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This article tests one key assumption of Bourdieu’s theory of culture
fields: that actors are positioned in a “topography” of social rela-
tions according to their endowments of economic, social, and cul-
tural capital. Blockmodeling procedures are used to analyze data
on German writers and to identify a social structure in which posi-
tions vary according to the types and amounts of capital accumu-
lated. A strong split between elite and marginal writers dominates
the social structure, and even the fundamental distinction between
high and low culture is embedded in this bipartition. Significant
differences in both cultural and social capita} distinguish elite from
nonelite positions; within this bipartition, pronounced differences
in cultural capital separate high and low culture. Relative to cul-
tural and social capital, economic capital plays a lesser role in un-
derstanding the social structure of cultural fields.

INTRODUCTION

Recent advances in the sociology of art and literature focus on the struc-
ture rather than the content of cultural fields and look at the organiza-
tional system in which art is produced, distributed, and consumed
(Becker 1982; Blau 1989; Bourdieu 1985a, 1992; DiMaggio 1987; De-
Nooy 1992; Peterson 1985). To varying degrees, current work in this
realm addresses the long-standing sociological problem of the relation
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between the economic and the cultural and between the material and the
artistic. Common to most of these efforts are refinements of Marxian
distinctions between structure and superstructure, or Weberian concepts
of status and class position, in primarily cultural systems. Usually, such
distinctions are conceptualized as dichotomies that classify art, artists,
and artistic systems into high and low, serious and light, legitimate and
alternative, high brow and low brow, elite and peripheral, or artistic and
commercial segments.

Bourdieu (1985a, 1992) has presented the most elaborate theoretical
statement about the structure of cultural fields. Bourdieu goes beyond
the Marxist concept of class as a system of property rights and introduces
a more complex class notion that takes account of different forms of
capital—that is, social and cultural as well as economic. In a way, his
“field theory,” based on the distinction of class and status (Bourdieu
1985a), “value spheres,” and “spheres of life conduct” (Weber 1972, p.
536), owes as much to Marx as to Weber. Bourdieu positions actors in a
social space, or topography, according to economic, social, and cultural
characteristics. In contrast to Weber’s macrosociological approach, how-
ever, Bourdieu’s field theory is primarily located at the mesolevel. Similar
to usage in organizational sociology (DiMaggio and Powell 1983), fields
encompass the relations among the totality of relevant individual and
organizational actors in functionally differentiated parts of society, such
as education, health, and politics, or, as in the case examined here, in
art and literature.

Within cultural fields, as in all others, actors are assumed to compete
for social positions. This competition gives rise to social structure, which,
understood here as a social topology, positions actors relative to each
other according to the overall amounts and relative combinations of capi-
tal available to them (Bourdieu 1989; Miiller 1985, p. 164). The topology
is “so constructed that agents who occupy similar or neighboring posi-
tions are placed in similar conditions” (Bourdieu 1989, p. 17), which in
turn makes such actors more likely to develop similar dispositions, inter-
ests, and habits. In analytic terms, Bourdieu defines the structure of a
field as a “network, or a configuration, of objective relations” among
positions (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992, p. 97).

Besides its general plausibility, however, Bourdieu’s theory rests on
two basic propositions that need critical empirical support: first, the the-
ory assumes that differences in capital endowments are in fact related to
the social topography (social structure) of cultural fields in a significant
and meaningful way; and second—in a manner similar to DiMaggio’s
(1987) classification principles—the theory posits a close correspondence
between the social topography and the cognitive structure of cultural
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fields, that is, the mental maps actors have of social positions and their
organizational and cultural correlates. In this article, we will primarily
explore the empirical foundation for the first assumption.

Bourdieu’s social topography of fields as a configuration of relations
among positions bears considerable affinity to the concept of structural
equivalence (Lorraine and White 1973; Sailer 1978), which provides the
theoretical bedrock for much recent work in network analysis, specifically
blockmodeling (White, Boorman, and Breiger 1976; Wasserman and Ga-
laskiewicz 1993). Structural equivalence is a mathematical principle that
groups actors according to their relations with others. Identity in such
relations to third parties places actors in equivalent structural positions.
By implication, structurally equivalent actors are substitutable, and the
set of relations among actors can be reduced to a simpler structure or,
mathematically, to a homomorphic image, in which individual actors are
replaced by classes of actors, or blocks.

As a formal principle, structural equivalence operationalizes a signifi-
cant part of Bourdieu’s conception of social topography as the relative
social positioning of actors in terms of similarity and dissimilarity of social
relations. Structural equivalence does not, however, extend to include
similarities in interests, cognition, and behaviors, or habitus, as Bour-
dieu’s social topography does (Bourdieu 1985b; 1990, chap. 3). Nonethe-
less, representations of social structure in terms of structural equivalence
appear as the first step necessary to examine the extent of similarities in
the conditions, interests, and behaviors among actors. Indeed, Bourdieu
and Wacquant (1992, p. 105) suggest that we “map out the objective
structure of relations” among positions before analyzing the habits and
dispositions of actors in a given field. It is, therefore, surprising that
despite the clear affinity between the concept of structural equivalence
in network analysis and Bourdieu’s social topography in his field theory,
no systematic empirical tests of Bourdieu’s theorizing have been carried
out using a relational approach.

We conduct such a test in this article by studying a group of writers
and literati in the city of Cologne, Germany. Through the use of social
network and categorical data collected with the help of personally admin-
istered questionnaires, we look at the pattern of social relations among
writers and examine the amounts and types of capital accumulated.
Thus, we intend to explore the usefulness of Bourdieu’s social topography
in understanding the relation between forms of capital and social struc-
ture in the field of literature. Specifically, we provide initial tests of
Bourdieu’s field theory and examine the relative impact of factors such
as market position, reputation, and organizational influence on the social
positioning of writers.
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FORMS OF CAPITAL AND SOCIAL STRUCTURE

Bourdieu’s concept of “capital” is broader than the monetary notion of
capital in economics; capital is a generalized “resource” that can assume
monetary and nonmonetary as well as tangible and intangible forms.
Bourdieu (1986, p. 243) distinguishes between three general types of capi-
tal, which may assume field-specific contents:?

Economic capital refers to monetary income as well as other finan-
cial resources and assets and finds its institutional expression in prop-
erty rights. For example, writers differ in the extent to which they
earn income from publishing, public readings, or other literary activi-
ties.

Cultural capital exists in various forms. It includes long-standing dis-
positions and habits acquired in the socialization process, the accumula-
tion of valued cultural objects such as paintings, and formal educational
qualifications and training. For example, through the study of literature
and fine arts, writers may acquire tastes and styles distinct from others.
Important for our purposes is the distinction between incorporated cul-
tural capital, in the form of education and knowledge, and symbolic
cultural capital, the capacity to define and legitimize cultural, moral, and
artistic values, standards, and styles. High-culture genres and writers of
literary criticism may have high degrees of symbolic capital, whereas
writers in other genres, such as folk art, may enjoy little.

Social capital is the sum of the actual and potential resources that
can be mobilized through membership in social networks of actors and
organizations. For example, writers may differ in the size and span of
their social networks to cultural institutions.

The types of capital differ in liquidity and convertibility and in their
potential for loss through attrition and inflation. Economic capital is the
most liquid, most readily convertible form for transformation into social
and cultural capital. By comparison, the convertibility of social capital
into economic capital is costlier and more contingent; social capital is less
liquid, “stickier,” and subject to attrition. While it is difficult to convert
social into cultural capital, the transformation of cultural into social capi-
tal is easier.

The differences in the liquidity, convertibility, and loss potential of
forms of capital entail different scenarios for actors in social fields. Some
positions are characterized by high volumes of economic capital, yet

? Bourdieu’s usage and definitions of the various forms of capital is sometimes some-
what cursory. His paper (Bourdieu 1983) on forms of capital, available in English in
1986, offers the most complete and systematic discussion of capital forms; see also
Miiller (1985), Gartman (1992), and Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992).

862

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Forms of Capital

lower volumes of cultural and social capital; others will rank high in
terms of cultural capital, yet somewhat lower in other forms. The nou-
veaux riches, for example, are typically well endowed with economic
capital relative to a paucity of cultural capital. International business
consultants rely on high levels of social capital, relative to cultural and
economic capital, and intellectuals typically accumulate higher amounts
of cultural and symbolic capital than they do economic and social endow-
ments. Writers of avant-garde literature may have little economic capital
available to them, but they may appear well endowed in terms of sym-
bolic-cultural capital; in contrast, writers of romance novels may rank
high in accumulated economic capital, yet low in cultural capital as well
as in relevant social capital.

Dominant Forms of Capital and Social Structure

Bourdieu (19854, 1992, pp. 165-81) argues that the dominance of specific
forms of capital is characteristic of different types of social fields. Of
particular importance for cultural fields is the distinction between the
field of restricted cultural production and the field of large-scale cultural
production. Both fields differ to the extent to which economic and non-
economic capital forms become dominant. The field of restricted produc-
tion is relatively autonomous from market considerations. Economic suc-
cess is secondary to symbolic value, and writers compete for cultural
capital in the form of recognition, reputation, and legitimacy rather than
for monetary rewards. In contrast, the field of large-scale cultural produc-
tion is characterized by the predominance of economic considerations
and market success. In the large-scale case, writers compete as producers
in a market to seek financial returns first and foremost.

