally be viewed 

as participating in a different number of cultural activities but because of the design of the 

survey, this is not the case.    



53 

 

This study will have two measures for cultural omnivorousness: one that is made up of answers 

from sweep two and one that is made up of answers from sweep four. Having a longitudinal 

element to my omnivorousness measure is of great benefit to my study, allowing me to look at 

whether this is a stable element of cultural capital and whether its effects are consistent over 

time. 

Below you can see the distribution of my cultural omnivorousness variables at age two and age 

four. 

Table 4. Distribution of cultural omnivorousness variable for age two and age four. 

Cultural 

omnivorousness 

Age 

2 4 

0 510 (11.3%) 122 (3.1%) 

1 1,393 (30.9%) 516 (12.9%) 

2 1,439 (31.9%) 1,037 (26.0%) 

3 861 (19.1%) 1,292 (32.3%) 

4 309 (6.8%) 1,027 (25.7%) 

Total 4,512 (100%) 3,994 (100%) 

 

Cultural voraciousness 

Cultural voraciousness refers to the tendency for individuals to try and consume as much 

culture as possible. This study will attempt to operationalise this concept by looking at how 

often children participate in cultural activities. The more often children participate in cultural 

activities, the more culturally voracious they are. The frequency with which children were 

taken to the four sets of activities in the previous twelve months will be combined to create the 

cultural voraciousness score.  

I created my measure for cultural voraciousness by adding the frequency scores for the four 

cultural activity variables I am using. As discussed earlier, frequency of visits for each cultural 

activity is measured on a scale from 0-5:  

0. “Not taken at all” 

1.  “At least once” 

2. “Every few months” 

3.  “At least once a month” 
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4.  “Once or twice a week” 

5.  “Several times a week” 

This means that my cultural voraciousness measure forms a score from 0-20 where higher 

scores indicate higher cultural voraciousness. One problem with this measure is that the 

response categories are not evenly spaced out in the cultural activity variables. For instance, is 

the distance between “Every few months” and “At least once a month” really the same as the 

distance between “Once or twice a week” and “Several times a week”? This is something that 

will have to be acknowledged as a drawback of my measure for cultural voraciousness.  

While the fact that certain cultural activities are grouped together is a major problem for my 

cultural omnivorousness measure, it is less of an issue with this cultural voraciousness measure. 

The variables I am using to construct this measure ask how often the child has done a particular 

set of activities, such as visiting the theatre and concerts, in the past twelve months and so the 

parents answer will supposedly combine both the child’s visits to the theatre and to concerts. 

This means that I have roughly the same information in my cultural voraciousness measure 

now as I would if I had separate measures for concert and theatre attendance.  

Similarly to cultural omnivorousness, there will be two measures for cultural voraciousness: 

one at age two and one at age four. Below you can see the distribution of my cultural 

voraciousness variables at both ages. 

Table 5. Distribution of cultural voraciousness variable at age two and age four. 

Cultural 

voraciousness 

Age 

2 4 

0 510 (11.31%) 122 (3.05%) 

1 744 (16.50%) 244 (6.11%) 

2 699 (15.51%) 389 (9.74%) 

3 575 (12.76%) 429 (10.74%) 

4 590 (13.09%) 497 (12.44%) 

5 470 (10.43%) 565 (14.15%) 

6 362 (8.03%) 516 (12.92%) 

7 239 (5.30%) 442 (11.07%) 

8 143 (3.17%) 336 (8.41%) 

9 90 (2.00%) 241 (6.03%) 
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10 41 (0.91%) 119 (2.98%) 

11 28 (0.62%) 62 (1.55%) 

12 10 (0.22%) 20 (0.50%) 

13 5 (0.11%) 8 (0.20%) 

14 0 (0%) 2 (0.05%) 

15 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

16 1 (0.02%) 2 (0.05%) 

17 1 (0.02%) 0 (0%) 

18 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

19 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

20 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 

Total 4,508 (100%) 3,994 (100%) 

 

One of the biggest disappointments for this study is the fact that Growing Up in Scotland 

provides detailed accounts of who took the child to particular cultural activities but yet 

unfortunately these variables are flawed. After each cultural activity variable, another variable 

is present which asks “who was the last person to take that child to that particular activity?” 

The list of those who might take the child to the activity is very detailed including grandparents, 

siblings and childcare staff. However, the problem is that I only know who the last person to 

take the child was. For any child who has participated in an activity more than once in the last 

twelve months, this variable becomes unfortunately rather restricted. For this reason, I only 

explore these additional variables in more basic descriptive analyses.  

Parental cultural capital 

In order to explore the transmission of cultural capital from parent to child, my study will need 

some sort of measure for parental cultural capital. I am unfortunately rather restricted in how I 

operationalise parental cultural capital due to the lack of appropriate variables in the Growing 

Up in Scotland data. While there are some variables relating to parental reading, variables 

measuring parental participation in highbrow culture are unfortunately largely absent. 

However, there are still a number of variables which I believe are good indicators of parental 

cultural capital. My operationalisation of parental cultural capital will involve four separate 

measures: the parents’ reading activity; how often the parents visit the library; how important 
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parents think cultural activities are; and how often the parents write stories, songs, poems or 

lyrics.  

The variables on parental reading activity cover both parents where available. There is a 

measure of whether they read books for pleasure in the past twelve months and then a separate 

indicator which records how often they read books for pleasure in the past week. While I hoped 

this second question on frequency of reading for pleasure would provide a more detailed picture 

of parental reading practices, the measure seems unnecessarily narrow in range, asking parents 

about how often they have read a book for pleasure in the last week only. It is also worth 

pointing out that this question is asked to parents when their child is only two years old which 

could very feasibly affect how often a parent might read for pleasure. I have decided therefore 

to exclude this second measure, focusing instead on whether or not parents reported reading 

books for pleasure. I have created a variable which combines the answers for both main 

respondent and partner to give a single measure for the number of parents a child has who read 

books for pleasure, ranging from 0 to 2.  

I employ a very similar strategy in creating a measure for whether parents write stories, songs, 

poems or lyrics. The main respondent and partner are both asked whether or not they have 

written stories, songs, poems or lyrics in the past twelve months. I have then created a new 

variable which measures how many of the child’s parents write stories, songs, poems or lyrics. 

I refer to this variable as parental creative writing. Both this variable and the variable on 

parental reading are taken from sweep 2, when the child is two years old.  

Another of my measures for parental cultural capital concerns the parents’ library usage. For 

this measure I have utilised a variable from sweep 3 which asks the main respondent whether 

there is a library in their area and how often they use it. The main respondent is given four 

options to choose from: “there isn’t one in this area”; “there’s one here and I don’t use it”; 

“there's one here and I use it sometimes”; and “there's one here and I use it often”. I recoded 

this variable so that “there isn’t one in this area” and “there’s one here and I don’t use it” were 

in the same category. I did this because for this measure I wanted to specifically look at how 

often the parent used the library rather than the reasons why. My measure of parental library 

usage therefore has three categories: one for parents who don’t use the library; one for parents 

who use the library sometimes; and one for parents who use the library often. One key 

drawback of this measure is that it only asks the main respondent about how often they use the 

library, excluding any second parent’s library usage from the measure. While this is certainly 
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a drawback, I believe having a measure on parental library usage is of great benefit to the study, 

even if it is for only one parent.  

I also have a measurement for parental library usage collected when the child is aged six. This 

is in the same form as the parental library usage measure at age two. Unfortunately, this variable 

is measured at least a year after all of the other variables in my analysis. In terms of cause and 

effect, it is therefore difficult to utilise this variable as a predictor of something, such as the 

child’s cultural capital, that is measured before it. However, the ability to have a parental 

cultural capital variable with more than one measurement point is very attractive and so I will 

use this variable in certain analyses and present the results using this variable with caution. 

My final measure for parental cultural capital details how important the parents of the child 

think cultural activities are. The parents are asked to judge on a five point scale how important 

they think it is that their child experiences cultural activities: 

1. Not at all important 

2. Not really important 

3. Neither important nor unimportant 

4. Quite important 

5. Very important 

While this measure doesn’t capture parents’ own cultural participation, I believe that it provides 

a great insight into parents’ internalised cultural capital. As highlighted in the literature review, 

both Bamossy (1982) and Walker et al (2002) have shown that parental interest in cultural 

activities being associated with a child’s cultural participation. It is important to note that this 

question is asked to parents towards the end of a survey which has already asked them how 

often their children participate in certain cultural activities. There might be a chance that 

parents will alter their answer to how important they think cultural activities are depending on 

how often they have just stated their child engages in cultural activities. This question is asked 

in the second sweep.  

While there is little information on the more formal cultural participation side of parental 

cultural capital, besides the main respondent’s library usage, it is interesting to acknowledge 

the blurring of the child’s cultural capital and parental cultural capital as discussed by 

Aschaffenburg and Maas (1997, p. 575). For instance, I have measures of how often the child 

is taken to the museum or art galleries. If the child is taken to museums or art galleries by the 

parents multiple times per year this would probably be a sign of high cultural capital for the 
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child but it of course also means that the parents have been to the museum or art galleries 

multiple times themselves that year which might indicate a high level of cultural capital for the 

parents. This can be seen as a good example of how the transmission of cultural capital isn’t as 

one-way and passive as the word transmission would suggest. 

Educational ability measures 

One of the key research questions I have is whether cultural capital has an educational effect. 

This study will follow the information processing theory which deems that cultural capital’s 

educational benefit comes from the fact that it develops intellectual skills and resources. This 

study will therefore examine cultural capital’s educational benefit by using cognitive ability 

test scores which are present in the Growing Up in Scotland dataset. The measures of ability 

available are a Naming Vocabulary test score, which measures the child’s spoken vocabulary 

by asking them to name objects in pictures, and a Picture Similarities test score, which 

measures the reasoning ability of young children by asking them to complete patterns. These 

are both part of the British Ability Scales which have been used and been tested for a 

considerable amount of times with many studies examining their validity (Hill, 2005). These 

tests are also theoretically grounded in the work of key developmental psychologists and have 

been tailored to be specific to Britain (Hill, 2005). 

These outcome measures are available in sweep three and sweep five of the data when the 

children are around age three and age five respectively. There are several formats that the test 

scores can be used in: the raw score; the ability score; the t-score; and the percentile score. This 

study will use the t-scores for both Naming Vocabulary and Picture Similarities. For an 

explanation of how these t-scores were created, see Bromley (2009, pp.6-7). The t-scores are 

normative and are thus comparable which is very useful. This allows me to compare scores 

across the sweeps and across the two tests. T-scores range from 20-80 and have a mean value 

of 50.  

Background variables 

This study will take into account a number of background variables. These will help to provide 

a much clearer account of what the analyses say about cultural capital. They will help to 

determine what factors influence the accumulation of cultural capital in early childhood. They 

will also make sure that if I do find an association between cultural capital and educational test 

scores that I can be fairly confident that I am not accidentally capturing some other variable 
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which I have not controlled for. Distributions for all of these background variables can be found 

in the appendix (Tables 55-64).    

If I wish to explore whether cultural capital is less available to children from more 

disadvantaged backgrounds, I need to have appropriate factors to measure disadvantage. 

Similarly, if I want to look at whether cultural capital might be viewed as a cause of educational 

inequalities in early childhood then I need to be able to control for other key sources of 

educational inequality in my models.  

I have discussed in the literature review how education level, social class, deprivation level and 

household income were all significantly associated with cultural capital in previous studies 

(Bennett et al., 2009; Peterson & Simkus, 1992; Peterson & Kern, 1996; Peterson, 2005; Katz-

Gerro and Sullivan, 2010; Scottish Government, 2009). Similarly, several studies have shown 

these same measures of socio-economic background affecting a child’s cognitive ability in 

early childhood (Bromley, 2009; Bradshaw, 2011; Dearden et al., 2011; Blanden and Machin, 

2010; Sylva et al., 2004). I will make sure to control for these four measures when looking at 

what factors are associated with a child’s cultural capital and when looking at whether cultural 

capital has an educational effect.   

The child’s family’s social class will be measured using the NS-SEC social class categorisation 

system. The NS-SEC is a good measure of social class as it has been developed from a 

sociological measure – the Goldthorpe Schema – which has been widely used in research. It 

has also been thoroughly validated (ONS, 2005). The particular version of the NS-SEC in 

Growing Up in Scotland that I will be using splits people into six social class categories based 

on their occupation: 1. Managerial and professional occupations; 2. Intermediate occupations; 

3. Small employers, etc.; 4. Lower supervisory and technical occupations; 5. Semi-routine and 

routine occupations; and 6. Never worked. I will recode the two parents’ measure to create one 

variable which measures the highest NS-SEC of either parent using Erikson’s (1984) 

dominance schema. It is also crucial that I have a measure for social class in order to explore 

whether my data follows the cultural mobility model or not as I will discuss further later. I will 

utilise measures of social class from when the child is aged two and when the child is aged 

four.  

Parental education level will be measured using variables in GUS which measure the parents’ 

highest educational qualifications. This is split into six categories: degree or equivalent; 

vocational qualification or below degree; Higher Grade or equivalent; and Standard Grade or 



60 

 

equivalent; other; no qualifications. I have recoded these variables to create a variable which 

measures the highest educational qualification of either parent with the measure split into four 

categories: degree or equivalent; vocational qualification or below degree; Higher Grade or 

equivalent; and Standard Grade or equivalent or lower. 

Growing Up in Scotland measures household income before tax by asking parents in the 

survey to provide information on the amount of income they receive, covering earnings, 

benefits, tax credits and interest from savings (Bradshaw et al., 2015, p. 93). This provides an 

annual figure which is then equivalised to take account of household size and composition. 

Equivalisation involves modifying a family’s household income so that it takes account of 

family size due to the fact that larger households usually need a higher income to achieve an 

equivalent standard of living to a smaller family and also takes account of family composition 

as living costs for adults are usually higher than for children (ONS, 2015, p. 2). Once this has 

been applied, “households with the same equivalised income can be said to have a comparable 

standard of living” (ONS, 2015, p. 2). Using the equivalised household income allows me to 

compare between households of different size and composition (Bradshaw et al., 2015, p. 93). 

I will use measures of household income from when the child is aged two and aged four. 

I will look at the deprivation level of where a child lives by using a measure called the Scottish 

Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD). This index gives a score which classifies how deprived 

certain areas are. In GUS, the measure I have for SIMD splits areas into five quintiles from the 

least deprived areas to the most deprived areas.  

The sex of the child is another background measure which it is important I control for in this 

study. I have highlighted in the literature review that there is strong evidence of children’s test 

scores varying by the sex of the child (p. 34) and so it is crucial that any regression on the 

child’s cognitive test scores controls for the sex of the child. I have also shown how previous 

empirical studies on cultural capital have found differences in cultural capital levels based on 

the individual’s sex (DiMaggio, 1982; Katz-Gerro, 2002; Bihagen and Katz-Gerro, 2000; Mohr 

and DiMaggio, 1995; Dumais, 2002) and so this background measure will also be useful in any 

analysis looking at what factors affect the child’s cultural capital levels. Sex of the child will 

be measured using a dichotomous variable documenting whether the child is a boy or a girl.   

One background variable which I decided to look at was whether or not the child was the first 

born in her or his family. I wanted to explore whether extra children in the family require more 

resources which might negatively affect a child’s cultural participation. In this hypothesis, 
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being a first born would be beneficial for a child’s cultural capital.   There is also the competing 

hypothesis that having elder siblings could result in being taken to cultural activities more as a 

very young child. There are certain cultural activities which might not be particularly suited to 

very young children such as perhaps the theatre or concerts; however, these activities are more 

suited to slightly older children. The hypothesis speculates that those children with older 

siblings might get taken along to these cultural activities aimed at slightly older children 

because their older siblings are attending them. If my analysis was to provide evidence for this 

hypothesis it would need to show that at age two, being a first born child is associated with 

fewer cultural visits than those who have older siblings. 

Another variable that I have decided to look at is whether or not the child had a sibling born 

during the sweeps. Having another child enter the family is a huge family event and one which 

will no doubt affect every level of the child’s life as well as obviously the parents’. It is 

therefore very important that I include a measure for this event in my analysis. I have created 

variables which let me know if the child has had a new sibling enter the family by age two and 

age four. This is a simple dummy variable and so does not let me know if multiple new children 

were born in the family. One area of my research in which having a new sibling could affect 

the child is the child’s engagement in cultural activities. We might speculate that having a new 

sibling could reduce the amount of cultural activities the child participates in. This might be 

due to the child’s parents having less time and money to spend taking the child to cultural 

activities due to the arrival of a new-born baby in the house.  

One aspect of cultural participation which I hope to explore in this thesis is the physical 

availability of these cultural activities. While many studies correctly emphasise the social 

barriers for many cultural activities, many key studies fail to acknowledge the potential 

geographical barriers (e.g. Sullivan, 2001; DiMaggio, 1982; Dumais, 2006; De Graaf, 1986). I 

hope my study can rectify this somewhat by including a number of variables focusing on the 

area that the child lives.  

This study will control for urban-rural classification. Cultural institutions are often situated 

in urban areas and having a measure of whether the children live in an urban or rural area will 

provide this study with a way of examining the more practical realities of cultural participation. 

I will use measures of urban-rural classification from when the child is aged two and four. This 

study uses the Scottish Government’s 6-fold urban-rural classification (Table 2.1 in Scottish 

Government, 2014, p. 5):   
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1. Large urban: Settlements of 125,000 or more people. 

2. Other urban: Settlements of 10,000 to 124,999 people. 

3. Small accessible towns: Settlements of 3,000 to 9,999 people and within 30 minutes’ 

drive of a settlement of 10,000 or more. 

4. Small remote towns: Settlements of 3,000 to 9,999 people and with a drive time of 

over 30 minutes to a settlement of 10,000 or more. 

5. Accessible rural: Areas with a population of less than 3,000 people, and within a 30 

minute drive time of a settlement of 10,000 or more. 

6. Remote rural: Areas with a population of less than 3,000 people, and with a drive time 

of over 30 minutes to a settlement of 10,000 or more. 

Another way this study will explore whether a lack of physical access to cultural activities 

affects a child’s cultural participation is using a variable which measures whether the parents 

are happy with the range of activities available to their child. This is done on a scale of four 

responses: 

1. I am very happy with the range of activities that my child has access to  

2. I am quite happy with the range of activities that my child has access to  

3. I would like my child to have access to a slightly wider range of activities  

4. I would like my child to have access to a much wider range of activities 

Of course, one issue with this variable is that it is very subjective. The parents of two children 

living in the same area might give very different answers based on what they see as an 

appropriate amount of activities which they have access to. I hope that this variable will work 

well in combination with my urban-rural classification variable. It is important to acknowledge 

that this variable does not stress cultural activities. This variable encompasses all activities 

although cultural activities are of course included within this. 

I will also include a variable on the number of children’s books in the household. This 

measure will utilise the question “About how many children's books do you have in your home 

at the moment, including library books, that are aimed at children under 5?” which was asked 

when the child was aged 10 months and again when the child was aged 3. Parents were asked 

to select one of the following categories: 

1. None 

2. Between 1 and 10 

3. Between 11 and 20 
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4. Between 21 and 30 

5. More than 30 

 

I merged the two categories ‘None’ and ‘Between 1 and 10’ to create one single category 

‘Between 0 and 10’. I did this as such a small proportion of children fell in the ‘None’ category 

in both sweeps: 0.92% in sweep 1 and 0.19% in sweep 3. 

 

My measure for childcare usage is a dummy variable which asks at age two and age four 

whether the child was regularly using a form of childcare. As discussed in the literature review, 

it would have been ideal to have had a measure for childcare quality rather than usage. A study 

by Bradshaw et al. (2014) linked Growing Up in Scotland data to administrative data from the 

Care Inspectorate and Education Scotland. Unfortunately, following this same procedure was 

not feasible for my own study. However, even though my even though current measure for 

childcare usage is very basic, I still think it’s beneficial to have some measure rather than none.  

Because this study uses a longitudinal dataset, we have data on certain measures at different 

time points as discussed. The following table details which sweep the measures come from 

depending on the age the child is when the dependent variable is measured.  

Table 6. The sweep each independent variable is measured at depending on the dependent 

variable measurement point. 

Independent variables 

Dependent variable measurement 

point 

Age 2-3 Age 4-5 

Social class Sweep 1 Sweep 4 

Household income Sweep 2 Sweep 4 

Number of children’s books in the household Sweep 1 Sweep 3 

Regular childcare usage Sweep 2 Sweep 4 

Urban-rural classification Sweep 2 Sweep 4 

Sibling born since survey started Sweep 2 Sweep 4 

Reading Sweep 2-3 Sweep 4-5 

Cultural omnivorousness Sweep 2 Sweep 4 

Cultural voraciousness Sweep 2 Sweep 4 

Parental education level Sweep 2 

Parental reading Sweep 2 
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Parental library usage Sweep 2 

Parental creative writing Sweep 2 

Parental cultural importance Sweep 2 

First born Sweep 1 

SIMD Sweep 2 

Access to activities Sweep 2 

Gender Sweep 2 

 

Because this thesis tries to combine two separate research areas, there are a number of 

additional independent variables that could have been utilized. We found that educational 

research and early childhood research tended to control for different variables within their 

research. To try and control for all the key variables from both these bodies of research within 

a model wouldn’t have been feasible as the estimation of the models would have failed to 

converge. This meant that certain variables were excluded from our analysis based on their 

relative importance within the literature (age of mother, breast feeding, birth weight, single-

parent status) while several other variables were excluded after preliminary analysis in order 

to have a more parsimonious model.  

Two key variables which were excluded after preliminary analysis were ethnicity and hours 

worked. In all preliminary models, ethnicity had no significant effect. This variable also 

suffered from statistical power because of the low proportion of ethnic minorities in Scotland 

with the final variable used splitting respondents simply into two ethnic categories: white and 

non-white. In future, research using Growing Up in Scotland might consider using the variable 

measuring whether English was the parents’ first language as an alternative to this ethnicity 

measure. For hours worked, once social class and household income were controlled for, this 

variable had no significant effect in any preliminary models. For many similar excluded 

variables, their main effects were captured by variables already included in the models.  

In the future, research looking into this area might run multiple models for each dependent 

variable. For instance, we might have had an early childhood literature model and an 

educational research-based model with those key independent variables from each element of 

the literature represented in each respective model. 
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Cultural mobility model 

This study will aim to explore whether my data lends support to the cultural mobility model 

over the cultural reproduction model. While there are some (DiMaggio, 1982) who view the 

cultural mobility model as stating that cultural capital provides greater benefits to lower-class 

children than others, this study will use the definition shared by Aschaffenberg and Maas 

(1997) and Kingston (2001) that cultural capital can be a resource for everyone regardless of 

social class. This is in contrast to the cultural reproduction model where high-class children 

supposedly reap far greater reward from cultural capital. 

I will be able to view which of these theories fits closest with the data by using interaction 

effects in any regression I do on cognitive test scores. Interaction effects explore whether the 

effect of one independent variable on a dependent variable differs depending on the value of 

another independent variable. A significant interaction effect within a model indicates that this 

is the case. For the cultural mobility question, I will be exploring whether cultural capital’s 

effect on the educational test scores differs depending on the social class of the child.  

There are three possible results that could arise from this interaction effect: a significant 

positive association; a significant negative association; or a non-significant result. A significant 

positive result would suggest that cultural capital’s educational effects are greater for those 

from lower social classes which would provide support for DiMaggio’s (1982) formulation of 

the cultural mobility model. A significant negative result would suggest the opposite – that any 

educational benefits of cultural capital are greatest for higher-class children. This would be 

seen as providing support for the cultural reproduction model. A non-significant result would 

hint that cultural capital’s educational effects are roughly similar for all children, regardless of 

social class. This would provide evidence for the cultural mobility model as used by 

Aschaffenberg and Maas (1997). 

 

Analysis Chapter 1 

In my first analysis chapter, I will use multiple linear regression analysis and logistic regression 

analysis. Using my parental cultural capital measures and other background measures, I will 

regress upon my cultural omnivorousness, cultural voraciousness and reading measures to try 

and explore what factors are associated with a child’s accumulation of cultural capital in early 

childhood. I will run separate regressions for the different age measures. If I find that my 
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parental cultural capital variables are significantly associated with my dependent variables after 

controlling for other background measures, then this would provide evidence that parental 

cultural capital was associated with a child’s cultural capital. If any of the background factors 

are significantly associated with my cultural capital dependent variables after controlling for 

parental cultural capital’s effects, this would suggest that these factors are associated with the 

accumulation of cultural capital in early childhood. 

I will also run regressions on my Naming Vocabulary and Picture Similarities test scores to try 

and explore whether early childhood cultural capital has an educational effect. These 

regressions will use my reading measure, one of cultural omnivorousness or cultural 

voraciousness and my background measures as independent variables. From these regressions 

I will also be able to explore whether the reading and formal cultural activities components of 

early childhood cultural capital have different educational effects. I will also include an 

interaction term between social class and the child’s cultural capital in this regression to explore 

whether cultural capital’s educational effects depend on a child’s social class.  

The Naming Vocabulary and Picture Similarities test scores are from when the child is both 

aged three and aged five. In those regressions focused on age three test results, I use 

independent variables measured at age three or below. Where variables have been measured 

again since age three, I utilise these updated measures when regressing on age five test results. 

For the age three test results regressions, I use my age two measures for cultural 

omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness and for the age five regressions, I use my age four 

measures. Because I have four different time points where reading was measured, I decided to 

create two variables which were aggregate scores of how often the child read: one measured 

how often the child read books at age two and age three and the other was for age four and age 

five. This gave me one variable I could use in the age three test score regressions and one I 

could use in the age five regressions. These two variables ranged from 0 to 14 where children 

scoring 14 were read to everyday in both sweeps that the measure captured.  

Table 7. Distribution of aggregated reading variable at age 2-3 and age 4-5. 

Reading score 
Age 2-3 Age 4-5 

Frequency (%) Frequency (%) 

0 11 (0.3%) 7 (0.2%) 

1 5 (0.1%) 7 (0.2%) 

2 25 (0.6%) 15 (0.4%) 
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3 25 (0.6%) 24 (0.6%) 

4 35 (0.9%) 31 (0.8%) 

5 36 (0.9%) 54 (1.5%) 

6 43 (1.0%) 49 (1.3%) 

7 84 (2.0%) 69 (1.9%) 

8 83 (2.0%) 107 (2.9%) 

9 148 (3.6%) 140 (3.8%) 

10 192 (4.7%) 171 (4.6%) 

11 197 (4.8%) 174 (4.7%) 

12 228 (5.5%) 238 (6.4%) 

13 88 (2.1%) 85 (2.3%) 

14 2,917 (70.9%) 2,565 (68.7%) 

Total 4,117 (100%) 3,736 (100%) 

 

I also decided to use these aggregated measures when looking at what factors are associated 

with the child’s reading. However, due to the nature of my reading variable, I encountered 

diagnostic problems when running regressions upon these two variables. This was because so 

many children fell into the upper-most category signifying they read seven days a week. I 

therefore decided to create two dummy variables from these aggregated variables which 

measured whether or not the child read every day in both sweeps. 

Table 8. Distribution of aggregated reading dummy variable documenting if child was 

read to seven days a week or not at age 2-3 and age 4-5. 

Reading dummy 
Reading (age 2-3) Reading (age 4-5) 

Frequency (%) Frequency (%) 

Less than once a day 1,200 (29.15%) 1,171 (31.34%) 

Once a day 2,917 (70.85%) 2,565 (68.66%) 

Total 4,117 (100%) 3,736 (100%) 

 

I then used logistic regression analysis to explore what factors were associated with the odds 

that a child read books every day. 

One technique which I will employ in all of my regressions is the hierarchical introduction of 

independent variables into my models. As well as being able to explore the issue of mediation 
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– which will be discussed later in the chapter – through this technique, it also allows me to look 

at how much certain independent variables contribute to the explanation of the dependent 

variable in the model. I do this through looking at a measure called R-squared which lets me 

know the proportion of variance in the dependent variable which is explained by my 

independent variables. The R-squared value is very useful when trying to look at the effect 

certain independent variables have on the model. For instance, in my analysis I will use R-

squared to look at how much of the variance of the child’s cultural capital is explained by 

parental cultural capital. I will do this by first running a regression model on one of my cultural 

capital measures with all of my background variables apart from those parental cultural capital 

measures and reporting the R-squared from this model. I will then run the same model but this 

time including those parental cultural capital measures and again report the new R-squared. 

The difference in the R-squared between these two models will represent how much 

explanation parental cultural capital adds to the child’s cultural capital. The R-squared is also 

very useful for telling me if my model fits the data well – a high value indicates this. 

I will be using predictive margins within this chapter to help elucidate the role of certain key 

variables in my analysis. For a given independent variable, predictive margins uses the 

regression model to calculate values for the dependent variable for every value of the 

independent variable by calculating what the mean predicted value would be for the dependent 

variable if all observations had that particular value for the independent variable while keeping 

all other values unchanged (SSCC, 2016). For instance, if I wanted to look at the role of parental 

reading for a child’s cultural omnivorousness, predictive margins would use my regression 

results to first calculate the mean cultural omnivorousness score if all children had no parents 

who read for pleasure in the past twelve months – all the other child’s variables remain 

unchanged. It would then do the same for having one parent who read for pleasure and then for 

two parents. This would provide me with three values – the predicted mean cultural 

omnivorousness for all parental reading response categories. In this chapter, I will present these 

margin values graphically as I believe this is more intuitive. 

I will test the diagnostics of the models in this chapter using a number of different techniques. 

To begin with I will look at the distribution of the residuals for each regression. The residuals 

should typically be normally distributed. I can examine how normally distributed they are in 

a number of ways. I can plot the residuals as a histogram with a normal curve added to 

examine how normally distributed they are. Another way of looking at the normality of the 

residuals is through pnorm and qnorm graphs. A pnorm plot is sensitive to deviations from 
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normality near the centre of the distribution of the residuals while a qnorm plot is helpful in 

showing whether there is any deviation from a normal distribution towards the ends of the 

distribution. I will use these three methods together to gauge whether the residuals in each 

model are normally distributed.   

I will then look at any particularly outlying residuals and investigate those individuals’ 

responses to the variables in the regression. These will be individuals who didn’t really fit the 

overall pattern of the regression. I will then look at whether removing any of these individuals 

from the regression would affect the model. Next, I will look at any cases which had high 

leverage. These are individuals with extreme values on independent variables in the model. 

Leverage measures how far an independent variable deviates from its mean. The problem with 

high leverage is that it can affect the regression coefficient estimates. I will then see if excluding 

these cases affects the model in any great way.   

I will then look for any influential cases; cases that would affect the regression estimates if they 

were removed. This involves looking at both outlying residuals and cases with high leverage. 

I will run a graph which plots the leverage of cases against their residual squared (so that 

negative and positive outlying residuals were both obvious). If I find many individuals with 

both high leverage and high residuals then this would suggest I have a problem with influential 

cases. Another way of testing for the influence of cases is a test for influence called Cook’s D.  

I will then check for heteroscedasticity in the models. This refers to the variation in the size of 

the residuals and whether or not that is random. I will plot the residual values and look to see 

if there is any pattern tin the variation of the residuals which would indicate there is a problem 

with heteroscedasticity in the model.  

Finally, I will look at the potential issue of multicollinearity. This is a problem whereby 

predictor variables are too strongly correlated with one another which can seriously affect 

regression estimates. I will explore the issue of multicollinearity by looking at the vif 

(variance inflation factor) values for my independent variables. I will look to see whether the 

vif values for any of my independent variables fall above the value of 10 which as a rule of 

thumb would mean they require further investigation.   

Analysis Chapter 2 

In my second analysis chapter I will use structural equation modelling (SEM) to try and run a 

complete model of cultural capital in early childhood, from what factors are associated with 
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the accumulation of cultural capital to whether it has any educational benefits. The first section 

of the model will look at whether social class and parental education level are associated with 

parental cultural capital, the second section will look at whether parental cultural capital and a 

number of background factors are associated with the child’s cultural capital and the final 

section of the model will look at whether the child’s cultural capital is associated with 

educational ability after controlling for a number of background factors. 

Being able to explore all of these questions within one model will allow me to explore better 

the dynamics of cultural capital in early childhood. Structural equation modelling allows me to 

use cultural capital as a dependent variable and an independent variable in one model with 

cognitive ability being the other dependent variable. In one model I will be able to look at what 

factors influence a child’s cultural capital whilst also looking at whether or not the child’s 

cultural capital has any effect on educational ability. Not only this but later sections of the 

model will account for earlier sections so that, for instance, I can explore how social class’ 

potential links to parental cultural capital might affect social class’ links to a child’s cultural 

capital. 

 

Figure 3. Diagram of the proposed model I want to run in Analysis Chapter 2. Circles 

indicate latent constructs while rectangles indicate observed variables. Arrows indicate a 

proposed pathway. 

One of the huge benefits of structural modelling is that it allows me to explore latent constructs. 

A latent construct is one that is not observed itself but is rather inferred from other variables 

which are observed. This is a very good way of describing cultural capital as a concept as there 
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is no concrete way to measure cultural capital. Because latent constructs are not directly 

measurable, instead I must use indicators that represent the underlying construct with Byrne 

(1998) stating that in order to operationalise a latent construct we must “define the latent 

variable of interest in terms of behaviour believed to represent it” (p. 4). Structural equation 

modelling will allow this study to model the concept of cultural capital by looking at those 

variables which we think cultural capital displays its effect through. I will have latent constructs 

for educational ability at age three and age five using my two educational test scores.  

