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Intergenerational transmission of cultural capital in Finland
Jarmo Kallunki & Semi Purhonen

University of Tampere

Cultural resources and assets inherited from one’s family of origin can be an important source
of social inequality. In Finland, research on the intergenerational transmission of cultural cap-
ital is very limited. To fill this gap, we ask whether there is an association between the cultural
capital of parents and that of their children in Finland and, if so, how significant it is. We used
a two-fold operationalization of cultural capital for respondents and their parents comprising
educational attainment (institutionalized cultural capital) and interestedness or participation in
highbrow culture (embodied cultural capital). Our multinomial logistic regression analysis of
nationally representative survey data from 2007 (N=1,279) showed close links between re-
spondents’ cultural capital and that of their parents. Respondents’ educational attainment was
strongly influenced by their parents’ education level but not their cultural interestedness; in
contrast, respondents’ cultural participation was influenced by both their parents’ education
and cultural interestedness.
Keywords: Cultural capital, social reproduction, intergenerational transmission, education,
cultural participation

Introduction
Research on intergenerational social mobility and repro-

duction has established that social position, whether mea-
sured through education, occupational class or income level,
is transmitted from one generation to the next in every so-
ciety, albeit to varying degrees. One of the best-established
findings in the sociology of education is that in every so-
ciety, the higher the education level of parents, the higher
that of their children (Hertz et al. 2007; OECD 2015). Sim-
ilar to the intergenerational transmission of education, oc-
cupational mobility follows common patterns across nations
and over time, and education is the main factor in produc-
ing occupational intergenerational mobility and reproduction
(Breen2004; Breen & Luijkx 2004; Hout & DiPrete 2006).
The same conclusion can be drawn about income: there is in-

Jarmo Kallunki (MA, M.Soc.Sci.) is an unaffiliated young re-
searcher, whose research interests include the sociological, polit-
ical, cultural, and economic aspects of education and education
system. Semi Purhonen is Associate Professor of sociology and
Academy Research Fellow at the University of Tampere. He is the
director of an international research group studying how cultural
classifications and hierarchies have changed in Europe since the
1960s. His research interests include cultural sociology, lifestyles,
social stratification, age and generation, comparative research and
sociological theory.

Corresponding author: Semi Purhonen, Faculty of Social Sci-
ences Linna 5056 (Kalevantie 5) FIN-33014 University of Tampere
Finland tel. +358503187313; email semi.purhonen@uta.fi

tergenerational reproduction in income levels, and education
is the main factor explaining this transmission (Björklund &
Jäntti 2009; Bowles & Gintis 2002). Finland is no exception
to these patterns, although in all three respects, the intergen-
erational transmission is weaker than in most other countries
(Erola & Moisio 2002; Härkönen 2010; Kivinen et al. 2012;
Pekkala Kerr & Rinne 2012; Sirniö et al. 2013).

Social stratification and social inequalities, however, are
not only material and economic; they also constitute cul-
tural phenomena (Weber 1946). Cultural resources and as-
sets inherited from family can be an important source of
social inequality. Thus, intergenerational transmission has
drawn increasing attention in research on cultural stratifica-
tion (e.g., Andersen & Jaeger 2015; Kraaykamp & van Ei-
jck 2010; Mohr & DiMaggio 1995; Nagel 2009; van Hek
& Kraaykamp 2015; Willekens et al. 2014; Willekens &
Lievens 2014; Xu & Hampden-Thompson 2011). Cultural
sociology has established that cultural practices – that is,
cultural tastes, activities and orientations – are unevenly dis-
tributed according to the hierarchy of social positions (mea-
sured by, e.g., education, occupational class and income
(Bennett et al. 2009; Bourdieu 1984; Chan 2010). The main
concern of research on the intergenerational transmission of
cultural practices is therefore to probe the degree of cultural
reproduction across generations and its overall significance
for social inequality. While there is ample research on the
stratification of cultural practices in Finland (e.g., Kahma
2011; Purhonen et al. 2014), to our knowledge, there are
no quantitative studies on the intergenerational transmission
of cultural capital in Finland, aside from the area of educa-
tion (e.g., Kivinen et al. 2012; Pekkala Kerr & Rinne 2012;
Witting & Keski-Petäjä 2016). We thus aim to fill this gap.