Based on this reasoning, the social topography of cultural fields ap-
pears bipartite (Bourdieu 1992). The two segments, however, seem
largely unrelated: in one segment, writers are artists; in the other they
are commercial producers. The distinction between the fields of restricted
and large-scale production suggests rigid boundaries imposed upon seg-
ments. Each field forms a segment in which different primary “curren-
cies”—prestige versus money—are exchanged; and each segment is in-
ternally structured according to either market or reputational success.
Different mechanisms operate within each segment. In the field of re-
stricted production, the distinction between the writing of text and its
evaluation and legitimation as “literature” introduces hierarchical ele-
ments into the social structure. Critics and “metaliterati” act as the
cultural legitimator and fabricate “creative interpretation for the benefit
of the creator” (Bourdieu 1985a, p. 18). Critics provide data for the
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Commerclal Segment Non-Commercial Segment

F16. 1.—Basic model of restricted and general cultural production

competitive audience of peers as the writers’ alter egos and offer the
basic material for the reputational hierarchy in the struggle for symbolic,
cultural, and social capital.

Thus the basic model of the structure of cultural fields includes two
dimensions: first, the distinction between economic and noneconomic
capital in the constitution of two separate segments of literary production;
and second, the internal stratification of each dimension into dominant
and peripheral groups of writers. Bourdieu’s thinking would lead us to
expect a social topography with two segments and four groups, as graphi-
cally represented in figure 1.}

The distinction between the fields of restricted and large-scale produc-
tion of culture is ideal-typical; and any cultural product is, as a manifesta-
tion of economic and noneconomic capital, both commodity and symbol
(Bourdieu 1989). If we move beyond the dichotomy of economic versus
noneconomic capital, different combinations of capital may involve inter-
mediary positions, and Bourdieu (1985a) acknowledges that cultural
fields may contain a variety of intermediate forms between art as a com-

* We would like to thank the 4JS reviewer who suggested this expected structural
outcome of Bourdieu’s topography.
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mercial commodity and as a symbolic and cultural good. For these inter-
mediate positions, commercial success and critical acclaim do not neces-
sarily coincide. Social capital, for example, may be a more important
means of status competition in high-culture genres than in mass culture;
moreover, some writers may regard membership in professional organiza-
tions and circles as inopportune, perhaps even contrary to their self-
understanding as artists, while others see it as an important ingredient
for the accumulation of the economic, cultural, and social capital needed
for status competitions.

Although not fully developed in his writing, Bourdieu’s (1979, 1983,
1985a) work suggests that the dominance of different forms of capital
may correspond to distinct configurations in the social topography of
cultural fields. This implies that the basic model presented in figure 1 is
not the only one possible and that different topologies of social positions
may result from different capital forms. It is useful to engage in a
“thought experiment” to explore the relations between forms of capital
and social structure. We do so by relating the dominant form of capital
to two types of partitions in social structures: segmentation and hier-
archy.

Segmentation refers to the number of relatively distinct, structurally
separate, and unrelated parallel components of the social structure. Typi-
cal of segmentation in culture are the basic distinctions between restricted
and large-scale production of cultural goods or the symbolic differences
between “high culture” and “low culture,” “serious literature” and
“light literature.” A segmentation is represented in the partition between
the commercial and the noncommercial segments in figure 1.

Hierarchy refers to the extent to which partitions yield clusters of social
positions in terms of status differences. Typical hierarchical elements of
cultural fields include the positions of prominent writers as the elite and
the unknown, “struggling” writers as the periphery. Segmentation ele-
ments are relationally independent, but as social positions are linked
across different statuses hierarchies emerge. In figure 1, hierarchies are
found in the elite-periphery split within each segment.

In reference to DiMaggio (1987, pp. 447-52), who explores the rela-
tionship between industry structure and artistic classification systems,
we can construct three types of ceteris paribus relations between domi-
nant forms of capital (as the independent variable) and the partition of
social structure (as the dependent variable) in the field of modern literary
production. Each form of capital adds specific tendencies to the degree
of segmentation and hierarchy in the social structure.

A predominance of economic capital leads to weaker degrees of seg-
mentation between genres that are based on market success. The hierar-
chy of the social structure would be pronounced, though relatively fluid,
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to reflect graduated distinctions in terms of economic success, as commer-
cial producers try to reduce the strength of genre distinctions in search
of larger audiences as markets.

A predominance of social capital leads to multiple though weakly insti-
tutionalized segments that are maintained, along the lines of differenti-
ated genres, by professional organizations and other loci of interest medi-
ation that often take the form of complex social networks. Hierarchies are
less pronounced than they would be under the predominance of economic
capital, a flexibility that reflects membership participation and ranks in
formal and informal associations.

A predominance of cultural (symbolic) capital tends to lead to highly
segmented and hierarchical social structures. The social structure would
be divided into a segment of legitimized art, or high culture, and another
segment of nonlegitimate art, or low culture. The relationship between
the two segments is hierarchical, as are relationships between the position
of legitimator and producer of literature within the high-culture segment.
Moreover, the high-culture segment is stratified according to reputational
status positions, as competition among writers leads them to innovate
and develop new styles.

Thus economic, social, and cultural capital differ in terms of the struc-
tural patterns they generate. Economic capital differs from social capital
in terms of hierarchy and from cultural capital in terms of segmentation;
social capital differs from cultural capital in terms of hierarchy. Table 1
contains a representation of the major components of an operational
model of forms of capital and social structure in art. Each of the three
forms of capital implies a basic distinction. Economic capital focuses on
commercial success versus failure with money as the major currency
and economic status as the major indicator. Social capital distinguishes
between membership and nonmembership in professional organizations
and informal networks with “contacts” as the major currency and differ-
ences in membership affiliation as the major indicator. Cultural capital
marks a distinction between recognition and indifference in the percep-
tion and reception of literature with prestige as the major currency and
reputation and education as indicators; symbolic cultural capital makes
a distinction between art and nonart or high and low culture with artistic
legitimation as the major currency and genre hierarchies as the major
indicators.

In each case, we hypothesize specific forms of partitions in terms of
segmentation and hierarchy. Economic capital operating alone will resuit
in a social structure characterized by low segmentation and strong hierar-
chies. Social capital by itself leads to high segmentation and weak hierar-
chies, and cultural capital produces strongly segmented and hierarchical
social structures.
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TABLE 1

AN OPERATIONAL MODEL OF FORMS OF CAPITAL AND SOCIAL STRUCTURE IN CULTURAL FIELDS

Form of Basic Major Degree of Degree of

Capital Distinction Currency Segementation Hierarchy Indicators
Economic ............... Monetary success versus failure =~ Money Weak Strong Economic status
Social ................... Member versus nonmember Social contacts and connections Strong Weak Membership
Cultural ................. Recognition versus indifference Prestige Strong Strong Reputation, education
Symbolic cultural ..... Art versus nonart Legitimation Strong Strong Genre hierarchies
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In blockmodel images, a segmentary social structure between two
blocks, A and B, is indicated by

A B
A 1 0
B 0 1,
and, in a weaker form, as
A
A 1
B 0 o0,

where neither of the two segments (blocks) relates to the other; instead,
each segment constitutes a distinct, separate component. In other words,
there are relations among the positions of each block (indicated by “1”),
but none between blocks (indicated by the “0” off-diagonal entries in
the two image matrices). As mentioned above, the partition between
restricted and general production is an example of segmentation in cul-
tural fields.

Next, hierarchical social structures are indicated by nonzero off-
diagonal entries in the image matrices. A strong hierarchy is represented
by the image matrix

A
B

v—ar—t>
=

o O

b

where block B relates to A, but not vice versa. Positions in A are related,
whereas positions in B are not. The relationship between elite writers
(block A) and a disparate, unrelated set of unknown writers trying to
gain access to elite positions (block B) would be an example of a strong
hierarchy. A weak hierarchy,

A
B

r—ao—a>
How

ki

ranks two interrelated blocks, for example, the relation between a group
of established elite writers (block A) and a cohesive circle of younger
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writers (block B) aspiring to seek the friendship or advice of the first
group. The center-periphery model,

A B
A1 1
B 1 0,

is a variation of the simple hierarchy, whereby block B represents a set
of positions that, while unrelated to one another, have some form of
mutual relationship with the interconnected positions of block A. For
example, a cohesive group of writers occupying central positions in the
social structure relate to peripheral writers who are themselves unrelated
to each other.