As well as looking at pathways, structural equation modelling also allows me to model for 

associations between variables. These associations are directionless and are referred to as 

covariance. Covariances were included in my model based on a combination of theory and 

modification indices. Modification indices help to suggest what links would improve the 

structure of your model; however, it is vital that any change in structure I made was 

theoretically sound. Covariance between social class, parental education level, SIMD and 

household income were all controlled for. Covariance was also modelled between my variable 

for first-born children and having a sibling born. Covariance was also modelled for between 

how often the child was taken to the library and how often the parent went to the library. I have 

earlier suggested the difficulty in treating parental and childhood cultural capital as separate 

measures – a parent who takes their child to the library often, will also be going to the library 

themselves often. This theoretical decision was backed up strongly by modification indices 

which showed that the model fit a lot better once covariance between these two variables was 

included. Having failed to include a parental cultural capital latent construct, it made sense to 

model for covariance between these parental cultural capital measures, which the modification 

indices agreed with. Covariance was also modelled between my educational ability latent 

construct at age three and my educational ability latent construct at age five. Acknowledging 

that the reading and formal cultural activities components of cultural capital are strongly linked, 

I also modelled for covariance between my reading variable and my formal cultural activities 

latent construct.  

Using structural equation modelling is advantageous for exploring mediation (Gunzler et al., 

2013; Little et al., 2007). Mediation involves being able to discover whether an independent 

variable’s relationship with an outcome variable can actually be explained by a third variable 

– the mediator (Gunzler et al., 2013). If one independent variable has a significant association 

with the dependent variable and then once another independent variable is added to the model 
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that association is reduced then that displays some evidence that the first independent variable’s 

effect on the dependent variable is mediated by the second independent variable while if the 

association becomes non-significant, this is evidence of ‘full mediation’ (Little et al., 2007). 

Sullivan (2001) found in her research that parental cultural capital mediated social class’ effect 

on cultural capital. This is something I would be able to explore in my own study.  

The following two diagrams illustrate how this mediation would occur. Before parental cultural 

capital’s link to a child’s cultural capital is accounted for (top image in Figure 4), social class 

would have a significant association with a child’s cultural capital. However, once parental 

cultural capital’s link to a child’s cultural capital is accounted for (bottom image in Figure 4), 

social class’ effect on a child’s cultural capital is no longer significant. This would indicate that 

parental cultural capital mediated social class’ effects on a child’s accumulation of cultural 

capital.  

 

 

 

Figure 4. Example of mediation. Bottom image shows parental cultural capital mediating 

social class’ effects on a child’s cultural capital.  

One of the most revealing elements of structural equation modelling is its ability to let you look 

at both the direct and indirect effects a variable has on another variable. A direct effect is the 
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effect an individual independent variable has on a dependent variable, controlling for the 

effects of all other independent variables (Pearl, 2001). An indirect effect is the mediated effect 

an independent variable has on the dependent variable. Adding the indirect and direct effects 

together gives me the total effect a variable has on the dependent variable. Looking at indirect 

effects will hopefully be very informative for my study, allowing me to look at the nuances 

involved in early childhood cultural capital. In particular, indirect effects will allow me to look 

at how much any effect parental cultural capital has on a child’s cultural capital comes from 

those parents’ social class and parental education level. Similarly, it will also allow me to look 

at how much any educational effect a child’s cultural capital has, comes through other indirect 

channels. This will allow me to be much more confident in any conclusions I make about the 

educational effects of childhood cultural capital.   

One element of structural equation modelling which unfortunately creates a problem for my 

study is that it cannot properly deal with categorical variables, instead treating them as 

numerical variables. This is an issue for my study as many of my variables are categorical. To 

compensate for this problem, I ran some simplified Generalized Structural Equation Models 

which showed that the numerical versions of my categorical variables were having much the 

same effect as they would have as categorical variables which helped me to accept this issue 

with the model. 

Originally, I had intended to have a latent construct for parental cultural capital in my model. 

This latent construct would have used the variables: how many parents in the household read; 

how often the parents go to the library; how important parents think cultural activities are; and 

parental creative writing. However, Principal Components Analysis was carried out on my four 

parental cultural capital variables and unfortunately this did not support the idea of parental 

cultural capital as a latent construct. This is quite disappointing as it could have been very 

useful and revealing to have a construct measuring parental cultural capital in my model. 

However, this result is not too much of a surprise as I have always been aware that my measures 

for parental cultural capital were relatively narrow as discussed earlier. It is better that I do not 

try and claim I have an appropriate construct for parental cultural capital when theoretically I 

already knew there were key elements missing. 

Below, you can see a representation of my attempt at exploring parental cultural capital’s 

suitability to be a latent construct. We can see that all but one of the parental cultural capital 

variables fell below 0.3 which I had used as my threshold. 
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Figure 5. Factor loadings for my unsuccessful proposed parental cultural capital latent 

construct. Standardised. 

Instead of using a parental cultural capital latent construct, I simply used the four parental 

cultural capital variables that I have previously used. As stated, I modelled for covariance 

between all of these parental cultural capital variables. 

I originally set up a model which used my four formal cultural activities variables and my 

reading variable to indicate my latent construct for cultural capital. However, while 

confirmatory factor analysis found no issue with these variables being part of a unified 

construct, performing diagnostics strongly suggested there was a problem with my model. 

Exploring the modification indices, I found that the reading component of my cultural capital 

latent construct was the culprit. Once I reran the model with cultural capital split into two 

separate components again, the model was far better fitted. I therefore decided to continue with 

my cultural capital measure split into two components: a latent construct for the formal cultural 

activities component of cultural capital and an observed variable for the reading component. 

The observed variables which will be used to model my latent construct of the formal cultural 

activities component of cultural capital are: the frequency the children visited concert/theatre; 

museum/art gallery; library; and zoo/aquarium in the previous twelve months. Factor analysis 

will then be used to determine whether or not these four variables could belong to one single 

factor. 

Unfortunately issues also arose when I tried to explore the longitudinal element of this model. 

Any time I proposed a pathway between my latent construct for formal cultural activities at 

age three and age five, my model wouldn’t run. Exploring detailed diagnostics within Mplus 

demonstrated that my two latent constructs at age three and five weren’t statistically 
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distinguishable from one another. After discovering that my two separate measures for formal 

cultural activities (aged 3 and aged 5) were too statistically similar, I decided to create a single 

construct for formal cultural activities which spanned both time points. This involved creating 

averaged measures over the two time points for each component of my formal cultural activities 

construct. I did the same for my reading measure to bring clarity to the model.  

When confirmatory factor analysis was performed on my new averaged latent construct for 

formal cultural activities, the benefits of this single time point seemed evident. For every single 

measure of formal cultural activities, the averaged measure had a higher factor loading for the 

latent construct than the individual measures had at their separate time points. 

There are a number of ways I will explore the goodness of fit for the model I create. One 

preliminary goodness of fit indicator for a model is to look at the chi-square value; however, 

this chi-square test is not suitable for models with a high number of cases (Hooper et al., 2008) 

and given my model has 4,115 observations, I have decided to look at the other goodness of fit 

indicators available to me.  

One measure of fit that I will use is the root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA), 

based on the non-centrality parameter (Kenny, 2014). According to MacCallum, Browne and 

Sugawara (1996) a value under 0.05 for the RMSEA indicates a good fit while a value under 

0.01 indicates an excellent fit. I will also use the comparative fit index (CFI). This is an 

incremental measure which depends on the average size of the correlations within the data 

(Kenny, 2014); a value of over 0.9 for the CFI indicates a good fit for the data (Hu and Bentler, 

1999). I will also use the standardised root mean square residual (SRMR) to look at the fit of 

the model. The SRMR is an absolute measure of fit and is defined as “the standardized 

difference between the observed correlation and the predicted correlation” (Kenny, 2014). 

Values less than 0.08 for the SRMR are generally considered a good fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999). 

Analysis Chapter 3 

My third analytical chapter will explore changes in cultural capital over time. It will look at 

changes over time in the factors associated with the accumulation of cultural capital as well as 

any potential changes in cultural capital’s educational effect over time. 

To explore change in cultural omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness, I will compute 

change scores based on the value of the age four measure minus the age two measure. I will 
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then run linear regressions on these two variables accounting for the parental cultural capital 

measures and other background variables.  

Because I have more than two time points available for my reading measure, I decided to use 

a multilevel model to explore change in a child’s reading over time. I will also use this statistical 

method to explore changes in the child’s educational ability scores. Specifically I will be using 

the multilevel model for change (Singer and Willett, 2003) which is also referred to as a mixed-

effects model. 

Singer and Willett (2003, p. 47) specify that this model must include components at two levels: 

“(1) a level-1 submodel that describes how individuals change over time; and (2) a 

level-2 submodel that describes how these changes vary across individuals” 

This is therefore a two-level model: 

yit  = b0t + bxit + … + ui + eit 

In terms of the elements of the equation, yit refers to the outcome variable at time t for individual 

i, b0t is the average of the outcome variable at time t while xit refers to an explanatory term. 

These explanatory terms may include interactive terms involving the year to explore time-

varying covariates. The final section of the equation involves the random terms ui and eit. The 

random term ui signifies variation that is due to individual differences; because the child has 

repeated measures on the outcome variable, we presume that these measurements are 

correlated. The random term eit signifies unmeasured features of the specific individual only at 

time t. These two random terms are uncorrelated. 

Example of this equation for child’s reading score:     

(Child’s reading score)it = (Average reading score at age 2) + (Average reading slope) + 

(Explanatory factors) + … + ui + eit 

For my study, the multilevel model for change allows me to see both how individuals’ reading 

and test scores change over time and how these changes vary across individuals according to 

certain factors. Using this model, I will: predict initial values of the child’s reading and test 

scores using background factors; specify what change in reading and test scores children 

experience over early childhood; and look at whether this change varies among different 

children based on specific background factors.  
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In order to carry out this statistical technique, I had to reformat my data into the long format. 

Rather than each child’s responses falling all within one row in the dataset, each row now 

represents one time point per child. Each sweep that the child has data for will represent a 

different row in the dataset. I introduced an age variable which told me the age that children 

were in that particular sweep. Those time-varying variables which I am using in the analysis 

had to be renamed so that they had the same name in each sweep.  

Before running the full model, Singer and Willett (2003) specify that you should run two 

preliminary models: the unconditional means model and the unconditional growth model. The 

unconditional means model does not use any predictors and simply describes and divides the 

variation in the dependent variable. This model reports the between-person and within-person 

variance. Within-person variance refers to the scatter of each individual’s dependent variable 

data around his or her mean while between-person variation refers to the scatter of person-

specific means around the grand mean of the dependent variable (Singer and Willett, 2003, p. 

93). Using the unconditional means model, we can calculate the proportion of total outcome 

variation that is related to differences between children. To do this we simply divide the 

between-person variation by the between-person and within-person variation combined.  

The unconditional growth model introduces the time variable as a predictor. The constant in 

this model tells me the average initial score in the dependent variable. The coefficient for the 

time predictor variable tells me the trajectory of the dependent variable over time. A positive 

value indicates the dependent variable increases over time while a negative number indicates 

that it decreases over time. 

The meaning of within-person variation changes here and now summarizes the scatter of each 

person’s data “around his or her own linear change trajectory” not his or her person-specific 

mean (Singer and Willett, 2003, p. 99). We can use the change in within-person variance 

between the unconditional means model and the unconditional growth model to assess whether 

the true change trajectory is linear with age; if within-person variance is lower in the second 

model then it is linear with age (Singer and Willett, 2003, p. 98). The percentage change in 

within-person variation between the two models indicates how much of the within-person 

variation in my dependent variable is associated with time.  

There are two level-2 variance components in the unconditional growth model: between-person 

variation around the initial status of the dependent variable and between-person variation 

around the trajectory of the dependent variable. If I find that these two variance components 
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are significant then this suggests the benefit of introducing independent variables into the 

model to try and help explain variation between people both in terms of their initial level of the 

dependent variable and also their change in the dependent variable over time.  

I will measure the fit of the multilevel models using the deviance which is -2 times the log 

likelihood of the fitted model (Paterson et al., 2013, p. 6). I can examine the effects of adding 

sections to the model by looking at reductions in the deviance between the two models. In order 

to compare the deviance of two models: “(1) each must be estimated using the identical data; 

and (2) one must be nested within the other.” (Singer and Willett, 2003, p.118). The difference 

between models can then be tested using a chi-square distribution with degrees of freedom 

“equal to the number of independent constraints imposed” (Singer and Willett, 2003, pp.118-

119) under the null hypothesis of no effect of the new terms being added to the model (Paterson 

et al., 2013).  
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4. Childhood cultural capital’s 

predictors and its educational effects 

 

In this chapter I will use linear and logistic regressions1 to firstly explore what factors influence 

a child’s accumulation of cultural capital and then to explore whether cultural capital has an 

educational benefit.  

Parental cultural capital 

Before examining what factors influence a child’s accumulation of cultural capital, I will 

briefly introduce my measures for parental cultural capital. As mentioned previously, parental 

cultural capital has long been seen as a crucial element for a child’s accumulation of cultural 

capital. It is therefore important to examine my measures for this concept before looking at 

whether it has any effect on a child’s cultural capital levels.  

I have four measures for parental cultural capital: parental reading; parental library usage; 

parental creative writing; and parental cultural importance. You can see the distributions of 

these variables below: 

Table 9. Distribution of parental reading variable. 

Number of parents who 

read for pleasure 
Frequency Percent 

0 1,144 25.4% 

1 2,133 47.3% 

2 1,235 27.4% 

Total 4,512 100% 

 

 

                                                 
1 Diagnostic tests have been carried out for all regression models which have shown these models are all well 

fitted. For the specific factors that were examined, see pp.65-66 in the Methods chapter. For output on these 

diagnostic tests, see p.221 in appendix.  
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Table 10. Distribution of parental library usage variable. 

Parental Library Usage Frequency Percent 

Don't use library 2,024 45.3% 

Use library sometimes 1,795 40.2% 

Use library often 646 14.5% 

Total 4,465 100% 

 

Table 11. Distribution of parental creative writing variable. 

Number of parents who 

write creatively 
Frequency Percent 

0 4,037 89.9% 

1 436 9.7% 

2 16 0.4% 

Total 4,489 100% 

 

Table 12. Distribution of parental cultural importance variable. 

How important parents think 

cultural activities are for their child 
Frequency Percent 

Not at all important 198 4.4% 

Not really important 949 21.1% 

Neither important nor unimportant 1,006 22.3% 

Quite important 1,525 33.8% 

Very important 829 18.4% 

Total 4,507 100% 

 

Nearly three-quarters (74.6%) of children have at least one parent who reads for pleasure, over 

a half (54.7%) have a parent who uses the library and over a half (52.2%) have parents who 

think cultural activities are important for their child. Few parents (10.1%) write stories, plays, 

poems or lyrics as part of their spare time.  
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I then looked at parental cultural capital’s relationship with social class and education level. 

Both of these factors have been shown to be linked with parental cultural capital (Sullivan, 

2001; Lareau, 2002) and it will be interesting to see if the same relationship is found among 

my variables. To begin with I looked at how the mean of each of my parental cultural capital 

variables differed by social class category and highest educational qualification – this is the 

same method Sullivan (2000) followed in her research.  

For parental reading, there was a clear positive relationship between both social class and 

educational qualification with parental reading. This is the result I expected to find. Those 

parents from higher social classes and those parents with higher educational qualifications were 

more likely to read for pleasure. 

 

Figure 6. Mean number of parents who read for pleasure by highest parental educational 

qualification (95% confidence intervals).  

 

You can see from Figure 6 above that there is a clear difference between parents who have a 

degree and parents who do not have a degree in relation to the average number of parents who 

read for pleasure. A child who has at least one parent with a degree will be more likely to have 

parents who read for pleasure. You can see there is no significant difference between parents 

who have a vocational qualification as their highest educational qualification and parents who 
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have a Higher Grade. However, there is a noticeable difference between parents who have a 

Standard Grade or lower as their highest educational qualification and all other parents, with 

those with a Standard Grade or lower less likely to read for pleasure.  

For parental library usage, there was some slight significant differences between social classes 

while education level was a strong significant predictor. Parental library usage’s relationship 

with social class does not seem very linear, as evidenced by Figure 7 below. 

 

Figure 7. Mean parental library usage response by social class (95% confidence 

intervals). 1 = Managerial and professional occupations; 2 = Intermediate occupations; 3 

= Small employers etc.; 4 = Lower supervisory and technical occupations; 5= Semi-

routine and routine occupations; 6 = Never worked. 

 

There is some difference between parents’ library usage among those in the highest social class 

and all other parents, with those in the highest social class category visiting the library most 

often. However, there is no significant difference between parents from social classes 2-5 in 

terms of their frequency of library visits. You can see that there is a difference in frequency of 

library visits for parents in the ‘never worked’ social class category. These parents are less 

likely to visit the library than parents from higher social classes. It seems therefore that social 

class’ association with parental library usage is visible only at the extremes of the social class 

categories. The main differences are seen for people from the highest and lowest social classes. 
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However, while parental library usage’s relationship with social class does not seem so clear, 

its relationship with educational qualifications seems a lot more straightforward, with a positive 

relationship showing between a parent’s highest educational qualification and the amount they 

use the library. 

For parental cultural importance, both social class and parental cultural capital were significant 

predictors. For parental creative writing I found no significant association with social class but 

again education level was a significant predictor.  It is notable that parental creative writing 

was the only measure of parental cultural capital not to be significantly associated with social 

class. Previous research has suggested that parental cultural capital measures would be 

associated with both social class and education level (e.g. Sullivan, 2001; Lareau, 2002) and 

the fact that parental creative writing is not associated with social class already suggests it 

might not be the most reliable measure of parental cultural.      

It is interesting that for all of these parental cultural capital variables, their relationship with 

education level looks much stronger than it does for social class. I had expected to find strong 

relationships between the parental cultural capital variables and both social class and education 

level. I have shown through albeit rather basic analyses that my parental cultural capital 

variables all have a positive relationship with education level; however, they do not all have a 

consistently positive relationship with social class. 

Children’s cultural capital 

I now move on to look at the child’s cultural capital. I want to look at what factors are associated 

with a child’s accumulation of cultural capital. In particular, I want to look at whether children 

from more advantaged backgrounds (in terms of parental cultural capital, socio-economic 

status and other measures) have higher levels of cultural capital.  

To explore these questions I performed regressions on my three cultural capital measures: 

cultural omnivorousness; cultural voraciousness; and reading frequency. For each of these 

variables I have two time points at which they are measured and so I will run separate 

regressions for each time point. Diagnostics were carried out on all regressions which showed 

they were all well fitted models. 

I will control for the following background variables in all of the regressions: social class; 

parental education level; urban-rural classification; parental reading; parental library usage; 

parental creative writing; how important the parents think cultural activities are for their child; 
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gender of the child; whether or not the child is a first born; whether or not they have had a 

sibling born since the survey started; household income; number of books in the house aimed 

at children; how happy the parents are with their child’s access to activities; the Scottish Index 

of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD) quintile of the area that the child lives; and whether or not the 

child uses childcare regularly or not.  

Cultural omnivorousness 

To begin with I looked at what factors are associated with a child’s cultural omnivorousness. 

As discussed earlier, cultural omnivorousness refers to a tendency to engage in a wide variety 

of different cultural activities (Bennett et al., 2009). My cultural omnivorousness variable 

measures how many different activities the child participated in. These activities consist of: 

theatre and concert trips; museum and art gallery trips; library trips; and zoo and aquarium 

trips. Cultural omnivorousness therefore has a range from 0 to 4. 

At age two, the mean number of different activities participated in by children is 1.79 with a 

median of 2. You can see this distribution in the histogram shown in Figure 8 below. 

 

Figure 8. Distribution of cultural omnivorousness at age two (%). N = 4,512 

 

At age four, the mean score for cultural omnivorousness has risen to 2.65 with the median now 

at 3 different activities. You can see the distribution for this age below in Figure 9. 
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Figure 9. Distribution of cultural omnivorousness at age four (%). N = 3,994 

 

Age Two 

To begin with I ran a regression model looking at what factors were associated with a child’s 

cultural omnivorousness at age two. Model 1 displays the results of the model before the 

parental cultural capital variables were introduced while Model 2 displays the full model 

including the parental cultural capital variables.  

Table 13. Regression analysis of factors predicting cultural omnivorousness (age 2). 

Excluding (Model 1) and then including (Model 2) parental cultural capital variables as 

predictors.  

 

Model 1 Model 2 

Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. 

Social Class of family     

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
    

2. Intermediate occupations -0.072 0.052 -0.033 0.046 

3. Small employers etc -0.216** 0.073 -0.156* 0.065 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
-0.230** 0.066 -0.167** 0.059 
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5. Semi-routine and routine 

occupations 
-0.305*** 0.060 -0.199*** 0.053 

6. Never worked -0.672*** 0.137 -0.345** 0.123 

Parental Education Level     

Degree or equivalent (reference)     

Vocational qualification or below 

degree 
-0.358*** 0.043 -0.214*** 0.038 

Higher Grade or equivalent -0.359*** 0.079 -0.230** 0.071 

Standard Grade or equivalent -0.574*** 0.062 -0.352*** 0.056 

Rural-urban classification     

Large urban (reference)     

Other urban -0.218*** 0.041 -0.159*** 0.036 

Small, accessible towns -0.251*** 0.058 -0.271*** 0.051 

Small remote towns -0.324** 0.093 -0.268** 0.082 

Accessible rural -0.286*** 0.052 -0.172*** 0.047 

Remote rural -0.205** 0.079 -0.092 0.070 

Female -0.001 0.032 -0.018 0.028 

First born -0.016 0.039 0.006 0.035 

Sibling born -0.100 0.059 -0.024 0.052 

Household income (£1,000) 0.003 0.002 0.003* 0.002 

Number of books in the house (age 1)     

0-10 -0.462*** 0.049 -0.302*** 0.044 

11-20 -0.226*** 0.047 -0.155*** 0.041 

21-30 -0.150** 0.051 -0.153** 0.045 

30+ (reference)     

Access to activities     

Very happy with the range of activities 

(reference) 
    

Quite happy with the range of activities -0.350*** 0.045 -0.243*** 0.040 

Would like child to have slightly more 

access 
-0.320*** 0.049 -0.207*** 0.043 

Would like child to have much more 

access 
-0.408*** 0.059 -0.205*** 0.053 
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Scottish Index of Multiple 

Deprivation 
    

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived  

(reference) 
    

7.7472 - 13.5627 0.008 0.051 0.000 0.045 

13.5640 - 21.0436 0.001 0.052 -0.036 0.046 

21.0521 - 33.6982 -0.047 0.057 -0.074 0.050 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived -0.104 0.058 -0.143** 0.052 

Use childcare (age 2) 0.022 0.037 0.024 0.033 

Parental cultural capital (age 2) 

Number of parents who read   0.145*** 0.022 

Parental library usage     

Don’t use library (reference)     

Use library sometimes   0.495*** 0.032 

Use library often   0.819*** 0.044 

Parental creative writing   0.181*** 0.046 

Importance of cultural activities     

Not at all important    -0.973*** 0.080 

Not really important   -0.694*** 0.046 

Neither important nor unimportant   -0.550*** 0.045 

Quite important   -0.193*** 0.041 

Very important (reference)     

Constant 2.781*** 0.084 2.326*** 0.088 

R-squared 0.207 0.385 

N = 3,633; *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

 

I found that all of my parental cultural capital variables had a significant association with the 

child’s cultural omnivorousness at age two. The more parents a child had who read, the larger 

the different number of cultural activities that child engaged in. Each parent a child had who 

read added 0.15 to the number of different activities a child participated in that year. Similarly, 

the more often the child’s parents visited the library, the higher the child’s level of cultural 

omnivorousness. Having a parent who used the library sometimes compared to a parent who 

never used the library increased the number of activities a child participated in that year by half 

an activity while this was even greater for children whose parents used the library regularly 
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(0.82). Having parents who did creative writing was also associated with a significantly higher 

number of different cultural activities the child participated in at age two. The more important 

the child’s parents thought cultural activities were for their child, the greater the number of 

different cultural activities that the child participated in. Children whose parents thought 

cultural activities were “not at all important” participated in almost one fewer different cultural 

activity (0.97) in the last twelve months compared to children whose parents thought cultural 

activities were “very important”.  

A significant relationship between the family’s social class and the cultural omnivorousness of 

the child was found at age two. Those children from families in a lower social class participate 

in fewer kinds of cultural activity than children from high social classes. Children from social 

class 5, semi-routine and routine occupations, participated in 0.2 fewer different types of 

cultural activity per year compared to children from the highest social class. However, no 

significant difference is found between the top two social classes: ‘managerial and professional 

occupations’ and ‘intermediate occupations’. This illustrates that children from families in 

these two social classes tend to participate in a similar number of different cultural activities at 

age two. Figure 10 provides a visual representation of the relationship between social class and 

cultural omnivorousness at age two which the model predicts.  

 

Figure 10. Predictive margins of cultural omnivorousness (age two) for social class (95% 

confidence intervals). 1 = Managerial and professional occupations; 2 = Intermediate 

occupations; 3 = Small employers etc.; 4 = Lower supervisory and technical occupations; 

5= Semi-routine and routine occupations; 6 = Never worked. 
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I also found a significant relationship between parental education level and the child’s cultural 

omnivorousness at age two. Those children who have a parent with a degree were associated 

with having participated in the widest range of cultural activities while all other children were 

significantly less culturally omnivorous at age two. Children whose parents’ highest 

educational qualification was a Standard Grade or below participated in 0.35 fewer different 

types of cultural activity per year at age two compared to children whose parents had a degree 

as their highest educational qualification. 

I wanted to explore if geographical barriers might have an effect on a child’s cultural capital. 

My regression of cultural omnivorousness at age two revealed some interesting results in terms 

of the urban-rural classification of where the child lives. Those children living in a ‘large urban’ 

area participated in the highest number of different cultural activities, with children in all the 

remaining categories except ‘remote rural’ participating in significantly fewer cultural 

activities at age two. However, interestingly this relationship is not linear; the more rural the 

child’s location does not mean the fewer activities that child participated in. Instead, we see 

more of a U shape. The two extremes – ‘large urban’ and ‘remote rural’ – are associated with 

the highest number of different activities (see Figure 11 below). This is different to what I had 

hypothesised. I had expected a more linear pattern with those in ‘remote rural’ locations 

participating in the fewest cultural activities.  

 

Figure 11. Predictive margins of cultural omnivorousness (age two) for urban-rural 

classification (95% confidence intervals). 1 = Large urban; 2 = Other urban; 3 = Small 

accessible towns; 4 = Small remote towns; 5 = Accessible rural; 6 = Remote rural. 
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There was a significant difference in cultural omnivorousness between children living in areas 

rated as in the least deprived and most deprived quintiles by the Scottish Index of Multiple 

Deprivation (SIMD) classification. Children from the most deprived areas participated in 

significantly less varied cultural activities than those children from the least deprived areas. 

Another variable I explored which related to access to activities was one which asked parents 

how happy they were with the activities available to their child. Those children whose parents 

were ‘very happy’ with their child’s access to activities participated in the largest number of 

different cultural activities with other children being associated with significantly lower 

cultural omnivorousness levels. Interestingly, there is little difference between the other three 

categories: ‘quite happy’; ‘would like child to have slightly more access’; and ‘would like child 

to have much more access’. What is important for a child’s cultural omnivorousness, therefore, 

is having parents who are very happy with the availability of activities for their child. Of course, 

it is important to note that my variable measuring how happy parents were with access to 

activities isn’t an entirely accurate proxy for a child’s access to cultural activities. It is very 

subjective and we can easily imagine that a parent high in cultural capital might be less happy 

with the activities available to their child despite having the same activities available to their 

child as another parent who was happy with the range of activities.  

The issue of access to cultural activities also seems heavily related to social inequalities. 

Looking at a simple cross-tabulation (Table 14) between access to activities and the level of 

deprivation of the neighbourhood the child lives in reveals some clear results. For those 

children living in a neighbourhood classified as one of the least deprived by the SIMD 

classification, 73.7% of their parents were either ‘quite happy’ or ‘very happy’ with the range 

of activities available to the child. In contrast, only 41.6% of parents living in neighbourhoods 

classified as in the most deprived quintile were ‘quite happy’ or ‘very happy’ with the range of 

activities available to their child. Similarly, whilst only 5.5% of parents of children in the least 

deprived quintile wished their child had much more access to activities, this figure was 26% 

for children from the most deprived neighbourhoods. These results suggest that a child’s access 

to activities can depend heavily on how deprived the area a child lives is. If I find that cultural 

capital is indeed an educational benefit for any child in possession of it, then unfortunately 

access to this resource seems to depend heavily upon where you live. 
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Table 14. Cross-tabulation between how happy parents were with their child's access to 

activities and the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation quintile the child lives in. 

Percentages in each column are as a proportion of the total children in each column. 

Availability 

of activities 

SIMD Quintiles 

Total 
1st quintile: 

Least 

deprived 

2nd quintile 3rd quintile 4th quintile 

5th quintile: 

Most 

deprived 

Very happy 

with the 

range of 

activities 

 

260 

 

(30.4%) 

 

177 

 

(21.0%) 

160 

 

(19.8%) 

100 

 

(15.4%) 

87 

 

(11.9%) 

784 

 

(20.1%) 

Quite happy 

with the 

range of 

activities 

370 

 

(43.3%) 

392 

 

(46.5%) 

304 

 

(37.5%) 

233 

 

(35.8%) 

218 

 

(29.7%) 

1,517 

 

(39.0%) 

Would like 

child to have 

slightly more 

access  

178 

 

(20.8%) 

197 

 

(23.4%) 

225 

 

(27.8%) 

213 

 

(32.8%) 

238 

 

(32.4%) 

1,051 

 

(27.0%) 

Would like 

child to have 

much more 

access 

47 

 

(5.5%) 

77 

 

(9.1%) 

121 

 

(14.9%) 

104 

 

(16.0%) 

191 

 

(26.0%) 

540 

 

(13.9%) 

Total 855 843 810 650 734 3,892 

 

Another variable which had no significant effect on cultural omnivorousness at age two was 

whether or not the child was a first born. I had two competing hypotheses for this variable’s 

relationship with a child’s cultural capital: first-born children would have higher cultural 

capital as parents who had fewer children would have more time and money to spend on 

cultural activities for that child; or the opposite might be true whereby first borns might be 

taken to fewer cultural activities at age two than other children as those with older siblings 

might be taken along to events that their elder siblings were attending. Evidence was found for 
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neither of these hypotheses in this regression model. Having another sibling born since the 

survey started was also not significantly associated with a child’s cultural omnivorousness 

levels at age two. I had speculated that having another sibling born would lower the child’s 

levels of cultural participation but no such evidence was found here. 

The results from the regression show that the household income of a child’s family was 

significantly associated with a child’s level of cultural omnivorousness at age two. The higher 

the family’s household income, the more cultural activities a child participated in. My results 

also show that the number of books in the household aimed at children is significantly 

associated with the child’s cultural omnivorousness at age two. The more books aimed at 

children in the household, the greater the number of different activities the child engaged in at 

age two. Below you can see a graphical representation of this (Figure 12). It seems as though 

the number of books’ effect on age two cultural omnivorousness falls into three main categories 

with the categories for 11-20 books and 21-30 books having much the same effect. Children 

who had 0-10 children’s books in their home participated in 0.3 fewer different activities 

compared to children who had more than 30 children’s books in the household.  

 

Figure 12. Predictive margins of cultural omnivorousness (age two) for number of 

children's books in the home at age one (95% confidence intervals). 
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My regression output showed that there was no significant difference between the number of 

cultural activities that girls and boys participated in. I also found no significant association 

between whether the child attended childcare regularly and their cultural omnivorousness level 

at age two.  

The introduction of parental cultural capital into the model increased the R-squared greatly. 

Before parental cultural capital’s introduction, the model had an R-squared value of 0.207, 

indicating that the model predicted around 21% of the variation in the child’s cultural 

omnivorousness at age two. When I included the parental cultural capital variables, the R-

squared of the model increased to 0.385 which shows me that parental cultural capital adds 

around 17.8% of explanation to the variation of cultural omnivorousness at age two  

Despite parental cultural capital adding so much to the explanation of cultural omnivorousness 

at age two, its addition to the model did not hugely reduce the associations between the rest of 

the background variables and cultural omnivorousness.  

Age Four 

I then proceeded to look at what factors were associated with cultural omnivorousness at age 

four. Again, Model 1 refers to the model before the introduction of parental cultural capital 

variables while Model 2 is the full model including these variables as predictors.  

Table 15. Regression analysis of factors predicting cultural omnivorousness (age 4). 

Excluding (Model 1) and then including (Model 2) parental cultural capital variables as 

predictors.  

Cultural omnivorousness (age 4) 

Model 1 Model 2 

Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. 