The conceptual framework operationalized in studies on
the intergenerational transmission of cultural capital is often
drawn from Bourdieu (Willekens et al. 2014). According to
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Bourdieu (2006), capital is accumulated labour, and cultural
capital exists in three forms: embodied, objectified and insti-
tutionalized forms. The embodied form refers to long-lasting
dispositions in a person’s behaviour and taste, which are ac-
quired by cultivation. The objectified form refers to material
objects of cultural value, such as paintings and instruments.
The institutionalized form refers to educational qualifications
and credentials. (Bourdieu 2006, 1998; 1989; 1984; for a
discussion, see, e.g., Jenkins 2014; Lamont & Lareau 1988;
Robbins 2005) All three forms of cultural capital can be con-
sidered from the perspective of intergenerational transmis-
sion (Kraaykamp & van Eijck 2010). Our focus here is on
intergenerational transmission in terms of embodied and in-
stitutionalized cultural capital.

According to Bourdieu (1998; 1973), cultural aspects of
reproduction – especially the inheritance of education and
the way in which education is intertwined with embodied
cultural capital – are highly significant in the reproduction
of social inequalities. The effectiveness (productivity) of the
education and upbringing (pedagogic work) of a child de-
pends on his/her previous education and upbringing, ulti-
mately extending and including pre-school family upbring-
ing at home (Bourdieu & Passeron 1977). The education
system recognizes and rewards behaviour and dispositions
that are characteristic of the higher social classes and legit-
imizes and objectifies these in the form of school success
and education credentials. In this way, the education system
converts existing social inequalities into authorized academic
hierarchies and contributes to social reproduction. (Bourdieu
1973; Bourdieu & Passeron 1977.) While Bourdieu’s view
can be criticized for over-emphasizing the influence of chil-
dren’s social origins on their school success (Jenkins 2014),
the framework is useful for theorizing how the education
system might transform inherited embodied cultural capi-
tal into institutionalized cultural capital (e.g., Andersen &
Jaeger 2015; Kraaykamp & van Eijck 2010; Xu & Hampden-
Thompson 2011) and, ultimately, into differences in labour
market outcomes.

Embodied cultural capital is acquired through cultivation,
which is part of socialization, or the ‘ways[s] in which in-
dividuals are assisted in becoming members of one or more
social groups’ (Grusec & Hastings 2008, 1). Individuals are
cultivated both by their families of origin and by social group
memberships later on in life, such as educational groups, oc-
cupational groups, sports or hobby-related clubs and other
peer groups. Both family cultivation and subsequent culti-
vation may influence individuals’ embodied cultural capital
(e.g., Daenekindt & Roose 2013).

Parents transmit their embodied cultural capital to their
children in various ways. They may demonstrate inter-
est in education and culture (Bourdieu 1984; van Hek &
Kraaykamp 2015) and transmit their linguistic and cogni-
tive skills to their children to help them succeed in school
(De Graaf et al. 2000). They may be actively involved in
their children’s education by using their knowledge of the
education system and influence over schooling (Lareau &
Weininger 2003). They may also actively guide their chil-
dren to appreciate and participate in cultural activities (van

Hek & Kraaykamp 2015) and may finance expenses and
provide transport (Dumais 2002). In general, parents influ-
ence the kinds of social groups, whether informal or insti-
tutional, that their children spend time socializing into dur-
ing childhood (Lareau 2003). While family structure (Tan-
skanen et al. 2016), institutional school environment (An-
dersen & Jaeger 2015) and a country’s welfare model (Xu
& Hampden-Thompson 2011) may influence the outcomes
of parental influence, early childhood experiences have a
durable impact on individuals’ later life experiences and out-
comes (Heckman 2006).