Of course, actual social structures are composites of such basic segmen-
tary and hierarchical elements. The positions of elites in the social topog-
raphy of writers are of particular interest. Do different forms of capital
exchanged within the same cultural field lead to a single elite or to multi-
ple elites? Do elites differ in the extent to which they represent financial
achievements and reputational success or in their ability to legitimize and
to organize their interests? Is it true, as Mannheim (1940, pp. 82-83)
suggests, that we can detect in the field of culture organizing elites distinct
from artistic or political elites? Can we find partitions similar to those of
fragmented elites in politics and intellectual circles in general (see Kadu-
shin 1974, 1976), with counterelites leading the rebellion against estab-
lished art and its representatives? Do elites form an inclusive network
linking all top positions in the social structure, as suggested by the inte-
grated elite model? How do peripheral writers compare to elite writers
in terms of capital and composition of forms?

The following analysis proceeds in two steps. First, we describe the
social structure and attempt to identify social positions in terms of seg-
mentation and hierarchy. Second, we examine how social positions differ
according to the overall amount and composition of capital.

DATA AND METHODOLOGY

Our research design and data collection focused on the social networks
among writers in the city of Cologne, Germany.* Rather than taking a
sample, we decided to include the total population of writers living in

4 Art and literature in Germany are not dominated by a single cultural capital; the
country is characterized by several competing cultural centers such as Cologne, Mu-
nich, Hamburg, and Berlin.
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the greater metropolitan area. We defined writer as any producer of
fictional texts, thereby excluding authors of science, travel, and
“how-to” literature. We applied neither aesthetic, artistic, social, nor
any other criteria to differentiate between prominent and unknown writ-
ers, between “serious” and “light” literature, between high culture and
popular culture. We used several published and unpublished directories
in addition to gathering information from publishers, critics, cultural
institutions, and local writers’ groups to identify 222 writers.® We man-
aged to conduct personal interviews with 150 (67.6%) of the 222 writers
by administering a semistandardized questionnaire.®

The social network among writers was measured in four dimensions,
or types of ties, using an “aided-recall” method by presenting subjects
with the complete listing of the 222 writers living in or near Cologne;
these one-page lists were submitted to respondents in the course of asking
the various network questions during the interview.

1. Familiarity with the work of other writers (AWARENESS):” “On this
list, would you please check the names of those authors whose work is
familiar to you?”

2. Friendship ties to other writers (FRIENDSHIP):® “On this list, would
you please check the names of those authors whom you consider as
friends?”

3. Received help and assistance from other writers (ASSISTANCE; results
are derived from a Boolean union of the following two questions):® “On

5 In addition to published directories of writers, we consulted lists of local writers
maintained at municipal and other libraries, the membership lists of the local chapter
of the German Writers’ Association (VS), and numerous conversations with individual
writers themselves.

® Writers were contacted by letter and phone, appointments were made, and in most
cases interviews took place at the writer’s residence. We conducted some interviews
and some were conducted by students of the University of Cologne. The interviews
lasted about 90 minutes. To the extent possible we collected data on the missing
cases. Using a number of secondary sources such as recent editions of Kiirschners
Literaturlexikon (the most complete directory of German writers available), we suc-
ceeded in gathering data on age, sex, and number of publications. For all three
variables, we found no statistically significant differences between the 150 writers we
interviewed and the missing cases.

" This is a cognitive tie measuring awareness of other writers, similar to “citation”
ties in other network studies (see Burt 1982; Burt and Minor 1983; Romo and Anheier
1991).

& Friendship and other close personal relations have often been identified as crucial
factors in understanding the background and history of writers and their literary
work, e.g., the friendship cult in the late Enlightenment, literary clubs, salons, and
coffee houses (Back and Polisar 1983; Gerhards 1986).

® This included discussion of manuscripts, assistance in finding a publisher, and help
in gaining access to cultural institutions, e.g., help to initiate and establish contacts
to arrange public readings.
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this list, would you please check the names of those authors with whom
you have discussed manuscripts in the past?” “On this list, would you
please check the names of those authors who were helpful in establishing
contacts with publishers?”

4. Loyalty and reference ties INVITATION):!® “On this list, would you
please check the names of those writers you would like to invite for
dinner?”

Based on these data, we constructed four binary matrices, whose ijth
entry is “1” if a specific tie exists between writer i and writer j. Since
possible distortions introduced by missing cases are difficult to assess in
relational data structures, we excluded from the analysis writers who
had not been interviewed and several writers who declined to answer
the questions listed above. This reduced the number of valid cases to
139. A blockmodel of the 139 writers and four types of ties (White et al.
1976) was obtained by applying the ICON-H algorithm, an operationali-
zation of the structural equivalence principle and a hierarchical clustering
procedure based on combinatorial optimization (Romo and Anheier 1991,
1994).

With multiple binary incidence matrices as input, ICON-H seeks to
partition the population into ¢ > 1 blocks “to separate as effectively as
possible high-density from low-density regions” (Boorman and Levitt
1983, p. 2) in the permuted and blocked matrices. By utilizing an iterative
hill-climbing method in maximizing a target function (ratio of between-
block sum of squares to within-block sum of squares), ICON-H calculates
a local optimum.!! Repeated applications of ICON-H yield a target func-
tion (goodness of fit), which seems to suggest a social structure with
seven blocks; in this case, partitions beyond the seven-block level yield
singletons, in which individual writers occupy identified social positions.
The appendix offers a brief discussion of the mathematical, theoretical,
and technical background on ICON-H and compares ICON-H to alter-
native blockmodel techniques.

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for the seven-block solution and
the results of a principal component analysis to obtain reliability and

10 DiMaggio (1986) uses a similar measurement in his study of American resident
theaters.

' An alternative blockmodel technique uses Johnson’s (1967) diameter (maximum)
method, a clustering algorithm based on Euclidian distances, as implemented in the
STRUCTURE program (Burt 1982, 1987). As reported in Anheier and Gerhards
(1991), it yields similar results and interpretations of the social structure, as did the
hierarchical cluster analysis (CONCOR) reported in Gerhards and Anheier (1989),
although the ICON-H solution is clearly superior to both distance-based and factor-
analytic models. See the appendix for a fuller discussion of the methodological back-
ground to ICON-H and the overall goodness of fit of the blocking solution in relation
to alternative algorithms.
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TABLE 2

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Block Size* Variationt Average
Block Description Size (%) (%) Prominencei
A Cultural elite 6 4.3 49.04 .752
| Organizational elite 5 3.6 73.46 531
C e, Subelite 20 14.4 86.01 311
D ............... Semiperiphery 1 22 15.8 79.81 217
E ... Semiperiphery 2 33 23.7 86.03 .078
Foo Light culture 10 7.2 91.35 .022
G . Periphery 43 30.9 87.45 .033
Total ..... 139 100.0

* This is the relative block size as a percentage of the total number of writers in the network.

1 Percentage of variance in the distance among occupants of position B, (block), which is accounted
for by a single principal component.

 Aggregate prominence ranges between 1 and 0; 1 = the most prominent person in the network, 0
= the least prominent person(s). Aggregate prominence reported here is the mean aggregate prominence
for each block.

goodness-of-fit indicators (Burt 1982, 1987) that are useful for an initial
independent validation of the ICON-H results. Except for block A, all
blocks show acceptable proportions of variance explained by a single
component in the distance among occupants of a position (block). More-
over, except in the case of the elite, reliability indicators are at least .9
or better for all but 10 of the 108 writers in the semiperiphery and the
periphery. Thus, reliability indicators suggest an acceptable blockmodel
solution (see the appendix for a comparative assessment of the ICON-H
solution). Table 3 presents the density matrices for the four types of ties,
whereas table 4 shows the image matrices.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

To identify different elements in the social structure in terms of segmenta-
tion and hierarchy, we interpret the mutual (relative) absence of in-
terblock relations as an indication of segmentation, while the presence of
unequal interblock relations signifies hierarchy. For example, the virtual
absence of relations between block G (periphery) and block F (light cul-
ture) in all four matrices in table 3 would suggest a segmentation. More-
over, the rows and columns for the peripheral block G for all four types
of ties show an absence, rather than a presence, of relations both inter-
nally and externally to other blocks. The unequal relationship between
block E (semiperiphery 2) and block A (cultural elite) would be an exam-
ple of a hierarchical element in the social structure: as shown in the first
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TABLE 3

DENSITY MATRICES FOR SEVEN-BLOCK SOLUTION*

G F E D C B A
AWARENESS
G ... 1 3 1 2 S 5 13
F........ 2 64 2 6 4 2 7
E. ... 3 5 6 6 19 24 60
D .......... 5 S 9 21 39 68 84
C......... 2 1 2 5 15 26 43
B....... 10 6 17 53 77 95 90
Al 3 0 7 20 31 60 70
FRIENDSHIP
0 0 0 0 1 1 0
0 8 0 1 1 0 0
0 1 2 1 0 1 2
0 2 1 3 3 8 9
0 0 1 1 6 9 8
0 0 1 6 5 10 17
0 0 2 8 4 17 20
ASSISTANCE
G ... 0 0 0 0 1 0 2
F........ 0 11 1 1 0 0 0
E. ... 1 1 2 2 1 5 8
D ... 0 1 1 3 2 11 16
C ... ] 0 1 1 1 7 9
B.. ... 0 0 1 5 2 5 20
A 0 2 2 8 5 20 27
DINNER INVITATION
G . 0 0 0 1 1 1 4
F.......... 0 8 0 0 1 0 3
E...... 0 1 1 1 4 2 14
D .......... 0 0 1 4 5 10 14
C.... 0 0 1 1 3 4 10
B....... 0 0 1 12 14 40 57
A 1 ] 4 11 17 20 37

NoTE.—For descriptions of blocks A—G, see table 1.