Social Class of family     

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
    

2. Intermediate occupations 0.000 0.051 0.017 0.050 

3. Small employers etc -0.149* 0.069 -0.087 0.067 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
-0.114 0.065 -0.061 0.063 
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5. Semi-routine and routine 

occupations 
-0.287*** 0.060 -0.221*** 0.058 

6. Never worked -0.446** 0.146 -0.237 0.142 

Parental Education Level     

Degree or equivalent (reference)     

Vocational qualification or below 

degree 
-0.359*** 0.042 -0.269*** 0.041 

Higher Grade or equivalent -0.336*** 0.078 -0.231** 0.076 

Standard Grade or equivalent -0.595*** 0.061 -0.446*** 0.060 

Rural-urban classification     

Large urban (reference)     

Other urban -0.133** 0.039 -0.099* 0.038 

Small, accessible towns -0.048 0.057 -0.056 0.055 

Small remote towns -0.133 0.092 -0.126 0.090 

Accessible rural -0.178** 0.054 -0.095 0.053 

Remote rural -0.169* 0.072 -0.113 0.070 

Female -0.011 0.032 -0.010 0.031 

First born -0.045 0.035 -0.009 0.034 

Sibling born -0.053 0.037 -0.049 0.036 

Household income (£1,000) 0.007*** 0.002 0.008*** 0.002 

Number of books in the house (age 3)     

0-10 -0.804*** 0.074 -0.642*** 0.073 

11-20 -0.426*** 0.053 -0.339*** 0.052 

21-30 -0.189*** 0.044 -0.137** 0.043 

30+ (reference)     

Access to activities     

Very happy with the range of activities 

(reference) 

    

Quite happy with the range of activities -0.087* 0.043 -0.034 0.042 

Would like child to have slightly more 

access 
-0.177*** 0.047 -0.115* 0.046 



95 

 

Would like child to have much more 

access 
-0.201** 0.058 -0.101 0.057 

Scottish Index of Multiple 

Deprivation 
    

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived 

(reference) 
    

7.7472 - 13.5627 -0.065 0.049 -0.079 0.048 

13.5640 - 21.0436 -0.083 0.051 -0.105* 0.050 

21.0521 - 33.6982 -0.180** 0.055 -0.210*** 0.054 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived -0.142* 0.057 -0.179** 0.055 

Use childcare (age 4) 0.077* 0.034 0.086* 0.033 

Parental cultural capital (age 2) 

Number of parents who read   0.150*** 0.024 

Parental library usage     

Don’t use library (reference)     

Use library sometimes   0.290*** 0.034 

Use library often   0.459*** 0.047 

Parental creative writing   0.079 0.049 

Importance of cultural activities     

Not at all important    -0.403*** 0.083 

Not really important   -0.315*** 0.050 

Neither important nor unimportant   -0.276*** 0.049 

Quite important   -0.061 0.044 

Very important (reference)     

Constant 3.210*** 0.083 2.816*** 0.096 

R-Squared 0.245 0.302 

N = 3,560; *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

 

Parental cultural capital was still significantly associated with cultural omnivorousness at age 

four. However, there is one key difference at age four compared to age two. Whilst parental 

reading, parental library usage and parental cultural importance are still significant and positive 

predictors of the child’s cultural omnivorousness, parental creative writing is no longer a 

significant factor at age four. However, the effect sizes of parental cultural capital weren’t as 
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great at age four. Children whose parents used the library sometimes participated in 0.29 more 

different cultural activities than children whose parents never used the library while those 

children whose parents used the library regularly participated in 0.46 more cultural activities. 

Similarly, how important parents thought cultural activities were for their child had a lower 

effect size at age four. Children whose parents thought cultural activities were “not at all 

important” participated in 0.4 fewer different cultural activities than children whose parents 

thought cultural activities were “very important”.  

One very interesting change between the two ages was the impact of childcare on cultural 

omnivorousness. Whilst at age two, the child’s use of childcare had no significant effect on the 

different number of activities they participated in, at age four childcare did have a significant 

effect. Children who used childcare regularly participated in 0.09 more different cultural 

activities than those children who were not in some form of regular childcare. This is a very 

interesting result and hints that there could be something about childcare that promotes the 

accumulation of cultural capital.  

After seeing that childcare was associated with higher cultural omnivorousness at age four, I 

decided to use interaction effects to determine whether childcare’s effect on cultural 

omnivorousness might be associated with parental cultural capital. Childcare has been mooted 

in the past as a means of compensating for low parental cultural capital (Esping-Andersen, 

2009; Sylva et al., 2011). I ran interaction effects between cultural omnivorousness at age four 

and all of my parental cultural capital variables. I found that for the interaction between cultural 

omnivorousness and parental reading there was a significant negative effect: childcare’s 

positive association with a child’s cultural omnivorousness was felt more by children with 

fewer parents who read (Table 16).  

Table 16. Interaction effect between regular childcare usage and parental reading for 

cultural omnivorousness (age four). 

 Coef. Std. Err. 

Childcare*Parental reading -0.132** .045 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

 

 

Below in Figure 13 you can see a visual representation of this interaction effect. 
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Figure 13. Predictive margins of cultural omnivorousness (age four) for parental reading 

by regular childcare usage (age four). 

 

Among children with no parents who read for pleasure, the difference between children who 

use childcare regularly and those who don’t in their cultural omnivorousness at age four was 

greater. Among children where both parents read for pleasure, there was no significant 

difference in children’s cultural omnivorousness at age four depending on their childcare usage.  

It may well be that children are introduced to new cultural activities by childcare-based trips 

which is why they see an increase in cultural omnivorousness. I briefly explored whether this 

might be the case by looking at variables which detail whether the last time a child was taken 

to a particular activity was by a member of childcare staff.  

Of those children who were taken to the library by childcare staff at age four, more than half 

(56%) had not visited the library at age two. In contrast, among the other children who visited 

the library at the age of four, 64% of them also visited the library when they were two. Nearly 

ten percent of children were taken to a concert or the theatre at age four by a member of 

childcare staff. Among those children who were taken by childcare staff, 78% had not been to 

the theatre or a concert at age two. In comparison, for the other children who went to the theatre 

or a concert at age four, 66% had not been on a similar trip at age two. For the children who 
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were last taken to the art gallery or museum by childcare staff, 66% of them had not visited an 

art gallery or museum at age two. In contrast, among the other children who visited an art 

gallery or museum at age four, 47% hadn’t visited either at age two. Of those children who 

were last taken to the zoo or aquarium by a member of childcare staff, only 30% had not been 

at age two. This result does not fit especially well with my other results which hint that 

childcare might open up cultural activities for children. However, when looking at the other 

children who were taken to the zoo or aquarium at age four, only 18% had not been taken at 

age two. It seems therefore that regular childcare usage’s positive association with cultural 

omnivorousness at age four may well be linked with the idea that childcare can introduce 

children to new cultural activities.  

Another interesting difference between my regressions on cultural omnivorousness at age two 

and at age four is the effect of social class. Whilst there was a largely significant association 

between social class and cultural omnivorousness at age two, at age four this association is not 

as strong. Compared to being a child from the highest social class ‘managerial and professional 

occupations’, only children from the fifth highest social class ‘semi-routine and routine 

occupations’ were significantly different in the number of different cultural activities they 

participated in at age four. For all the other children, there was no significant difference in their 

cultural omnivorousness at age four compared to a child from the highest social class.  

In contrast, while household income remains a significant predictor of cultural omnivorousness 

at age four, its effect increases greatly between the two sweeps. At age two, while household 

income did have a significant, positive association with cultural omnivorousness, this was only 

significant at the 5% level and indeed quite close to passing this threshold. At age four, 

household income’s effect on cultural omnivorousness is significant at the 0.1% level. For 

every extra £10,000 in household income, the number of different cultural activities a child 

will participate in increases by 0.08. If household income is excluded from the regression then 

the effect of social class is much more pronounced, hinting that the decline in the effect of 

social class at age four is in part to do with the increased role of household income.  

I therefore explored whether household income or the parents’ social class might have changed 

between these two years. Looking at the change in household social class, I found very little 

support for this. Nearly 90% of households had the same household social class in the two 

sweeps. Of those who did change social class, approximately half increased their social class 

and half decreased their social class. I also explored changes in the father and mother’s social 
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classes individually but found similarly unsupportive results. I moved on to look at whether 

there were any significant changes in equivalised household income between the two sweeps 

but found that while families had on average higher household income at age four, this was not 

a universal change with a third of families experiencing decreases. The fact that household 

income and social class did not seem to change much between these sweeps suggests it is more 

likely that there is a difference in the mechanics of the accumulation of cultural 

omnivorousness between these two ages where a family’s income is more important at age four 

than at age two.  

The urban-rural classification of where the child lives also has a different relationship with the 

number of activities the child participated in at age four compared to my age two model. At 

age four, the only significantly different category to children living in ‘large urban’ areas is 

‘other urban’ with children from these locations participating in a significantly lower number 

of different cultural activities. In contrast, at age two ‘remote rural’ was the only category 

which was not significantly different from ‘large urban’.  

Being female, being a first born or having a sibling born between sweeps are all still non-

significant at age four. Parental education level, the number of children’s books in the 

household, household income, the level of deprivation in the area the child lives and the 

parents’ happiness with their child’s access to activities were still all significantly associated 

with cultural omnivorousness at age four.  

Cultural voraciousness 

I now move on to look at what factors influence a child’s cultural voraciousness. As I have 

stated earlier, cultural voraciousness can be thought of as the frequency with which individuals 

participate in cultural activities, with a culturally voracious individual participating very 

frequently (Katz-Gerro and Sullivan, 2007).  

My measure for cultural voraciousness is a scale from 0-20 which is a combined measure of 

how often children participate in the cultural activities measured in the survey. At age two, the 

mean score for cultural voraciousness is 3.5 while at age four, the mean cultural voraciousness 

score is 5.1. The distribution of cultural voraciousness at age four seems to be remarkably 

normally distributed. Below you can see the distribution of cultural voraciousness at age two 

and then at age four. 
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Figure 14. Distribution of cultural voraciousness at age two (%). N = 4,508 

 

 

Figure 15. Distribution of cultural voraciousness at age four (%). N = 3,994 

 

I then ran regressions on what factors were associated with cultural voraciousness at age two 

and age four. These models include both parental cultural capital and my background measures.  
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Table 17. Regression analysis of factors predicting cultural voraciousness at age two and 

age four.2 

Cultural voraciousness  

Age 2 Age 4 

Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. 

Social Class of family     

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
    

2. Intermediate occupations -0.035 0.108 0.040 0.125 

3. Small employers etc -0.173 0.151 0.023 0.169 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
-0.245 0.138 0.006 0.159 

5. Semi-routine and routine occupations -0.324* 0.125 -0.306* 0.146 

6. Never worked -0.463 0.289 0.003 0.358 

Parental Education Level     

Degree or equivalent (reference)     

Vocational qualification or below 

degree 
-0.511*** 0.090 -0.777*** 0.103 

Higher Grade or equivalent -0.580*** 0.165 -0.792*** 0.190 

Standard Grade or equivalent -0.742*** 0.131 -0.967*** 0.151 

Number of parents who read 0.307*** 0.051 0.338*** 0.059 

Parental library usage     

Don’t use library (reference)     

Use library sometimes 1.057*** 0.074 0.825*** 0.085 

Use library often 2.808*** 0.103 1.676*** 0.119 

Parental creative writing 0.461*** 0.107 0.400** 0.123 

Importance of cultural activities     

Not at all important  -2.042*** 0.188 -1.277*** 0.209 

Not really important -1.497*** 0.108 -1.111*** 0.125 

Neither important nor unimportant -1.160*** 0.106 -0.958*** 0.123 

Quite important -0.541*** 0.096 -0.414*** 0.111 

                                                 
2 For time-varying predictors, see Table 6 on pp. 63-64 
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Very important (reference)     

Rural-urban classification     

Large urban (reference)     

Other urban -0.422*** 0.084 -0.233* 0.096 

Small, accessible towns -0.679*** 0.120 -0.231 0.139 

Small remote towns -0.853*** 0.193 -0.285 0.225 

Accessible rural -0.265* 0.109 -0.137 0.133 

Remote rural -0.273 0.164 -0.406* 0.175 

Female 0.019 0.067 -0.028 0.077 

First born 0.199* 0.082 0.269** 0.085 

Sibling born -0.068 0.122 -0.211* 0.090 

Household income (£1,000) 0.006 0.004 0.012** 0.004 

Number of books in the house     

0-10 -0.631*** 0.103 -1.367*** 0.183 

11-20 -0.331** 0.097 -0.902*** 0.130 

21-30 -0.305** 0.106 -0.318** 0.108 

30+ (reference)     

Access to activities     

Very happy with the range of activities 

(reference) 
    

Quite happy with the range of activities -0.601*** 0.093 -0.238* 0.106 

Would like child to have slightly more 

access 
-0.518*** 0.101 -0.263* 0.116 

Would like child to have much more 

access 
-0.562*** 0.124 -0.286* 0.142 

Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation     

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived 

(reference) 
    

7.7472 - 13.5627 -0.043 0.105 -0.238* 0.120 

13.5640 - 21.0436 -0.135 0.108 -0.234 0.125 

21.0521 - 33.6982 -0.133 0.117 -0.446** 0.135 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived -0.266* 0.121 -0.363** 0.139 
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Use childcare -0.019 0.078 0.159 0.084 

Constant 4.434*** 0.207 5.725*** 0.240 

R-Squared 0.399 0.288 

N 3,632 3,560 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001Parental cultural capital was significantly associated with a 

child’s cultural voraciousness at age two and age four. All of the parental cultural capital 

variables were significantly associated with cultural voraciousness at both ages. The higher a 

child’s parental cultural capital levels, the higher their cultural voraciousness. 

Social class does not have a particularly strong relationship with cultural voraciousness at age 

two or at age four. Those from the ‘semi-routine and routine occupations’ class participate less 

often in cultural activities compared to those from the ‘managerial and professional 

occupations’ class but that is the only significant difference between social classes. While this 

mirrors what I found for cultural omnivorousness at age four, it is different to what I found for 

cultural omnivorousness at age two.  

Parental education level is significantly and positively associated with cultural voraciousness 

at age two and age four. Children with degree-educated parents participated significantly more 

often in cultural activities than other children.   

Household income had differing effects on cultural voraciousness at age two and age four. 

Household income had no significant association with cultural voraciousness at age two but 

was a significant and positive predictor at age four. This is a similar result to what I found for 

cultural omnivorousness: household income’s effect is much more pronounced at age four than 

at age two.  

It is very interesting that at age two, neither social class nor household income have a great 

effect on cultural voraciousness. However, it is worth pointing out that if social class is 

excluded from the regression then household income is significant. Similarly, if I remove 

household income from the regression then social class has a much more pronounced effect. 

I found that being a first-born child has a significant and positive effect on a child’s cultural 

voraciousness at age two and age four; first-born children tend to engage more frequently in 

cultural activities. This is in contrast to my results for cultural omnivorousness where being a 

first born had no significant effect in either sweep. These results seem to suggest that being a 

first born has a positive impact on the frequency with which children participate in cultural 
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activities at both ages but has no significant impact on the number of different activities the 

child participates in. Having a sibling born since the survey started had no significant effect on 

cultural voraciousness at age two but did have a significant negative effect on cultural 

voraciousness at age four. Having a sibling born since the survey began was not a significant 

predictor in either of the cultural omnivorousness models. 

I decided to try and explore these results around siblings further. I ran my cultural 

voraciousness models again but also included interaction terms between household income and 

my first born and sibling variables. I had earlier suggested that additional siblings might 

negatively impact on a child’s cultural capital due to the increased cost of taking more children 

to activities. I therefore wanted to explore whether there was a relationship between the 

negative effect on cultural voraciousness that additional siblings bring and a family’s income. 

No significant interaction terms were found between having a sibling born and income. 

However, I found that for cultural voraciousness at age two, my interaction term between being 

a first born and household income was negative and significantly associated with cultural 

voraciousness (Table 18).  

Table 18. Interaction effect between first-born children and household income for 

cultural voraciousness (age two). 

 Coef. Std. Err. 

First Born*Household Income -0.019** .005 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

 

This means that the effect of being a first born on cultural voraciousness is greater for those 

from lower household incomes. In Figure 16 below you can see a graphical representation of 

this interaction effect: 
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Figure 16. Predictive margins of cultural voraciousness (age two) for household income 

(£1,000) by whether the child is a first born. 

 

For children with an equivalised household income under £30,000, being a first born has a 

greater effect on their cultural voraciousness at age two. This result suggests that the positive 

association between first-borns and cultural voraciousness at age two may very well be down 

to the financial barriers to cultural activities that extra children bring.  

The number of children’s books in the household has a significant and positive effect on 

cultural voraciousness at both ages; the greater the number of books in the house, the more 

frequently the child engages in cultural activities.  

The urban-rural classification of where the child lived, the level of deprivation of where the 

child lived and parents’ happiness with access to activities were also all significantly associated 

with cultural voraciousness at age two and age four. Children from more urban locations, 

whose parents were happier with their access to activities and who lived in a less deprived area 

had higher cultural voraciousness.   

The gender of the child and whether they used childcare regularly or not were not significantly 

associated with cultural voraciousness at age two or age four.  
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At age two, the introduction of parental cultural capital into the model more than doubles the 

R-squared value from 18.5% to 39.9%, illustrating its effect on a child’s cultural voraciousness 

at age two. The inclusion of these parental cultural capital variables in the age four model has 

less of a dramatic difference on the R-squared than it did at age two; the R-squared value rises 

from 19.5% to 28.8% when I include the parental cultural capital variables.  

Reading 

After exploring which factors were associated with a child’s cultural omnivorousness and 

voraciousness, I now move on to look at which factors were associated with a child’s reading. 

My measures for reading focus on whether or not a child read every day. The first measure 

looks at reading between the ages of 2 and 3 while the second focuses on reading between the 

ages of 4 and 5. The distribution of these two variables are shown below. It is noticeable how 

large a proportion of children fall into the reading daily category.  

Table 19. Distribution of whether children read daily between age two and age three. 

Reading (age 2-3) Frequency Percent 

Less than once a day 1,200 29.2% 

Daily 2,917 70.9% 

Total 4,117 100% 

 

Table 20. Distribution of whether children read daily between age four and age five. 

Reading (age 4-5) Frequency Percent 

Less than once a day 1,171 31.3% 

Daily 2,565 68.7% 

Total 3,736 100% 

 

Because I am using binary variables for my reading measure (read every day or not), I will be 

employing logistic regression analysis as this is best suited to binary dependent variables. I 

decided to use the same explanatory factors when looking at the child’s reading as I did for 

cultural omnivorousness and voraciousness with one exception; I excluded parents’ happiness 
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with the availability of activities for their children. The regression results below detail what 

factors were associated with the chances a child read every day between age 2-3 and then 

between age 4-5.  

Table 21. Logistic regression analysis of factors predicting child’s reading at age 2-3 and 

age 4-5.3 

Reading 

Age 2-3 Age 4-5 

Odds 

Ratio 
Std. Err. 

Odds 

Ratio 
Std. Err. 

Social Class of family     

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
    

2. Intermediate occupations 0.918 0.118 0.874 0.114 

3. Small employers etc 0.809 0.140 1.029 0.182 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
0.943 0.148 0.793 0.128 

5. Semi-routine and routine occupations 0.858 0.122 0.766 0.114 

6. Never worked 0.553 0.177 1.086 0.392 

Parental Education Level     

Degree or equivalent (reference)     

Vocational qualification or below 

degree 
0.746** 0.084 0.657*** 0.074 

Higher Grade or equivalent 0.608** 0.115 0.731 0.145 

Standard Grade or equivalent 0.546*** 0.083 0.526*** 0.082 

Number of parents who read 1.215** 0.076 1.327*** 0.084 

Parental library usage     

Don’t use library (reference)     

Use library sometimes 1.089 0.096 1.180 0.106 

Use library often 2.485*** 0.363 2.016*** 0.283 

Parental creative writing 1.306 0.188 1.132 0.162 

Importance of cultural activities     

                                                 
3 For time-varying predictors, see Table 6 on pp. 63-64 
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Not at all important  0.709 0.154 0.703 0.155 

Not really important 0.733* 0.098 0.875 0.118 

Neither important nor unimportant 0.664** 0.089 0.878 0.117 

Quite important 0.878 0.110 0.994 0.123 

Very important (reference)     

Rural-urban classification     

Large urban (reference)     

Other urban 1.027 0.105 0.984 0.102 

Small, accessible towns 1.000 0.146 0.934 0.139 

Small remote towns 1.223 0.294 1.316 0.334 

Accessible rural 1.304 0.182 1.282 0.190 

Remote rural 1.190 0.245 1.001 0.186 

Female 1.599*** 0.132 2.199*** 0.186 

First born 2.297*** 0.232 2.376*** 0.222 

Sibling born 1.034 0.155 0.943 0.093 

Household income (£1,000) 1.019*** 0.005 1.007 0.005 

Number of books in the house     

0-10 0.432*** 0.053 0.204*** 0.040 

11-20 0.818 0.098 0.486*** 0.063 

21-30 0.857 0.113 0.486*** 0.053 

30+ (reference)     

Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation     

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived  

(reference) 
    

7.7472 - 13.5627 0.925 0.127 0.852 0.115 

13.5640 - 21.0436 1.110 0.156 0.889 0.123 

21.0521 - 33.6982 0.834 0.120 0.776 0.112 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived 0.700* 0.102 0.761 0.113 

Use childcare 1.099 0.101 0.827* 0.076 

Constant 1.497 0.366 1.607 0.397 

Pseudo R-squared 0.135 0.152 

N 3,553 3,388 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Age 2-3 

Several of the parental cultural capital variables had significant associations with whether or 

not the child read every day at age two and age three. Having parents who read for pleasure 

was significantly associated with a higher likelihood that a child read every day. Each 

additional parent a child had who read for pleasure was associated with a 21.5% increase in the 

odds of being read to every day between age two and age three. Parental library usage was also 

significantly associated with the child’s reading at age two and three. Those children whose 

parents used the library often were significantly more likely to read every day than those 

children whose parents don’t use the library; indeed, their odds of being read to every day were 

more than double children whose parents never used the library. However, there was no 

significant difference between those who don’t use the library and those who use the library 

sometimes, suggesting regular parental library usage is important. There was no significant 

association between having parents who do creative writing and the child reading every day. 

How important parents classified cultural activities was also significantly associated with the 

child’s reading at age two and three; compared to children whose parents thought cultural 

activities were ‘very important’, children whose parents thought they were ‘not really 

important’ or ‘neither important nor unimportant’ were significantly less likely to read every 

day. 

Children who lived in a house with between zero and ten books aimed at children were 

significantly less likely to read every day than children who had over thirty children’s books in 

the house; these children were associated with a 56% reduction in the odds of being read to 

every day compared to children who had 30 or more children’s books in the house. However, 

there was no significant difference between children who had over thirty children’s books in 

the household and children who had either 11-20 or 21-30 children’s books in their house. 

Interestingly, I found that social class had no significant association with whether a child read 

every day or not at age two and three. Parental education level did however have a significant 

association with how often a child read at age two and three. Compared to children who had a 

parent with a degree, all other children were significantly less likely to read every day. Having 

parents whose highest educational qualification was a Standard Grade or lower was associated 

with a 45% reduction in the odds of being read to every day compared to children whose parents 

had a degree.  
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Whether the child was a first born, the sex of the child, household income and the level of 

deprivation in the area the child lived were all significantly associated with the child being 

more likely to read every day at age two and age three. Children who were first borns, were 

female, had higher household income and lived in less deprived areas were more likely to read 

every day. Girls were 60% more likely to be read to every day between age two and three than 

boys while the odds of first borns being read to every day was more than double those who 

weren’t first borns.  

The urban-rural classification of where the child lived, whether the child had a sibling born 

since the survey started and whether the child used childcare regularly all had no significant 

association with whether the child read every day or not.  

Age 4-5 

There were a number of key differences between those factors which predicted how likely a 

child read every day between 2-3 years old and those for between 4-5 years old.  

The role of parental cultural capital on a child’s reading changed slightly between age 2-3 and 

age 4-5. While parental reading and parental library usage were still significant predictors and 

parental creative writing was still non-significant, at age 4-5 how important parents thought 

cultural activities were was no longer significantly associated with whether a child read every 

day or not.  

One very interesting change between the two models concerns childcare usage’s relationship 

with reading. Children who used childcare regularly were significantly less likely to read every 

day at age four and five than those children who were not using regular childcare; children who 

used childcare regularly experienced a 17% reduction in the odds of being read to every day. 

Interestingly, household income had no significant association with whether or not a child read 

every day. This is in contrast to age two and age three where increased household income was 

significantly associated (at the 0.001 level) with a greater likelihood of reading every day. 

Unlike the age two and three model, at age four and five the level of deprivation in the area the 

child lives had no significant association with whether or not the child read every day. 

Another interesting difference between the two models relates to the number of children’s 

books in the household. While at age two and three, there was only a significant difference 

between those children with 0-10 books in the household and children with over thirty books, 

at age four and five there is now a significant difference between children with over thirty 
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children’s books in their household and all other children. Those children with over thirty books 

aimed at children in their home are significantly more likely to read every day than children 

with thirty or fewer children’s books. 

The family’s social class, the urban-rural classification of where the child lives and whether 

the child had a sibling born since the survey started were all still not significantly associated 

with whether a child read every day. Parental education level, sex of the child and whether the 

child was a first born were all still significantly associated with whether the child read every 

day at age 4-5.  

Because I saw the effects of household income and deprivation level decrease at age four-five 

and the effects of the number of books increase, I decided to explore whether these were linked 

in any way. I ran the same regression but removed the variable for number of children’s books 

in the household from the model. I found that this resulted in social class, household income 

and level of deprivation becoming significant predictors of a child’s reading despite none of 

them being significant after the inclusion of the number of children’s books into the model. 

This suggests that the number of children’s books in the household might be mediating the 

effects on a child’s reading of these three variables. Below you can see the regression output 

for these variables, with (Model 1) and without (Model 2) the number of children’s books in 

the model. 

Table 22. Logistic regression analysis of factors predicting Reading (age 4-5). Including 

(Model 1) and then excluding (Model 2) number of children's books in the home (Model 

1) as a predictor. Ouput only included for social class, household income, number of 

children's books in the household and SIMD.  

Reading (age 4-5) 

Model 1 Model 2 

Odds 

Ratio 
Std. Err. 

Odds 

Ratio 
Std. Err. 

Social Class of family     

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
    

2. Intermediate occupations 0.874 0.114 0.865 0.111 

3. Small employers etc 1.029 0.182 0.983 0.169 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
0.793 0.128 0.776 0.122 
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5. Semi-routine and routine occupations 0.766 0.114 0.694* 0.100 

6. Never worked 1.086 0.392 0.820 0.280 

Household income (£1,000) 1.007 0.005 1.010* 0.005 

Number of books in the house (age 3)     

0-10 0.204*** 0.040   

11-20 0.486*** 0.063   

21-30 0.486*** 0.053   

30+ (reference)     

Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation     

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived  

(reference) 
    

7.7472 - 13.5627 0.852 0.115 0.853 0.113 

13.5640 - 21.0436 0.889 0.123 0.905 0.124 

21.0521 - 33.6982 0.776 0.112 0.730* 0.104 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived 0.761 0.113 0.716* 0.104 

Constant 1.607 0.397 1.132 0.272 

Pseudo R-squared 0.152 0.126 

N 3,388 3,389 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

Discussion 

A key conclusion we might draw from these results is that the accumulation of cultural capital 

in early childhood is very unequal with children from disadvantaged backgrounds significantly 

more likely to participate less frequently and in fewer cultural activities. Across a whole range 

of factors – such as social class, parental education level, area deprivation, household income, 

cultural resources and parental cultural capital – those children who were most disadvantaged 

accumulated the least cultural capital. They had lower levels of cultural omnivorousness and 

cultural voraciousness and were less likely to read as frequently.  

One of the key elements of the accumulation of cultural capital in early childhood which I 

wanted to explore was the role of parental cultural capital. Parental cultural capital is 

supposedly crucial in the accumulation of cultural capital at an early age (Bourdieu, 1986; 

Nagel, 2010). My results tend to support this view with my parental cultural capital variables 

having a consistent, positive, and significant effect on the child’s cultural capital. While my 
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parental cultural capital variables are by no means a perfect indicator of the concept, I still 

believe my results provide strong evidence that a key element in the accumulation of cultural 

capital in early childhood is parental cultural capital. Children with parents high in cultural 

capital tend to feel the advantages of this in their own accumulation of cultural capital. The fact 

that these parental cultural capital variables were associated with the child’s initial levels of 

cultural capital support the view that the transmission of parental cultural capital begins very 

early. However, while parental cultural capital did have a significant relationship with a child’s 

cultural omnivorousness, cultural voraciousness and reading, this was certainly not the only 

significant factor. This means there are other pathways through which children can accumulate 

cultural capital in early childhood outside of the intergenerational transmission of cultural 

capital.  

Social class had a mixed relationship with a child’s cultural capital. Social class was 

significantly associated with cultural omnivorousness and voraciousness at age two and age 

four but had no significant association with a child’s reading. These results provide some 

support therefore for the idea that children from higher social classes accumulate more cultural 

capital than those from lower social classes. However, the results could certainly have been 

more resounding. Indeed, my results would tend to indicate that social class’ effect on cultural 

omnivorousness and voraciousness is largely felt by children from the very low social classes, 

with children from the ‘semi-routine and routine occupations’ class shown to be significantly 

disadvantaged in all regressions. However, the fact that social class is still significant at all in 

my regressions on a child’s cultural capital after controlling for parental cultural capital is an 

important finding which differs from that of Sullivan (2001) who found that parental cultural 

capital mediated social class’ effects on a child’s cultural capital.  The fact that social class had 

differing relationships with the reading and formal activities components of cultural capital 

suggests that there are different mechanisms behind the accumulation of these two different 

elements of cultural capital in early childhood.  

One of the most consistent predictors of a child’s cultural capital in my regression models was 

the child’s parents’ education level. Parental education level has a strong, significant effect on 

the child’s cultural omnivorousness, cultural voraciousness and reading in all of the models. 

This is strong evidence that the education level of parents has a substantial impact on the 

cultural capital levels of children and demonstrates that children from more advantaged 

backgrounds tend to have higher levels of cultural capital in early childhood.  
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I wanted to look at how geographical barriers might affect a child’s accumulation of cultural 

capital. I had hypothesised that children living in more urban areas might have access to more 

cultural activities given that cultural institutions such as museums, art galleries, theatres and 

concert venues are found more frequently in urban areas. My results did provide some support 

for the idea that living in a more urban area is associated with wider and more frequent cultural 

participation. I found that children living in ‘large urban’ areas participated more widely and 

frequently in cultural activities. There is greater evidence for the effects of geographical 

barriers to cultural participation at age two where for both cultural omnivorousness and cultural 

voraciousness, children from almost all urban-rural classifications scored significantly lower 

than children from ‘large urban’ areas. Interestingly, however, I found there was no significant 

relationship between urban-rural classification and whether the child read every day. This result 

seems to make sense with my original justification for including urban-rural classification in 

the children’s cultural capital models. The amount a child reads or is read to does not rely to 

the same extent on access to such institutions which my results seems to back up.  

Another way that I tried to look at the issue of access to cultural activities was through a 

variable which asked parents how happy they were with the range of activities available to their 

child in the area. I found that the happier parents were with their child’s access to activities, 

the greater that child’s cultural omnivorousness and voraciousness. I believe this result supports 

the view that providing more access to cultural activities for young children would help to 

increase cultural participation in early childhood. With over 40% of parents in the survey 

wishing their children had access to more activities, this is clearly an issue. 

The deprivation level of where the child lives was another factor which was significantly 

associated with a child’s cultural capital. Children from more deprived areas tended to have 

lower cultural omnivorousness and voraciousness at age two and age four and were less likely 

to read every day between age two and age three. I have already suggested that one reason for 

this might be to do with access to cultural activities, with parents of children in the most 

deprived areas seeming more likely to be unhappy with the range of cultural activities available 

to their child. I will explore this link in further detail in the following chapter. This result again 

highlights how children from more disadvantaged backgrounds have more barriers to cultural 

capital accumulation in early childhood.  

I found interestingly mixed results for the effects of gender on a child’s cultural capital. While 

there was no significant difference between boys and girls in terms of their cultural 
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voraciousness or omnivorousness, girls were significantly more likely to read every day than 

boys. My result around reading is in fitting with the majority of research on gender differences 

in cultural capital accumulation, where females tend to have higher levels of cultural capital 

than males (DiMaggio, 1982; Katz-Gerro, 2002; Bihagen and Katz-Gerro, 2000; Mohr and 

DiMaggio, 1995; Dumais, 2002); however, my cultural omnivorousness and voraciousness 

results clearly do not support this. This would seem another area where the mechanisms for the 

accumulation of these two different components of cultural capital clearly differ.   

I had hypothesised that being a first-born might have an effect on the child’s cultural capital 

levels. There were two competing hypotheses: first, that children with older siblings might get 

taken along to cultural activities that their siblings are attending; and secondly, that parents of 

first-born children might have more time and economic resources to devote to that particular 

child and so they will participate more widely and frequently in cultural activities. I found some 

support for this second hypothesis; being a first-born was significantly associated with higher 

levels of cultural voraciousness at age two and reading every day at both ages. Given that both 

cultural voraciousness and the reading variable are both about the frequency of activities the 

child participated in, it may well be that time is an important factor here with parents with more 

than one child potentially having less available time to read every day to their children.  

I also found evidence that the positive effect of being a first born on cultural voraciousness at 

age two varied depending on household income, with first-born children from household’s with 

lower income levels experiencing a more significant difference in their cultural voraciousness. 

I believe this supports the argument that one of the disadvantages of not being a first born for 

a child’s cultural capital is the extra economic cost for cultural activities that extra siblings 

bring. I tested that theory for reading by including the same interaction terms in my reading 

models; however, no significant association was found, suggesting that the positive 

relationship between reading and being a first-born child does not change depending on a 

family’s income. While the financial costs of taking multiple children to cultural activities 

seems to impact on a child’s cultural voraciousness, the detrimental effect of not being a first 

born seems to arise from different channels for reading. I hypothesise that this may be to do 

with the time resources that having more children impinges upon.  

Connected to whether or not the child is a first-born is whether or not the child has had any 

siblings born. I had hypothesised that having a sibling born after the start of the survey might 

result in the child accumulating less cultural capital. The reasons for this hypothesis are similar 
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to the second hypothesis for first-borns; parents with an extra young child to look after may 

have less time and money to invest in taking their child to cultural activities. My results provide 

some support for this hypothesis. While having had a sibling born is not a significant predictor 

of the child’s cultural omnivorousness or the child’s reading, nor is it a predictor of the child’s 

cultural voraciousness at age two, it does have a significant effect on the child’s cultural 

voraciousness at age four. Having a sibling born by age four significantly reduces the frequency 

with which children participate in cultural activities at age four. Similarly to my results around 

first-borns, this extra child in the household does not seem to impact on the number of different 

activities the child participates in, but it does have a negative impact on how frequently the 

child participates in cultural activities. 