Previous research has shown that parents’ embodied and
institutionalized forms of cultural capital may have inde-
pendent effects on both the embodied and institutional-
ized cultural capital of their children (e.g., van Hek &
Kraaykamp2015; Kraaykamp & van Eijck 2010; Nagel
2009; Willekens et al. 2014; Willekens & Lievens 2014).
Taking stock from these previous analyses, we separately
measure parents’ embodied and institutionalized cultural
capital and separately analyse their associations with chil-
dren’s embodied and institutionalized forms. Thus, our re-
search questions are as follows:

1. Are parents’ embodied and institutionalized cultural
capital associated with the institutional cultural capital of
their children in contemporary Finland? How strong are
these potential associations?

2. Are parents’ embodied and institutionalized cultural
capital associated with the embodied cultural capital of their
children in contemporary Finland? How strong are these po-
tential associations?
Empirical investigations should determine what kind of cul-
ture is capable of generating advantages or identify the spe-
cific ‘content’ of cultural capital in a given social setting
(Holt 1997; Lamont & Lareau 1988; Lareau & Weininger
2003). While the case of institutionalized cultural capital
is quite straightforward (the higher the degree the better),
scholars have debated about what counts as embodied cul-
tural capital. Participation and interestedness in classical
‘highbrow’ culture is often regarded as a prime indicator of
embodied cultural capital in contemporary Western societies,
including Finland ( DiMaggio 1982; DiMaggio & Mukhtar
2004; Purhonen et al. 2014; ). Highbrow culture enjoys sub-
stantial public funding and is strongly institutionalized (e.g.,
in curricula and professorships of higher education, muse-
ums, canons, prizes and criticism). Its prestigious status as a
‘high status signal’ (Lamont & Lareau 1988) is widely rec-
ognized.

Research design

Data
We used nationally representative survey data from 2007

(N=1,388) collected by Statistics Finland as part of the re-
search project ‘Cultural Capital and Social Differentiation in
Contemporary Finland’. The data were drawn from a random
sample of 3,000 Finnish citizens (excluding those from the
Aaland Islands) aged 18–74, with a response rate of 46.3 per
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cent. Women, older men and more highly educated people
are slightly overrepresented in the sample compared to the
Finnish population. To correct these biases, we weighed the
data using an index calculated by Statistics Finland. The data
are available from the Finnish Social Science Data Archive
(ID: FSD2953) and have already been extensively analysed.
A more detailed description of the data can be found else-
where (e.g., Kahma 2011; Purhonen et al. 2014).

The questionnaire contained a wide variety of questions
about respondents’ cultural tastes, activities and practices.
There was also a separate retrospective question for fathers
and mothers on their cultural interestedness. Moreover, both
respondents and their parents were asked about their educa-
tion levels. Thus, we constructed measures for embodied and
institutionalized cultural capital for both the respondents and
their parents. There were no questions about the parents’ ob-
jectified cultural capital, so we could not include this form in
this analysis (cf. Kraaykamp & van Eijck 2010). Regarding
respondents’ social position, the data contained information
about respondents’ occupations, income levels, areas of res-
idence and current family structures.

Considering the above-mentioned data characteristics,
and using the approach proposed by Kraaykamp and van Ei-
jck (2010), we formulated our research design (see Figure
1). We acknowledge that the respondents’ embodied cultural
capital perhaps influences their institutionalized cultural cap-
ital (see, e.g., DiMaggio 2002; Dumais 2002; Merenluoto
2009; Xu & Hampden-Thompson 2011), but our data did not
permit this inquiry.