* Densities—the ratio between possible and measured ties—range between O (no ties present) and
100 (all possible ties present). Mean densities for each matrix are AWARENESS = 22.5; FRIENDSHIP
= 3.3; ASSISTANCE = 3.8; DINNER INVITATION = 6.3,
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TABLE 4

IMAGE MATRICES FOR SEVEN-BLOCK SOLUTION*

G F E D C B A
AWARENESS
G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
F .. 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
E . 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
D ... 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
C . 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
B ... 0 0 1 1 1 1 1
A 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
FRIENDSHIP
G . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
F ... 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
E. .. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
D ... 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
C .o 0 0 0 0 1 1 1
B ... 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
A 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
ASSISTANCE
0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(] 1 0 0 0 0 0
] 0 0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 1 0 1 1
0 0 0 1 1 1 1

DINNER INVITATION

0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 1 1 1 1
0 0 0 1 1 1 1

NoTE.—For descriptions of blocks A—G, see table 1.

* Cutoff densities are based on mean density: densities below and equal to the mean density = 0;
densities above the mean = 1. Cutoff densities for each matrix are AWARENESS > 22.5; FRIEND-
SHIP > 3.3; ASSISTANCE > 3.8; DINNER INVITATION > 6.3.
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part of table 3, the density of AWARENESS from block E to A is 60%,
but only 7% from A to E.

The blockmodel analysis reveals a general partition of the social struc-
ture into two major segments (fig. 2).! The first segment constitutes the
periphery of the social structure (blocks F and G) and consists of 38. 1%
of the writers. The second segment includes all other blocks (A-E), and
represents the core segment, with 61.9% of the writers. As we will see,
however, the segments are very different. While the core segment is
internally differentiated in terms of a hierarchical social structure, the
peripheral segmeit is not, and instead of hierarchical elements, we find
a further segmentation, embedded in the first, that separates the light-
culture block from a larger group of peripheral writers.

Very few ties link the core and peripheral segments. In table 3,
AWARENESS has a density of 13%, the highest relation between core
and periphery; most other interblock densities range between 2% and
5%. Within the peripheral segment, the independence between the set of
peripheral writers in block G and the light-culture block F is even more
pronounced. Interblock ties are absent in the matrices FRIENDSHIP,
ASSISTANCE, and DINNER and, with 2% and 3%, are extremely low
for AWARENESS. The light-culture block is a segment contained within
the structure of a larger segment of peripheral writers, which seems to
indicate a split in the social structure embedded within the larger and
dominant pattern that sets the core segment apart from the peripheral
segment. Thus we find the strong segmentary pattern,

1 0
0 1,

replicated in the relation between the core and light culture, and the
weak segmentation,

10
0 o,

between the core and the periphery.

By contrast to the segmentary patterns, the five blocks in the core
segment reveal pronounced hierarchical elements, either in terms of
strong and weak hierarchies or in terms of center-periphery configura-
tions. This segment comprises two elite blocks made up of 7.9% of all
the writers in the study, a semielite representing 14.4% of the sample,

" The labeling of the different strata and blocks will become evident as we continue
presenting our results. The labels are based primarily on the structural location of
blocks while taking into account average prominence scores of block members.
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Forms of Capital

and two larger, semiperipheral blocks with 30.29% of the sample (see
tables 1 and 2). In this respect, it is useful to observe the prominence
scores displayed in table 2.'* Average prominance declines from .752 and
.531 for the elite blocks within the core segment, to .311 for the subelite
and .218 for semiperiphery 1 and .078 for semiperiphery 2. For the pe-
riphery, the average aggregate prominence score declines to .033 and to
.022 for the light-culture block embedded within it.

Although we will examine block relations more closely further below,
this first glance at the overall block structure seems to suggest that the
primary distinction in cultural fields may not be segmentation into high
culture and low culture, as predicted by Bourdieu (1983, 19854). Instead,
as reflected in figure 2, we find a pronounced segmentation between a
hierarchical core and a largely undifferentiated peripheral segment, with
the distinction between high and low culture embedded in the periphery.
We will now take a closer look at some blocks.

Elite. —The elite group is divided into a cultural elite of six writers,
an organizational elite of five, and a larger block, the subelite, with 20
writers.'* Members of the cultural elite in block A combine high degrees
of cultural capital and prestige with the gatekeeper role of an elite based
on privileged access to central institutions. As we will show below, the
cultural elite form the aesthetic and reputational elite primarily, and
an organizational elite only secondarily. In contrast, members of the
organizational elite, block B, are still relatively prestigious writers with
an average prominence score of .531; however, compared to the cultural
elite, they are less known for their cultural, aesthetic, and literary signifi-
cance as writers than for their centrality in organizational matters.

Several examples may illustrate the differences between the cultural
and the organizational elite:’® the cultural elite group includes well-
known literary critics and editors of prestigious literary series and pro-
grams, such as the editor of a highly influential literature journal who is
acclaimed not only for his own literary work but also for having discov-
ered and supported “young literary talents.” Another member of the
cultural elite is perhaps the most widely known author among the respon-
dents; one of his latest novels found international recognition and was,

" Aggregate prominence, a measure of individual network structure (Knoke and Burt
1983, pp. 206-7; Burt 1982, 1987) assigns “1” to the most prominent individual in
a network. All less prominent network members have scores expressed as fractions of
the maximum prominence, with “0” indicating the least prominent member in the
network.

* We provide a narrative for elite blocks only; the larger semiperipheral and periph-
eral blocks are described with the help of correspondence analysis below.

' The following descriptions are based on information we collected about elite writers
in addition to the data gathered in the course of the personal interviews.
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for example, reviewed in the New York Times Book Review and other
gatekeeping publications in cultural centers. He is not very active in
professional organizations, with the exception of PEN (International As-
sociation of Poets, Playwrights, Editors, Essayists, and Novelists). Be-
cause of his high reputation, he is invited to virtually all major cultural
and literary events in the greater Cologne area. Previously editor-in-chief
at a leading publishing house, he is credited for his support of younger
writers.

Consider, by contrast, a typical profile of a member of the organiza-
tional elite. One of the most recognized members of block B is known as
“organizer” and “literature manager”; he is very active in the German
Writers’ Association (VS), the formal representative body of German
writers; he organizes public readings and is involved in most larger orga-
nizational events. Despite his prominence as a writer, he is primarily
known for his qualities as an organizer. Another member of the organiza-
tional elite is the chief editor of the literature program section of Ger-
many’s largest radio and TV station. He is also very active in professional
associations such as the VS and has been involved in the publishing of
a prominent literary magazine.

Both cultural and organizational elite members are connected with
leading publishing houses. It seems difficult to establish a strict rank
order among publishers of elite writers: Fischer, Suhrkamp, Reclam, and
Rowolth are high-volume, high-quality publishers, followed by Insel,
Hoffmann and Campe, and Kiepenheuer and Witsch. Claasen, Guten-
berg, and Schneekluth are smaller yet well-regarded literature presses.
In contrast to peripheral writers, publishing houses of elite authors are
household names.

Subelite.—Not only because of its larger size but also because of its
very structural position, it is more difficult to present an illustration of
the subelite (block C), which includes a greater variety of literary types
and genres than the two elite blocks. Members of this block are still
relatively well known, although their average aggregate prominence
amounts to only 41% of that of the cultural elite and to 59% of that of
the organizational elite. In contrast to elite writers, members of the sub-
elite are typically not full-time writers; they do, however, tend to work
in other, related cultural areas. The subelite of block C includes a well-
known journalist and documentary writer who only recently shifted to
fine art genres, a recent recipient of the best foreign novel prize from the
Academie Francaise, a lesser-known Berthold Brecht student who is a
theater critic, and a high-ranking official from city hall who writes novels
in his spare time, as well as representatives of the young literary scene,
including a police officer and author of poetry, drama, short stories,
literary essays, and children’s stories.
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Relational Patterns

How and to what extent do the various blocks relate to each other?
Figure 2 presents a simplified graph of the information contained in the
density matrices of table 3, and the image matrices in table 4. The
structural relations between blocks emphasize why we have chosen the
labels “elite,” “semiperiphery,” and “periphery.” Observe that, in all
four matrices of table 3, block densities are lowest in the upper-left-hand
corner and highest in the lower-right-hand corner, a pattern that indi-
cates a more complex relational structure among elites than among pe-
ripheral positions. Similarly, in the image matrices of table 4, “1”s clus-
ter in the lower-right-hand corners, whereas virtually all other entries
are zero. In figure 2, note how core blocks are hierarchically arranged,
while blocks in the peripheral segment are not.