Household income was significantly associated with cultural omnivorousness, cultural 

voraciousness and a child’s reading. Those with higher household incomes were more likely 

to read every day, participated more frequently in cultural activities and participated in a wider 

variety of activities. This provides further evidence of how disadvantaged children accumulate 

less cultural capital in early childhood. This result suggests that more needs to be done to lower 

the financial costs associated with cultural activities.  

One variable which I imagined would be heavily linked to cultural capital was the number of 

children’s books in the household. The results from my regressions tend to support this view 

with the number of books in the household being significantly associated with cultural 

omnivorousness, cultural voraciousness and a child’s reading in both sweeps; the greater the 

number of books, the greater the child’s cultural capital. I also found that the number of 

children’s books in the household seemed to be mediating the effects of social class, household 

income and deprivation level on a child’s reading. I believe that these factors which are being 

mediated are those most related to the economic circumstances of a child. I believe this shows 

that the benefits that economic resources bring to how often a child reads comes from being 

able to afford a greater number of children’s books. I will explore this issue in more detail in 

the following chapter by including links between several elements of a child’s socio-economic 

background and the number of children’s books in the household.  

From my results, I was also able to explore whether there is a particular number of books that 

is important for a child’s cultural capital accumulation. For cultural omnivorousness and 

cultural voraciousness, children with over thirty books in the household had higher levels than 

all other children. Reading had a slightly different relationship. At age two and three, my results 
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indicate that providing children with over ten books will result in a higher likelihood that the 

child read every day with no difference found between children with over thirty books and 

children with between eleven and thirty books. However, at age four and five, the results 

indicate that the more books a child has in their house the better with children with over thirty 

books being significantly more likely to read every day than all other children. These results 

suggest that any policies aimed at providing young children with books to increases their 

reading would do well to increase the number of books as the child gets older.  

One element I was very interested in exploring was whether or not using some regular form of 

childcare had an impact on a child’s accumulation of cultural capital. I had hypothesised that 

children who used childcare regularly might have greater cultural participation due to 

childcare-based activities like cultural trips. My results for this were fairly mixed. Whether or 

not children regularly used childcare was non-significant between age two and age three in 

terms of cultural omnivorousness, cultural voraciousness and a child’s reading. However, 

between age four and age five, childcare use did have a significant effect on the child’s cultural 

omnivorousness and reading. Using childcare regularly was significantly associated with 

participating in a higher number of different cultural activities and an increased likelihood that 

the child read every day. Upon further exploration, I showed that childcare’s positive effects 

on cultural omnivorousness at age four were greater for children with lower parental cultural 

capital. I believe this supports the idea that childcare use can help make up for a lack of parental 

cultural capital in terms of a child’s accumulation of cultural capital. It suggests that childcare 

could be used as a means of redressing inequalities in early childhood cultural capital based on 

parental cultural capital. This finding that childcare might amend for inequalities within the 

child’s home follows what Sylva et al. (2011, p. 119) found in their study that “the disadvantage 

of a poor Home Learning Environment is ameliorated by high quality pre-school.” 

Through basic descriptive analysis, I also suggested that children who were last taken to 

activities by childcare staff at age four were more likely to have not participated in that activity 

before at age two compared to other children. This indicates that regular childcare usage’s 

positive association with cultural omnivorousness at age four may well be linked with the idea 

that childcare can introduce children to new cultural activities.  
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Does cultural capital have an educational effect? 

I now move on to look at whether a child’s cultural capital has an effect on their educational 

ability. I do this by looking at two cognitive ability tests: a Naming Vocabulary test and a 

Picture Similarities test. These tests are administered twice in the survey: at age three and at 

age five. I will be using the t-scores for each test. I aim to regress these test scores individually, 

controlling for background measures as well as my cultural capital measures: cultural 

omnivorousness; cultural voraciousness; and reading. Due to the similarities between cultural 

omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness (Correlation at age two: 0.857; age four: 0.826), I 

will only include one of these in each model. I will therefore run models controlling for cultural 

omnivorousness and reading. In the age three test score models, I will use my age two cultural 

omnivorousness measures and my age two to three reading measure. In the age five models, I 

will use my age four cultural omnivorousness measure and my age four to five reading measure.   

Age Three 

To begin with I will look at my models for the two cognitive ability tests at age three.  

Naming Vocabulary 

First, I will look at what factors influence Naming Vocabulary scores at age three. Here, Model 

1 refers to the model before my cultural capital variables are added while Model 2 refers to the 

full model with cultural omnivorousness and reading included. 

Table 23. Regression analysis of factors predicting Naming Vocabulary (age 3). Excluding 

(Model 1) and then including (Model 2) child's cultural omnivorousness and reading as 

predictors. 

Naming Vocabulary (age 3) 

Model 1 Model 2 

Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. 

Social Class of family     

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
    

2. Intermediate occupations -0.011 0.637 0.094 0.632 

3. Small employers etc -1.729 0.899 -1.440 0.891 
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4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
-2.176** 0.821 -1.956* 0.814 

5. Semi-routine and routine occupations -2.224** 0.755 -1.793* 0.750 

6. Never worked -3.185 1.755 -2.266 1.743 

Parental Education Level     

Degree or equivalent (reference)     

Vocational qualification or below degree -1.221* 0.529 -0.880 0.527 

Higher Grade or equivalent -2.548** 0.977 -2.290* 0.969 

Standard Grade or equivalent -2.062** 0.790 -1.270 0.789 

Number of parents who read 0.364 0.304 0.104 0.303 

Parental library usage     

Don’t use library (reference)     

Use library sometimes 0.525 0.438 -0.018 0.449 

Use library often 1.588** 0.609 0.403 0.634 

Parental creative writing -0.202 0.636 -0.505 0.632 

Importance of cultural activities     

Not at all important  -3.107** 1.113 -1.709 1.127 

Not really important -2.489*** 0.643 -1.557* 0.657 

Neither important nor unimportant -1.935** 0.633 -1.156 0.641 

Quite important -1.478** 0.569 -1.227* 0.566 

Very important (reference)     

Rural-urban classification     

Large urban (reference)     

Other urban 1.465** 0.504 1.637** 0.500 

Small, accessible towns 2.315** 0.713 2.632*** 0.709 

Small remote towns 4.402*** 1.139 4.469*** 1.131 

Accessible rural 2.076** 0.640 2.162** 0.636 

Remote rural 3.679*** 0.962 3.581*** 0.954 

Female 4.572*** 0.395 4.312*** 0.394 

First born 3.207*** 0.486 2.669*** 0.489 

Sibling born -2.916*** 0.725 -2.840*** 0.718 

Household income (£1,000) 0.087*** 0.021 0.080*** 0.021 
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Number of books in the house (age 1)     

0-10 -1.067 0.613 -0.243 0.616 

11-20 -0.434 0.575 0.021 0.573 

21-30 -0.129 0.632 0.256 0.628 

30+ (reference)     

Access to activities     

Very happy with the range of activities 

(reference) 
    

Quite happy with the range of activities 0.735 0.548 1.010 0.546 

Would like child to have slightly more 

access 
-0.572 0.598 -0.278 0.595 

Would like child to have much more 

access 
-1.026 0.739 -0.620 0.734 

Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation     

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived 

(reference) 
    

7.7472 - 13.5627 -0.618 0.615 -0.571 0.609 

13.5640 - 21.0436 0.094 0.635 0.118 0.629 

21.0521 - 33.6982 -2.208** 0.695 -2.028** 0.689 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived -0.891 0.720 -0.557 0.714 

Use childcare (age 2) 0.031 0.461 -0.033 0.457 

Cultural capital 

Cultural Omnivorousness (age 2)   1.077*** 0.231 

Reading (age 2-3)   0.540*** 0.087 

Constant 49.252*** 1.220 39.950*** 1.687 

R-Squared 0.148 0.165 

N = 3,352; *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

 

Both of the child’s cultural capital measures were associated with the child’s Naming 

Vocabulary score at age three. The cultural omnivorousness of the child has a significant, 

positive effect; the greater the number of different activities the child participated in at age two, 

the higher the child’s test score. How often the child read also had a significant and positive 
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effect; the more often the child read, the higher they scored on the Naming Vocabulary test. 

These effects were found after controlling for all of my background measures.  

Only one of my parental cultural capital variables were associated with the child’s Naming 

Vocabulary score at age three. Children whose parents thought cultural activities were very 

important for their children scored significantly higher on the test at age three. Parental reading, 

parental library usage and parental creative writing all had no significant association.  

Both social class and parental education level were significantly associated with the child’s 

Naming Vocabulary score at age three. Children with highly educated parents and from higher 

social classes tended to score higher on the test.  

The urban-rural classification of where the child lived, the sex of the child, whether the child 

was a first born, whether a sibling was born since the survey started, household income and the 

level of deprivation of the area the child lived were all significantly associated with the child’s 

Naming Vocabulary scores at age three. Children who lived in more rural locations, who were 

female, who were first borns, who didn’t have a sibling born since the start of the survey, who 

had higher household income and who lived in a less deprived location all had higher Naming 

Vocabulary test scores at age three.  

The number of children’s books in the household, parents’ happiness with access to activities 

and whether the child used childcare regularly all had no significant association.  

Looking at the model before the introduction of the child’s cultural capital, you see that the 

introduction of my cultural capital variables – cultural omnivorousness and reading – added 

slightly to the R-squared, increasing it from 14.8% to 16.5%.  

The addition of my cultural capital variables in to the model did have some slight effects on 

the educational effects of certain background factors. The most notable of these was for 

parental library usage. Before the introduction of the cultural capital variables, children whose 

parents often used the library scored significantly higher on their Naming Vocabulary test at 

age three compared to children whose parents didn’t use the library. Once the cultural capital 

variables were introduced however, parental library usage was rendered non-significant. The 

introduction of my cultural capital variables into the model also increased the effect of parental 

education level on Naming Vocabulary scores. Whereas in my final model, only children 

whose parents had a Higher Grade or equivalent as their highest qualification scored 

significantly lower than children with parents who have degrees, before cultural capital was 
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introduced all children scored significantly lower than children with university educated 

parents. 

Picture Similarities 

I now move on to look at what factors influenced a child’s Picture Similarities score at age 

three. Again, Model 1 refers to the model before cultural capital is added while Model 2 refers 

to the full model including these variables.  

Table 24. Regression analysis of factors predicting Picture Similarities (age 3). Excluding 

(Model 1) and then including (Model 2) the child's cultural omnivorousness and reading 

as predictors. 

Picture Similarities (age 3) 

Model 1 Model 2 

Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. 

Social Class of family     

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
    

2. Intermediate occupations 0.085 0.555 0.144 0.552 

3. Small employers etc -0.771 0.777 -0.600 0.774 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
-1.251 0.714 -1.167 0.711 

5. Semi-routine and routine occupations -0.875 0.655 -0.633 0.654 

6. Never worked -4.895** 1.527 -4.362** 1.523 

Parental Education Level     

Degree or equivalent (reference)     

Vocational qualification or below degree -0.160 0.460 0.012 0.461 

Higher Grade or equivalent 0.990 0.850 1.124 0.848 

Standard Grade or equivalent -1.189 0.685 -0.737 0.688 

Number of parents who read 0.538* 0.264 0.400 0.265 

Parental library usage     

Don’t use library (reference)     

Use library sometimes -0.203 0.381 -0.421 0.392 

Use library often 0.028 0.528 -0.537 0.551 
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Parental creative writing -0.255 0.551 -0.409 0.550 

Importance of cultural activities     

Not at all important  -2.362* 0.969 -1.707 0.985 

Not really important -0.997 0.558 -0.581 0.573 

Neither important nor unimportant -1.090* 0.549 -0.738 0.558 

Quite important -0.562 0.495 -0.457 0.494 

Very important (reference)     

Rural-urban classification     

Large urban (reference)     

Other urban 0.302 0.437 0.374 0.437 

Small, accessible towns 1.627** 0.618 1.764** 0.618 

Small remote towns 3.640*** 0.988 3.584*** 0.986 

Accessible rural 1.418* 0.556 1.427* 0.555 

Remote rural 2.453** 0.837 2.357** 0.834 

Female 2.335*** 0.343 2.143*** 0.344 

First born 1.206** 0.422 0.833 0.426 

Sibling born -0.837 0.628 -0.794 0.625 

Household income (£1,000) 0.066*** 0.019 0.062** 0.019 

Number of books in the house (age 1)     

0-10 -1.247* 0.533 -0.768 0.538 

11-20 -0.604 0.500 -0.331 0.500 

21-30 -0.215 0.549 0.002 0.548 

30+ (reference)     

Access to cultural activities     

Very happy with the range of activities 

(reference) 

    

Quite happy with the range of activities -0.784 0.476 -0.660 0.477 

Would like child to have slightly more 

access 
-0.450 0.520 -0.313 0.519 

Would like child to have much more 

access 
-0.037 0.642 0.178 0.641 

Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation     
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0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived 

(reference) 
    

7.7472 - 13.5627 -1.091* 0.534 -1.060* 0.531 

13.5640 - 21.0436 -1.164* 0.553 -1.158* 0.550 

21.0521 - 33.6982 -2.282*** 0.603 -2.173*** 0.601 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived -2.961*** 0.625 -2.761*** 0.624 

Use childcare (age 2) 0.279 0.400 0.234 0.398 

Cultural capital 

Cultural Omnivorousness (age 2)   0.430* 0.202 

Reading (age 2-3)   0.384*** 0.076 

Constant 49.418*** 1.059 43.595*** 1.472 

R-Squared 0.093 0.101 

N = 3,369; *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

 

The cultural omnivorousness of the child and the frequency with which they read were 

significant predictors of their Picture Similarities test score at age three. The greater the number 

of different activities that the child participated in and the more often they read, the higher the 

child’s test score. 

None of the parental cultural capital variables have any significant effect on the child’s Picture 

Similarities test scores at age three. Children from the highest social class score significantly 

higher on the Picture Similarities test at age three than children from the lowest social class. 

There is no significant difference between children from the remaining social classes and 

children from the highest social class. Parental education level has no significant effect on the 

child’s Picture Similarities score at age three.  

The urban-rural classification of where the child lives, the sex of the child, household income 

and the level of deprivation of where the child lives were all significantly associated with 

Picture Similarities scores at age three. Children who lived in more rural locations, who were 

female, who had higher household income and who lived in a less deprived area scored 

significantly higher on the test at age three.  

As well as parental education level and parental cultural capital, a number of other variables 

had no significant association: being a first born, having a sibling born since the survey started, 
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number of children’s books in the household, parents’ happiness with access to activities and 

regular childcare usage.  

The introduction of cultural omnivorousness and reading into the model affected the R-squared 

of the model slightly with the percentage of variation in Picture Similarities scores explained 

rising from 9.3% to 10.1%. The inclusion of the child’s cultural capital in the model does have 

a noticeable effect on several elements of the model. Before the child’s cultural capital is 

included in the model, both having parents who thought cultural activities were important and 

having parents who read was significantly associated with higher Picture Similarities scores. 

Once cultural capital is included in the model, these elements of parental cultural capital are no 

longer significant. The inclusion of cultural capital in the model also rendered being a first born 

and the number of children’s books in the household non-significant. Before cultural capital’s 

inclusion, being a first born and the number of children’s books in the household were 

positively associated with the child’s test score.  

Age Five 

I then moved on to look at these same test scores but now at age five. The below models account 

for the child’s cultural capital, parental cultural capital and the background variables.  

Table 25. Regression analysis of factors predicting Naming Vocabulary (age 5) and then 

factors predicting Picture Similarities (age 5). 

Educational tests  

(age 5) 

Naming Vocabulary 

(age 5) 

Picture Similarities 

(age 5) 

Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. 

Social Class of family     

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
    

2. Intermediate occupations 0.246 0.551 0.251 0.587 

3. Small employers etc -1.355 0.749 -0.338 0.798 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
-1.731* 0.711 -1.790* 0.755 

5. Semi-routine and routine occupations -0.871 0.655 0.072 0.699 

6. Never worked 0.821 1.623 0.541 1.729 
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Parental Education Level     

Degree or equivalent (reference)     

Vocational qualification or below degree -0.579 0.455 -0.271 0.485 

Higher Grade or equivalent -0.708 0.842 -0.127 0.896 

Standard Grade or equivalent -1.027 0.680 -0.199 0.725 

Number of parents who read 0.336 0.263 0.159 0.280 

Parental library usage     

Don’t use library (reference)     

Use library sometimes 0.549 0.379 -0.035 0.404 

Use library often 1.021 0.532 0.391 0.566 

Parental creative writing 0.721 0.542 -0.061 0.579 

Importance of cultural activities     

Not at all important  -0.184 0.964 0.158 1.026 

Not really important -0.770 0.555 -0.132 0.592 

Neither important nor unimportant -0.193 0.543 0.109 0.579 

Quite important 0.020 0.489 -0.007 0.521 

Very important (reference)     

Rural-urban classification     

Large urban (reference)     

Other urban 1.083* 0.426 0.797 0.454 

Small, accessible towns 1.584* 0.613 1.631* 0.653 

Small remote towns 1.863 0.993 -2.406* 1.058 

Accessible rural 2.016** 0.581 0.490 0.620 

Remote rural 4.111*** 0.774 0.750 0.823 

Female 1.243*** 0.344 0.890* 0.366 

First born 2.684*** 0.380 0.411 0.404 

Sibling born -0.915* 0.395 0.430 0.421 

Household income (£1,000) 0.047* 0.019 0.061** 0.020 

Number of books in the house (age 3)     

0-10 -3.630*** 0.873 -2.101* 0.929 

11-20 -1.474* 0.586 -1.915** 0.626 

21-30 -0.695 0.481 -0.435 0.513 
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30+ (reference)     

Access to activities     

Very happy with range of activities (ref)     

Quite happy with the range of activities 0.059 0.465 0.251 0.495 

Would like child to have slightly more 

access 
-0.800 0.511 0.527 0.544 

Would like child to have much more 

access 
-1.325* 0.630 0.810 0.671 

Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation     

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived (ref)     

7.7472 - 13.5627 0.096 0.521 -0.300 0.555 

13.5640 - 21.0436 -0.116 0.545 0.196 0.580 

21.0521 - 33.6982 -0.013 0.593 -0.440 0.631 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived -0.762 0.616 -1.787** 0.656 

Use childcare (age 4) 0.448 0.371 -0.368 0.396 

Cultural Omnivorousness (age 4) 0.886*** 0.188 0.536** 0.201 

Reading (age 4-5) 0.396*** 0.073 0.219** 0.078 

Constant 48.970*** 1.464 52.685*** 1.561 

R-Squared 0.144 0.054 

N 3,272 3,268 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

 

At age five, cultural omnivorousness and the child’s reading measure were still significantly 

associated with higher Naming Vocabulary scores. However, there are a number of other 

differences between what factors were significantly associated with Naming Vocabulary scores 

at age five compared to age three.  

While the importance parents placed on cultural activities was significantly associated with 

Naming Vocabulary score at age three, at age five none of my parental cultural capital variables 

were associated with the child’s test score. Both parental education level and the level of 

deprivation where the child lives were not significantly associated with Naming Vocabulary 

scores at age five despite both being significant predictors of the child’s score at age three. The 

number of children’s books in the household and how happy parents were with the child’s 

access to activities were significant predictors of the child’s Naming Vocabulary score at age 
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five despite having no significant association with the child’s score at age three. Children who 

had more books in the house and whose parents were happier with their access to activities 

scored higher on the test at age five. 

The inclusion of cultural omnivorousness and reading in the model raised the R-squared from 

12.9% to 14.4%. The introduction of the child’s cultural capital to the model affected both 

parental education level and parental cultural capital. Before the inclusion of cultural capital in 

the model, parental education level was positively and significantly associated with a child’s 

Naming Vocabulary score. However, the inclusion of cultural capital leaves parental education 

non-significant. Three of my parental cultural capital measures were affected by the inclusion 

of cultural capital into the model. Parental reading, parental library usage and the importance 

parents placed on cultural activities were significant positive predictors of the child’s test score 

but they were all non-significant after the inclusion of cultural capital as can be seen from the 

table below. 

Table 26. Parental cultural capital's effects on Naming Vocabulary (age 5) with (Model 

2) and without (Model 1) the inclusion of child’s cultural omnivorousness and reading as 

predictors of Naming Vocabulary (age 5). 

Naming Vocabulary (age 5) 

Model 1 Model 2 

Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. 

Number of parents who read 0.559* 0.263 0.336 0.263 

Parental library usage     

Don’t use library (reference)     

Use library sometimes 0.884* 0.378 0.549 0.379 

Use library often 1.565** 0.528 1.021 0.532 

Parental creative writing 0.770 0.547 0.721 0.542 

Importance of cultural activities     

Not at all important  -0.557 0.969 -0.184 0.964 

Not really important -1.171* 0.556 -0.770 0.555 

Neither important nor unimportant -0.470 0.545 -0.193 0.543 

Quite important -0.060 0.493 0.020 0.489 

Very important (reference)     

N = 3,272; *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Interestingly, there are very few differences between the significant predictors of Picture 

Similarities score at age three and age five. my children’s cultural capital measures are still 

significantly associated with higher test scores at age five. All those factors which were 

significantly associated with Picture Similarities scores at age three were significantly 

associated with Picture Similarities scores at age five. The only factor which changed between 

the two ages was the number of children’s books in the household which was significantly 

associated with Picture Similarities scores at age five but wasn’t at age three. The number of 

children’s books in the household was positively associated with the child’s test score at age 

five.  

It is worth pointing out that the R-squared for this model is very low at 5.4% suggesting that 

my model poorly predicts Picture Similarities scores at age five. The inclusion of the child’s 

cultural capital into the model increases the R-squared value but only very slightly, from 4.9% 

to 5.4%. The inclusion of the child’s cultural capital into the model does not change the 

significance levels or coefficient directions for any of the variables. 

Does the data support the cultural mobility model? 

To test whether my data followed the cultural mobility model or not I introduced interaction 

terms into my regressions. These were an interaction term between social class and cultural 

omnivorousness and an interaction term between reading and social class. I have earlier 

indicated that if my interaction effect returns a statistically significant positive result this would 

provide evidence for DiMaggio’s (1982) cultural mobility model whereby cultural capital has 

a greater educational benefit for children from lower social classes. I also stated that if I found 

a significant negative result this would provide support for the more traditional cultural 

reproduction model where cultural capital has greater educational benefit for those from a high 

social class. I also suggested that if I were to find no significant effect this would be evidence 

for Aschaffenberg and Maas’ (1997) cultural mobility model where cultural capital is an equal 

educational resource for everyone regardless of class.   

I ran regressions for Naming Vocabulary and Picture Similarities at both age three and age five, 

first controlling for my interaction effect between cultural omnivorousness and social class and 

between reading and social class. In every single regression, my interaction terms were non-

significant. This suggests that my data provides strong support for Aschaffenberg and Maas’ 

(1997) cultural mobility model – the idea that cultural capital can be a positive educative 

resource for any child in possession of it.  
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Discussion 

I found strong evidence that a child’s cultural capital has a positive effect on their educational 

development. After controlling for a whole host of background factors, both cultural 

omnivorousness and reading were significant positive predictors of cognitive ability test scores 

in every regression. This is a very important result as it provides support for the idea that a very 

young child’s cultural capital can have an impact on their educational development. It suggests 

there is a very clear educational benefit to a young child’s cultural participation and reading 

which in turn supports the view that cultural participation and reading should be promoted at a 

very early age.  

It is important to link this back to my findings on what factors influence the accumulation of 

cultural capital in early childhood. I saw very clearly that disadvantaged children were 

significantly less likely to accumulate cultural capital. I have now shown that cultural capital 

has a positive effect on a child’s educational development in early childhood. Cultural capital 

can therefore be seen as a potential cause of educational inequalities in early childhood.  

It is also important to note that while my results tend to show cultural capital having a positive 

impact on a child’s educational ability, this is by no means the only factor. Despite cultural 

capital’s consistently strong and significant effect on the cognitive test scores, other measures 

of disadvantage remain significant predictors. For instance, social class is significantly 

associated with all of my test scores. This suggests that while cultural capital helps explain 

educational inequalities in early childhood, it is by no means the only source of inequality in 

this period. 

One very interesting result was that parental cultural capital had no significant effect on 

cognitive ability test scores in three of my four models. Only for my age two Naming 

Vocabulary score did parental cultural capital have any significant association where parental 

cultural importance was a significant predictor. What makes this result so interesting is that 

before the introduction of cultural omnivorousness and reading into the model, at least one of 

the parental cultural capital variables was a significant predictor in three of the four regressions. 

Parental library usage was a significant predictor of Naming Vocabulary score at age three and 

age five; parental cultural importance was a significant predictor of Naming Vocabulary score 

at age three and five and Picture Similarities score at age three; and parental reading was a 

significant predictor of Picture Similarities score at age three and Naming Vocabulary score at 

age five. This result is very interesting and suggests that the child’s cultural capital mediates 
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the positive effect of parental cultural capital on the child’s educational development, backing 

up Sullivan’s (2001) findings which found that “the effect of parental cultural capital on pupils’ 

GCSE scores is partially mediated by the activities component of pupils’ cultural capital” (p. 

906).  

The introduction of my cultural capital variables into the models also affected other variables 

which have been linked with cultural capital. For instance, in the regressions of Naming 

Vocabulary and Picture Similarities scores at age three, the number of books in the household 

aimed at children was originally significantly associated with higher test scores in both 

regressions. However, once my cultural capital variables were added to the model, any effect 

was rendered statistically insignificant. Again, this is an interesting result which suggests that 

at age three any positive effect that having books in the household might have on a child’s 

cognitive test scores is mediated by the child’s cultural capital. We might speculate that what 

is important about the books in the household is how they are converted into cultural capital, 

perhaps through those books being read to the child. I will explore this issue of cultural capital 

mediating the educational effects of certain factors in more detail in the following chapter.  

My results tend to disagree with there being a divide between reading and more formal cultural 

activities. As discussed earlier, several scholars (Crook, 1997; De Graaf et al., 2000) argued 

that the real educational benefit of cultural capital came from the reading element and that if 

more studies separated cultural capital into two parts – reading and formal cultural activities – 

then they would show that reading had a significant effect on educational success whereas the 

more formal cultural activities would come out as a non-significant predictor. However, my 

own results show clear support for a different view – that both reading and formal cultural 

activities develop educational skills. In every model, both components of a child’s cultural 

capital had their own unique significant educational benefit.  

I found strong evidence to suggest that cultural capital’s educational benefits are available to 

all children regardless of their social class. This finding is in support of Aschaffenberg and 

Maas’ (1997) cultural mobility model. This result suggests that if a child from a low social 

class had a high level of cultural capital, then they would still be able to profit from the 

educational benefits that I have shown that cultural capital in early childhood brings. This result 

has large ramifications for the sort of policy recommendations we might make around the 

unequal distribution of cultural capital as will be discussed in the concluding chapter. 
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5. A complete model for cultural 

capital in early childhood 

 

 

In this chapter, I will use structural equation modelling to explore what factors are associated 

with a child’s cultural capital as well as looking at whether or not the child’s cultural capital 

has an educational effect or not. Structural equation modelling will allow me to utilise cultural 

capital as both a dependent variable and an independent variable in the same model as well as 

allowing paths from one section of the model to influence later sections of the model. For 

instance, if parental cultural capital is a significant predictor of the child’s cultural capital, this 

will be taken into account in the section of the model which looks at what factors influence the 

child’s educational ability. 

In this chapter, I will explore direct effects, indirect effects and total effects. A direct effect is 

the effect an individual independent variable has on a dependent variable, controlling for the 

effects of all other independent variables; an indirect effect is the mediated effect an 

independent variable has on the dependent variable; and a total effect is the sum of the indirect 

and direct effects on the dependent variable (Pearl, 2001). 

A simplified version of the full model that I will run is shown in Figure 17 below. It constitutes 

three main parts. The first part (i) looks at whether social class or parental education level are 

associated with parental cultural capital. The next part (ii) looks at what factors influence a 

child’s accumulation of cultural capital, looking at social class, parental education level, 

parental cultural capital and other background variables. The third section (iii) looks at what 

factors are associated with a child’s educational ability; this model includes paths from all the 

variables that had paths to the child’s cultural capital as well as the child’s cultural capital itself. 
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Figure 17. Simplified diagram of the proposed model run in this chapter. Circles refer to 

latent constructs while rectangles refer to observed variables. Arrows indicate paths 

between variables and constructs. 

The statistics for the goodness of fit of the model suggested that the model was well fitted to 

the data (Table 27). 

Table 27. Goodness of fit statistics for full model 

RMSEA SRMR CFI 

0.035 0.025 0.939 

 

Parental cultural capital 

This first part of my model looked at social class and parental education level’s relationship 

with each of my parental cultural capital measures individually. Figure 18 shows the results 

from this section of the model. 
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Figure 18. Social class and parental education level's direct effects on parental cultural 

capital. Standardised. 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001; N = 3,104 

We can see that for each element of parental cultural capital, parental education level is a 

significant positive predictor. Parents with higher qualifications are more likely to read for 

pleasure, use the library, write creatively and believe cultural activities are important for their 

children. The social class of the household is also significantly associated with all but one of 

the measures of parental cultural capital. For every parental cultural capital measure apart from 

parental creative writing, the higher a family’s social class, the greater their parental cultural 

capital. For parental creative writing, social class was non-significant. 

Whereas in the previous chapter I showed similar results, they did not form a strong part of my 

analysis. However, due to the nature of structural equation modelling, these results are now a 

part of my full model. This means that parental education level and social class’ significant 

relationship with parental cultural capital will be accounted for when looking at what factors 

are associated with childhood cultural capital and educational ability. This might shed light on 

whether parental cultural capital is important for children’s cultural capital or whether it is just 

the indirect effects of social class and parental education level which are actually important. 

Conversely, it might also help determine whether social class and parental education level are 

important for the accumulation of a child’s cultural capital or whether it is only their 

relationship to parental cultural capital that matters. This would support Sullivan’s (2001, p. 
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902) findings that social class and parental education level’s effects on a child’s cultural 

activities are mediated by parental cultural capital.  

Books in the household 

Before moving on to the section of the model which looks at what factors are associated with 

a child’s cultural capital, I will introduce an additional section of my model. After finding 

evidence in the previous chapter that the number of children’s books in the household might 

be somewhat mediating the effects of certain socio-economic factors on a child’s cultural 

capital, this additional section of my model focuses on what factors are associated with the 

number of children’s books in the household. 

This might help me explain if the number of books in the household is actually important for a 

child’s cultural capital and educational ability or whether they are just serving as a proxy for 

another background factor. I will control for social class, parental education level, household 

income and parental cultural capital. Table 28 presents the direct effects of those variables on 

the number of children’s books in the house. Tables with the indirect effects of all sections of 

the model can be found in the appendix (Tables 65 - 69). 

Table 28. Standardised direct effects of structural equation model predicting number of 

children's books in the house (age 3).  

Number of children’s books in the 

house (age 3) 
Coeff. 

Stand. 

Error 
z Sig. level 

Social class 0.146 0.012 6.66 0.000 

Parental education level 0.110 0.018 5.22 0.000 

Household income 0.075 0.001 3.59 0.000 

Parental cultural capital 

Parental reading 0.083 0.022 4.47 0.000 

Parental library usage 0.090 0.021 5.25 0.000 

Parental creative writing 0.022 0.047 1.28 0.200 

Importance of cultural activities 0.048 0.013 2.82 0.005 

Constant 2.710 0.096 28.36 0.000 

N = 3,104 
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We see that all the variables except parental creative writing are significantly associated with 

the number of children’s books in the household. The higher the household’s social class, the 

higher parents’ qualifications and the higher the household’s income, the greater the number 

of children’s books in the house at age three. All of the parental cultural capital variables apart 

from parental creative writing were significant and positively associated with the number of 

books in the household; the greater the parents’ cultural capital, the greater the number of 

children’s books in the house at age three.  

The importance of these results will largely be felt in the later sections of the model where I 

hope to shed light on whether children’s books in the household are mediating the effects of 

these variables which I have controlled for here. 

It is important to note that these results are taking into account my section of the model which 

looked at social class and parental education level’s association with parental cultural capital. 

I can therefore look at any indirect effects parental education level or social class had on the 

number of children’s books in the household through their pathways to parental cultural capital. 

my results showed that both parental education level and social class had significant indirect 

effects on the number of children’s books as well as their significant direct effects. The indirect 

results show that parental cultural capital’s positive relationship with the number of children’s 

books in the household can be somewhat explained by social class and parental education level.  

The accumulation of cultural capital 

The next part of my model will look at what factors are associated with the accumulation of a 

child’s cultural capital. Before looking at what factors are associated with its accumulation, I 

will explain how I am measuring a child’s cultural capital in this model. 

My measures for the child’s cultural capital will be split into two components: formal cultural 

activities and reading. My reading measure provides a score from 0-2 telling me if the child 

read every day or not at age 2-3 and age 4-5. My formal cultural activities component will be 

a latent construct. A latent construct is one that is not observed itself but is rather inferred from 

other variables which are observed. I will be utilising my four variables which measure the 

frequency of the child’s visits to cultural activities for this latent construct.  

To begin with I looked at whether or not the variables I have decided to use as part of my 

formal cultural activities latent construct are capturing the same concept. To do this, structural 

equation modelling uses confirmatory factor analysis. If my variables all belong to a common 
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factor then they should have standardised factor loadings over 0.3 which I have chosen as my 

designated cut-off point as described earlier in the Methods chapter. Below are the results from 

the factor analysis: 

Table 29. Standardised factor loadings for the formal cultural activities latent construct. 