The retrospectivity of the questions regarding parents’
cultural interestedness is potentially problematic as the cor-
responding data are subject to biases depending on respon-
dents’ memory. Nevertheless, this type of retrospective ques-
tion is often used in analyses of the intergenerational trans-
mission of cultural capital due to the lack of suitable longi-
tudinal and intergenerational data sets on embodied cultural
capital (e.g., Kraaykamp & van Eijck 2010). De Vries and de
Graaf (2008) studied the impact of both random and corre-
lated measurement errors on respondents’ reports of parental
highbrow cultural activities and, thus, on the analysis of
intergenerational transmission of embodied cultural capital.
They concluded that measurement errors tend to yield an un-
derestimation of the parental effect – ‘the total effect is under-
estimated, while the direct effect is not biased’ (de Vries and
de Graaf 2008, 324; see also van Hek & Kraaykamp 2015).
Thus, in analyses without correction terms, it is more difficult
to confirm the existence of parental effects. Therefore, such
analyses provide a lower-bound estimate for the strength of
the parental effect.

Variables
We used categorical variables to measure the levels of ed-

ucation (institutionalized forms). For parents, the variable
took the maximum value from the fathers’ and mothers’ ed-
ucation levels, which had five values: less-than-basic edu-
cation, basic education, secondary education, lower higher
education (bachelor’s degree or equivalent) and higher edu-

cation (master’s degree or higher). For the respondents, we
used a variable comprising four values: basic education, sec-
ondary education, lower higher education and higher educa-
tion. The difference in the number of categories reflects the
general rise in the level of formal education in the Finnish
population over the past few decades (Pekkala Kerr & Rinne
2012). In some cases, the value for parents’ education level
was missing; we excluded these cases from the analysis, with
N decreasing to N=1,297.

The embodied cultural capital of a respondent’s parents
was measured by asking whether the parents were interested
in the following cultural activities during the respondent’s
childhood: reading, movies, gardening, crafts, sports, pop
music, classical music, cooking or arts. The question was
presented separately for fathers and mothers, and the respon-
dent could choose multiple activities. Corresponding with
our commitment to empirically defining cultural capital, we
used principal component analysis and found that for both
fathers and mothers, interests in reading, movies, classical
music and arts were associated but were separated from the
rest of the activities (tables on file with authors). Adhering
to the notion of capital being accumulated labour (Bourdieu
2006), we constructed a variable measuring the cultural inter-
estedness of parents as a sum of the fathers’ and mothers’ in-
terestedness in these four activities (Cronbach’s alpha: 0.61;
initial range: 0–8). We recoded the values to form a cate-
gorical variable with the following categories and content:
no interestedness, slight interestedness (parents interested in
one activity), intermediate interestedness (parents interested
in two activities), high interestedness (parents interested in
three activities) and very high interestedness (parents inter-
ested in four or more activities). Notably, this variable de-
scribed parents’ interestedness, especially in highbrow cul-
ture.

There were several options for measuring respondents’
embodied cultural capital. One of the questions addressed
whether respondents, at some point in their lives, had regu-
larly studied certain forms of culture outside the school cur-
riculum, for example, music and singing, acting and dancing,
creative writing, photography and film, painting and draw-
ing, crafts or some other artistic activity. Another question
considered whether the respondents were currently mem-
bers of a cultural club; the same seven choices above were
used, plus literary clubs. Respondents could choose sev-
eral options for each question. Principal component analy-
sis demonstrated (tables on file with authors) that studying
a given art form was associated with club membership in
that same form and that studying one form positively cor-
related with studying another form, the latter being true for
club memberships as well. This, together with the regular-
ity of study, suggests that these questions measure endur-
ing cultural participation. Thus, we constructed a measure
for the respondents’ embodied cultural capital (as accumu-
lated labour) by summing up studies and club memberships
to measure the respondents’ enduring cultural participation
(Cronbach’s alpha: 0.62; initial range 0–15). We recoded the
values to produce a categorical variable with three values: no
participation, intermediate participation and high participa-
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Figure 1. Research design.

tion. The ‘no participation’ category meant that the respon-
dent had never studied any of the cultural forms specified and
was not a member of any cultural club mentioned. Interme-
diate participation meant that the respondent had indicated
one or two forms that he/she had studied or for which he/she
was a member of a club, while high participation meant that
he/she had indicated three or more forms.