Periphery.—Relations within and among peripheral blocks are virtu-
ally absent, and writers in these blocks tend to be unaware of each other’s
work. A density of “0” for FRIENDSHIP means that among the 43
writers of the periphery no friendship ties exist; neither do assistance
relations or dinner invitations. In fact, zero is the most frequent density
of relations between the periphery and all other blocks in the network.
Since the absence of interblock relations serves as an indication of seg-
mentation in the social structure, peripheral writers form a separate seg-
ment of positions next to writers in the core of the social structure. Thus
we conclude that the relationship between core and periphery is segmen-
tary, not hierarchical.

Light culture.—The light-culture group is embedded in the periphery
and does not constitute an independent block as such (see the discussion
of embedded segmentation in the appendix). Structurally, this group is
the result of an internal segmentation within the peripheral segment of
a social structure dominated by a core-periphery split. Members of this
group are essentially folk artists and poets writing verse in the local
vernacular, a genre and language regarded neither as fine art nor high
German. Members of this block are part of the local culture rooted in
medieval Catholic traditions, and they are not included in the national
literary culture. While literary works written in some of the other German
dialects may be acceptable among literary critics and publishers, the
Cologne vernacular does not normally qualify as an artistic medium.
Relationally, the folk art group, in the German context regarded as low

'® Image matrices represent a summary picture of the information contained in the
density matrices and are often used for both analytical and descriptive purposes in
blockmodel analysis. Entries at and below the mean density are recorded as “0,”
and entries above the mean density as “1.” Image matrix representations of
blockmodel results bring the essential features of the social structure into focus.
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or light culture, represents an “isolated island” in the social structure
and forms a segment of its own based on genre distinction. Internal
AWARENESS, FRIENDSHIP, ASSISTANCE, and DINNER INVI-
TATION ties are the highest of all the groups, with the exception of the
two elite blocks.

Semiperiphery.—The members of the periphery and semiperiphery 1
and 2, together representing about two-thirds of all writers, have in
common the relative absence of internal block relations. What differenti-
ates periphery and semiperiphery, however, is the pronounced elite orien-
tation of the latter. Moreover, these three groups differ somewhat in the
extent to which ties sent to the elite blocks are reciprocated: while all
blocks seem to be unaware of the periphery, with only very few friend-
ship and assistance ties or dinner invitations, the two blocks in the semi-
periphery receive the recognition of the elite’s awareness to at least a
small extent, with densities of 17% and 53% from the organizational elite
and 7% and 20% for the cultural elite (see table 2).

In many respects, the relational pattern of the semiperiphery is located
between that of elite and periphery. In terms of internal awareness of
each other’s work, the major diagonal in the first section of table 2
indicates that the intrablock density of semiperiphery 1 is 21% higher
than that of semiperiphery 2 (6%) and the periphery (1%). Both semi-
periphery 1 and 2 are essentially elite oriented, and relations to nonelite
blocks are either absent or weak. In turn, semiperipheries receive more
attention from the elite than they do from peripheral blocks. The relation-
ship between elite blocks and the semiperipheral blocks can be character-
ized as either a strong hierarchy, that is,

1 0 0
1 0 0
1 0 0O,

as in the case for the cultural elite block on the one hand and for both
semiperiphery 1 and 2 on the other; or as a center-periphery configura-
tion, that is,

1 0,

for the relationship between the organizational elite and the semi-
periphery 2 block.

Elite and subelite.—Turning to the elite blocks in the core of the social
structure, we find that relational patterns indicate a hierarchy among
elite positions. The cultural elite block shows high internal densities
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throughout (70%, 20%, 27%, and 37%) whereas the organizational elite
block reveals high intrablock densities in the case of AWARENESS
(95%) and DINNER INVITATIONS (40%) only (table 3). In contrast,
the subelite block shows low internal densities for all types of ties, with
15% for AWARENESS, 6% for FRIENDSHIP, 1% for ASSISTANCE,
and 3% for DINNER INVITATIONS. In terms of ties sent, the subelite
group shows a pattern similar to that of semiperiphery 1 and 2; it differs
in the pattern of ties received. Here, the subelite group receives higher
density ties from both the cultural elite and the organizational elite. Over-
all, however, the result is a center-periphery configuration with the two
elite blocks as the center and the subelite in the position of the periphery.

The organizational elite group shows higher densities of awareness ties
to other blocks than does the cultural elite group. In terms of awareness
ties received, however, the situation is reversed: the cultural elite group
receives a higher density of ties. This pattern is to some extent also
present in other relations, whereby the cultural elite group receives higher
density ties from nonelite blocks throughout, including the subelite.
Moreover, the two elite blocks differ in the way they relate to each other.
Except for AWARENESS, densities of ties sent from the organizational
elite to the cultural elite are higher than intrablock densities. For the
cultural elite, the pattern is reversed: ties to the organizational elite are
less pronounced than internal relation for all four types of ties measured.
This pattern of unequal relations between blocks seems to suggest a weak
hierarchy between the cultural elite and the organizational elite.

Summary.—The blockmodel analysis identified two segments: core
and periphery. The first segmentation between core and periphery domi-
nates the social structure, whereas the second segmentation is embedded
in the peripheral segment and differentiates the light-culture block and
the larger group of peripheral writers. Only the core segment revealed a
hierarchical structure, with elite, subelite, and semiperiphery 1 and 2 as
major components. While elements of strong and weak hierarchy were
present, particularly between the semiperiphery and the cultural elite,
the overall network pattern can be interpreted as a core-periphery struc-
ture with the following key elements:

1. Elite blocks form the center and relate primarily to themselves and, to
a lesser extent, to the semiperiphery.

2. The organizational elite and the cultural elite form a weak hierarchy
that is dominated by the cultural elite.

3. The relations between the elites and the subelite reveal a clear hierarchy
in terms of a center-periphery configuration.

4. Semiperipheral blocks tend to relate to the elite blocks as the center,
rather than to themselves, and are part of a hierarchical system domi-
nated by the elite blocks.
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5. The periphery appears structurally isolated, both internally as well as in
relation to other blocks, and forms a segment rather than a hierarchical
component of the cultural field.

6. The embedded segmentary structure of the light-culture block is a high-
density area located like an “island” in the low-density periphery of
the social structure.

How does the identified social structure relate to Bourdieu’s social
topography? First, the structure differs from the basic model suggested
by Bourdieu’s thinking and represented in figure 1. The identified struc-
ture is more complex, particularly in respect to the position of the semi-
peripheries and the elite differentiations. Second, the basic partition is
not between general and restricted production of culture or between high
and low culture; rather the dominant partition suggests a core-periphery
split as the basic organizing principle. The blockmodel analysis shows a
pattern indicating segmentation and hierarchy, whereby parts of the so-
cial structure are primarily segmentary (the periphery and the light-
culture block) and others are primarily hierarchical (i.e., the core segment
with elites, subelite, and semiperipheries). The identified social structure
does not reveal the relational properties of low segmentation and weak
hierarchy that would be expected if the structure were based on economic
capital alone. Moreover, it does not correspond to the expected outcome
of social capital, which by itself would lead to high segmentation and
weaker hierarchies. In fact, the identified properties are closest to those
expected under the dominance of cultural capital, which will produce a
strongly segmented and hierarchical social structure.

Correspondence Analysis

Having described the social structure of the cultural field in terms of
hierarchy and segmentation, we now examine how identified social posi-
tions (blocks) relate to different amounts and forms of capital endow-
ments. We do this with the help of correspondence analysis (Greenacre
1984; Weller and Romney 1990; Benzecri 1992)—a multivariate tech-
nique extensively employed by Bourdieu (1979) in Distinction—which
enables us to describe and analyze the relationships between variables
such as social position and capital endowment. Similar to principal com-
ponent analysis, it projects rows and columns into a lower-dimensioned
vector space. Unlike principal component analysis, which is used for data
representing continuous measurements, correspondence analysis accepts
nominal-, ordinal-, and interval-level data. This makes correspondence
analysis particularly suitable for many social science data problems in
which data are typically qualitative and of lower-level measurement.
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The data are taken from our survey of writers. The blocks (positions)
form the columns and the various categorical measures of capital forms
constitute the rows of a contingency table, which provides input to our
correspondence analysis and contains the frequencies for the number of
times block membership (columns) coincides with particular attributes of
categorical variables. For example, the input data would list the number
of times members of the elite block were recipients of literary honors and
would also contain the same information for all other blocks. Note that
correspondence analysis, like related methods such as principal compo-
nent analysis and multidimensional scaling, neither establishes nor re-
quires any notion of causality between variables—in our case, between
block positions, capital forms, and amounts. What the analysis allows
us to do, however, is to see to what extent different social positions
“correspond” to different forms and amounts of capital.

To examine Bourdieu’s (1989, p. 17) argument that positions in a social
topography differ by the overall volume and by the composition of types
of capital, we select different sets of indicators for each capital form (see
table 1 above).