Variables 
Factor loading 

(standardised) 

Trips to the theatre/concerts 0.429 

Trips to the museum 0.641 

Trips to the library 0.330 

Trips to the zoo/aquarium 0.350 

N = 3,104 

You can see that all of these variables fall above the 0.3 rule of thumb I used and thus indicate 

that they are capturing the same concept. After being satisfied with my cultural capital 

measures, I preceded to look at the section of the model which focuses on the accumulation of 

cultural capital. First I look at what factors are associated with my formal cultural activities 

latent construct before going on to look at what factors are associated with how often a child 

read. 

The below table details what effect social class, parental education level, parental cultural 

capital and a number of other background variables have on the child’s formal cultural 

activities component of cultural capital. It is important to note that this section of the model 

accounts for the previous two sections I have explored: the factors influencing parental cultural 

capital; and the factors influencing the number of children’s books in the household.  
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Table 30. Standardised direct effects of structural equation model predicting a child's 

formal cultural activities component. 

Formal cultural activities  

component 

 

Coeff. 

Stand. 

Error 
z Sig. level 

Social class 0.084 0.026 3.21 0.001 

Parental education level 0.218 0.025 8.71 0.000 

Parental cultural capital 

Parental reading 0.156 0.022 7.11 0.000 

Parental library usage 0.153 0.021 7.20 0.000 

Parental creative writing 0.127 0.020 6.38 0.000 

Importance of cultural activities 0.378 0.020 18.95 0.000 

Other background variables 

Number of books in the household 0.168 0.021 7.96 0.000 

Female -0.046 0.019 -2.37 0.018 

SIMD -0.081 0.023 -3.57 0.000 

First born 0.015 0.022 0.71 0.479 

Sibling born -0.056 0.021 -2.62 0.009 

Urban-rural classification -0.092 0.020 -4.59 0.000 

Access to cultural activities 0.101 0.021 4.89 0.000 

Childcare usage 0.021 0.020 1.06 0.289 

Household income 0.085 0.026 3.28 0.001 

N = 3,104 

Social class and parental education had a significant association with the child’s formal cultural 

activities component of cultural capital. The higher the household’s social class and the higher 

a child’s parents educational qualifications, the higher the child’s level of cultural capital. 

Notably, these results are independent of any indirect effects on the child’s formal cultural 

activities through social class and parental education level’s paths to the parental cultural 

capital variables and the number of children’s books in the household. 
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All of the parental cultural capital variables were positively and significantly associated with 

the child’s formal cultural activities component. Having parents who read for pleasure, used 

the library, thought cultural activities were important and did creative writing were all 

associated with higher levels of this component of cultural capital. For every parent a child has 

who reads for pleasure, their formal cultural activities component had a 0.156 standard 

deviation increase. Figure 19 tries to elucidate the key pathways between social class, parental 

education level, parental cultural capital and the child’s formal cultural activities component.  

 

Figure 19. Standardised direct effects between social class, parental education level, 

parental cultural capital variables and a child's formal cultural activities component. 

Circles refer to latent constructs while rectangles are observed variables. *p < .05, **p < 

.01, ***p < .001; N = 3,104. 

A number of other factors were significantly associated with the child’s formal cultural 

activities component. The number of children’s books in the household, the sex of the child, 

the level of deprivation where they live, having a sibling born since the survey started, the 

urban-rural classification of where the child lives, parents’ happiness with access to activities 

and household income were all significantly associated with this formal cultural activities 

component of cultural capital. Children who had more children’s books, who were female, who 

lived in less deprived areas, who had no sibling born since the survey started, who lived in an 

urban area, who had parents who were happy with their access to activities and who had higher 

household income all had higher levels of this component of cultural capital.  
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Being a first born and childcare usage had no significant association with a child’s level of this 

cultural capital component.  

I then looked at which factors were associated with whether a child read every day. I looked at 

the same factors as those in the formal cultural activities section. Below you can see the table:  

Table 31. Standardised direct effects of structural equation model predicting a child's 

reading. 

Reading Coeff. St. Err. z Sig. level 

Social class 0.051 0.021 2.45 0.014 

Parental education level 0.096 0.020 4.79 0.000 

Parental cultural capital 

Parental reading 0.081 0.017 4.65 0.000 

Parental library usage 0.075 0.016 4.61 0.000 

Parental creative writing 0.016 0.016 1.00 0.315 

Importance of cultural activities 0.038 0.016 2.38 0.017 

Other background variables 

Number of books in the household 0.246 0.017 14.88 0.000 

Female 0.143 0.016 9.16 0.000 

SIMD -0.038 0.018 -2.06 0.039 

First born 0.178 0.017 10.44 0.000 

Sibling born 0.004 0.017 0.25 0.805 

Urban-rural classification 0.030 0.016 1.89 0.059 

Access to cultural activities 0.052 0.017 3.10 0.002 

Childcare usage -0.013 0.016 -0.78 0.437 

Household income 0.036 0.021 1.72 0.086 

Constant -0.357 0.119 -3.01 0.003 

N = 3,104 

Social class and parental education level were both significant predictors of the amount a child 

read. The higher the educational qualifications a child’s parents had and the higher the social 
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class of the child’s family, the more likely the child read every day. These results are 

independent of any indirect effects parental education level or social class have on a child’s 

reading through their pathways to parental cultural capital and the number of children’s books 

in the household.  

In terms of parental cultural capital, all but one of my parental cultural capital variables were 

significantly associated with the amount a child read. The more parents read for pleasure, 

visited the library, and valued the importance of cultural activities, the more often child read. 

There was no significant association between parental creative writing and whether or not a 

child read every day.  

Similarly to Figure 19, Figure 20 shows the key pathways between social class, parental 

education level, parental cultural capital and the child’s reading. 

 

Figure 20. Standardised direct effects between social class, parental education level, 

parental cultural capital variables and a child's reading. Circles refer to latent 

constructs while rectangles are observed variables. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001; N = 

3,104. 

Unsurprisingly, the number of children’s books in the household was also a strong predictor of 

how often a child read. The greater the number of children’s books in the household, the more 

often a child read.  

A number of other background factors were associated with whether a child read every day. 

The level of deprivation of the area the child lived, the sex of the child, whether or not the child 
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was a first born and how happy parents were with their child’s access to activities were all 

associated with the reading component of cultural capital. Children who lived in less deprived 

areas, who were female, who were first borns and who had parents who were happy with their 

access to activities were all more likely to read every day.  

Whether a child had a sibling born since the survey started, the urban-rural classification of 

where the child lived, childcare usage and household income were all non-significant.  

I had proposed introducing pathways to the number of books in the household in this model on 

the back of my results from the previous chapter which had suggested the number of books in 

the household might be mediating elements of a family’s background on a child’s accumulation 

of cultural capital. In particular, I wanted to explore whether the number of books in the 

household was mediating the effects of income on a child’s cultural capital. To examine this, I 

removed the number of children’s books in the household’s link to both the formal cultural 

activities and reading components of a child’s cultural capital. The results from this model 

showed that once the number of children’s books’ link to cultural capital had been removed, 

the effects of income on a child’s cultural capital increased. For the formal cultural activities 

component, the effect size increased while for reading, household income went from being a 

non-significant predictor of a child’s reading to a significant predictor; children from 

households with more income were more likely to read every day. This is evidence that the 

number of children’s books in the household ‘fully mediates’ (Little et al., 2007) the effects of 

household income on a child’s reading.  

Figure 21 shows a visual representation of the number of children’s books in the household 

mediating the effects of household income on a child’s reading. All other elements are cut from 

the image. 
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Figure 21. Diagram of standardised direct effects between household income, number of 

children's books in the household and a child's reading. Top image is from model 

including path from number of children’s books to child’s cultural capital while bottom 

image has removed this path.  *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. N = 3,104. 

I have previously suggested that deprivation level, urban-rural classification and a parents’ 

happiness with their child’s access to activities are all somewhat linked. I have hypothesised 

that low cultural capital levels for children in rural locations and more deprived locations might 

be caused by a lack of access to cultural activities. To explore this further, I ran a separate 

model which included paths from SIMD quintile and urban-rural classification to parents’ 

happiness with the availability of activities for their children. This showed that both deprivation 

level and urban-rural classification were significant predictors of a parent’s happiness with 

their child’s access to activities. Parents were less happy with the availability of activities for 

their children when they lived in more rural areas and when they lived in more deprived 

locations. This result is very informative and suggests that some of the low cultural capital 

levels we see amongst children from both rural and deprived areas may indeed arise from a 

lack of access to cultural activities.  

However, including these links in the model did not seriously affect the accumulation of 

cultural capital results. Urban-rural classification, SIMD quintile and access to cultural 
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activities’ effects on cultural capital accumulation were practically unchanged. This indicates 

that while the deprivation level and urban-rural classification do help significantly predict a 

parents’ happiness with their child’s access to activities, this does not seem the main pathway 

through which these two factors affect a child’s cultural capital accumulation. Of course, this 

is not to say that deprivation level and urban-rural classification’s relationship with cultural 

capital doesn’t largely arise through access to cultural activities. As discussed earlier, my 

variable for access to activities is very subjective. This path was eventually excluded from the 

model as it significantly worsened the model fit. This suggests that while interesting to look at, 

this pathway between both urban-rural classification and SIMD quintile to parents’ happiness 

with access to activities doesn’t add very much to this model.  

Indirect effects on a child’s cultural capital 

Social class and parental education level also have strong indirect effects on a child’s cultural 

capital accumulation. These indirect effects come through social class and parental education 

level’s paths to parental cultural capital and the number of children’s books in the household. 

Table 32 shows us social class and parental education level’s direct, indirect and total effects 

on a child’s reading and formal cultural activities as well as the proportion of the total effects 

which come from direct and indirect channels.  

Table 32. Social class and parental education level's unstandardized direct, indirect and 

total effects on a child's reading and formal cultural activities.  

 Reading Formal cultural activities 

Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect Total 

Social class 
0.025* 

(41%) 

0.036*** 

(59%) 
0.061*** 

0.014** 

(44%) 

0.018*** 

(56%) 

0.032*** 

 

Parental 

education 

level 

0.072*** 

(58%) 

0.053*** 

(42%) 
0.124*** 

0.056*** 

(65%) 

0.030*** 

(35%) 
0.086*** 

Note: Percentages for indirect and direct effects are as a proportion of total effects. N = 3,104 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.  

From the indirect effects, you can see that a large portion of social class and parental education 

level’s effects on a child’s cultural capital accumulation do come from their link to parental 

cultural capital and number of books in the household. In isolation, this might seem as though 
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social class and parental education level are only useful for the accumulation of cultural capital 

in early childhood because of their links to parental cultural capital and the number of books 

in the household. However, taking account of the direct effects, we see that even after 

modelling for social class and parental education level’s links to parental cultural capital and 

the number of books in the household, social class and parental education level still have an 

important significant direct effect on a child’s cultural capital.  

From Table 32 we can see that social class’ indirect effects on the two components of a child’s 

cultural capital are greater than its direct effects. This means that the effects social class has on 

parental cultural capital and the number of children’s books in the household contribute more 

to a child’s cultural capital than any other means through which social class contributes to a 

child’s cultural capital accumulation. There is only a slight difference in the proportion of social 

class’ total effects coming from indirect and direct channels when comparing the reading 

component and the formal cultural activities component; a slightly higher proportion of social 

class’ total effects on formal cultural activities come through direct effects.  

We see a different picture when looking at parental education level’s direct and indirect effects 

on a child’s cultural capital. In contrast to social class, parental education level’s direct effects 

on a child’s cultural capital outweigh its indirect effects. This is true for both components of 

cultural capital. This means that having parents with higher qualifications in itself is more 

important for a child’s accumulation of cultural capital than the effects parental education level 

has on parental cultural capital and the number of children’s books in the household. There was 

also a noticeable difference in the proportion of parental education level’s total effects coming 

from direct or indirect channels between the reading and formal cultural activities components 

of cultural capital. A greater proportion of parental education level’s total effects on the formal 

cultural activities component came through its direct effects (65%) compared to the reading 

component (58%). 

Seeing the importance of social class and parental education level’s indirect effects on a child’s 

cultural capital, I decided to explore the sources of these indirect effects. How much of these 

indirect effects came from parental cultural capital and how much came from the number of 

children’s books in the household? Tables 33 and 34 help to shed light on this. Table 33 below 

lets me know for each component of cultural capital what proportion of social class’ indirect 

effects came from parental cultural capital and what proportion from children’s books in the 

house. 
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Table 33. Proportion of social class’ unstandardized indirect effects for reading and 

formal cultural activities that came from parental cultural capital and number of 

children’s books in the house. 

 

Reading Formal cultural activities 

Parental 

cultural 

capital 

Children’s 

books in 

household 

Total 

Parental 

cultural 

capital 

Children’s 

books in 

household 

Total 

Social 

class 

0.012 

(33.3%) 

0.024 

(66.6%) 
0.036 

0.012 

(66.6%) 

0.006 

(33.3%) 
0.018 

Note: Percentages for parental cultural capital and children’s books in household are as a 

proportion of social class’ indirect effects on reading and formal cultural activities.  N = 

3,104 

We see completely contrasting results for the source of social class’ indirect effects on the two 

components of a child’s cultural capital. For the reading component, a third of social class’ 

indirect effects come through its association with parental cultural capital while two thirds 

come through its association with the number of children’s books in the household. In contrast, 

these proportions are flipped for the formal cultural activities component, with a third of social 

class’ indirect effects coming through the number of children’s books in the household while 

two thirds came through its association with parental cultural capital.  

We see then that the pathways through which social class has indirect effects is very different 

for my two components of cultural capital. For the reading component, it is most important that 

parental social class results in a large number of children’s books in the household while for 

the formal cultural activities component, it is more important that social class translates to 

parental cultural capital.  

Table 34 details the same as Table 33 but for parental education level. Looking at the sources 

of parental education level’s indirect effects on my two components of childhood cultural 

capital, we see a similar pattern to social class. For the reading component, the majority of 

parental education level’s indirect effects (57%) come through its relationship to the number 

of children’s books in the household while for the formal cultural activities component, the 

majority (77%) comes through its relationship to parental cultural capital. For the formal 

cultural activities component, the proportion of parental education level’s indirect effects that 
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are attributed to parental cultural capital is very high (77%).This means that for parents with 

high educational qualifications, it is far more important for their child’s formal cultural 

activities participation if their educational qualifications have been translated into parental 

cultural capital rather than children’s books in the household.  

Table 34. Proportion of parental education level's unstandardized indirect effects for 

reading and formal cultural activities that came from parental cultural capital and 

number of children’s books in the house. 

 

Reading Formal cultural activities 

Parental 

cultural 

capital 

Children’s 

books in 

household 

Total 

Parental 

cultural 

capital 

Children’s 

books in 

household 

Total 

Parental 

education 

level 

0.023 

(43%) 

0.030 

(57%) 
0.053 

0.023 

(77%) 

0.007 

(23%) 
0.030 

Note: Percentages for parental cultural capital and children’s books in household are as a 

proportion of parental education level’s indirect effects on reading and formal cultural 

activities.  N = 3,104 

In both of these tables, what we find is quite clear: indirect effects coming from parental 

cultural capital are more important for the formal cultural activities component while indirect 

effects coming from the number of children’s books in the household are more important for 

the reading component. While this result is what we might expect, it is nevertheless striking 

just how evident this is.  

These results also highlight the benefits of splitting cultural capital into two components. For 

instance, when looking at the sources of social class’ indirect effects, we saw that two-thirds 

of the indirect effects on the formal cultural activities component came from parental cultural 

capital while for the reading component, two-thirds of the indirect effects came from the 

number of children’s books in the household. Had I combined these two components of cultural 

capital, we would have seen that half of social class’ indirect effects on cultural capital came 

from parental cultural capital and half came from the number of children’s books in the 

household which would have missed this very interesting and important distinction.  
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Discussion 

I found strong evidence that cultural capital is unequally distributed in early childhood. I found 

that among almost every single socio-economic factor, those children most disadvantaged had 

the lowest levels of cultural capital.  

I found that both social class and parental education level were significantly associated with a 

child’s cultural capital. Children from higher social classes and those with parents with higher 

educational qualifications had significantly higher levels of the formal cultural activities and 

reading components of cultural capital. This result is especially interesting given that I have 

controlled for the paths from social class and parental education level to parental cultural 

capital and the number of children’s books in the household. This means that both social class 

and parental education level have a significant effect on a child’s cultural capital which is 

independent of any path which comes through parental cultural capital or the number of 

children’s books in the household. There are therefore other routes through which social class 

and parental education level contribute to a child’s cultural capital. 

These findings are in contrast to Sullivan (2001) who found that social class and parental 

education level’s effects on a child’s cultural capital were mediated by parental cultural capital. 

I have modelled for this link between parental cultural capital and both social class and parental 

education level and found that while a large proportion of social class and parental education 

level’s effects on a child’s cultural capital come through parental cultural capital, their effects 

outside of these channels are still significant.  

Our results also provide strong evidence that parental cultural capital is positively associated 

with a child’s cultural capital. For both components of childhood cultural capital, the greater a 

child’s parental cultural capital, the greater that child’s cultural capital. For the formal cultural 

activities component, this was true for every parental cultural capital measure while for the 

reading component, all but parental creative writing were significantly associated with the child 

reading more often.  Crucially, this result takes into account my proposed path between parental 

cultural capital and both social class and parental education. I have been able to see how social 

class and parental education level affect a child’s cultural capital through their links to parental 

cultural capital which has allowed me to better explore this complex relationship between 

parental cultural capital and a child’s cultural capital.  

I also found that the greater the number of children’s books in the household, the greater the 

child’s cultural capital. This result was found for both the reading and formal cultural activities 
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components. The result is especially informative given that I have controlled for paths between 

the number of children’s books in the household and social class, parental education level, 

household income and parental cultural capital.  

One of my most interesting results when looking at the accumulation of children’s cultural 

capital was its association with gender. I found that gender had completely contrasting 

associations with the formal cultural activities and reading components. Similarly to my 

previous chapter and previous research, I found girls read significantly more often than boys. 

However, I also found that boys had significantly higher levels of the formal cultural activities 

component of cultural capital. This finding suggests a real difference in the mechanisms for 

the accumulation of these two different elements of cultural capital. However, it is worth 

pointing out that gender had a much bigger effect in the reading part of the model than in the 

formal cultural activities part. These results suggest that if we were to plan policies aimed at 

increasing cultural capital in early childhood, we might need to target these differently for boys 

and girls for both the reading component and the more formal cultural activities component. 

Boys might need to be targeted more for reading-based policies and girls may need to be 

targeted more for activities-based policies.  

I found that the area a child lives in is associated with their levels of cultural capital in early 

childhood. I saw mixed results in terms of how the urban-rural classification of where a child 

lives affects their cultural capital. I found that for the formal cultural activities component, 

living in a more urban location was significantly more beneficial for children. However, for 

reading I found that the urban-rural classification had no significant effect. This suggests 

another important difference between these two components of childhood cultural capital in 

terms of their accumulation These findings on the relationship between urban-rural 

classification and a child’s cultural capital back up what I found in the previous chapter and we 

again might explain this result by acknowledging that a child’s participation in more formal 

cultural activities largely requires the child to be at a specific cultural location, such as an art 

gallery or theatre, whereas reading is an activity which can be done at home regardless of 

urban-rural classification.. These results suggest that if we were to try and equalise cultural 

capital among children from urban and rural locations, we would want to focus this on more 

formal cultural activities over reading practices. More would need to be done to provide 

children from more remote locations with greater access to cultural activities. 
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Children living in more deprived locations, as classified by SIMD quintile, were shown to have 

lower levels of cultural capital. This again suggests that more needs to be done to target policies 

aimed at increasing childhood cultural capital towards more deprived areas. It is important to 

note that this finding comes after controlling for a range of other measures of disadvantage 

such as social class and household income. I also found that the happier parents were with their 

child’s access to activities, the greater the child’s cultural capital level. This was found for both 

the reading and formal cultural activities components. The fact that I found this relationship 

between a child’s reading and their parents’ happiness with access to activities is quite 

surprising given that reading doesn’t explicitly rely on access to activities in the same way as 

the more formal cultural activities do. However, presuming reading and behaviours around 

reading in early childhood exist solely within the home is possibly quite a naïve view. The 

amount a child read may be affected by their access to a library, for instance, or their access to 

children’s centres with reading classes. 

Our findings on the relationship between a child’s cultural capital and the presence of siblings 

were slightly mixed. I found that being a first born was associated with reading more often but 

had no significant association with the child’s formal cultural activities component. 

Conversely, having a sibling born since the survey started had no significant association with 

how often a child read but was associated with higher levels of the formal cultural activities 

component of cultural capital. This again highlights that there are fundamental differences in 

the accumulation of these two components of a child’s cultural capital. Interestingly, if I 

remove this new sibling variable from my model, being a first born is still not a significant 

predictor for the formal cultural activities component. However, if I remove the first born 

measure from my model, having a sibling born is now a significant, negative predictor for the 

reading component. This seems to suggest that for formal cultural activities there is something 

about a new child arriving that is detrimental to participation, whereas for reading it seems that 

the problem is more to do with the number of children in the family. 

My findings here do fit in with my hypothesis that extra children in a family require both extra 

time and economic resources from parents and that these impinge upon a child’s cultural capital 

levels. This suggests extra support needs to be given to children in larger families if we are to 

try and equalise cultural capital levels. This might mean reducing costs for cultural activities 

for families with multiple children through schemes such as group discounts for activities or 

lowering public transport costs for larger families attending cultural activities. It might also 

involve schemes which aim to reduce the time pressures such as out of school trips, etc. 
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We saw mixed results for household income’s relationship with a child’s cultural capital levels. 

For the formal cultural activities component, the higher the family’s household income, the 

higher the child’s cultural capital levels. However, for the reading component, household 

income had no significant association. This again suggests that the routes through which the 

accumulation of my two components of cultural capital occur have fundamental differences. 

The fact that household income has a positive association with the formal cultural activities 

component of cultural capital is especially interesting given that I had controlled for other 

elements of socio-economic background such as social class, parental education and SIMD in 

this model. There is clearly something which income brings to the accumulation of this 

component of cultural capital outside of these channels. This may very well simply be the cost 

of cultural activities. There are undoubtedly many financial barriers to cultural activities and 

this result seems to support the idea that these financial barriers affect the amount children 

participate in cultural activities.  

I also found evidence that the number of books in the household mediates the effects of 

household income on a child’s reading. This suggests that a household’s income is indeed 

important for a child’s reading but its importance seems to lie in the ability to buy children’s 

books. What is interesting is that when the number of children’s books in the household is 

taken into account, household income no longer has this significant association, suggesting that 

if a household with high income doesn’t use this money to purchase children’s books, then this 

advantage will not be felt in how often the child read.  

One of the big findings from this section of the model has been the differences in the 

accumulation of the two different components of a child’s cultural capital. While there are a 

number of indicators which were associated with the reading and formal cultural activities 

components in similar ways, there were also some key differences in the relationship between 

these components and my background variables. Parental creative writing, urban-rural 

classification, household income, gender, whether the child was a first born and whether the 

child had a sibling born since the survey started all had different relationships with the two 

components of cultural capital. Many of these are very important differences and show that any 

policies attempting to equalise cultural capital can’t just be a one catch all – they need to 

acknowledge the differences between these two components. I believe this justifies again my 

decision to split cultural capital into these two constituent parts.  
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Educational ability 

I now move on to look at the part of the model which focuses on whether a child’s cultural 

capital has any educational benefit. Importantly, this model takes into account all of the 

sections of the model which I have already shown. Those pathways to parental cultural capital, 

number of children’s books in the household, and the child’s cultural capital are all accounted 

for in this section.   

I will now look at whether the child’s cultural capital is associated with the child’s educational 

ability at age three and age five. I will control for a wide range of background factors’ 

associations with educational ability as well as all the previous sections of the model. 

Educational ability at age three and age five were both latent constructs based on the 

appropriate aged Naming Vocabulary and Picture Similarities t-scores.  

Our educational ability latent constructs were both found to be well fitted as displayed  

Table 35. Standardised factor loadings for age three and age five educational ability latent 

constructs. 

Variables 
Factor loading (standardised) 

Age 3 Age 5 

Naming Vocabulary score 0.728 0.796 

Picture Similarities score 0.526 0.411 

 

To begin with, I will look at whether cultural capital is associated with educational ability at 

age three. 

Table 36. Standardised direct effects of structural equation model predicting educational 

ability (age three).  

Educational ability 

(age three) 

 

Coeff. 

Stand. 

Error 
z Sig. level 

Social class 0.061 0.029 2.13 0.033 

Parental education level -0.018 0.031 -0.58 0.560 

Parental cultural capital 

Parental reading -0.027 0.026 -1.05 0.296 
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Parental library usage -0.002 0.025 -0.10 0.920 

Parental creative writing -0.041 0.024 -1.75 0.080 

Importance of cultural activities -0.068 0.035 -1.96 0.050 

Other background variables 

Number of books in the household 0.101 0.026 3.89 0.000 

Female 0.242 0.022 11.04 0.000 

SIMD -0.049 0.026 -1.90 0.058 

First born 0.153 0.024 6.39 0.000 

Sibling born -0.030 0.024 -1.27 0.202 

Urban-rural classification 0.137 0.023 5.95 0.000 

Access to activities -0.001 0.024 -0.05 0.957 

Childcare usage 0.036 0.022 1.62 0.105 

Household income 0.078 0.029 2.68 0.007 

Cultural capital 

Formal cultural activities 0.299 0.070 4.28 0.000 

Reading 0.107 0.027 4.03 0.000 

N = 3,104 

Social class had a significant association with a child’s educational ability at age three; those 

from higher social classes had higher educational ability scores. Parental education level was 

not significantly associated with educational ability at age three. Only one of my parental 

cultural capital variables had a significant association with a child’s educational ability at age 

three: the importance placed on cultural activities by their parents. Interestingly, this measure 

had a negative association with educational ability. The more important parents thought 

cultural activities were, the lower their child’s educational ability was at age three. 

The number of children’s books in the household, urban-rural classification, household income, 

gender, and whether a child was a first born were all significant predictors of a child’s 

educational ability at age three. Children who had more children’s books, higher household 

income, lived in more rural locations, were female, and were first borns had higher educational 

ability.  
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Having a sibling born since the survey started, how happy parents were with their child’s access 

to activities, childcare usage, and the level of deprivation in the area where the child lives were 

all non-significant in this section of the model.  

After controlling for all of these variables, I found that both the reading and formal cultural 

activities components of a child’s cultural capital were significantly associated with the child’s 

educational ability at age three. The more often they read and the higher the child scored on 

the formal cultural activities component, the higher their educational ability at age three. The 

formal cultural activities component was associated with a 0.3 standard deviation increase in 

educational ability at age three while reading was associated with a 0.1 standard deviation 

increase.  

I now move onto look at the part of the model which looks at which factors are associated with 

educational ability at age five. 

Table 37. Standardised direct effects of structural equation model predicting educational 

ability (age five). 

Educational ability 

(age five) 

 

Coeff. 

Stand. 

Error 
z Sig. level 

Social class 0.057 0.028 2.02 0.044 

Parental education level -0.007 0.030 -0.22 0.824 

Parental cultural capital 

Parental reading -0.007 0.026 -0.27 0.787 

Parental library usage 0.011 0.024 0.45 0.652 

Parental creative writing -0.018 0.023 -0.78 0.436 

Importance of cultural activities -0.069 0.035 -1.98 0.047 

Other background variables 

Number of books in the household 0.074 0.025 2.91 0.004 

Female 0.088 0.022 4.01 0.000 

SIMD -0.024 0.025 -0.96 0.339 

First born 0.150 0.023 6.40 0.000 

Sibling born -0.033 0.023 -1.42 0.155 
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Urban-rural classification 0.134 0.022 6.01 0.000 

Access to cultural activities 0.020 0.023 0.84 0.399 

Childcare usage 0.022 0.022 1.01 0.313 

Household income 0.049 0.028 1.73 0.083 

Cultural capital 

Formal cultural activities 0.281 0.068 4.11 0.000 

Reading 0.108 0.026 4.14 0.000 

N = 3,104 

The results from my age five educational ability model were very similar to my age three 

model. All those measures which were not significantly associated with age three educational 

ability, were not significantly associated with age five educational ability. All but one of my 

measures which were significant predictors at age three remained significant predictors of 

educational ability at age five. The only measure which changed significantly between the two 

ages was household income which was no longer a significant predictor of educational ability 

at age five. It is also worth mentioning that the effect size of gender at age five is greatly 

reduced from age three. 

Both of my cultural capital components were again significantly associated with educational 

ability at age five. The more a child read and the higher the child scored on the formal cultural 

activities component, the higher their educational ability. The formal cultural activities 

component was associated with a 0.28 standard deviation increase in educational ability at age 

five while reading was associated with a 0.1 standard deviation increase, incredibly similar to 

their age three effects. 

Cultural capital as a mediator 

One of the key benefits of using structural equation modelling is being able to explore the issue 

of mediation. This involves looking at whether an independent variable’s relationship with an 

outcome variable can actually be explained by a third variable – the mediator. I have already 

explored this earlier in the chapter somewhat by looking at whether the number of children’s 

books in the household mediates the effects of household income on a child’s reading. I will 

now explore if any variables’ educational effects are mediated by other variables. To do this I 

will explore the indirect and total effects from the model which will give us an insight into how 

parental cultural capital, number of children’s books in the household and a child’s cultural 
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capital might mediate certain factors’ educational effects. I will also examine specifically if the 

child’s cultural capital is a mediating variable for any independent variables’ relationships with 

educational ability by exploring what happens when I remove cultural capital’s path to 

educational ability in the model. 

Looking at social class’ indirect effects on a child’s educational ability, we see even more 

evidence of its importance for a child’s educational ability. For both age three and age five, 

social class has a significant indirect effect on educational ability as well as its significant direct 

effect.  

Table 38. Social class' unstandardized direct, indirect and total effects on educational 

ability at age three and age five. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. N = 3,104 

 Educational ability (age 3) Educational ability (age 5) 

Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect Total 

Social 

class 

0.214* 

(44%) 

0.273*** 

(56%) 
0.486*** 

0.160* 

(43%) 

0.211*** 

(57%) 
0.371*** 

 

We can see from Table 38 that these indirect effects outweigh social class’ direct effects. This 

illustrates that social class’ relationship with a child’s educational ability is a powerful one 

which comes through different channels. A child from a high social class background will feel 

the educational benefits this brings regardless of if this advantage is transmitted into parental 

cultural capital, children’s books or the child’s cultural capital. However, they will receive an 

even greater educational benefit if this social class is successfully directed through these 

channels.  

I found that parental education level had no significant direct association with a child’s 

educational ability at age three or age five. However, parental education level’s indirect effects 

on a child’s educational ability were strong and significant at both age three and age five. This 

resulted in parental education level having a significant total effect on educational ability at 

both ages once the direct and indirect effects were combined as can be seen from Table 39 

below: 
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Table 39. Parental education level's unstandardized direct, indirect and total effects on 

educational ability at age three and age five. 

 Educational ability (age 3) Educational ability (age 5) 

Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect Total 

Parental 

education 
-0.095 0.628*** 0.532*** -0.029 0.501*** 0.472*** 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001; N = 3,104 

While I have shown parental education level has no significant direct effect on a child’s 

educational ability, it is important not to conclude from these results that parental education 

level isn’t important for a child’s educational ability and that children of highly educated 

parents will feel no educational advantage. Looking at parental education level’s total effects, 

we see that children from parents with higher educational qualifications feel significant 

educational benefits; however, this comes through other channels rather than through those 

qualifications in and of themselves. 

I now move on to focus specifically on cultural capital’s mediating effects by running my 

model without either of my cultural capital components’ link to educational ability. The results 

from both models are presented below for educational ability at both ages. Model 1 refers to 

the original model while model 2 is the same model but with my two components of cultural 

capital’s links to educational ability removed.  

Table 40. Unstandardized direct effects of structural equation model predicting 

educational ability at age three and age five. Including (Model 1) and then excluding 

(Model 2) a child’s cultural capital's paths to educational ability. 

Educational ability 

 

Age Three Age Five 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 

Social class -0.214* -0.323** -0.160* -0.240** 

Parental education level 0.095 -0.307* 0.029 -0.277* 

Parental cultural capital 

Parental reading -0.199 0.211 -0.041 0.271* 
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Parental library usage -0.019 0.381* 0.066 0.370** 

Parental creative writing -0.692 -0.028 -0.245 0.264 

Importance of cultural activities -0.322* 0.233* -0.263* 0.159 

Other background variables 

Number of books in the household 0.616*** 1.099*** 0.365** 0.727*** 

Female 2.558*** 2.604*** 0.751*** 0.763*** 

SIMD -0.186 -0.302** -0.074 -0.157* 

First born 1.612*** 1.881*** 1.284*** 1.476*** 

Sibling born -0.340 -0.531* -0.300 -0.438* 

Urban-rural classification 0.449*** 0.376*** 0.358*** 0.297*** 

Access to cultural activities 0.007 -0.193 -0.088 -0.241* 

Childcare usage 0.400 0.461 0.197 0.237 

Household income 0.033*** 0.047*** 0.017 0.027** 

Cultural capital 

Formal cultural activities 6.140***  4.691***  

Reading 0.752***  0.614***  

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001; N = 3,104 

While a number of variables’ coefficients and z scores were affected by the removal of cultural 

capital’s links to educational ability at age three, I will only report on those associations which 

moved from non-significant to significant and vice-versa.  