In addition to the cultural capital variables, we used vari-
ables describing the respondents’ age, gender, occupational
class, income level, area of residence and family structure.
These factors have been shown to influence both embodied
and institutionalized cultural capital in Finland (using this
same dataset; Purhonen et al. 2014); we thus used them as
controls. We used age as a continuous variable, while the
remainder were categorical variables (the distributions of all
variables are presented in the Appendix).

Method
Our research questions and categorical variables led us

methodologically to multinomial logistic regression analy-
sis (MRA) (Nummenmaa 2004; Tabachnick & Fidell 2007).
MRA is a flexible method that sets only three requirements
for analysis: the cases must be independent of one another;
the variable to be explained must be categorical; and there
cannot be overly strong correlations (collinearity) among the
explaining variables. All these requirements were met here.
MRA produces models that use explaining variables, or pre-
dictors (Tabachnick & Fidell 2007), to predict whether a
given case belongs in one or another category of the variable
under scrutiny. In MRA, a separate logistic regression model
is produced for each non-reference category of the explained
variable. The goodness of fit of the MRA model is evaluated
by the accuracy of the abovementioned predictions. MRA
produces a set of odds ratios that can be used to evaluate the
significance of the predictors. Because odds ratios are prob-
lematic to use in within-model and between-model compar-

Table 1
Correlations between the cultural capital variables.

RP RE PI PE
Respodent’s

1.0cultural
participation (RP)

Respondent’s
0.23*** 1.0level of education

(RE)

Parents’ cultural
0.20*** 0.15*** 1.0interestedness (PI)

Parents’ level of
0.27*** 0.38*** 0.35*** 1.0education (PE)

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001. (Spearman’s rho, two-tailed tests.)

isons, we calculated the average marginal effects (AME) to
better grasp the practical significance of the predictors and to
allow for more nuanced comparisons (see Mood 2010).

Results
To establish an association between the cultural capital of

parents and that of respondents, we calculated the pairwise
Spearman correlation coefficients for all cultural capital vari-
ables. Table 1 shows clear connections between the cultural
capital variables. Cross-tabulations showed that both the
level of education and the respondents’ cultural participation
increased approximately linearly when either the parents’ ed-
ucation level or their cultural interestedness increased.

After establishing associations among the cultural capital
variables, we used the Spearman correlation coefficient and
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cross-tabulations to confirm that a respondent’s age, gender,
occupational class, income level and area of residence were
associated with his/her education level and cultural partici-
pation accordingly (Figure 1). Slightly surprisingly, the re-
spondents’ current family structure had no statistically sig-
nificant association with their cultural participation; we thus
we omitted this variable from the MRA.

Following the preliminary analysis, we inserted the vari-
ables into the MRA model. The predicted variables were the
respondents’ level of education (Table 2) and cultural partic-
ipation (Table 3). We used a stepwise modelling strategy: at
Step 1, we used only one predictor; at Step 2, we inserted all
the predictors (see Figure 1). Step 1 is reported as Models
1–2 in Table 2 and Step 2 as Model 3; correspondingly, in
Table 3, Models 1–3 represent Step 1, and Model 4 is Step 2.

Table 2 shows the results of the MRA, in which the pre-
dicted variable is the respondents’ education level, and the
predictors at Step 1 are the parents’ level of education (Model
1) and cultural interestedness (Model 2). At Step 2, Model
3 includes both parents’ level of education and cultural inter-
estedness, with the respondents’ age and gender controlled
for. The reference category in the MRA for the respondents’
education level was set at the basic education level.

The model-fitting information presented in Table 2 sug-
gests a decent fit for Model 3, with an overall prediction ac-
curacy of 45.2 per cent and a pseudo-R2 of 22.8 per cent. Ta-
ble 2 shows that parents’ education level significantly influ-
enced that of their children, and after controlling for parents’
cultural interestedness and respondents’ gender and age, this
influence remained prevalent in terms of the AME sign, mag-
nitude and statistical significance. This result was expected
due to the well-known intergenerational transmission of ed-
ucation in Finland.