In the case of economic capital, and the underlying distinction between
commercial success and failure, we expect positions to differ according
to economic variables such as overall income, !’ the proportion of income
earned through literary activities,® and if writers can normally make a
living from literary income alone.' For example, elites would be expected
to derive a higher proportion of income from literary and cultural activi-
ties and thus be more likely than peripheral writers to live off literary
income.

In the case of social capital,?® the distinction between inclusion and
exclusion and membership in formal professional associations, special
interest organizations, and informal, local literary circles and debating

' Income was measured as an ordinal variable with seven ranges indicating increasing
average monthly incomes. The obtained distribution was split at the median into
“high” and “low” incomes and cross-tabulated with the column variable, BLOCK
MEMBERSHIP.

'* Professional income was measured as the average proportion of average monthly
net income derived from activities as a writer and artist, such as royalties, honoraria,
including income from other cultural activities. The split between low and high pro-
portions of “cultural” income occurred at the median.

! This variable is based on the following questions: “Taking everything into account,
can you normally make a living from your activities as a writer?” Answers were
coded yes or no and cross-tabulated with the variable block membership to yield input
data for the correspondence analysis.

2 We selected measures independent of the network questions we used for the
blockmodel analysis above. For this reason, we did not include sociometric measures
such as reachability or span that can be derived from the same data.
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clubs differentiate position in the social topography. For example, elite
writers are more likely to be members of core interest organizations such
as VS. We also include a measure for the. extent to which subjects have
friendship contacts in cultural fields other than their connections to other
writers included in our study.?!

Unequal possession of cultural capital is part of the differentiation
between the elite and the periphery (Bourdieu 1985a; DiMaggio 1987).
Familiarity with literary history, styles, and tastes and the ability to
converse in the language of literary criticism are largely acquired with a
university education. In the absence of formal professional socialization,
a university-level education in liberal arts and literature (in this case
German literature) becomes essential cultural capital and credentials for
elite access. Thus we include a variable indicating if a writer studied
literature at a university. Elites are in large part the reputational nobility
of the social structure. Thus we would expect that elite writers would be
members of prestigious invitation-only national and international literary
societies such as PEN.?? As PEN is primarily a reputational association
and not an interest association, membership in the club indicates cultural
instead of social capital. In contrast to peripheral writers, elites are ex-
pected to have received more honors and more official recognition in the
form of grants and stipends.?

For symbolic cultural capital, the genre distinctions between high cul-
ture and low or light culture (e.g., literature in high German vs. the local
vernacular), as well as the distinction between the producers and critics
of fictional texts, are expected to differentiate among segments and hier-
archical positions.?*

Three coefficients are important in interpreting the results of corre-
spondence analysis (Greenacre 1984, 1990). Inertia (INR), which ranges
between zero and one, indicates to what extent rows (capital forms and
amounts) and columns (block membership) determine the model and its
axes. Inertia coefficients sum to unity for rows and columns, respectively.

2l We asked a sequence of questions about the number of friends in various fields and
institutions of culture and art, such as music, painting and sculpture, theater, radio
and television, and museums. The combined distribution of “cultural friends” was
split at the median into “few” and “many” cultural contacts.

22 This variable is based on the question: “Are you a member of PEN?” and answers
are coded in dichotomous form.

23 The variable is based on the Boolean union of answers to two questions: “Have
you ever received any literary prizes or official recognitions?” and “Have you ever
received a stipend or grant for your literary work?” The resulting joint distribution
was split at “1,” indicating that the writer has won a prize, stipend, or grant.

24 The two variables are based on the following questions: “Do you write in the local
vernacular (Mundartliteratur)?” and “Do you write literary essays?”
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For example, in table 5 we see that, for the column variables (block
membership), “periphery” determines the entire model to 10% (INR =
.100), the first axis to 9.3%, the second to 4.6%. For the row variables
in table 6, we observe that, among the social capital variables, member-
ship in formal associations determines the model to 11.2%, the first axis
to 16.7%, and the second to 2.2%. In other words, inertia coefficients
tell us how important a form of capital is for particular social positions
and, vice versa, how important a social position is for a particular capital
form. The squared correlations (COR) range between zero and one and
express the proportion of variance in the rows and columns that are
explained by the axes.”” In table 6, we see, for example, that under
cultural capital the first axis accounts for 81.5% (COR = .815) of the
variation of the attribute, “Member PEN: no.” Thus, the squared corre-
lations indicate how well the axes capture the variations in amounts and
forms of capital on the one hand and variations in social positions on the
other. Location (LOC) refers to the coordinates of the positions (blocks)
and categorical variables (amount and forms of capital) in the lower-
dimensioned vector space, and ranges between plus and minus one. If
we imagine a two-dimensional coordination system, we locate the column
variable “periphery” at coordinates .155 on the first axis, and at .069
on the second axis (table 5). The row variable “formal membership:
high” is situated in the opposite quadrant at coordinates —.572 and
—.130. As in multidimensional scaling, the correspondence between col-
umns (block membership) and rows is indicated by the proximity of their
locations in the lower-dimensioned vector space.

The results of the correspondence analysis indicate a four-factor (or
axis) model.?® However, the four factors carry different weights (see table
7): the first is dominant and carries 59.90% of the total inertia, followed
by 23.60% for the second, and three additional axes with negligible iner-
tias of 8.57% for the third, 6.91% for the fourth, and 1% for the fifth.
For purposes of this analysis, we will primarily focus on the first two
axes, which together represent almost 84% of the total inertia in the
model. To aid interpretation of the detailed results presented in table 6,
figure 3 offers a graphical representation of the first two axes and the
location of social positions and selected categorical variables in this two-
dimensional space.

% In interpreting the results of the correspondence analysis, we employ the conven-
tional cutoff criterion of .35 for squared correlations.

%6 For computational reasons, because of the small block sizes, we had to collapse the
organizational and culture elites (blocks A and B) to form a joint elite block. For this
reason, we cannot follow up on some of the important differences that exist between
the two elite blocks in the context of the correspondence analysis.
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A look at the various forms and indicators of capital (table 6) shows
that the three economic capital variables determine the model to 11.4%
(total inertia of .005, .009, .015, .035, .013, .037), social capital to 30.7%,
cultural capital to 57.9%, which includes symbolic cultural capital with
29.3% of total inertia. This indicates that, with 88.6% of total inertia,
noneconomic forms of capital are dominant in the positioning of writers
in the social topography of the literary field. Moreover, three indicators
of social and cultural capital, that is, membership in PEN (14.2%), mem-
bership in formal associations (20.8%), and the genre distinction between
literary criticism and other forms of writing (19%), together determine
the model to over 50%. Each of these three indicators alone carries more
explanatory power than the three economic capital variables combined.

As seen from the social positions (table 5) the first and most important
axis establishes the difference between elite, subelite, and semiperiphery
1 on one side, and semiperiphery 2, light culture, and periphery on the
other (fig. 3). Here, the elite blocks and semiperiphery 1 load negatively,
while all other blocks load positively. The second axis establishes the
distinction between popular culture and high culture—in particular it
sets the popular culture block apart from semiperiphery 1. The following
two axes relate to the difference between semiperiphery 2 and the periph-
ery. Thus, the first axis indicates the differences in forms of capital be-
tween the hierarchical core and the segmentary periphery, the second
axis between light and high culture, and the third and fourth relate the
differences among peripheral and semiperipheral positions. The first axis,
however, is by far the most important—with a proportion of the total
inertia of about 60%—and shows that the distinction between core and
peripheral positions runs across most indicators of capital forms. It is
only within this distinction that the difference between high and light
culture is played out, as the second axis demonstrates.

Figure 3 illustrates that core and periphery are almost mirror images
of each other. Not all variables, however, are equally important in point-
ing out differences in types of capital held by elite and nonelite positions.
Significantly, one cultural capital variable (membership in PEN) and one
social capital variable (formal membership in professional associations)
determine the first axis to almost 50% with a combined inertia of .497.

Economic capital.—Elites earn a higher proportion of average
monthly income from cultural activities; they are also more likely to be
able to make a living from literary incomes. Peripheral writers earn lower
income proportions from being a writer and are less likely to make a
living from writing. Elite and peripheral positions do not, however, differ
in the amount of income available to them; as the results indicate, they
differ in the structure of economic capital.

Social capital.—Elite writers are more likely to be members of formal
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TABLE 7

AXES, INERTIAS, AND PERCENTAGES OF INERTIA

Axes Inertia %
1 .0805 59.90
2 .0317 23.60
3 .0115 8.57
4 .0093 6.91
5 .0014 1.02
Total .o .1344 100.00

NOTE.—x? = 202.15; df = 105.

professional associations and less likely to be part of informal literary
circles and clubs. The number of friends in the field of culture does not
differentiate between elite and peripheral positions. The results indicate
that elite and peripheral writers do not differ in the same way across
various measures of social capital. What seems to matter are formal
professional structures. Being a “joiner” of literary circles and clubs as
such seems indicative of peripheral positions.

Cultural capital. —We find that elite writers are more likely to have
studied literature in a university setting, to be members of PEN, and to
have received prizes and honors. Thus, elite writers possess significantly
higher amounts of all three forms of cultural capital than peripheral
writers.