Once the formal cultural activities and reading components of cultural capital were removed 

as paths to educational ability at age three, parental education level was a significant predictor 

of educational ability. In the original model, parental education level had no significant 

association with educational ability at age three but once cultural capital’s educational links 

were removed, the higher educated a child’s parents were, the higher the child’s educational 

ability was. We see therefore that parental education level’s effect on educational ability is 

‘fully mediated’ by the child’s cultural capital (Little et al., 2007). Therefore, my results 

suggest that any educational benefit which parental education level might have here is as a 

result of its positive relationship with cultural capital.  
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The removal of cultural capital’s educational links also impacted on parental cultural capital’s 

association with educational ability at age three. After being non-significant in the original 

model, parental library usage became a significant predictor of a child’s educational ability at 

age three; children with parents who used the library more had higher educational ability 

scores. The other parental cultural capital measure which was affected by the removal of 

cultural capital’s educational path was how important parents thought cultural activities were. 

This resulted in a very interesting change. In the original model, the importance placed on 

cultural activities by parents had a negative association with a child’s educational ability at age 

three whereas once cultural capital’s educational link is removed, this variable now has a 

significant positive association with educational ability at age three. Now, the more important 

parents think cultural activities are, the higher their child’s educational ability.  

This type of mediation with a sign change is referred to as inconsistent mediation by Little et 

al (2007). Inconsistent mediation is thought of as being affected by suppression (MacKinnon 

et al., 2000) although suppression usually refers to mediation which increases the magnitude 

of a relationship rather than reverses it. Little et al (2007, p. 211) provide an interpretation for 

this type of mediation with a sign change by stating that it shows that the independent variable 

contains “two sources of variance that reflect two opposing channels” by which it influences 

the outcome variable. In my example, this means that having parents who thought cultural 

activities were important has a positive pathway to educational ability which is mediated by 

the child’s cultural capital and that once this mediated pathway to educational ability is taken 

into account, parental cultural importance also has a negative relationship with educational 

ability. It seems therefore as though parental cultural importance’s positive educational effect 

comes from its positive relationship with the child’s cultural capital but once I account for this 

relationship with the child’s cultural capital, it seems that any importance placed upon cultural 

activities which does not transmit to the child’s own cultural capital is actually detrimental to 

the child’s educational ability scores. 

The level of deprivation of the area a child lives becomes a significant predictor of a child’s 

educational ability at age three once cultural capital’s educational links are removed. Whereas 

in the original model it was non-significant, in this model the more deprived an area the child 

lives, the lower their educational ability at age three. Having had a sibling born since the start 

of the survey also becomes a significant predictor of a child’s educational ability at age three 

once cultural capital’s educational path is removed. Now, having had a sibling born is 

significantly associated with lower educational ability at age three.  
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Interestingly, all of the associations which became significant once cultural capital’s links to 

age three educational ability were removed are repeated for age five educational ability. 

Parental education level, parental library usage, level of deprivation and having had a sibling 

born since the survey started all went from non-significant to significant predictors of 

educational ability at age five like they did at age three. Similarly to age three, the importance 

parents placed on cultural activities was no longer a significant negative predictor of 

educational ability at age five once cultural capital’s links to educational ability were removed. 

However, unlike at age three, it did not become a significant positive predictor although it was 

very close to being so (p =0.051). 

As well as these repeated findings, there are also some distinct variables which become 

significant predictors in the age five model once cultural capital’s educational pathway is 

removed from the model which did not occur at age three. Parental reading was one such 

variable. After having no significant association in the original model, the removal of cultural 

capital’s educational pathway resulted in parental reading being a significant predictor of age 

five educational ability. Having parents who read now resulted in higher educational ability at 

age five. This result means that at age five, two of my four parental cultural capital variables 

(parental reading and parental library usage) are significant and positive predictors of 

educational ability when cultural capital’s educational links aren’t taken into account despite 

none of them being significant positive predictors when cultural capital’s educational link is 

included. 

How happy parents were with their child’s access to activities also became a significant 

predictor of educational ability at age five once cultural capital’s educational links were 

removed from the model. Once cultural capital’s links were removed, the happier parents were 

with their child’s access to activities, the greater their child’s educational ability at age five. 

Household income also went from having no significant association with educational ability at 

age five to having a significant association once cultural capital’s educational links are removed 

from the model. After cultural capital’s links were removed, the higher a household’s income, 

the higher the child’s educational ability at age five. It is worth pointing out that household 

income was already significant in the age three model. 

Finally, I introduced a pathway between educational ability at age three and educational ability 

at age five. This model essentially reflects the progress in the child’s educational ability 

between age three and age five and which factors are associated with any change. This will 
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help determine if a child’s cultural capital is associated with any changes in educational ability 

between age three and age five. Below you can see a diagram of the full model including this 

link between educational ability at age three and age five.   
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Table 41. SEM diagram for full model. Only pathways significant at 5% level shown. Circles = latent constructs; rectangles = observed variables.  



163 

 

Table 42. Unstandardized direct effects of model predicting educational ability at age five, 

including pathway from educational ability at age three 

Educational ability 

(age five) 

 

Coeff. 

Stand. 

Error 
z Sig. level 

Social class 0.008 0.027 0.31 0.760 

Parental education level 0.007 0.029 0.26 0.795 

Parental cultural capital 

Parental reading 0.015 0.024 0.62 0.533 

Parental library usage 0.013 0.023 0.57 0.567 

Parental creative writing 0.015 0.022 0.67 0.505 

Importance of cultural activities -0.015 0.032 -0.48 0.630 

Other background variables 

Number of books in the household -0.006 0.025 -0.22 0.823 

Female -0.107 0.024 -4.41 0.000 

SIMD 0.014 0.024 0.59 0.557 

First born 0.029 0.024 1.22 0.224 

Sibling born -0.008 0.022 -0.38 0.707 

Urban-rural classification 0.026 0.023 1.16 0.247 

Access to cultural activities 0.020 0.022 0.90 0.366 

Childcare usage -0.007 0.021 -0.36 0.719 

Household income -0.012 0.027 -0.44 0.662 

Cultural capital 

Formal cultural activities 0.046 0.069 0.68 0.499 

Reading 0.024 0.025 0.93 0.351 

     

Educational ability (age 3) 0.852 0.042 20.13 0.000 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001; N = 3,104 

Once we have controlled for age three educational ability, only the child’s gender was 

associated with progress in educational ability. The educational ability of boys increased 

significantly more than girls between age three and age five. Girls still have significantly higher 
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educational ability scores at age five, as shown by the model before educational ability at age 

three was included; however, the initial gap between boys and girls at age three narrows by age 

five. Both the child’s reading and formal cultural activities had no significant association with 

change in educational ability between age three and age five. 

Discussion 

Our key result from this section of the model is that a child’s cultural capital is educationally 

beneficial in early childhood. At both age three and age five, the more cultural capital a child 

had, the greater their educational ability. Both the reading and formal cultural activities 

components have their own distinct educational benefits, independent of each other and a host 

of background factors. This backs up what I had found in the previous chapter but importantly 

controls for a number of other crucial potential pathways.  

My finding that cultural capital is educationally beneficial is even more important given that I 

have shown earlier in the same model that cultural capital is an unequal resource. Cultural 

capital has been shown to be most readily accessible to those children most advantaged by 

socio-economic circumstances while those children who accumulate the least cultural capital 

tend to be those who were already disadvantaged in many other ways. Because of this fact, 

cultural capital’s educational benefits might be seen as a contributing factor towards 

educational inequalities in early childhood.  

However, despite finding cultural capital had a significant effect on a child’s educational ability 

at both age three and age five, once we included a pathway from educational ability at age three 

to age five, the child’s cultural capital no longer had a significant effect on educational ability 

at age five. This indicates that the child’s cultural capital had no effect on the progress of their 

educational ability between age three and age five. It appears cultural capital’s main 

educational benefits are already in place when the child is aged three. It is important to note 

that the only factor within the model that had a significant effect on the child’s educational 

ability at age five was gender with boys’ educational ability increasing between age three and 

five.  

I have again found evidence that both the reading and formal cultural activities components of 

cultural capital are educationally beneficial. I believe this provides strong evidence against the 

claims of other scholars (Crook, 1997; De Graaf et al., 2000) that only the reading element of 

cultural capital provides educational benefits.  
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It is important to note that despite cultural capital’s educational effect, a number of key socio-

economic factors were still associated with the child’s educational ability. This indicates that 

while I have shown cultural capital may indeed be a cause of educational inequalities in early 

childhood, it is by no means the sole contributing factor. In particular, the educational effects 

of social class are very noteworthy. Children from higher social classes have higher educational 

ability at age three and age five even after I control for social class’ paths to the number of 

children’s books in the household and both the child and parents’ cultural capital. Social class 

has strong indirect effects on educational ability through its relationship to these other channels 

but yet it still has a significant educational effect which cannot be explained by these channels.  

A huge benefit to structural equation modelling is that I was able to explore the issue of 

mediation in a much more sophisticated manner to the previous chapter. There are a number 

of key demographic variables whose relationship to a child’s educational ability is mediated 

by the child’s cultural capital. Perhaps the most important of these variables is parental 

education level.  

I found that parental education level’s educational effects on a child were ‘fully mediated’ 

(Little et al., 2007) by the child’s cultural capital. Children from parents with higher 

qualifications had higher levels of educational ability but these educational benefits came 

entirely through parental education level’s path to a child’s cultural capital. It seems that a key 

educational benefit of having parents with higher educational qualifications is the increased 

likelihood of reading books every day and being taken to more formal cultural activities. Highly 

educated parents who do not transmit their advantage to their children via the accumulation of 

cultural capital in early childhood will not see their children feel the educational benefits of 

their high educational qualifications. In this way, we can see how cultural capital might be seen 

as a way of transferring a family’s socio-economic benefits into educational benefits for their 

child.  

Parental cultural capital’s link to educational ability forms a fascinating part of my results. 

Looking solely at direct effects, I found that only one parental cultural capital variable was 

significantly associated with a child’s educational ability – how important parents thought 

cultural activities were. However, this variable was negatively associated with a child’s 

educational ability; the more important parents thought cultural activities were, the lower the 

child’s educational ability. We might therefore be tempted to conclude that parental cultural 

capital levels have no impact on a child’s educational ability. We might even be tempted to go 
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further and suggest that parental cultural capital has a negative effect on a child’s educational 

ability and that more would need to be done to support children of parents high in cultural 

capital. However, once I explored the extent to which a child’s cultural capital mediated 

parental cultural capital’s educational effects, we saw a vastly different picture.  

These results suggested that a child’s cultural capital completely mediates any educational 

benefits that parental cultural capital brings. It shows very clearly that the importance of 

parental cultural capital for a child’s educational success is entirely dependent on it being 

utilised in the child’s accumulation of cultural capital. If a parents’ cultural capital translates 

into the child’s cultural capital then parental cultural capital’s educational benefits come to 

fruition. I believe this result demonstrates the importance of the transmission of cultural capital 

in early childhood, without which parents can’t pass on their cultural capital benefits. Without 

the child experiencing cultural activities and reading for themselves there is no positive benefit 

to parental cultural capital in terms of early educational ability; indeed, my results seem to 

suggest that parental cultural capital actually would have a negative effect here. 

Our result which showed the importance parents placed on cultural activities having a negative 

effect on educational ability seems to suggest there is something educationally detrimental 

about a child having parents who value the importance of cultural activities but that child not 

getting to actually participate in those activities. While this result is certainly strange, what it 

does help emphasize is the importance of action in the transmission of cultural capital. Simply 

having parents who value the importance of cultural activities is not enough, this must translate 

into participation in said cultural activities; the transmission of cultural capital seems very 

much like an active process in early childhood. 

Household income was another background measure whose educational effects were in some 

way mediated by the child’s cultural capital. At age five, household income does not have a 

significant direct effect on educational ability; however, looking at my model without cultural 

capital’s educational links, we see that at age five, household income’s effect on educational 

ability is entirely mediated by cultural capital. This suggests that unless a family’s household 

income is used to provide the child with increased cultural capital, then this money will not in 

and of itself have an educational benefit on the child at age five. However, at age three 

household income does have a significant direct effect on educational ability. This suggests 

that at age three, household income has educational benefits outside of its ability to pay for 

cultural activities.  
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The deprivation level of the area where the child lives is another variable whose relationship 

to educational achievement was mediated by cultural capital; once I removed cultural capital’s 

educational link, deprivation level’s direct effects on educational ability were significant after 

being non-significant to begin with. It seems therefore that what is educationally beneficial 

about living in a lesser deprived area and conversely what is negative about living in a more 

deprived area is to do with the cultural experiences and opportunities that this offers or restricts. 

I had initially thought this might be explained by the fact that more deprived areas may lack 

access to cultural activities. However, after including a path between SIMD and how happy 

parents were with access to cultural activities in a separate model, the level of deprivation’s 

effect on educational ability was still mediated by cultural capital. This suggests two things: 

either the level of deprivation affects a child’s cultural capital in a way outside of a lack of 

access; or my variable measuring how happy parents were with access to activities isn’t an 

entirely accurate proxy for a child’s access to cultural activities. It is likely that actually both 

of these reasons may in fact be true.  

Another measure whose educational effects are fully mediated by the child’s cultural capital is 

how happy parents were with access to activities for their children. This variable had no 

significant direct effect on a child’s educational ability at either age but once cultural capital’s 

link to educational ability was removed, happiness with access to activities was a significant 

predictor of educational ability at age five although not at age three. This seems a rather 

straightforward result to explain; having good access to activities is only beneficial for a child’s 

educational ability if it results in the child actually using those activities. Conversely, if a 

child’s access to activities is limited, this will negatively affect the child’s educational 

development but only if this lack of access results in lower participation in cultural activities. 

When I removed cultural capital’s link to educational ability, having had a sibling born since 

the survey started had a significant negative effect on a child’s educational ability at age three 

and age five despite initially being non-significant. This meant that any detrimental educational 

effect having a sibling born could have was seemingly down to the detrimental effect having a 

new sibling born had on a child’s cultural capital. This shows how important it is that policies 

help to equalise access to cultural activities for children in larger families and for children with 

new-born siblings.  
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6. Changes in cultural capital over 

early childhood 

 

One of the major benefits of having longitudinal data is being able to look at change (Caruana 

et al., 2015). In this chapter, I will explore whether the accumulation of cultural capital and the 

educational effects of cultural capital are constant over early childhood. I also want to explore 

whether any changes in cultural capital across this period are largely universal changes or 

whether they vary among individuals according to certain factors.  

Changes in cultural capital over time 

To begin with I will look at whether there are any changes in a child’s cultural capital over 

time before looking at whether any factors are associated with changes in the child’s cultural 

capital over time.  

Cultural voraciousness and cultural omnivorousness 

First, I will explore changes in cultural omnivorousness and voraciousness between age two 

and four. Table 43 shows the distribution of cultural omnivorousness from age two to four.   

Table 43. Distribution of cultural omnivorousness (age two and age four). 

 Age 2 Age 4 

Cultural 

Omnivorousness 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 

No activities 510 11.3 % 122 3.1 % 

One activity 1,393 30.9 % 516 12.9 % 

Two activities 1,439 31.9 % 1,037 26.0 % 

Three activities 861 19.1 % 1,292 32.3 % 

Four activities 309 6.8 % 1,027 25.7 % 

Total 4,512 100 % 3,994 100 % 
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One noticeable difference between the two ages is that much more children participated in one 

or fewer different cultural activities at age two than age four. At age two, 42.2% of the children 

had participated in one or fewer cultural activities. However, by age four this percentage had 

shrunk considerably to 16%. Consequently, the number of children with high levels of cultural 

omnivorousness grew considerably between age two and age four. At age two, around a quarter 

of children (25.9%) participated in three or more different cultural activities; however, by age 

four, this percentage had more than doubled to 58.1%.  

We find a similar pattern when looking at cultural voraciousness. Figure 22 shows the 

distribution of the cultural voraciousness measures across age two and age four. Similarly to 

cultural omnivorousness, we see that the distribution of cultural voraciousness has clearly 

shifted towards higher cultural voraciousness values at age four. 

 

Figure 22. Distribution of cultural voraciousness at age two and age four (%). Green - 

age two; white - age four. N = 4,508 at age 2 and N = 3,994 at age 4. 

There seems to be some clear evidence of a change in cultural omnivorousness and cultural 

voraciousness levels between age two and age four with an upwards trend noticeable. However, 

what is not clear from the descriptive statistics I have shown is the amount of change 

individuals experience in their cultural omnivorousness between age two and age four. For 
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example, we cannot tell whether everyone experiences a similar level of change between the 

two sweeps. 

I therefore decided to create variables which show how much change in cultural 

omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness each child experienced from age two to age four. 

Positive values indicate an increase in cultural omnivorousness or cultural voraciousness as the 

child ages, negative values indicate a decrease and zero means the child had the same level at 

age two and age four. Below in Table 44 you can see the distribution of this variable for cultural 

omnivorousness:  

Table 44. Change in cultural omnivorousness between age two and age four. Age four 

minus age two.  

Change in cultural 

omnivorousness 
Freq. Percent 

 

-3 6 0.2 %  

-2 50 1.3 % Decrease (9.8%) 

-1 326 8.3 %  

0 1,107 28.2 % No change (28.2%) 

1 1,443 36.7 % 

Increase (62.1%) 
2 784 19.9 % 

3 196 5.0 % 

4 20 0.5 % 

Total 3,932 100 %  

 

While you can see from the above table that the majority of children (62.1%) experience some 

kind of increase in cultural omnivorousness between age two and age four, this is certainly not 

a uniform increase. You can also see that over a quarter of children (28.2%) see no change in 

their cultural omnivorousness between sweep 2 and sweep 4.  

I now move on to look at the change in cultural voraciousness between age two and age four. 

Figure 23 shows that the distribution of change in cultural voraciousness looks to be normally 

distributed. Looking at the mean cultural voraciousness change, we find it is a change of 1.7. 

This fits with my graph which looks to be normally distributed around about this figure.  
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Figure 23. Distribution of change in cultural voraciousness between age two and age four 

(%). Line of normal distribution added. N = 3,931. 

Given that I have seen some evidence to suggest that there are slight changes in cultural 

omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness between the two sweeps, I wanted to explore 

whether any background factors helped predict a child’s change in cultural omnivorousness 

from sweep 2 to sweep 4.  

To do this I ran regressions on the variables I created which showed the change score in cultural 

omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness from sweep two to sweep four. I controlled for 

parental cultural capital and those background variables I have previously used in my earlier 

models using cultural omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness. The table of the regression 

results is below: 
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Table 45. Regression analysis of factors predicting change in cultural omnivorousness 

and cultural voraciousness between age two and age four. *p< .05, **p<.01, ***p<0.001.  

Change in cultural capital 

Cultural 

Omnivorousness 

Change 

Cultural 

Voraciousness 

Change 

Coef. Std. Err. Coef. Std. Err. 

Social Class of family     

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
    

2. Intermediate occupations 0.049 0.057 0.152 0.133 

3. Small employers etc 0.008 0.078 0.095 0.180 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
0.133 0.073 0.361* 0.169 

5. Semi-routine and routine occupations -0.036 0.067 0.047 0.155 

6. Never worked 0.103 0.164 0.572 0.380 

Parental Education Level     

Degree or equivalent (reference)     

Vocational qualification or below 

degree 
-0.049 0.048 -0.268* 0.110 

Higher Grade or equivalent 0.003 0.087 -0.225 0.202 

Standard Grade or equivalent -0.096 0.069 -0.256 0.160 

Rural-urban classification     

Large urban (reference)     

Other urban 0.031 0.044 0.111 0.102 

Small, accessible towns 0.212** 0.064 0.413** 0.147 

Small remote towns 0.150 0.103 0.487* 0.239 

Accessible rural 0.017 0.061 -0.059 0.141 

Remote rural 0.017 0.081 -0.024 0.187 

Number of parents who read 0.011 0.027 0.038 0.063 

Parental library usage     

Don’t use library (reference)     

Use library sometimes -0.207*** 0.039 -0.240** 0.090 

Use library often -0.337*** 0.055 -1.065*** 0.126 
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Parental creative writing -0.107 0.056 -0.099 0.130 

Female 0.032 0.035 0.022 0.082 

First born 0.049 0.039 0.221* 0.090 

Sibling born -0.024 0.041 -0.178 0.095 

Household income 0.005* 0.002 0.008 0.004 

Number of books in the house     

0-10 -0.245** 0.084 -0.626** 0.194 

11-20 -0.009 0.060 -0.273* 0.139 

21-30 -0.030 0.050 -0.034 0.115 

30+ (reference)     

Importance of cultural activities     

Not at all important  0.655*** 0.096 0.961*** 0.223 

Not really important 0.380*** 0.057 0.408*** 0.132 

Neither important nor unimportant 0.263*** 0.056 0.204 0.130 

Quite important 0.145** 0.051 0.136 0.118 

Very important (reference)     

Access to cultural activities     

Very happy with the range of activities 

(reference) 

    

Quite happy with the range of activities 0.190*** 0.049 0.307** 0.113 

Would like child to have slightly more 

access 
0.076 0.053 0.192 0.123 

Would like child to have much more 

access 
0.090 0.065 0.208 0.151 

SIMD     

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived (ref)     

7.7472 - 13.5627 -0.058 0.055 -0.163 0.127 

13.5640 - 21.0436 -0.068 0.057 -0.081 0.133 

21.0521 - 33.6982 -0.152* 0.062 -0.310* 0.143 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived -0.062 0.064 -0.152 0.148 

Use childcare 0.057 0.038 0.118 0.089 

Constant 0.500*** 0.110 1.326*** 0.256 

N 3,560 3,559 
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Neither social class nor parental education level have any significant effect on a child’s change 

in cultural omnivorousness. However, both have a significant association with changes in a 

child’s cultural voraciousness. Children from NS-SEC social class category 4 – lower 

supervisory and technical occupations – saw more of an increase in their cultural voraciousness 

from age two to age four than children from the highest social class category. Children whose 

parents’ highest educational qualification was a vocational degree saw less of an increase in 

their cultural voraciousness compared to children whose parents had a degree or equivalent.  

The urban-rural classification of where a child lives had a significant association with changes 

in both cultural omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness. Compared to children living in a 

large urban location, children living in small accessible towns saw significantly more of an 

increase in cultural omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness over time. For cultural 

voraciousness, children living in small remote towns also saw more of an increase compared 

to children living in large urban areas.  

Interestingly, parental library usage was a negative predictor of a child’s change in cultural 

omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness. Compared to children whose parents never used 

the library, children whose parents used the library sometimes or often experienced less of an 

increase in their cultural omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness; children whose parents 

used the library often had less of an increase in cultural omnivorousness compared to children 

whose parents don’t use the library – by around a third of an activity. A similar pattern was 

found for another parental cultural capital measure – how important parents think cultural 

activities are. Children whose parents thought cultural activities were less important saw more 

of an increase in cultural omnivorousness and voraciousness between age two and age four; 

nearly two-thirds of an activity in their cultural omnivorousness compared to children whose 

parents thought cultural activities were very important. The other two parental cultural capital 

variables – parental reading and parental creative writing – had no significant effect. 

To better explore how these parental cultural capital variables were associated with change, I 

ran graphs showing the mean scores of cultural omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness 

across time categorised by these parental cultural capital measures. Figure 24 shows how 

cultural voraciousness scores change over time by parental library usage while Figure 25 shows 

how cultural voraciousness scores change over time by how important parents thought cultural 

activities were.  
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We can see from Figure 24 that while cultural voraciousness is highly associated with parental 

library usage at both ages, the gap between children whose parents use the library often and 

other children narrows between age two and age four. For instance, the gap in cultural 

voraciousness score between children whose parents use the library often and those children 

whose parents don’t use the library is 3.54 at age two but has reduced to 2.45 at age four. While 

you can see that higher parental library usage is associated with less of an increase in cultural 

voraciousness, you see that children whose parents use the library often still experience an 

increase in cultural voraciousness between age two and four.  

 

Figure 24. Mean cultural voraciousness by parental library usage (age two) over time 

(age two and age four). 

We see a very similar pattern when we look at Figure 25 which shows us mean cultural 

omnivorousness scores over time, categorised by how important a child’s parents thought 

cultural activities were. We can see that the importance parents placed upon cultural activities 

is highly associated with cultural omnivorousness at age two and age four with children’s 

cultural omnivorousness ranked in order of the five categories of response. However, we see 

that the gap in cultural omnivorousness between children whose parents thought cultural 

activities were ‘very important’ and those who thought they were ‘not at all important’ narrows 

between age two and age four. The gap in cultural omnivorousness score between these 

children was 1.41 at age two, yet has nearly halfed to 0.74 at age four. We see that even though 
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the gap narrows there is still a noticeable divide between those children whose parents thought 

cultural activities were ‘very important’ or ‘quite important’ and all other children.    

 

Figure 25. Mean cultural omnivorousness over time by how important parents thought 

cultural activities were.  

Access to cultural activities was also a significant predictor of change in cultural 

omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness; compared to children whose parents were very 

happy with the range of activities, children whose parents were quite happy saw greater 

increases in both measures. 

The level of deprivation in which the child lives also affects the child’s change in cultural 

omnivorousness and voraciousness. Compared to those children living in the least deprived 

quintile, children living in the second most deprived quintile experienced less of an increase in 

their cultural omnivorousness between age two and age four. Household income was a 

significant predictor of change in cultural omnivorousness; those with higher household 

incomes saw greater increases in their levels of cultural omnivorousness between the two 

sweeps. This had no significant association with changes in cultural voraciousness. First born 

children experienced a greater increase in their cultural voraciousness between age to and age 

four. There was no significant association for changes in cultural omnivorousness.  
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The number of children’s books in the household also had a significant association with 

changes in a child’s cultural omnivorousness and voraciousness over time. Compared to 

children who had over 30 books in the household, children with 10 or less books experienced 

less of an increase in cultural omnivorousness (by around a quarter of an activity) while 

children with 20 or less books experienced less of an increase in cultural voraciousness. 

Looking at Figure 26 which shows mean cultural omnivorousness over time categorised by 

number of children’s books in the house, we see a visual representation of children with 10 

books or less experiencing less of an increase in their cultural omnivorousness than children 

with more books between age two and age four. The gap in cultural omnivorousness between 

these children and all other children widens between age two and age four.  

 

Figure 26. Mean cultural omnivorousness over time by the number of children's books in 

the household at age three. 

The child’s gender, childcare usage and whether the child had a sibling born since the survey 

started had no significant association with changes in cultural omnivorousness or 

voraciousness.  

Perhaps the most intriguing result from this regression is the effect parental library usage and 

how important parents thought cultural activities were had on a child’s change in cultural 

omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness from age two to age four. Having parents who 

didn’t use the library at age two and whose parents thought cultural activities were less 
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important were associated with greater increases in cultural omnivorousness and voraciousness 

than parents who did use the library and who thought cultural activities were important. This 

result seems initially very strange – two of the largest predictors of cultural omnivorousness 

and voraciousness at both age two and age four is now a significant negative predictor of 

increases in both.  

One possible explanation for this is that these two elements of parental cultural capital were 

shown in Chapter 1 to have a very strong association with cultural voraciousness and cultural 

omnivorousness at age two and children with higher cultural omnivorousness and cultural 

voraciousness scores at age two experience less of an increase by age four in these elements of 

cultural capital. Indeed, if I include age two cultural omnivorousness and cultural 

voraciousness in the respective models of change then we see they are huge negative predictors 

of change. The lower a child’s cultural omnivorousness at age two, the larger the increase they 

will see in their cultural omnivorousness by age four. 

We can see further evidence of this by looking at the mean change in cultural omnivorousness 

between age two and age four, separated by the child’s initial cultural omnivorousness. From 

Table 46 below you can see that the amount of change in cultural omnivorousness is inversely 

related to a child’s initial level of cultural omnivorousness. 

Table 46. Mean change in cultural omnivorousness between age two and age four by 

initial cultural omnivorousness score at age two. 

Cultural omnivorousness 

at age two 

Mean change in cultural 

omnivorousness 

Mean score at 

age four 
Freq. 

0 + 1.63 1.63 422 

1 + 1.24 2.24 1,181 

2 + 0.78 2.78 1,266 

3 + 0.30 3.30 780 

4 - 0.45 3.55 283 

Total + 0.82 2.65 3,932 

 

One possible explanation for this result is that those children with high levels of cultural 

omnivorousness at age two have less scope to increase their cultural omnivorousness and 

cultural voraciousness due to the bounded nature of my measures; the maximum number of 

different activities a child can be recorded as having done for cultural omnivorousness is four. 
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Over a quarter of children (26%) at age two score three or above on my cultural 

omnivorousness measure. For these children, the maximum increase they can experience is a 

score of one. In contrast, for the 42% of children who participated in one or fewer different 

activities at age two, there is the possibility of them scoring above one in terms of increase in 

cultural omnivorousness.  

As discussed in the Methods, I do have a variable for parental library usage measured when 

the child is aged six. As also discussed, there are theoretical and methodological issues with 

using this variable and so I will present the results here cautiously (results in appendix- Tables 

70 and 71).   

I found that if I substituted this age six parental library usage variable into the model in the 

place of the age two parental library usage measure then I found the opposite relationship; 

children whose parents used the library experienced greater increases in both cultural 

voraciousness and cultural omnivorousness between age two and age four. If both measures of 

parental library usage were included in the model I found that the age two measure still had a 

significant negative association with change in cultural omnivorousness and voraciousness 

over time and the age six measure was still significantly and positively associated with change 

in both cultural voraciousness and omnivorousness. I also included a measure for change in 

parental library usage and this was positively associated with both change in cultural 

voraciousness and cultural omnivorousness; the more parents increased their library usage over 

time, the more children’s cultural capital increased over time. 

Figure 27 uses my two parental library usage measures to create a measure which details 

whether parents: used the library in both measures; used the library at age two but no longer; 

use the library at age six but didn’t at age two; and those who didn’t use the library in either 

sweep. This provides us with some fascinating results. We see that for those children whose 

parents either used the library in both sweeps or didn’t use the library in either sweep, their 

changes in cultural omnivorousness are very similar. However, what is fascinating is the 

difference between children whose parents used the library in one sweep but not the other. At 

age two, children whose parents used the library at age two but not at age six had much higher 

cultural omnivorousness than those children whose parents didn’t use the library at age two but 

did so at age six. However, when we look at age four, we see that the difference in cultural 

omnivorousness between these children has converged so much that those children whose 

parents didn’t use the library at age two but did at age six score higher on cultural 
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omnivorousness at age four. This is a dramatic change from age two and seems to indicate that 

changes in parental cultural capital over childhood can result in changes in the child’s cultural 

capital.  

 

Figure 27. Mean cultural omnivorousness over time by combined measure of parental 

library usage between age two and age six. 

 

Reading 

Because I have more than two time points with data on how often a child read, I could not 

create a simple change variable as we had done for cultural omnivorousness and cultural 

voraciousness. I instead therefore decided to explore change in a child’s reading using the 

multilevel model for change (Singer and Willett, 2003). This technique allows us to fully 

benefit from having four time points when reading was measured and allows me to explore 

both within-person and between-person variation in reading over time.  

I will begin by running an unconditional means model (Model 3.0) and an unconditional growth 

model (Model 3.1). These are simple models which allow me to see where the variation in the 

dependent variable lies and also provides me with a baseline model to compare subsequent 

models against (Singer and Willett, 2003).  

 

1
.5

2
2
.5

3

C
u

lt
u
ra

l 
o
m

n
iv

o
ro

u
s
n
e
s
s

2 4
Age

 Don't use at either age  Use only at age 2 

 Use only at age 6  Use at both ages 

  

Parental library usage at age 2 and age 6



181 

 

Table 47. Multilevel analysis of child’s reading. Model 3.0 = unconditional means model; 

Model 3.1 = unconditional growth model; Model 3.2 = Full model. N = 3,778. 

Reading 

Model 3.0 Model 3.1 Model 3.2 

Coef. S.E Coef. S.E Coef. S.E 

Constant 6.319 0.02 6.445 0.04 6.324 0.13 

Age   -0.036 0.01 -0.048 0.02 

Variance components 

Level 1 

Within-person  1.554 0.02 1.379 0.02 1.383 0.02 

Level 2  

Initial status 0.873 0.03 2.037 0.16 1.849 0.15 

Rate of change   0.108 0.01 0.115 0.01 

Covariance   -0.350 0.04 -0.384 0.04 

Log Likelihood -25234.5 -25163.2 -24629.3 

Deviance 50469.0 50326.4 49258.6 

Deviance change - 142.6*** 1067.8*** 

 

Model 3.0 refers to the unconditional means model (Singer and Willett, 2003). This model does 

not use any predictors and simply describes and divides the variation in my dependent variable, 

here reading frequency. My constant coefficient tells me that over the four sweeps of data, 

children on average read 6.3 days a week. I found that nearly two-thirds (64%) of the variation 

in reading scores is attributable to within-person variation. Model 3.0 shows evidence that 

reading varies across time. Therefore, in Model 3.1, the child’s age has been added as a 

predictor to the model.  

We see from the constant coefficient from Model 3.1 that the mean initial reading frequency 

for this model is 6.4; that is, children read books around 6 days a week at age two. From the 

age coefficient, we also see that there is a negative trajectory to this model of -0.036. This 

indicates that on average the number of days a child reads per week decreases by 0.036 per 

year. The covariance of Model 3.1 tells me that there is a negative correlation between the 

number of days a child read at age two and their rate of change in reading frequency; the more 

a child read at age two, the less their reading frequency will grow over time.  
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Between Model 3.0 and 3.1, there has been a reduction in the deviance by 142.5 and 

examination of the chi-square test indicates that the introduction of age into the model was 

beneficial. 

Between Model 3.0 and Model 3.1, there has been an 11% reduction in within-person variation 

which indicates that 11% of the within-person variation we saw in Model 3.0 was associated 

with the rate of change. There is variation between children in terms of both their initial level 

of reading frequency at age two and also their rate of change in the number of days per week 

they read over time. This suggests it would be beneficial to include between-person predictors 

to look at both variation in initial state and change over time in reading. Model 3.2 will 

therefore introduce these predictors at both levels. This model looked at factors affecting the 

initial state of a child’s reading frequency and also factors which might affect the rate of change 

in reading frequency across time. The full results of this model are shown below.  