Our main finding is that parents’ cultural interestedness
has an effect on their children’s level of education but that
this effect almost vanishes after controlling for parents’ ed-
ucation level and respondents’ age and gender. More de-
tailed modelling showed that the effect of parents’ cultural
interestedness can be explained by parents’ education level.
Thus, our analysis suggests that in Finland, parents’ cultural
interestedness has no independent effect on their children’s
education level.

Table 3 presents the MRA results for the respondents’ cul-
tural participation. At Step 1, the predictors are the parents’
education level (Model 1) and cultural participation (Model
2) and the respondents’ education level (Model 3). At Step 2,
Model 4 included all the aforementioned variables, with the
respondents’ age, gender, occupational class, income level
and area of residence controlled for. The MRA reference
category was ‘no participation’.

The model-fitting information for Model 4 again suggests
a decent fit, with an overall prediction accuracy of 53.8 per
cent and a pseudo-R2 of 23.4 per cent. Table 3 shows that
both parents’ education level (Model 1) and their cultural in-
terestedness (Model 2) were significant predictors of the re-
spondents’ cultural participation. As expected, this was also
true for the respondents’ level of education (Model 3). For
example, compared to respondents whose parents had a basic

education, those with the most highly educated parents were,
on average, 21.8 percentage points more likely to have high
participation in cultural activities. Conversely, compared to
children of parents with no cultural interestedness, children
of parents with very high cultural interestedness were, on av-
erage, 25.1 percentage points less likely to participate in no
cultural activities.

At Step 2, Model 4, as expected, we observed that all three
cultural capital variables lost a considerable amount of their
explanatory power: the magnitudes of the AMEs were, in
general, halved, and their statistical significance decreased.
Three main results can be drawn from Model 4: first, all
three cultural capital variables retained substantial explana-
tory power; second, all three variables had similar patterns
of influence; and third, all three variables yielded nearly the
same magnitudes and statistical significance. Additionally,
besides gender and a few sporadic exceptions, the control
variables had no statistically significant influence over the
respondents’ cultural participation at Step 2. Most notably,
the respondents’ age and occupational status had no effect in
Model 4.

Two general conclusions can be drawn from the analy-
sis presented here. First, the analysis demonstrates the as-
sociations between the forms of cultural capital of parents
and their children and that cultural capital also appears to
be intergenerationally transmitted in Finland in an embodied
form. Second, the intergenerational associations were rela-
tively strong compared to the associations of the sociodemo-
graphic control variables with the respondents’ cultural capi-
tal. Moreover, the intergenerational associations were sub-
stantially preserved when the sociodemographic variables
were controlled for.

Discussion
Inspired by classical studies of social reproduction

(DiMaggio 1982; Bourdieu & Passeron 1977; Bourdieu
2006), and following the example of more recent empirical
studies (Kraaykamp & van Eijck 2010; Mohr & DiMaggio
1995; Willekens & Lievens 2014), we analysed the intergen-
erational transmission of cultural capital in Finland. Our re-
search questions concerned, first, the potential association of
parents’ embodied and institutionalized cultural capital with
the institutional cultural capital of their children and, sec-
ond, the association of parents’ embodied and institutional-
ized cultural capital with their children’s embodied cultural
capital. We analysed cultural capital in terms of the educa-
tion levels of both respondents and their parents, the cultural
participation of respondents and the cultural interestedness
of their parents.

We found that parents’ education level strongly influenced
that of their children but that parents’ cultural interestedness
had no independent effect on their children’s education level.
Recalling that we had no corrections, this was thus a lower
bound, and a more nuanced analysis might have revealed the
existence of such an effect (cf. de Vries & de Graaf 2008). It
is somewhat surprising that parents’ embodied cultural capi-
tal did not appear to influence the educational attainment of
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Table 3
Multinominal logistic regression on the respodent’s cultural participation (average marginal effects). N=1,279.