Symbolic cultural capital.—Differences in symbolic cultural capital,
as expressed in the division of labor between the critic and the producer
of literature, are forcefully replicated in the distinction between elite and
peripheral groups. Elite writers are not only producers but also judges
of literature. By being writer and critic at the same time, elite members
are in a position to evaluate not only their peers but also to review the
periphery. Through its metaliterary activity, the elite can offer cultural
legitimacy to peripheral and semiperipheral writers.

The second axis of figure 3 separates the low culture segment from all
other blocks, exemplified in the difference between the light culture block
and semiperiphery 1. The variable “dialect literature” determines the
second axis to over 50% with an inertia of .574. The two positions do
not differ significantly in terms of economic and social capital. The only
other difference is found in the area of cultural capital, with light cul-
ture writers being less likely to have studied literature at the university
level.

The third axis sheds more light on the semiperipheral positions. Results
suggest that semiperiphery 1 and 2 differ primarily in one form of social
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Second Axis
+

t
(23.6%)

P.E.N. member: no
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P.E.N. member: T
¢ member: yes ® Light Culture
[ ]
1 Dialect
literature: yes

F1G. 3.—Graphical representation of correspondence analysis

capital: the slightly less peripheral writers in semiperiphery 1 tend to
rank higher in terms of membership in informal literary circles and clubs.
The fourth axis, finally, highlights differences between periphery and
semiperipheries. The inertia and squared correlation suggest that these
groups differ primarily according to social capital (number of cultural
friends) and the amount of economic capital.

In summary, we find that significant differences in cultural and social
capital distinguish elite from nonelite positions, pronounced deficiencies
in symbolic cultural capital characterize the low culture segment embed-
ded in the periphery, differences in social capital help account for the
two semiperipheral positions, and lower economic and social capital dis-
tinguish periphery from semiperiphery. Moreover, just as is the case for
the dominant hierarchical split in the social structure in the blockmodel
analysis, the primary axis here does not differentiate between high culture
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and light culture, as one would expect from Bourdieu’s theory, but be-
tween core and periphery. Only the second, and less important, axis
differentiates high from low culture. Significantly, this second differentia-
tion occurs in the periphery itself and is subsequent to the primary dis-
tinction between core and periphery. Thus the results of the correspon-
dence analysis fully support what we learned from the blockmodel
analysis above.

CONCLUSION

Bourdieu has made significant contributions to sociological class analysis.
By developing theoretical links to Weber’s distinction between class and
status, “value spheres” and “life conduct,” he was able to go beyond
the primacy of economic capital in Marxist conceptions of class and to
lay the foundation for a more refined analysis of the social structure of
modern societies, specifically cultural fields. Our analysis here examined
the relative importance of different forms of capital in the field of litera-
ture. We showed how the various forms of capital correspond to a social
structure with multiple elites and peripheries—a social topography more
complex than the model based on the dichotomy between restricted and
general production of cultural goods. In general, however, we found
strong support for Bourdieu’s (1989, p. 17) hypothesis that actors are
distributed in social space by both the overall volume and relative compo-
sition of capital.

The blockmodel analysis identified two segments: core and periphery,
with the popular-culture segment embedded in the latter. The core seg-
ment revealed a hierarchical structure, with elite, subelite, and semi-
periphery as major components. By contrast, the periphery was non-
hierarchical. Overall, the blockmodel analysis indicated a pattern of
segmentation and hierarchy, whereby parts of the social structure are
more segmentary and less stratified and others are primarily hierarchi-
cal—that is, the core segment with elites, subelites, and semiperipheries.
We found that the general properties of the social topography are closest
to those expected under the dominance of cultural capital.

For the identified social structure among writers, cultural capital
proved the dominant factor in the differentiation of social positions. The
positions of elites, semielites, semiperipheries, and periphery are closely
related to differences in the amounts of accumulated cultural capital. At
the same time, we found that other forms of capital are important, too. We
can, however, assume that the primary positioning in artistic fields happens
through the accumulation of cultural capital. Once amounts of cultural
capital sufficient to maintain social status within the field have been accu-
mulated and secured, additional gains may be converted to other forms of
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capital. For example, available cultural capital may be beneficial in seeking
prominent positions in interest associations (social capital) and may in turn
open up new income opportunities (economic capital).

We identified a social structure in which social positions vary according
to the types and amounts of capital accumulated. Significant differences
in cultural, symbolic, and social capital distinguish elite from nonelite
positions, pronounced differences in symbolic cultural capital separate
out the low-culture segment, differences in social capital help account for
the two semiperipheral positions, and lower economic and social capital
distinguish periphery from semiperiphery. Overall, the results suggest a
gradual diminishing of noneconomic capital as we move from the hierar-
chical core of the social structure to its segmentary periphery.

Within the elite, we detected a differentiation between an organizing
elite distinct from artistic or political elites as suggested by Mannheim
(1940, pp. 82-83). However, elites did not appear fragmented, as has
been observed in political fields, nor did we detect counterelites at-
tempting to challenge established art and its representatives. The core-
periphery split, and not internal elite cleavages, dominate the social struc-
ture. Even the fundamental distinction between high and low culture is
embedded in this general bipartition of the social structure examined
here. In short, our analysis suggests that, for peripheral writers, it does
not really matter what type of literature they produce—high culture,
low culture, avant-garde, or pulp fiction—rather what seems to matter
primarily is that they are not part of the elite system. As the correspon-
dence analysis indicated, two organizational factors, membership in PEN
and in formal writer’s associations, are key to the capital deficiencies of
the periphery. In large part, therefore, it is the organizational incorpora-
tion of cultural capital (PEN membership) and social capital (membership
in formal professional associations), and not the distinction between high
and low culture or restricted and commercial production of art that seems
to serve as the primary force in the social structure of cultural fields.

While we agree with Bourdieu that sociology is a social topography
(1989, p. 16), he has not fully exploited the structural implications of this
statement in his empirical work. For example, in his most elaborate
empirical work, Distinction, social positions were neither defined nor
measured in relational terms, as suggested by the principle of structural
equivalence in social network analysis, but reduced to nominal, some-
times ordinal variables as representations of occupational groups and
rankings as proxy measures. Bourdieu’s theory, however, would demand
a more structural, empirical approach to explore its usefulness. It is, after
all, as Gartman (1992) pointed out, perhaps the most complex general
theoretical framework to the study of cultural systems since critical the-
ory. While Bourdieu’s theory of cultural fields is well grounded in classi-
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cal sociological theorizing, and while it has considerable plausibility, it
nonetheless rests on two key assumptions: first, it assumes that differ-
ences in capital endowments determine the social topography of cultural
fields to a significant extent, and second, that the theory posits a close
correspondence between the social topography and the cognitive struc-
ture of cultural fields. While this analysis provided systematic empirical
support for the first assumption, the second still needs to be explored.

APPENDIX
Blockmodeling Methods

In network analysis, interpersonal choices, typically obtained during the
administration of questionnaires, are used to construct square (N X N)
binary adjacency matrices, one matrix for each choice. These individual
matrices (i.e., networks) are stacked to create a compound data structure.
In the data collected on German writers, 139 answered four such inter-
personal choice questions (see text above). The compound network struc-
ture, then, has 556 rows and 139 columns. A technique of mathematical
taxonomy called blockmodeling provides a versatile way of identifying
complex relational patterns contained in such compound network struc-
tures (see, e.g., Lorraine and White 1971; Breiger, Boorman, and Arabie
1975; White et al. 1976; Boorman and White 1976; Arabie, Boorman,
and Levitt 1978; Boorman and Levitt 1983). The technique is based on
Lorraine and White’s (1971) theoretical logic of “structural equivalence
of objects.” This particular organizing principle postulates that social
structure is composed of characteristic bundles of interlocking relations
among a population of objects (e.g., actors, organizations). These charac-
teristic bundles of relations reveal structure because they consistently link
specific sets of objects to other sets of objects in the population. In the
strictest sense, objects @ and b, belonging to the same population C, are
considered structurally equivalent if, for any relation R; and any other
object x also belonging to population C:

aR;x & bR;x,
and,
*R,a & xRD.

In other words, objects ¢ and b are structurally equivalent to one
another if a is related to or, in this case, ckooses any other object x on
C in exactly the same way b does, and if any other object x chooses a in
the same way x chooses b. In such a case, objects @ and b are a maximal
homogeneous group. This deterministic definition of structural equiva-
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lence is far too rigid to be useful in studying human populations. A
complete inventory of all social choices among human actors will be
impossible to obtain, even in small organizations. For practical purposes,
network analysts are forced to sample types of social choices from mem-
bers of a population. The activity of sampling relations introduces mea-
surement error and, consequently, this deterministic concept is unrealistic
and impossible to apply.