Table 48. Multilevel analysis of reading. Full model (Model 3.2). N = 3,778 

Reading Coeff. Std. Err. z P>z 

Initial Status 

Social Class of family     

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
    

2. Intermediate occupations -0.053 0.049 -1.08 0.280 

3. Small employers etc -0.102 0.068 -1.50 0.133 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
-0.158 0.063 -2.53 0.012 

5. Semi-routine and routine occupations -0.163 0.057 -2.84 0.004 

6. Never worked -0.300 0.139 -2.16 0.030 

Parental Education Level     

Degree or equivalent (reference)     

Vocational qualification or below 

degree 
-0.136 0.043 -3.20 0.001 

Higher Grade or equivalent -0.057 0.079 -0.73 0.467 

Standard Grade or equivalent -0.451 0.062 -7.25 0.000 
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Number of parents who read 0.120 0.025 4.86 0.000 

Parental library usage     

Don’t use library (reference)     

Use library sometimes 0.075 0.035 2.13 0.033 

Use library often 0.263 0.049 5.33 0.000 

Parental creative writing 0.053 0.051 1.03 0.303 

Importance of cultural activities     

Not at all important  -0.197 0.088 -2.23 0.026 

Not really important -0.139 0.052 -2.68 0.007 

Neither important nor unimportant -0.077 0.051 -1.50 0.133 

Quite important -0.004 0.046 -0.08 0.933 

Very important (reference)     

Rural-urban classification     

Large urban (reference)     

Other urban -0.006 0.039 -0.15 0.877 

Small, accessible towns 0.025 0.056 0.45 0.655 

Small remote towns 0.257 0.089 2.88 0.004 

Accessible rural 0.116 0.051 2.28 0.023 

Remote rural 0.115 0.073 1.59 0.113 

Female 0.070 0.080 0.88 0.381 

First born 0.379 0.034 11.17 0.000 

Sibling born -0.048 0.038 -1.26 0.209 

Household income (£1,000) 0.003 0.002 2.17 0.030 

Number of books in the house     

0-10 -0.077 0.118 -0.65 0.513 

11-20 -0.218 0.104 -2.09 0.036 

21-30 0.017 0.110 0.15 0.878 

30+ (reference)     

Access to cultural activities     

Very happy with the range of activities 

(reference) 

    

Quite happy with the range of activities -0.042 0.044 -0.94 0.345 
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Would like child to have slightly more 

access 
-0.062 0.048 -1.29 0.198 

Would like child to have much more 

access 
-0.146 0.059 -2.47 0.014 

SIMD     

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived  

(reference) 
    

7.7472 - 13.5627 -0.038 0.050 -0.76 0.446 

13.5640 - 21.0436 -0.017 0.052 -0.33 0.739 

21.0521 - 33.6982 -0.111 0.056 -1.98 0.048 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived -0.147 0.058 -2.55 0.011 

Use childcare 0.211 0.089 2.37 0.018 

Age -0.048 0.024 -2.00 0.045 

Rate of change 

Female 0.072 0.021 3.39 0.001 

Number of books in the house     

0-10 -0.222 0.041 -5.43 0.000 

11-20 -0.025 0.032 -0.78 0.434 

21-30 -0.070 0.031 -2.25 0.024 

30+ (reference)     

Childcare -0.060 0.024 -2.51 0.012 

     

Constant 6.324 0.125 50.52 0.000 

 

Variance components Estimate Std. Err. 

Level 2   

Rate of change 0.115 0.011 

Initial status 1.849 0.152 

Covariance -0.384 0.039 

Level 1   

Within person 1.383 0.024 
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Between Model 3.1 and 3.2, the deviance statistic was reduced by 1067.86 and the chi-square 

test confirmed that the introduction of background factors to explain between-person variation 

improved the model greatly.    

Social class and parental education level were both significantly associated with a child’s initial 

level of reading frequency. Children from higher social classes and those with parents with 

higher educational qualifications read more often at age two. Children whose parents’ highest 

educational qualification was a Standard Grade or below read or were read to 0.45 days less a 

week at age two than children whose parents had a degree. All but one parental cultural capital 

variable were associated with the child’s reading frequency at age two. The more parents read 

for pleasure, used the library and valued the importance of cultural activities, the more their 

child read at age two. Children whose parents use the library often read on 0.26 more days per 

week at age two than those whose parents don’t use the library. Whether parents did creative 

writing had no significant association with a child’s initial reading frequency.  

The urban-rural classification of where the child lives, whether the child was a first born, 

household income, the number of children’s books in the house, parents’ happiness with their 

child’s access to activities, the level of deprivation of the area the child lives and whether the 

child used childcare regularly were all significantly associated with a child’s initial reading 

frequency level. Children who lived in more rural areas, were first borns, had higher household 

income, had a higher number of children’s books in the house, had parents who were happy 

with their access to activities, lived in a less deprived area and used childcare regularly read 

more often at age two. 

There was no significant difference between boys and girls in terms of their initial reading 

frequency level. Having a sibling born since the survey started also had no significant 

association.  

I found that as children age, the amount they read every week decreases by a quarter of a day 

per year. The amount girls read increased as the child aged (an increase in 0.07 days per week 

being read to per year compared to boys). The more children’s books in a child’s house, the 

more their reading frequency increased as the child aged (Children with 0-10 books saw 0.22 

days less of an increase per year in the amount of days they read per week compared to children 

with 30 or more books). Those children who used childcare regularly saw a decline in how 

often they read over time.  
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It is interesting that we saw regular childcare use associated with an initial benefit for a child’s 

reading but then that also saw it was associated with a decline over time in how often a child 

read. Children who used childcare regularly read on 0.21 more days a week at age two. 

However, regular childcare usage was associated with less of an increase in reading over time 

(0.06 days per year). I decided to calculate what these two results meant in tandem. Below you 

can see how these two results affect change in reading frequency over time for someone who 

used childcare regularly. 

Table 49. Effect that regular childcare usage has on a child's reading (0-7) over time. 

Age 2 3 4 5 

Benefit of regular 

childcare usage 
+0.21 +0.15 +0.09 +0.03 

 

The above table shows that the initial boost in reading frequency which childcare usage 

provides at age two is strong enough that my finding that childcare usage is associated with a 

decline in reading over time translates more into a narrowing of this initial benefit.  

 

Changes in cultural capital’s relationship with educational ability 

I now move on to look at whether cultural capital’s educational effects are the same across 

time. To do this I will again employ the multilevel model for change for both of my educational 

tests. This will help me to determine whether a child’s cultural capital is one of the factors 

associated with differences in the rate of change in test scores over time.  

Naming Vocabulary 

To begin with I will look at Naming Vocabulary scores over time. Again, I will begin by 

running the unconditional means model (Model 4.0). 

We can see from the constant coefficient of Model 4.0 that the average Naming Vocabulary 

score across both tests is about 56. I found that 59.5% of the total variation in Naming 

Vocabulary scores is attributable to within-person variation. There is evidence that Naming 

Vocabulary test scores are associated with a child’s age and so I introduce age as a factor to 

Model 4.1 – the unconditional growth model.  
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Model 4.1 shows that the mean initial Naming Vocabulary test score at age three is 46. From 

the age coefficient, we see that on average, a child’s test scores increase by 3.35 marks per 

year; therefore, between the age three and age five test, the child’s scores increase on average 

by 6.7 marks. From the negative covariance value, we see that the higher a child scores on their 

Naming Vocabulary score at age three, the less their Naming Vocabulary score will grow over 

time.  

Table 50. Multilevel analysis of Naming Vocabulary scores. Model 4.0 = unconditional 

means model; Model 4.1 = unconditional growth model; Model 4.2 = Full model excluding 

child’s cultural omnivorousness and reading as predictors; Model 4.3 = Full model.  

Naming 

 Vocabulary 

Model 4.0 Model 4.1 Model 4.2 Model 4.3 

Coef. S.E Coef. S.E Coef. S.E Coef. S.E 

Constant 56.06 0.17 46.01 0.36 42.06 1.10 36.48 1.31 

Age   3.35 0.10 3.78 0.20 3.62 0.20 

Variance components 

Level 1 

Within-person 83.44 2.16 38.21 538.55 36.91 631.82 37.10 474.27 

Level 2 

Initial status 56.74 2.73 246.05 2692.8 217.98 3159.1 216.73 2371.4 

Rate of change   11.19 269.28 11.35 315.91 11.56 237.14 

Covariance   -44.47 807.83 -42.73 947.72 -43.24 711.41 

Log Likelihood -25501.4 -24946.3 -24610.2 -24577.18 

Deviance 51002.8 49892.6 49220.4 49154.4 

Deviance change - 1110.2*** 672.2*** 66.06*** 

N=3,621 

Between Model 4.0 and Model 4.1, there has been a 54% reduction in within-person variation 

which indicates that just over half of the within-person variation we saw in Model 4.0 was 

associated with the child’s age. The deviance decreased by 1110.2 from Model 4.0 to Model 

4.1 and inspection of the chi-square test suggested the addition of a child’s age into the model 

was beneficial.  
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There is variation between children in terms of both their initial Naming Vocabulary score and 

also their rate of change in Naming Vocabulary score. This suggests it would be beneficial to 

include between-person predictors to look at both variation in initial state and change over time.  

Table 51. Multilevel analysis of Naming Vocabulary score. Full model (Model 4.3). 

Naming Vocabulary Coeff. Std. Err. z P>z 

Initial Status 

Social Class of family     

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
    

2. Intermediate occupations 0.185 0.455 0.41 0.685 

3. Small employers etc -1.369 0.623 -2.20 0.028 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
-1.788 0.582 -3.07 0.002 

5. Semi-routine and routine occupations -1.102 0.538 -2.05 0.040 

6. Never worked -1.107 1.325 -0.84 0.404 

Parental Education Level     

Degree or equivalent (reference)     

Vocational qualification or below 

degree 
-1.701 0.814 -2.09 0.037 

Higher Grade or equivalent -5.011 1.677 -2.99 0.003 

Standard Grade or equivalent -2.863 1.154 -2.48 0.013 

Number of parents who read 0.395 0.233 1.70 0.090 

Parental library usage     

Don’t use library (reference)     

Use library sometimes 0.540 0.338 1.60 0.110 

Use library often 1.065 0.473 2.25 0.024 

Parental creative writing 0.273 0.482 0.57 0.571 

Importance of cultural activities     

Not at all important  -1.343 0.851 -1.58 0.114 

Not really important -1.513 0.495 -3.06 0.002 

Neither important nor unimportant -0.867 0.485 -1.79 0.074 
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Quite important -0.606 0.436 -1.39 0.165 

Very important (reference)     

Rural-urban classification     

Large urban (reference)     

Other urban 1.258 0.369 3.40 0.001 

Small, accessible towns 1.939 0.514 3.77 0.000 

Small remote towns 3.060 0.824 3.71 0.000 

Accessible rural 1.898 0.472 4.02 0.000 

Remote rural 3.832 0.665 5.76 0.000 

Female 7.633 0.702 10.87 0.000 

First born 2.797 0.333 8.40 0.000 

Sibling born -3.974 1.269 -3.13 0.002 

Household income (£1,000) 0.050 0.015 3.43 0.001 

Number of books in the house     

0-10 -0.973 0.431 -2.26 0.024 

11-20 -0.246 0.356 -0.69 0.490 

21-30 -0.498 0.344 -1.45 0.148 

30+ (reference)     

Access to cultural activities     

Very happy with the range of activities 

(reference) 

    

Quite happy with the range of activities 0.288 0.417 0.69 0.489 

Would like child to have slightly more 

access 
-0.785 0.456 -1.72 0.085 

Would like child to have much more 

access 
-1.258 0.561 -2.24 0.025 

SIMD     

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived  

(reference) 
    

7.7472 - 13.5627 -0.183 0.466 -0.39 0.695 

13.5640 - 21.0436 -0.131 0.484 -0.27 0.787 

21.0521 - 33.6982 -1.198 0.527 -2.28 0.023 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived -1.029 0.545 -1.89 0.059 
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Use childcare 0.015 0.280 0.05 0.957 

Cultural Omnivorousness 0.593 0.137 4.32 0.000 

Reading 0.359 0.054 6.68 0.000 

Age 3.624 0.204 17.76 0.000 

Rate of change 

Parental Education Level     

Degree or equivalent (reference)     

Vocational qualification or below 

degree 
0.220 0.218 1.01 0.313 

Higher Grade or equivalent 1.094 0.462 2.37 0.018 

Standard Grade or equivalent 0.312 0.304 1.02 0.306 

Female -1.604 0.195 -8.22 0.000 

Sibling Born 0.749 0.333 2.25 0.025 

 

Constant 36.477 1.307 27.92 0.000 

 

Variance components Estimate Std. Err. 

Level 2 

Rate of change 11.556 237.14 

Initial status 216.727 2371.37 

Covariance -43.243 711.41 

Level 1 

Within person 37.104 474.27 

N=3,621 

Both cultural omnivorousness and a child’s reading were significantly associated with a child’s 

initial Naming Vocabulary score. Children who read more frequently and who participated in 

a wider variety of cultural activities scored higher on the test at age three. However, I looked 

at whether either had any relationship with the rate of change of Naming Vocabulary scores 

over time but found no significant evidence of this. 

Social class and parental education level were both significantly associated with a child’s initial 

Naming Vocabulary score. Those children from higher social classes with parents with higher 
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educational qualifications scored significantly higher on the Naming Vocabulary test at age 

three.  

Parental cultural capital had a mixed relationship with a child’s initial Naming Vocabulary 

score. Parental library usage and cultural importance both had significant associations while 

parental reading and parental creative writing were both non-significant. Children whose 

parents used the library more and thought cultural activities were more important had 

significantly higher Naming Vocabulary scores at age three. 

Urban-rural classification, the gender of the child, whether the child was a first born, whether 

a sibling was born since the survey started, the number of children’s books in the house, 

household income, parents’ happiness with access to activities and the level of deprivation of 

the area the child lives were all significantly associated with higher Naming Vocabulary scores 

at age three. Children who lived in more rural locations, were female, were first borns, didn’t 

have a sibling born since the survey started, had more children’s books in the house, had higher 

household income, had parents who were happy with their access to activities and who lived 

in less deprived areas had significantly higher initial Naming Vocabulary scores.    

Whether the child used childcare regularly was not significantly associated with the child’s 

Naming Vocabulary score at age three.  

Girls saw less of an increase in Naming Vocabulary score over time. Having a sibling born 

since the survey started was associated with less of an increase in Naming Vocabulary score 

between age three and age five. Children with more children’s books in their house saw their 

Naming Vocabulary score increase more over time.  

The addition of these predictors for the children’s initial Naming Vocabulary scores and the 

change in that score reduced the deviance by 738 and the chi-square test results demonstrated 

the benefit of utilising these predictors. I ran the same model excluding my variables for the 

child’s cultural capital (Model 4.2). There was a decrease in the deviance of 66 when I 

introduced cultural capital into the model and this was shown to indicate that this improved the 

model.  

Picture Similarities 

I now move on to look at the same set of questions for my Picture Similarities test scores.  



192 

 

We can see from Model 5.0 that the average Picture Similarities score across both tests is 54.33. 

The model shows me that 87.1% of the variation in Picture Similarities scores is associated 

with within-person variation.   

Table 52. Multilevel analysis of Picture Similarities scores. Model 5.0 = unconditional 

means model; Model 5.1 = unconditional growth model; Model 5.2 = Full model excluding 

child’s cultural omnivorousness and reading as predictors; Model 5.3 = Full model. 

Picture  

Similarities 

Model 5.0 Model 5.1 Model 5.2 Model 5.3 

Coef. S.E Coef. S.E Coef. S.E Coef. S.E 

Constant 54.33 0.14 41.71 0.33 41.67 1.17 33.47 2.25 

Age   4.24 0.10 3.89 0.28 5.06 0.67 

Variance components 

Level 1 

Within-person 111.62 2.67 44.71 650.75 43.13 932.85 42.96 882.90 

Level 2 

Initial status 16.49 2.24 186.31 3253.7 172.77 4664.2 172.13 4414.5 

Rate of change   15.47 325.37 15.81 466.42 15.87 441.45 

Covariance   -45.94 976.12 -45.46 1399.3 -45.57 1324.3 

Log Likelihood -25448.5 -24816.8 -24628.1 -24605.8 

Deviance 50897.0 49633.6 49256.2 49211.6 

Deviance change - 1263.4*** 377.3*** 44.6*** 

N=3,621 

The constant coefficient from Model 5.1 shows that the mean initial Picture Similarities score 

at age three was 41.71 while the age coefficient tells me that scores increased on average by 

4.24 marks per year; 8.5 marks between age three and age five. Between Model 5.0 and Model 

5.1, there has been a 60% reduction in within-person variation, indicating that 60% of the 

within-person variation we saw in Model 5.0 was associated with the rate of change. The 

negative covariance value tells me that the higher a child scores on their Picture Similarities 

score at age three, the less their Picture Similarities score will grow over time. The decrease in 

deviance decreased from Model 5.0 to Model 5.1 suggested that the addition of the child’s age 

to the model was beneficial.  
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There is variation between children in terms of both their initial Picture Similarities score and 

their rate of change in that score, suggesting it would be beneficial to include between-person 

predictors to look at both variation in Picture Similarities’ initial score and the change over 

time in that score in Model 5.3.  

Table 53. Multilevel analysis of Picture Similarities scores. Full model (Model 5.3). 

Picture Similarities Coeff. Std. Err. z P>z 

Initial Status 

Social Class of family     

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
    

2. Intermediate occupations 0.163 0.430 0.38 0.705 

3. Small employers etc -0.459 0.592 -0.78 0.437 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
-1.697 0.551 -3.08 0.002 

5. Semi-routine and routine occupations -0.435 0.508 -0.86 0.391 

6. Never worked -2.298 1.226 -1.87 0.061 

Parental Education Level     

Degree or equivalent (reference)     

Vocational qualification or below 

degree 
-0.188 0.366 -0.51 0.608 

Higher Grade or equivalent 0.515 0.679 0.76 0.448 

Standard Grade or equivalent -0.642 0.545 -1.18 0.239 

Number of parents who read 0.335 0.212 1.58 0.114 

Parental library usage     

Don’t use library (reference)     

Use library sometimes -0.196 0.308 -0.64 0.525 

Use library often -0.045 0.432 -0.10 0.918 

Number of parents who write stories -0.277 0.438 -0.63 0.527 

Importance of cultural activities     

Not at all important  -0.920 0.777 -1.18 0.237 

Not really important -0.455 0.451 -1.01 0.313 
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Neither important nor unimportant -0.371 0.442 -0.84 0.401 

Quite important -0.244 0.396 -0.62 0.538 

Very important (reference)     

Rural-urban classification     

Large urban (reference)     

Other urban -0.003 0.876 -0.00 0.997 

Small, accessible towns 1.764 1.249 1.41 0.158 

Small remote towns 8.568 1.994 4.30 0.000 

Accessible rural 2.335 1.135 2.06 0.040 

Remote rural 3.614 1.656 2.18 0.029 

Female 3.386 0.693 4.89 0.000 

First born 0.715 0.311 2.30 0.022 

Sibling born 0.133 0.348 0.38 0.701 

Household income (£1,000) 0.055 0.014 3.88 0.000 

Number of books in the house     

0-10 -0.866 0.423 -2.05 0.041 

11-20 -0.663 0.364 -1.82 0.069 

21-30 -0.212 0.361 -0.59 0.557 

30+ (reference)     

Access to cultural activities     

Very happy with range of activities (ref) 
    

Quite happy with the range of activities -0.246 0.379 -0.65 0.516 

Would like child to have slightly more 

access 
0.028 0.414 0.07 0.946 

Would like child to have much more 

access 
0.433 0.511 0.85 0.397 

SIMD     

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived  (ref)     

7.7472 - 13.5627 -1.921 1.058 -1.82 0.069 

13.5640 - 21.0436 -2.516 1.080 -2.33 0.020 

21.0521 - 33.6982 -4.201 1.148 -3.66 0.000 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived -4.261 1.140 -3.74 0.000 

Use childcare -0.077 0.283 -0.27 0.785 
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Cultural Omnivorousness 0.455 0.140 3.24 0.001 

Reading 0.580 0.150 3.87 0.000 

Age 5.063 0.666 7.60 0.000 

Rate of change 

Rural-urban classification     

Large urban (reference)     

Other urban 0.231 0.273 0.85 0.397 

Small, accessible towns -0.031 0.394 -0.08 0.938 

Small remote towns -2.714 0.633 -4.29 0.000 

Accessible rural -0.454 0.365 -1.24 0.213 

Remote rural -0.688 0.508 -1.36 0.175 

SIMD 0.200 0.062 3.25 0.001 

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived  (ref)     

7.7472 - 13.5627 0.408 0.330 1.24 0.217 

13.5640 - 21.0436 0.671 0.337 1.99 0.046 

21.0521 - 33.6982 0.906 0.355 2.55 0.011 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived 0.633 0.350 1.81 0.070 

Female -0.621 0.218 -2.85 0.004 

Reading -0.099 0.047 -2.11 0.034 

 

Constant 33.474 2.251 14.87 0.000 

 

Variance components Estimate Std. Err. 

Level 2   

Rate of change 15.871 441.447 

Initial status 172.131 4414.466 

Covariance -45.566 1324.339 

Level 1     

Within person 42.958 882.899 

N=3,621 
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I found that the more children read and the more they participated in a wide range of cultural 

activities, the better their Picture Similarities score at age three. I also looked at whether either 

of my cultural capital variables were associated with changes in Picture Similarities score over 

time. I found that cultural omnivorousness had no significant association with this change over 

time. However, I found that the more children read, the less of an increase in Picture 

Similarities score they experienced between age three and age five. When we explore this we 

see that this relates to a narrowing of the gap of the benefits of reading on a child’s Picture 

Similarities score from age three to age five. The table below details this relationship if a child 

read a day more than another child. We see that at age three, this results in the child who reads 

a day more scoring on average 0.58 points higher on their Picture Similarities test while at age 

five, this has fallen to 0.38 points.    

Table 54. Effect that one extra day reading per week has on a child's Naming Vocabulary 

score over time. 

Age 3 4 5 

Benefit of one extra 

day reading on 

Picture Similarities 

+0.58 +0.48 +0.38 

 

Social class was significantly associated with a child’s initial Picture Similarities test score. 

Those children from higher social classes scored higher on the test at age three. However, 

neither parental education level nor parental cultural capital had a significant association with 

a child’s initial Picture Similarities score. 

Urban-rural classification, gender, whether the child was a first born, household income, 

number of children’s books in the household and the level of deprivation of the area the child 

lives were all significantly associated with a child’s initial Picture Similarities score. Children 

who lived in more rural locations, were female, were first borns, had a higher household 

income, had more children’s books in the house and lived in less deprived locations scored 

significantly higher on the test at age three. 

Having a sibling born since the survey started, parents’ happiness with access to activities and 

childcare usage all had no significant association with a child’s initial Picture Similarities score. 
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Girls experienced less of an increase in Picture Similarities score between age three and age 

five. Children living in small remote towns had a lower rate of change in Picture Similarities 

score between age three and age five than children from large urban areas. Children living in 

more deprived areas tended to see more of an increase in Picture Similarities score over time.  

The addition of these between-children predictors for the initial scores and the change in those 

scores over time for Picture Similarities reduced the deviance score significantly, 

demonstrating the benefit of utilising these predictors. I ran the same model excluding my 

variables for the child’s cultural capital (Model 5.2). There was a decrease in the deviance of 

44.6 when I introduced cultural capital into the model and the chi-square test indicated that this 

improved the model.  

Discussion 

I found mixed results on whether a child’s cultural capital’s educational effects were consistent 

over time. For the most part a child’s cultural capital had a relatively stable educational effect 

across time. For the Naming Vocabulary test, I found that both cultural omnivorousness and 

reading frequency were both positively associated with a child’s initial test score at age three 

but had no significant association with changes over time in that score, indicating that cultural 

capital’s educational effect on this particular test did not seem to widen or narrow over time. 

This suggests that for Naming Vocabulary, cultural capital’s educational effects are in place 

early on and are consistent over time.  

However, for the Picture Similarities test, I saw a slightly different picture; cultural 

omnivorousness and reading were both associated with the child’s initial test score but reading 

was also significantly associated with the rate of change in that test score over time. Children 

who read more scored higher on the Picture Similarities test at age three but they also saw less 

of an increase in that test score from age three to age five. This indicates that a child’s reading 

is more beneficial for their Picture Similarities score at age three than age five. We might also 

view it as showing children with lower cultural capital catching up on this educational test over 

time. Cultural omnivorousness’ educational effects on Picture Similarities test scores did not 

narrow or widen over time. It would of course be beneficial to explore this relationship further 

as the child ages. Do cultural capital’s educational effects continue to be relatively stable or do 

they narrow, widen or fluctuate?  

I found evidence that parental cultural capital was associated with changes in a child’s cultural 

capital over time. These changes were negative; parental library usage and the importance 
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placed on cultural activities by parents were both associated with less of an increase in cultural 

omnivorousness and voraciousness between age two and age four. This suggests that children 

who do not have parents high in cultural capital experience a small amount of catching up 

between age two and age four in terms of cultural capital. For reading, I found that while all 

but one parental cultural capital variable was associated with reading more frequently at age 

two, parental cultural capital was not associated with changes in how often the child read over 

time. This illustrates that parental cultural capital’s effects on a child’s reading are relatively 

consistent over time.  

Through looking at graphs (e.g. Figure 24 and Figure 25) I was able to show that while these 

two elements of parental cultural capital were associated with less of an increase in cultural 

omnivorousness and voraciousness, children with parents high in these parental cultural capital 

measures still tended to see an increase in their own cultural omnivorousness and cultural 

voraciousness between age two and age four. They also still had noticeably higher levels of 

cultural omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness at age four than children with lower levels 

of parental cultural capital.  

It is important to note that many of my parental cultural capital variables are from the same 

sweep of data, when the child is aged two. This is clearly somewhat of an issue as they may be 

more directly related to the child’s age two cultural capital variables which is why we might 

have seen them as associated more with the child’s cultural omnivorousness and cultural 

voraciousness at age two than age four. I do not know if these parental cultural capital variables 

would be constant over time. My evidence from the age six parental library usage variable 

tends to suggest that parental cultural capital might not be a static concept with over half (51%) 

of parents experiencing a change in their response category.  

I found some evidence using this parental library usage variable that changes in parental 

cultural capital were associated with changes in a child’s cultural capital. Having parents who 

increased their library usage was associated with increases in the child’s cultural 

omnivorousness and voraciousness. For reasons discussed, I am tentative to draw too many 

conclusions based on these age six parental library usage results but they do seem to suggest 

that parental cultural capital’s effects on a child’s cultural capital need to be maintained; the 

transmission of cultural capital seems to be a continuous process throughout early childhood. 

Efforts to increase parents’ cultural capital look like they may have benefits for a child’s 

cultural capital. These findings make it difficult to conclude whether parental cultural capital’s 
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effects do indeed narrow over childhood or not. Further studies would be wise to try and 

incorporate parental cultural capital measures with more than one time point.  

It would of course be hugely beneficial to have more time points with data on the formal 

cultural activities component of a child’s cultural capital. It would be fascinating to know if 

these changes we have seen in these analyses are trends that continue over time or if they 

fluctuate. Do the parental cultural capital effects on a child’s cultural capital continue to narrow 

or do they fluctuate?  

I found strong evidence that the more children’s books in the household a child has, the more 

their cultural capital will grow over time. The greater the number of children’s books in the 

household, the more a child’s cultural voraciousness, cultural omnivorousness and reading 

levels increased over time. We might view this as evidence of inequalities around cultural 

capital accumulation increasing over time. This result is especially interesting in tandem with 

my result showing parental cultural capital’s effects decreasing over time, suggesting that the 

dynamics around cultural capital accumulation vary across time.  

We saw that for both cultural omnivorousness and voraciousness, those children with few 

children’s books in the household tended to lag behind further by age five compared to children 

with more books. For reading I found that the number of children’s books in the household had 

a positive association with both the initial frequency a child read as well as the growth of this 

reading frequency over time. Not only does this suggest that children with less books in the 

household are disadvantaged in how often they initially read at age two but it also suggests that 

these reading inequalities associated with the number of children’s books in the household 

widen as the child gets older. This result demonstrates the importance of children’s books and 

highlights that any policies aimed at increasing the amount children read by providing them 

with books would be wise to continue with these policies throughout early childhood. A one-

time early intervention might equalise reading inequalities at age two but these might simply 

re-emerge once those books were no longer age-appropriate.  

I found slightly contrasting results around the role childcare played in a child’s reading over 

time. I found that children who regularly use childcare read more at age two. However, I also 

found that regular childcare usage was associated with decreases in reading frequency over 

time. When I looked at these two differing results together, I saw that childcare usage provides 

children with an initial reading boost at age two but that by the time the child is aged 5, this 

has almost entirely vanished. This suggests that if we were to promote childcare usage as a 
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means to reduce reading inequalities, this would be most efficiently targeted at children around 

the age of two; however, more would need to be done to maintain the reading benefits that 

childcare usage can seemingly bring as the child ages. One important thing to consider around 

this result is that our measure for reading is reported by the parents and so may not include any 

reading done while the child is at a childcare setting. It may well be that children who are 

regularly using childcare are reading more in this setting and this is not being captured when 

we see a decline in their reading over time. 

The child’s gender had interesting effects on a child’s cultural capital over time. For cultural 

omnivorousness and voraciousness, boys and girls showed no significant difference in their 

change over time. However, for reading I found that initially there is no gender difference in 

how often children read but that the amount girls read increased over time compared to boys. 

Whatever causes this difference in reading frequency between boys and girls doesn’t seem to 

come into effect until the child is aged three, at which point its effects then only grow over 

time. This again provides evidence that gender plays a clearly different role in the accumulation 

of my two components of cultural capital. 

It is very interesting that having a sibling born since the survey started had no significant 

association with changes over time in any of my cultural capital variables. I had expected the 

reduction in both time and money which an extra sibling might bring to have a negative effect 

on a child’s cultural capital across time, yet I found no evidence for this. However, we did see 

that first-born children witnessed more of an increase in their cultural voraciousness over time.  

I found that household income was associated with increases in a child’s cultural 

omnivorousness over time; the greater the household income, the more the child’s cultural 

omnivorousness grew between age two and age four. There therefore seems to be a difference 

in the role household income plays at age two and age four, with household income’s positive 

effects on a child’s cultural omnivorousness only being felt at age four. It may well be that 

certain cultural activities cost more at age four than at age two. Without more data it is also 

hard to tell if this increased effect of income over time on cultural omnivorousness is something 

that will continue to grow or if it is something specific about cultural omnivorousness at age 

four. For cultural voraciousness and reading, I found that household income’s positive effects 

tended to be consistent over time. The greater the household income, the higher the child’s 

initial reading frequency at age two and there was no evidence these benefits narrowed or 

widened as the child grew older.  
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7. Conclusion 
Our two key results from this analysis are that cultural capital in early childhood is unequally 

distributed and is educationally beneficial. Children from more disadvantaged backgrounds are 

shown throughout my models to have lower cultural capital levels than those from more 

advantaged backgrounds while in almost all of my models, children higher in cultural capital 

score higher on educational ability scores.  

My results on the unequal nature of cultural capital in early childhood confirm what I had 

expected to find. However, it is still a notable finding in a number of ways. No studies have 

used Growing Up in Scotland to specifically look at cultural capital before. Any replication of 

an important finding using a new piece of data is worthwhile, regardless of how often this 

finding has been shown before. It is also well worth pointing out the rarity of statistical analyses 

exploring cultural capital in early childhood (Dumais, 2006). Given this fact, my finding that 

cultural capital is unequally distributed in early childhood is actually a very important finding. 

It replicates the typical finding that cultural capital is an unequal resource but shows this for an 

age group that has tended to be ignored in this area of study. 

This result also suggests that the barriers to cultural capital accumulation are well in place at a 

very early age. This fits in line with what much of the literature on cultural capital had 

suggested (Bourdieu, 1986; De Jager, 1967; Dumais, 2006) which is that cultural capital’s 

uneven distribution is in place by the time the child reaches school. My research not only 

supports this view but goes further, providing strong evidence that cultural capital is unequally 

distributed by the time a child is aged as young as two. This strongly supports the idea that the 

accumulation of cultural capital “starts at the outset, without delay” (Bourdieu, 1986, p. 246). 

This result suggests that any attempt to equalise access to cultural capital needs to start at a 

very early age. 

Throughout this thesis, evidence was found to show that a child’s cultural capital is 

significantly associated with a child’s educational ability. This finding is very important, 

supporting the idea that cultural capital is a worthwhile educational resource in early childhood. 

While there has been evidence of cultural capital’s educational benefits before (e.g. Sullivan, 

2001; DiMaggio, 1982; Katsillis and Rubinson, 1990), there is very little evidence of this 

educational effect existing at such an early stage of a child’s life. This thesis found evidence 
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that cultural capital had educational benefits for children as young as three, indicating that not 

only does the accumulation of cultural capital start at a very early stage but so too do the 

educational benefits attached to it. I also showed that cultural capital’s educational effects do 

not narrow or widen over time; cultural capital’s effects seem stable throughout childhood.  

The fact that I found that cultural capital is both unequally distributed and educationally 

beneficial has great consequences. This suggests that cultural capital might be thought of as a 

potential cause of educational inequalities in early childhood. We know that educational 

inequalities in early childhood can have a huge impact on a child’s life with the effects often 

still being felt at a much later age (Carneiro and Heckman, 2003; Feinstein, 2003; Schoon & 

Parsons, 2002). This suggests that educational inequalities arising from cultural capital in early 

childhood might have long-lasting consequences. Highlighting cultural capital as one of the 

causes of these inequalities is therefore a key finding from this thesis. However, it is worth 

pointing out that throughout my educational models, social class remained significantly 

associated with children’s educational ability, even after controlling for the child’s cultural 

capital. While cultural capital seems as though it is associated with educational inequalities in 

early childhood, so too do several other key measures of social disadvantage.   