Respondent’s cultural participation
No Intermediate High

participation participation participation

MODEL 1: Parents’s level of education only
Parent’s level of education (reference: basic education)

Less than basic education .040 -.013 -.027
Secondary education -.095** .004 .091***
Lower higher education -.250*** .080* .170***
Higher education -.307*** .089 .218***

MODEL 2: Parent’s cultural interestedness only
Parent’s cultural interestedness (reference: no interestedness)

Slight interestedness -.097* .054 .042
Intermediate interestedness -.121** .032 .089**
High interestedness -.235*** .091 .144***
Very high interestedness -.251*** .108* .142***

MODEL 3: Respondent’s level of education only
Respondent’s level of education (reference: basic education)

Secondary education -.120** .071 .050
Lower higher education -.223*** .108** .116***
Higher education -.343*** .156** .187***

MODEL 4. Parent’s level of education and cultural interestedness
and respodent’s level of education; respondent’s gender, age,
occupational class, income level and area of residence controlled for
Parent’s level of education (reference: basic education)

Less than basic education -.023 .023 .000
Secondary education -.017 -.032 .050
Lower higher education -.111* .027 .084*
Higher education -.127* .025 .102*

Parent’s cultural interestedness (reference: no interestedness)

Slight interestedness -.050 .029 .021
Intermediate interestedness -.055 -.009 .064*
High interestedness -.145** .053 .092*
Very high interestedness -.134** .057 .078*

Respondent’s level of education (reference: basic education)

Secondary education -.089* .028 .061
Lower higher education -.127** .023 .104**
Higher education -.191** .086 .105*

MODEL 1: -2LogLikelihood=54.46, χ2 = 95.49,df=8, p<0.001, Nagelkerke R2=8.2 %, Accuracy =48.9 %
MODEL 2: -2LogLikelihood=55.94, χ2 = 48.66,df=8, p<0.001, Nagelkerke R2=4.3 %, Accuracy =47.2 %
MODEL 3: -2LogLikelihood=45.69, χ2 = 62.24,df=6, p<0.001, Nagelkerke R2=5.4 %, Accuracy =47.2 %
MODEL 4: -2LogLikelihood=2281.71, χ2 = 283.32,df=48, p<0.001, Nagelkerke R2=23.4%, Accuracy =53.8 %
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their children, as reported elsewhere (e.g., Kraaykamp & van
Eijck 2010; Xu & Hampden-Thompson 2011). One expla-
nation might be that mere interestedness is too moderate an
indicator of parents’ embodied cultural capital, and it would
require a stronger measure, such as parents’ actual participa-
tion in cultural activities, for the effect to emerge. Inquiring
about parents’ actual participation might, however, be more
vulnerable to memory bias than more general questions re-
garding interestedness, and the analysis would require focus-
ing the data collection on families with young children or us-
ing panel data (e.g., Kraaykamp & van Eijck 2010; Willekens
& Lievens 2014).

In the case of respondents’ cultural participation, we
found that both parents’ level of education and cultural par-
ticipation, together with the respondents’ level of educa-
tion, influenced their cultural participation and that these ef-
fects were mostly preserved after controlling for sociode-
mographic factors. Our results are concurrent with interna-
tional studies on the intergenerational transmission of cul-
tural capital (e.g., Kraaykamp & van Eijck 2010; Nagel
2009; Willekens & Lievens 2014). Importantly, the par-
ents’ forms of cultural capital seemed to be as influential as
the respondents’ education and more influential than the so-
ciodemographic factors influencing the unequal distribution
of cultural practices in Finland. This suggests an intergenera-
tional transmission of a ‘culturally oriented lifestyle’ (Nagel
2009) in Finland, over which subsequent socialization may
have limited influence. Either way, while an earlier analysis
(Purhonen et al. 2014) has shown that individuals’ educa-
tion, age and gender are the most important factors in the un-
equal distribution of cultural practices in contemporary Fin-
land, our results suggest that parental cultural capital should
be featured amongst the most important factors.