Before focusing on how we might redistribute cultural capital more evenly, it is crucial we 

know whether cultural capital’s educational benefits can be felt by all. This refers to the debate 

around the cultural mobility model vs. the cultural reproduction model. There are three 

competing theses for how social class interacts with cultural capital: the cultural reproduction 

model, where cultural capital is more beneficial for higher-class individuals; DiMaggio’s 

(1982) cultural mobility model, where cultural capital is more educationally beneficial for 

lower-class individuals; and Aschaffenberg and Maas’ (1997) cultural mobility model, where 

cultural capital has the same educational benefit for everyone, regardless of class. The evidence 

presented in this thesis strongly suggests that in early childhood, Aschaffenberg and Maas’ 

(1997) cultural mobility model exists. That is, cultural capital’s educational benefits will be 

equally available to all who are in possession of it, regardless of social class. 

This result is very important in terms of the implications of my finding that cultural capital is 

both unequally distributed and educationally beneficial. It suggests that the ability to use 

cultural capital isn’t inherently unequal, rather the access to it is. This result means that it would 

be a worthwhile strategy promoting access to cultural capital for disadvantaged children as a 

way of tackling educational inequalities in early childhood. If we had two children from 
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differing social classes, then this result suggests that if they had the same levels of cultural 

capital then they would both feel its effects relatively equally. However, as mentioned earlier, 

this is not to say that cultural capital would negate the educational effects of social class.  

Identifying the causes of educational inequalities is crucial for trying to redress those 

inequalities. My findings on which factors are associated with early childhood cultural capital 

could therefore be very useful for determining how we might tackle the unequal distribution of 

cultural capital. I will now present those factors which were significantly associated with a 

child’s cultural capital: 

Parental cultural capital 

I found throughout this thesis that parental cultural capital was significantly associated with a 

child’s cultural capital. The greater the parents’ cultural capital levels, the greater the child’s. 

This result backs up the literature (Nagel, 2010; Bourdieu, 1986, Becker, 2014) which had 

stressed the importance of parental cultural capital in the early accumulation of cultural capital. 

This result suggests that parents transmit their own cultural capital to their children and that 

the results of this are in place at a very young age. This inheritance aspect is clearly an issue if 

we wish to try and tackle educational inequalities in this period. Given I have shown cultural 

capital is educationally beneficial in this period, the fact that a parent’s own cultural capital is 

so important for their child’s cultural capital levels presents a real problem in any attempt to 

increase social mobility in early childhood. In this way, we see evidence to support Bourdieu’s 

idea that cultural capital helps to reproduce inequalities between generations. The benefits the 

parents have felt from their own cultural capital are being passed on to their children. 

Parental cultural capital’s educational effects were also shown to be strongly mediated by the 

child’s cultural capital in my first two analysis chapters. This result is very interesting, 

suggesting that unless a parent’s cultural capital is translated into their child’s cultural capital, 

then the parent’s cultural capital has no educational benefit. This means that parents high in 

cultural capital still have to put in the effort to take their child to the museum, for instance, if 

they wish for their child to experience the educational benefits that their own parental cultural 

capital brings. I believe this supports Bourdieu’s (1986, p. 253) assertion that key to the 

accumulation of cultural capital is “the amount of time devoted to acquiring it”. My results also 

seemed to suggest that it was the activities element of parental cultural capital over the 

internalised component that was most important. 
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This thesis also found evidence that parental cultural capital’s effects on a child’s cultural 

capital changed somewhat over time. I found that children whose parents used the library less 

and who thought cultural activities were less important experienced something of a catch up 

between age two and age four in their cultural omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness 

levels compared to children with parents high in both of these parental cultural capital 

measures. Inequalities in cultural capital levels associated with these parental cultural capital 

measures narrowed over time. However, I am hesitant to conclude that parental cultural 

capital’s effects decrease over time until I have measures for parental cultural capital with 

multiple time points. Exploratory analysis using a measure for parental library usage measured 

at age six revealed that parental cultural capital’s effects may not in fact narrow over time.      

While I have found good evidence to understand the role of parental cultural capital in early 

childhood, I believe there are a number of ways that further studies might improve on my 

results. While I was generally happy with my parental cultural capital measures, it would have 

been beneficial to have a wider variety of activities included, such as museum attendance for 

example. Being able to include a latent construct for parental cultural capital in my structural 

equation modelling analysis would have also greatly improved my understanding of the role of 

parental cultural capital in this period.  

As mentioned, one aspect of parental cultural capital which it would be of great interest to 

study further in the future is the longitudinal nature of its relationship with a child’s cultural 

capital. While there were multiple time points for the child’s cultural capital measures, the 

parental cultural capital measures used in this thesis were all unfortunately one-time measures. 

This restricted me from looking at whether parental cultural capital’s effects changed over time. 

It also restricted me from looking at whether changes in parental cultural capital would result 

in changes in the child’s cultural capital which would have provided more evidence on how 

active a process cultural capital transmission is. I did provide some preliminary findings on 

these issues through my investigation of the role of an age six measure for parental library 

usage in my third analysis chapter. These results seemed to show that parental cultural capital’s 

effects on a child’s cultural capital were not set in stone and that increases and decreases in 

parental cultural capital over time could result in changes to the child’s cultural capital. 

However, it is worth pointing out that my measure for parental library usage here was measured 

after the child’s cultural capital measures and so these findings should be treated very carefully.  
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Children’s books in the household 

Throughout this thesis, the number of children’s books in the household was shown to be 

strongly associated with a child’s cultural capital. The greater the number of books in the 

household, the higher the levels of the child’s cultural capital. This result stresses the benefits 

of providing children with books at an early age as a means of increasing their cultural capital. 

In the final analysis chapter, I also showed that not only was a greater number of children’s 

books associated with reading more at age two but reading inequalities associated with the 

number of books increased as the child aged.  

I found that the number of children’s books in the household had a very interesting relationship 

with the child’s educational ability. In both my first and second analysis chapters, I found that 

before accounting for the educational benefits of the child’s cultural capital, children tended to 

score higher on the educational tests if they had more children’s books in their household. Once 

I controlled for the child’s cultural capital, however, this educational benefit from the books 

disappeared. I concluded that a child’s cultural capital in early childhood fully mediates the 

educational effects of the number of children’s books in the household. This means that 

whichever channels the educational benefits of cultural capital arises from, it covers the 

educational benefits that come from the number of books in the household. 

I believe that this result suggests that the educational benefit of having a large number of 

children’s books in the household does not arise from simply having the books but arises from 

actually using the books and transmitting them into cultural capital. A child who has a large 

number of books in the household will gain no educational benefit from them unless they are 

utilised; for example, by reading. Having a well-stacked bookshelf will mean nothing if the 

books remain unread. I believe this result is very interesting when thinking about how Bourdieu 

classified different elements of cultural capital. The number of books in a household has 

commonly been viewed as a type of ‘objectified’ cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1986; Georg, 

2004). My results suggest that this type of cultural capital might only be educationally 

beneficial in early childhood if it can be ‘activated’ and translated into actual participation in 

cultural activities. In this sense, my results provide strong support for Lareau’s (1987, p. 4) 

assertion that cultural resources “must be invested or activated to become a form of cultural 

capital”. 

As a means of equalising cultural capital in early childhood, schemes such as Bookbug Bags 

from the Scottish Book Trust, which gives out free book bags for every child in Scotland from 
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birth to Primary 1, are strongly backed up by the evidence from this thesis. However, simply 

providing young children with books in and of itself will not be enough to help tackle 

educational inequalities in this period. Rather these schemes need to also make sure, or be 

backed up by other schemes which make sure, that children are being provided with the 

capacity to utilise these books fully. A two-pronged intervention would work best according to 

these findings; providing children with access to a larger amount of books and then also making 

sure that all children and parents are in a position to best make use of these books.  

One interesting thing you can see from my first analytical chapter is that the actual number of 

children’s books seems important. For instance, for cultural omnivorousness and 

voraciousness, what is important at age two and age four is that children have over thirty books 

in their household. For reading, I found that between age two and age three, having more than 

ten books is important for the child reading more while between ages four and five this number 

increases to more than thirty. It seems in general then that a large number of books are required 

in order to provide children with increased cultural capital, especially at age four and above. 

We might therefore suggest that any policies aimed at increasing children’s cultural capital 

through books might be economically better promoting and widening access to libraries and 

library vans, etc.  

Childcare 

Our results around the use of childcare and the accumulation of cultural capital in early 

childhood provide us with some very interesting results. In my first analysis chapter, the regular 

use of childcare was associated with higher levels of cultural omnivorousness at age four and 

reading more often between age four and age five. I therefore have some evidence that childcare 

provides a separate pathway to cultural capital than the host of background factors which I 

controlled for. My results seem to suggest that childcare usage does not have any impact on a 

child’s cultural capital at age two. While we cannot be clear what causes this difference 

between age two and age four, we might speculate that there are greater challenges with 

children being taken on cultural trips by childcare staff at age two than age four. 

I also found that there was a significant interaction effect between childcare usage and parental 

reading in their association with a child’s cultural omnivorousness. Childcare usage was 

associated with a greater increase in cultural omnivorousness at age four for those children 

with no parents who read for pleasure. This could be seen as evidence of childcare helping to 

make up for a child’s lack of parental cultural capital which is a very exciting result, indicating 
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that childcare might be useful to use as an intervention tool to equalise cultural capital, 

especially among children low in parental cultural capital. The fact that children low in parental 

cultural capital experienced more of a benefit to their cultural omnivorousness from childcare 

usage supports the findings of Sylva et al. (2011) who found that high-quality childcare helped 

to negate the disadvantages of a poor home learning environment.   

I saw some evidence of why childcare usage might be beneficial for a child’s cultural 

omnivorousness through preliminary descriptive analysis on children being taken to cultural 

activities by childcare staff. I found that among children who were last taken to a cultural 

activity by a member of childcare staff at age four, they were much less likely to have been to 

that activity at age two than other children. This highlights a potential way that childcare can 

help children low in cultural capital “catch up”.  

Further analysis would do well to include a more sophisticated measure of childcare. For 

instance, several studies (Sylva et al, 2010; Melhuish et al, 2008) have stressed the usefulness 

of a measure of childcare quality instead of childcare usage. A previous study has linked 

childcare quality data to Growing Up in Scotland (Bradshaw et al., 2014) and I believe it would 

be very worthwhile to utilise this linked data to explore the role childcare quality has in the 

accumulation of cultural capital.   

Gender 

Throughout the analyses there was no difference between boys’ and girls’ cultural 

omnivorousness or voraciousness levels at age two or age four. However, for reading there 

were noticeable differences between boys and girls in all of my analyses, with girls reading or 

being read to more frequently. my multilevel analysis of reading showed that the amount girls 

read grew over time compared to boys. Interestingly, when I used a latent construct for the 

formal cultural activities component in analysis chapter 2, there was a slight gender difference 

with boys having higher levels of this components than girls. However, this effect was only 

very small.  

While previous research on gender differences has tended to find that females have higher 

cultural capital levels than males (DiMaggio, 1982; Katz-Gerro, 2002; Bihagen and Katz-

Gerro, 2002; Mohr and DiMaggio, 1995; Dumais, 2002), my findings were somewhat mixed. 

My research suggests there is a difference in boys’ and girls’ cultural capital in early childhood 

with girls having higher cultural capital levels but this is almost entirely down to gender 

differences in reading with only one small difference found for the more formal cultural 
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activities. If one was to try and equalise cultural capital levels among boys and girls in early 

childhood then my research would strongly suggest focusing this entirely on reading practices. 

It would also suggest targeting this intervention early as I have provided evidence that gender 

inequalities within reading grow over time.  

The effects of siblings 

Interestingly, the effects of being a first born or having a sibling born had differing relationships 

with a child’s cultural omnivorousness, cultural voraciousness and reading. My first analysis 

chapter showed that first-born children had higher levels of cultural voraciousness at age two 

and age four while having a sibling born had a negative association with a child’s cultural 

voraciousness at age four. My second analysis chapter found that having a sibling born was 

associated with lower levels of the formal cultural activities component. My chapter on changes 

in cultural capital found that being a first born was associated with more of an increase in 

cultural voraciousness between age two and age four. I also saw throughout my analyses that 

first-born children read significantly more than other children. However, neither being a first 

born nor having siblings born had any significant association with a child’s cultural 

omnivorousness in any of me analyses. It seems therefore that being a first born and having a 

sibling born seems to affect the frequency with which children participate in cultural activities 

but not the variety of activities.  

One way to interpret this result would be to focus on resources. Ermisch and Francesconi 

(2001) argued that children from larger families suffer due to a “scarcity of resources (both 

money and time)” (p. 151) which the addition of extra siblings bring. Cultural voraciousness 

and me measure for reading are both characterised by the frequency of participation which can 

require both money and time which is not necessarily the case for cultural omnivorousness. 

Therefore, the frequency of activities which a child participates in, which requires time and 

economic investment, is negatively affected but the variety of activities, which doesn’t 

necessarily require as much time or economic resources, is not affected. This argument around 

resources was backed up somewhat by my finding in the first analysis chapter that the positive 

effects of being a first-born child on cultural voraciousness at age two were greater for those 

with lower household income. This suggests that if economic resources are scarce, children 

with more siblings’ cultural voraciousness will be more negatively affected.  
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If we were to try to equalise cultural capital levels, these results suggest that we might need to 

focus on ways to reduce the time pressures and economic expenses associated with 

participating in certain cultural activities, especially for parents with multiple children. 

Physical access to cultural activities 

One thing this thesis was interested in understanding was how access to cultural activities 

affected a child’s cultural capital. The resounding conclusion from this thesis is that physical 

access to cultural activities is crucial for determining whether children participate in those 

cultural activities. For the formal cultural activities component of cultural capital, the urban-

rural classification of where the child lives was a significant predictor in every single model. 

Children living in large, urban areas participate more frequently and in a wider range of cultural 

activities than children from more rural locations. This finding confirms my original hypothesis 

that children would have higher cultural omnivorousness and cultural voraciousness levels if 

they lived in large urban areas. I had expected to find this mainly due to the tendency for large 

cultural institutions to be located in more urban environments. 

In contrast to me cultural omnivorousness and voraciousness results, the urban-rural 

classification of where a child lives had no effect on how often the child reads. This is very 

interesting and sheds light on the different nature of reading compared to more formal cultural 

activities. Reading does not suffer from the problem of physical access like a lot of the more 

formal cultural activities. A child can read or be read to at home, regardless of the urban-rural 

classification of the home whereas proximity to a museum might significantly hinder a child 

visiting it frequently.  

This finding is very interesting as it provides support for the idea that the location a child lives 

in is important for their cultural capital. It suggests that schemes to equalise access to cultural 

activities would do well to try and promote participation in less urban areas. Rural touring 

schemes which aim to bring cultural performances and exhibitions to more rural areas are 

strongly supported in their purpose by this thesis. There are thirty of these schemes in England, 

Scotland and Wales according to the National Rural Touring Forum. Five of these are based in 

Scotland.   

Reading vs. formal cultural activities 

In terms of whether there should be a divide between reading and the more formal cultural 

activities in terms of the educationally beneficial part of cultural capital, the evidence provided 
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here gave one consistent answer – both reading and formal cultural activities are educationally 

beneficial. This result is at odds with certain scholars such as Crook (1997) and De Graaf et al. 

(2000) who believed that only the reading element of cultural capital was educationally 

beneficial. The evidence here firmly supports the opposing view and will add substantially to 

this debate. 

The fact that this result comes in the context of early childhood makes it all the more significant. 

While there have been several studies which have looked at the educational divide between 

reading and more formal cultural activities, none, to my knowledge, have looked at this divide 

in early childhood. My results therefore add a great deal of new evidence to this debate. 

Because my study focuses on an age group previously ignored in this debate, it is unclear 

whether my results are specific to this age group or whether the same result would be seen as 

these children got older. As the children in Growing Up in Scotland get older it would be 

extremely interesting to look into this question again. If it were found again that both reading 

and cultural activities are educationally beneficial at an older age, then this would further 

support the evidence that an educational divide between reading and cultural activities is not a 

useful one. However, if it was found at a later age that reading was now the only educationally 

beneficial part of cultural capital then this would also be a very interesting result, suggesting 

that the reading vs. formal cultural activities divide is something that might be age-specific, 

with the divide occurring later in a child’s life. 

The context of early childhood is also important for this result because of the huge amount of 

evidence of the educational benefits of reading in early childhood (Wood et al, 2015; Wade 

and Moore, 2000; Reading Agency, 2015). If we already know that there are large, well-

documented educational benefits to reading in early childhood, then this result is even more 

noteworthy. Despite these huge reading-related benefits, the more formal cultural activities still 

have an independent positive educational benefit. 

In terms of policy decisions, this result has big implications. If we wish to provide young 

children with access to cultural capital for its educational benefits, then this result suggests that 

we wouldn’t want to solely focus on promoting reading as previous research might have 

suggested. Rather, this result suggests that promoting both reading and cultural activities in 

early childhood would have even greater educational benefits. The evidence here suggests that 

targeting both of these types of activities would promote educational development in unique 

ways. 
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However, while my results did not suggest any divide between reading and formal cultural 

activities in terms of their educational effect, the results here do suggest that there are some 

key differences in the factors which are associated with the accumulation of each factor. As 

already discussed, the reading component was significantly associated with a child’s gender 

which was not the case for the formal cultural activities component while the urban-rural 

classification of where a child lived was significantly associated with the formal cultural 

activities component but had no association with a child’s reading. This helps show the benefit 

of dividing cultural capital into these two components, as this divide allowed us to better see 

the nuances in a child’s cultural capital accumulation which would have been lost had we 

combined the two components.  
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Appendix 

Distributions of background variables 

 

Table 55. Distribution of social class (age two and age four). 

Social class Age two Age four 

1. Managerial and professional occupations 2,375 (52.6%) 2,158 (54.0%) 

2. Intermediate occupations 634 (14.1%) 588 (14.7%) 

3. Small employers etc. 284 (6.3%) 268 (6.7%) 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
374 (8.3%) 325 (8.1%) 

5. Semi-routine and routine occupations 746 (16.5%) 597 (15.0%) 

6. Never worked 99 (2.2%) 58 (1.5%) 

Total 4,512 (100%) 3,994 (100%) 

 

Table 56. Distribution of parental education level. 

Parental education level Frequency (%) 

Degree or equivalent 1,691 (37.6%) 

Vocational qualification below degree 1,780 (39.6%) 

Higher Grade or equivalent 229 (5.1%) 

Standard Grade or equivalent 795 (17.7%) 

Total 4,495 (100%) 
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Table 57. Distribution of urban-rural classification at age two and four. 

Urban-rural classification Age two Age four 

Large urban 1,625 (36.1%) 1,368 (34.3%) 

Other urban 1,382 (30.7%) 1,321 (33.1%) 

Small, accessible towns 444 (9.9%) 408 (10.2%) 

Small remote towns 139 (3.1%) 122 (3.1%) 

Accessible rural 683 (15.2%) 527 (13.2%) 

Remote rural 224 (5.0%) 248 (6.2%) 

Total 4,497 (100%) 3,994 (100%) 

 

Table 58. Distribution of the sex of the child. 

Sex of the child Frequency (%) 

Boy 2,325 (51.5%) 

Girl 2,187 (48.5%) 

Total 4,512 (100%) 

 

 

Table 59. Distribution of whether the child was a first born. 

Whether the child is a first born Frequency (%) 

Not a first born 2,659 (51.0%) 

First-born child 2,558 (49.0%) 

Total 5,217 (100%) 
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Table 60. Distribution of whether the child had a sibling born since the survey started at 

age two and age four. 

Whether the child had a sibling 

born since the survey started 
Age two Age four 

No sibling born 4,118 (91.3%) 2,602 (67.7%) 

Sibling born 394 (8.7%) 1,242 (32.3%) 

Total 4,512 (100%) 3,844 (100%) 

 

 

Table 61. Distribution of the number of children's books in the home at age one and age 

three. 

Number of children’s  

books in the home 
Age One Age Three 

0-10 1,445 (27.7%) 250 (6.0%) 

11-20 1,263 (24.2%) 486 (11.6%) 

21-30 750 (14.4%) 688 (16.4%) 

30+ 1,756 (33.7%) 2,768 (66.0%) 

Total 5,214 (100%) 4,192 (100.0%) 

 

 

Table 62. Distribution of parent's happiness with their child's access to activities. 

Parent’s happiness with child’s access to 

activities 
Frequency (%) 

Very happy with the range of activities 896 (20.1%) 

Quite happy with the range of activities 1,702 (38.1%) 

Would like child to have slightly more access 1,213 (27.2%) 

Would like child to have much more access 652 (14.6%) 

Total 4,463 (100%) 
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Table 63. Distribution of Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation quintiles. 

Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation 

(quintile) 
Frequency (%) 

Least deprived quintile (0.9449 - 7.7446) 873 (21.9%) 

Second quintile (7.7472 - 13.5627) 862 (21.6%) 

Third quintile (13.5640 - 21.0436) 833 (20.9%) 

Fourth quintile (21.0521 - 33.6982) 672 (16.8%) 

Most deprived quintile (33.7252 -89.0941) 754 (18.9%) 

Total 3,994 (100%) 

 

Table 64. Distribution of whether the child used childcare regularly at age two and age 

four. 

Whether the child used 

childcare regularly 
Age two Age four 

Not regular childcare 1,388 (30.8%) 1,387 (34.7%) 

Regular childcare 3,124 (69.2%) 2,607 (65.3%) 

Total 4,512 (100%) 3,994 (100%) 
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Diagnostics for Chapter 1 

For cultural omnivorousness (age 2) 

We explored the distribution of the residuals for this regression. The residuals should typically 

be normally distributed and this is what we found as evidenced by the histogram below. 

 

Another way of looking at the normality of the residuals is through pnorm and qnorm graphs. 

A pnorm plot is sensitive to deviations from normality near the centre of the distribution of the 

residuals. As you can see from the plot below, there is remarkably little deviation.  
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A qnorm plot is helpful in showing whether there is any deviation from a normal distribution 

towards the ends of the distribution. As you can see from the plot below, there is some variation 

towards the ends of the distribution but not enough to consider this a problem.  

 

I then looked at any particularly outlying residuals and investigated those individuals’ 

responses to the variables in the regression. These were individuals who didn’t really fit the 

overall pattern of the regression. For instance, the greatest outlying individual scored highly on 

cultural omnivorousness but lowly on a number of the variables which the regression suggested 

would predict high cultural omnivorousness. I then looked at whether removing this individual 

from the regression would affect the model. Excluding this individual had very little effect on 

the model.  

Next, I looked at cases which had high leverage. These are individuals with extreme values on 

independent variables in the model. Leverage measures how far an independent variable 

deviates from its mean. The problem with high leverage is that it can affect the regression 

coefficient estimates. I ran regressions excluding these cases and saw very little difference in 

the coefficient estimates or the significance levels – not enough to particularly worry me 

anyway.  

This led me to look for any influential cases; cases that would affect the regression estimates 

if they were removed. To do this involved looking at both outlying residuals and cases with 

high leverage. I ran a graph which plotted the leverage of cases against their residual squared 

(so that negative and positive outlying residuals were both obvious). The below graph shows 

the results: 
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You can see from the graph the one very outlying residual and some rather outlying cases with 

high leverage. However, there are practically no cases with both high leverage and a high 

residual which is what we are looking for. We could therefore suggest that we do not have a 

huge problem with influential cases in this particular regression 

However, I decided as well to look at a test for influence – Cook’s D. Below you can see a 

graph which plots the Cook’s Ds of every individual in the regression. We can see that the 

individual with the highest influence is the individual with the ID number 1006057. This is the 

same individual who had the greatest outlying residual. We have already commented on how 

this particular individual scores very lowly on the cultural omnivorousness measure but highly 

on those variables associated with high cultural omnivorousness. We have also already shown 

that removing this individual from the regression has very little effect and does not influence 

any findings I had.  
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I then moved on to check for heteroscedasticity in the model. This refers to the variation in the 

size of the residuals and whether or not that is random. We can see from the plot below that 

there does not seem to be any real pattern in the variation of the residuals, indicating that there 

are no issues with heteroscedasticity.  
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Next, I looked at the potential issue of multicollinearity. This is a problem whereby predictor 

variables are too strongly correlated with one another which can seriously affect regression 

estimates. I had initially worried that my household income and social class variables might 

suffer from this issue. I explored the issue of multicollinearity by looking at the vif (variance 

inflation factor) values for my independent variables. Whilst the values for my cultural 

importance categories were relatively high – indicating that there might be some overlap 

between them – none of the values fell above the value of 10 which as a rule of thumb would 

mean they require further investigation.    
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Indirect effects tables 

 

Table 65. Unstandardized indirect effects of SEM model predicting number of children’s 

books in the household.  

Number of books in the household 

(indirect effects) 

 

Coeff. 

Stand. 

Error 
z Sig. level 

Social class 0.015 0.003 5.49 0.000 

Parental education level 0.030 0.005 6.41 0.000 

Parental cultural capital 

Parental reading     

Parental library usage     

Parental creative writing     

Importance of cultural activities     

 

Table 66. Unstandardized indirect effects of SEM model predicting child’s reading. 

Reading 

(indirect effects) 

 

Coeff. 

Stand. 

Error 
z Sig. level 

Social class 0.032 0.004 8.60 0.000 

Parental education level 0.049 0.006 8.63 0.000 

Parental cultural capital 

Parental reading 0.021 0.005 4.47 0.000 

Parental library usage 0.023 0.004 5.25 0.000 

Parental creative writing 0.013 0.010 1.28 0.200 

Importance of cultural activities 0.008 0.003 2.82 0.005 

Other background variables 

Number of books in the household     

Female     

SIMD     

First born     
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Sibling born     

Urban-rural classification     

Access to cultural activities     

Childcare usage     

Household income 0.001 0.000 3.48 0.000 

 

Table 67. Unstandardized indirect effects of SEM model predicting child’s formal 

cultural activities component. 

Formal cultural activities (indirect 

effects) 

 

Coeff. 

Stand. 

Error 
z Sig. level 

Social class 0.017 0.002 7.80 0.000 

Parental education level 0.029 0.003 8.43 0.000 

Parental cultural capital 

Parental reading 0.005 0.001 4.47 0.000 

Parental library usage 0.005 0.001 5.25 0.000 

Parental creative writing 0.003 0.002 1.28 0.200 

Importance of cultural activities 0.002 0.001 2.82 0.005 

Other background variables 

Number of books in the household     

Female     

SIMD     

First born     

Sibling born     

Urban-rural classification     

Access to cultural activities     

Childcare usage     

Household income 0.000 0.000 3.24 0.001 
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Table 68. Unstandardized indirect effects of SEM model predicting educational ability 

(age 3). 

Age three educational ability 

(Indirect effects) 

 

Coeff. 

Stand. 

Error 
z Sig. level 

Social class 0.254 0.045 5.65 0.000 

Parental education level 0.610 0.100 6.07 0.000 

Parental cultural capital 

Parental reading 0.511 0.058 8.88 0.000 

Parental library usage 0.518 0.057 9.14 0.000 

Parental creative writing 0.732 0.121 6.03 0.000 

Importance of cultural activities 0.592 0.040 14.75 0.000 

Other background variables 

Number of books in the household 0.468 0.043 10.77 0.000 

Female 0.015 0.090 0.17 0.864 

SIMD -0.107 0.035 -3.09 0.002 

First born 0.250 0.087 2.85 0.004 

Sibling born -0.182 0.089 -2.04 0.041 

Urban-rural classification -0.080 0.031 -2.60 0.009 

Access to cultural activities 0.200 0.054 3.73 0.000 

Childcare usage 0.056 0.075 0.75 0.451 

Household income 0.018 0.005 3.85 0.000 

Cultural capital 

Formal cultural activities     

Reading     
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Table 69. Unstandardized indirect effects of SEM model predicting educational ability 

(age 5). 

Age five educational ability 

(Indirect effects) 

 

Coeff. 

Stand. 

Error 
z Sig. level 

Social class 0.198 0.038 5.24 0.000 

Parental education level 0.488 0.087 5.64 0.000 

Parental cultural capital 

Parental reading 0.384 0.043 8.86 0.000 

Parental library usage 0.388 0.043 9.08 0.000 

Parental creative writing 0.555 0.091 6.07 0.000 

Importance of cultural activities 0.450 0.030 14.82 0.000 

Other background variables 

Number of books in the household 0.366 0.033 10.96 0.000 

Female 0.020 0.070 0.29 0.773 

SIMD -0.082 0.027 -3.00 0.003 

First born 0.201 0.069 2.90 0.004 

Sibling born -0.139 0.070 -1.99 0.047 

Urban-rural classification -0.061 0.024 -2.48 0.013 

Access to cultural activities -0.154 0.043 -3.57 0.000 

Childcare usage 0.042 0.058 0.73 0.464 

Household income 0.013 0.004 3.59 0.000 

Cultural capital 

Formal cultural activities     

Reading     
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Regression tables using parental library usage measured at age six 

 

Table 70. Regression analysis of change in cultural omnivorousness using change in 

parental library usage as a predictor 

Change in  

cultural omnivorousness 

 

Coef. Std. Err. 

Social Class of family   

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
  

2. Intermediate occupations 0.071 0.061 

3. Small employers etc 0.045 0.081 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
0.174* 0.078 

5. Semi-routine and routine occupations -0.007 0.071 

6. Never worked 0.164 0.174 

Parental Education Level   

Degree or equivalent (reference)   

Vocational qualification or below 

degree 
-0.052 0.050 

Higher Grade or equivalent -0.018 0.093 

Standard Grade or equivalent -0.093 0.074 

Rural-urban classification   

Large urban (reference)   

Other urban 0.028 0.047 

Small, accessible towns 0.201** 0.067 

Small remote towns 0.112 0.111 

Accessible rural 0.061 0.064 

Remote rural 0.000 0.083 

Number of parents who read -0.012 0.029 

Change in parental library usage 0.140*** 0.022 
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Parental creative writing -0.138* 0.059 

Female 0.021 0.037 

First born 0.057 0.041 

Sibling born -0.011 0.043 

Household income 0.006** 0.002 

Number of books in the house   

0-10 -0.273** 0.091 

11-20 0.003 0.063 

21-30 -0.053 0.053 

30+ (reference)   

Importance of cultural activities   

Not at all important  0.674*** 0.103 

Not really important 0.410*** 0.060 

Neither important nor unimportant 0.295*** 0.059 

Quite important 0.157** 0.054 

Very important (reference)   

Access to cultural activities   

Very happy with the range of activities 

(reference) 

  

Quite happy with the range of activities 0.197*** 0.051 

Would like child to have slightly more 

access 
0.105 0.056 

Would like child to have much more 

access 
0.122 0.069 

SIMD   

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived 

(reference) 
  

7.7472 - 13.5627 -0.074 0.058 

13.5640 - 21.0436 -0.049 0.060 

21.0521 - 33.6982 -0.140* 0.065 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived -0.021 0.067 

Use childcare 0.049 0.041 

Constant 0.294*** 0.111 
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Table 71. Regression analysis of change in cultural omnivorousness using parental library 

usage at age two and age six as predictors 

Change in  

cultural omnivorousness 

 

Coef. Std. Err. 

Social Class of family   

1. Managerial and professional 

occupations (reference) 
  

2. Intermediate occupations 0.082 0.061 

3. Small employers etc 0.052 0.081 

4. Lower supervisory and technical 

occupations 
0.177* 0.078 

5. Semi-routine and routine occupations 0.000 0.071 

6. Never worked 0.160 0.174 

Parental Education Level   

Degree or equivalent (reference)   

Vocational qualification or below 

degree 
-0.068 0.050 

Higher Grade or equivalent -0.035 0.093 

Standard Grade or equivalent -0.120 0.074 

Rural-urban classification   

Large urban (reference)   

Other urban 0.028 0.047 

Small, accessible towns 0.211*** 0.067 

Small remote towns 0.136 0.111 

Accessible rural 0.053 0.064 

Remote rural 0.007 0.083 

Number of parents who read -0.003 0.029 

Parental library usage (age two)   

Don’t use library (reference)   

Use library sometimes -0.241*** 0.042 

Use library often -0.365*** 0.059 
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Parental library usage (age six)   

Don’t use library (reference)   

Use library sometimes 0.199*** 0.044 

Use library often 0.180*** 0.053 

Parental creative writing -0.136* 0.059 

Female 0.028 0.037 

First born 0.050 0.041 

Sibling born -0.012 0.043 

Household income 0.006** 0.002 

Number of books in the house   

0-10 -0.292** 0.091 

11-20 -0.007 0.063 

21-30 -0.062 0.053 

30+ (reference)   

Importance of cultural activities   

Not at all important  0.666*** 0.103 

Not really important 0.393*** 0.060 

Neither important nor unimportant 0.288*** 0.059 

Quite important 0.145** 0.054 

Very important (reference)   

Access to cultural activities   

Very happy with the range of activities 

(reference) 

  

Quite happy with the range of activities 0.188*** 0.051 

Would like child to have slightly more 

access 
0.093 0.056 

Would like child to have much more 

access 
0.103 0.069 

SIMD   

0.9449 - 7.7446 - least deprived 

(reference) 
  

7.7472 - 13.5627 -0.073 0.057 

13.5640 - 21.0436 -0.048 0.059 
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21.0521 - 33.6982 -0.133* 0.065 

33.7252 -89.0941 – most deprived -0.020 0.067 

Use childcare 0.048 0.041 

Constant 0.373*** 0.118 
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