Thus, without being an exception from the international
point of view, cultural resources and assets inherited from
one’s family of origin appear to be a potential source of social
inequality in contemporary Finland. Cultural capital con-
tributes to social mobility and social reproduction not only
through the intergenerational transmission of educational at-
tainment but also through the transmission of embodied cul-
tural capital, that is, participation and involvement in high-
brow culture. This inheritance of embodied cultural cap-
ital can be seen as consolidating and reproducing cultural
hierarchies and inequality of access to cultural services and
engagement (their benefits to well-being are widely known;
see, e.g., Wheatley & Bickerton 2017). This, along with the
fact that culturally disengaged people most often come from
socially disadvantaged backgrounds, may also explain why
Finnish lifestyles and tastes are still structured by a relatively
traditional division between highbrow and popular culture
(Purhonen et al. 2014).

The main limitation of our study is our use of cross-
sectional data, which prohibited us from making causal in-
ferences. Our results thus remain at the level of demon-
strating existing associations. Conversely, cross-sectional
data prohibit the tracking of historical changes. As Kivi-
nen et al. (2012) note, there are indications that the inheri-
tance of education has decreased during the past few decades,

which suggests that the inheritance of embodied cultural cap-
ital might also be decreasing. This question is beyond our
remit, but it remains significant for future studies. More-
over, our data concerning parental cultural capital came from
retrospective questions that were sensitive to memory bias;
thus, our results are somewhat tentative. Therefore, although
we stayed on the safe side regarding the potential bias at-
tributable to memory effects (which underestimates parental
influence on respondents’ cultural capital), we must remain
cautious about the fact that ‘it would be simplistic to assume
that there is no need to be concerned about the biases caused
by measurement error’ (de Vries & de Graaf 2008, 324).

Another limitation stems from the rather modest response
rate of our survey data, which makes it possible to call into
question the representativeness of the sample. Although we
used the data as weighted by an index variable (calculated
by Statistics Finland) that corrected nonresponse biases in
terms of gender, age and, most importantly, education level,
one may ask whether the sample was capable of covering
the most disadvantaged groups, as measured by embodied
cultural capital. While recognizing this problem at a general
level (the most culturally disengaged groups are most likely
passive in responding to surveys on cultural matters), the
problem is not severe in this study as the culturally ‘passive’
groups were substantial enough in the first place, in terms
of both respondents’ cultural participation and their parents’
cultural interestedness.

These limitations notwithstanding, it appears evident that
parental cultural capital plays an important role in the dis-
tribution of cultural practices in Finland and that this role
needs further analysis. We therefore propose that parental
cultural capital should be taken into account in future studies
analysing the distribution of cultural practices in Finland.
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APPENDIX

Table 1. Distributions of all variables used in the analysis.

Total
% N

100 1279
Parents’ level of education
Less-than-basic education 9.4 120
Basic education 28.6 366
Secondary education 31.0 397
Lower higher education 19.1 244
Higher education 11.9 152

Parents’ cultural interestedness
No interestedness 20.3 260
Slight interestedness 23.9 305
Intermediate interestedness 23.9 305
High interestedness 13.9 177
Very high interestedness 18.1 231

Respondent’ level of education
Basic education 14.9 189
Secondary education 39.3 501
Lower higher education 30.6 390
Higher education 15.2 194

Respondent’s cultural participation
No participation 44.3 567
Intermediate participation 37.1 474
High participation 18.6 238

Respondent’s gender
Male 48.2 617
Female 51.8 662

Respondent’s age (mean, standard deviation) 44.54 15.43

Respondent’s occupational class
Working class 30.4 388
Intermediate 32.6 416
Professional-executive 24.9 318
Other 12.2 156

Respondent’s net income
Less than 500 eur/month 12.1 150
500–999 eur/month 17.9 222
1000–1499 eur/month 24.9 309
1500–1999 eur/month 21.7 270
2000–2499 eur/month 11.9 147
2500 eur/month or more 11.6 144

Respondent’s area of residence
Country 14.4 184
Village 17.5 223
Suburb 51.3 653
City centre 16.8 213