Given imperfect measurement and stochastic noise, we adopt a statisti-
cal definition of structural equivalence of objects. That is, we operationa-
lize the structural equivalence principle from a least squares point of
view. In Boorman and Levitt’s (1983, pp. 1-3) formulation of this
method,” the central data structure is a multigraph of{N;{A,}7_ ), where
N is a set of » entities (usually a set of specific persons) and {A . isa
family of directed graphs contained in N X N, typically identified with
(0, 1) binary incidence matrices [aﬁq]mx,, (usually associated with a set of
social networks recording various types of social choices and evaluations
that people have of one another). The primary objecive of blockmodeling
is to partition N into » > 1 blocks, P = {b,, b,, . . ., b,} € €(NN); that
is, partition lattice on N. In general, such a partition requires the effective
separation of the high-density from the low-density regions of A, (.e.,
high- and low-density submatrices resulting from permuting and parti-
tioning the binary incidence matrices with the information in P). Here
|P| = 7 and reflects the degree of aggregation or blockmodeling refine-
ment (1 < r < ) desired by the investigator.

This goal of effective separation can be made concrete by seeking to
maximize the following objective target function 7 over P{P € ¢(N) &

|P| = #}:
m |6l |4l
T= [Z z S(bi,bj)(D?j - /"*k)z]; (Al)
k=1 Li=1 5=
where,
Steiby = (| by |bj|) - (5ij|bi|)a (A2)
1
Dh=—>> ab, Ay = [alyl (A3)
b pEh; peb;
1 <
=—7 . A4
M n(n _ l)pél al’q ( )

27 Early formulations of this method can be found in Kelly (1980) and Romo (1980).
For a treatment that explicitly ties this method to the maximization of the between
sum of squares and the minimization of the within sum of squares, see Romo (1986).
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Here, 3, is Kronecker’s delta, and |b;| and |b;| equal the size of the set
indexed by the ith row block and jth column block (i, = t, 2, 3, . . .,
7). Finally, note that in the Boorman-Levitt formulation, any contribu-
tion from elements on the principal diagonal, a%, is eliminated: that is,
a% is coded “0” in A,.

A FORTRAN algorithm, ICON-H (Iterative Combinatorial Optimiza-
tion on Networks with Hierarchical extensions), has been developed to
maximize T (i.e., to achieve formally local optima through a stepwise
hill-climbing methodology) over multiple binary incidence matrices typi-
cally associated with choice networks.

Our analytical interests involve testing whether aggregates of writers
display consistent cultural characteristics and whether we can observe
variation in such characteristics across aggregates, where such aggregates
are defined by applying the aforementioned operationalization of struc-
tural equivalence (ICON-H) to relational data. This concern for social
aggregates is directly applied to our decisions about the level of block-
modeling refinement (i.e., the number of blocks) used to represent struc-
ture in relational data. Any blockmodeling algorithm, including
ICON-H, is capable of producing blocks with a single member (i.e., unit
blocks). In this investigation, we are not interested in such unit blocks.
Thus, in applying the ICON-H algorithm to the German writers’ net-
works, we calculated block assignment vectors (i.e., the partition/permu-
tation vector P) starting at the two-block level of refinement (r = 2).
Then we continued to refine the solution (i.e., increase the number of
blocks) until unit blocks began to appear. Here, a terminal point (¢p) in
the process of block refinement is identified as the solution in which the
first unit blocks appear. A likely candidate for the preferred level of
refinement is the one that is found in the solution obtained just prior to
the solution that produces unit blocks. Thus, if one or more unit blocks
appear in the solution for the seven-block level of refinement (»r = 7),
then the preferred solution would be the six-block level of refinement (r
= 6). Given the demands of any particular investigation, coarser solu-
tions (i.e., higher levels of aggregation and a smaller number of blocks)
may be desirable. Coarseness is achieved by further rolling back the level
of refinement from tp. Indeed, tp — 7, (where 7, equals the number of
blocks in the preferred solution) is a convenient measure of the coarse-
ness of 7,. For the German writers’ network, ¢p is reached at the seven-
block level (tp = 7). Thus, we utilize the six-block level (r, = 6) in this

analysis.
For every level of refinement tested (2 =< » < 8), we started with 100
block assignment vectors (Il,,, r = 1,2,...,7;¢ = 1,2, ..., 100),

each representing a random assignment of individual writers to » blocks.
The random initial conditions (II,,) was used as an initial condition upon
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which the ICON-H algorithm based its search of a locally optimal solu-
tion (i.e., the partition/permutation vector P, where the objective target
function T can no longer be increased by rearrangements obtained from
the stepwise, hill-climbing methodology of the algorithm). This strategy
produces 100 solutions (many reproducing one another). From this set of
solutions, we chose the one in which 7 is maximum.

Embedded Segmentation

Note that we have just claimed that we use a six-block-level model in
this analysis. Yet, in the main body of this paper, we present a seven-
block-level model. The discrepancy is a result of the methodology em-
ployed to extract the seventh block. The concept of “embedded segmen-
tation” implies that structurally equivalent blocks are hierarchically
embedded in the global structure or in parent blocks. Indeed, the light-
culture block is such an embedded segment, extracted from the large (N
= 53) periphery segment. ICON-H permits investigators to hold constant
the parent permutation/partition vector (i.e., the parent block assignment
vector) and seek hierarchical segments within a given parent block. All
information contained in the parent block assignment vector is used by
the algorithm to discover embedded segments.

One immediate question is, Why use hierarchical methods to discover
additional blocks? Or, to put this question another way, Is it not enough
to simply increase the number of blocks (#) and directly apply the combi-
natorial methodology discussed above? The answer, of course, depends
upon the nature of the data being analyzed. In our data there is a signifi-
cant difference in the scale of relations in various sectors of the population
under study, that is, between the central and the peripheral segment. As
Romo (1986) and Romo and Anheier (1991) have pointed out, social
networks are often composed of two general components: one component
(the o set, which is here the central segment) contains a number of small
and relationally active (i.e., exhibits a large number of sent and received
ties) blocks; the other component (the ) set, which is here the peripheral
segment) often contains over half of the population clustered into one or
two blocks that display a comparatively low incidence of sent and re-
ceived ties. In a typical ICON-H analysis, the a set produces numerous
structurally equivalent blocks characterized by complex and meaningful
relational interlock. The () set, in contrast, produces no more than one
or two very large blocks characterized by what appears as an almost
random scattering of the few sent and received ties that they possess.
Romo and Anheier’s (1991) analysis of the data on German writers shows
that members of the ) set, such as the peripheral segment reported here,
are likely to be outside the information loop characterizing the social
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organizational milieus within which they operate. Thus, they do not have
adequate information about other members of the population to make
very many interpersonal choices of others, nor do other members of the
population have adequate information about members of the € set to
include them in their interpersonal choices. This results in a difference
in the incidence scale of sent and received ties.

This difference in scale requires hierarchical blockmodeling. If the
algorithm is allowed to meander through the data seeking an optimal
split, it is likely to find one in the area of the network that contains the
greatest incidence of ties; that is, somewhere among the o set. As men-
tioned above, at some point, this produces single-member blocks (what
we have termed #p). In order to obtain splits of the large, relationally
inactive )} blocks, a hierarchical extension has been built into the
ICON-H algorithm that holds constant all other blocks while it splits the
target block.

ICON-H and Other Blockmodeling Techniques

In applying the ICON-H to data characterized by such a large-scale
difference in the incidence of relations, it is typical that the () set is
clustered into a single block at a relatively low level of refinement. Solv-
ing the blockmodel for higher levels of refinement results in a greater
number of blocks among members of the o set while the {2 block remains
relatively unchanged. One solution to this problem is to use factor-
analytical techniques (such as CONCOR) that induce clusters on data
transformed into pairwise similarity measures based on Z-scores (prod-
uct-moment correlations). For our purposes, however, product-moment
correlations camouflage an important component of the structure we seek
to investigate. Not only are we interested in the various aggregate pat-
terns of sent and received ties, we are also interested in how such patterns
interact with the incidence or frequency of sent and received ties to form
structurally equivalent sets. Clearly, pairwise correlations, which are
based on the products of Z-scores, substantially constrain the variability
in the incidence of sent and received ties found in the original data.
Given the goals of our analysis, this condition is unacceptable.
Nonetheless, another advantage of the CONCOR method is that some
implementations are interactive and permit the researcher to select the
block that will be subjected to further refinement (i.e., splitting). Thus,
researchers can target larger blocks for additional refinement while hold-
ing other blocks constant. Other blockmodeling methods (e.g., Ward’s
method and single linkage, both implemented by Burt’s popular STRUC-
TURE software) induce blocks by optimizing some object target function
that presumably operationalizes the structural equivalence principle.
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These methods produce blockmodels based on objective criteria, while
blockmodels produced by CONCOR can be much more discretionary.

While we reject the use of product-moment correlations as similarity
measures, we do like the discretion that an interactive implementation
of CONCOR offers. Nonetheless, we are equally attracted to the idea of
a baseline blockmodel purely based on optimizing an objective operation-
alization of the structural equivalence principle. Our strategy in this anal-
ysis is to do both. First we use the ICON-H objective target function
(see eqq. A1-A4) to induce the six-block-level model. This model is com-
posed of four elite and subelite blocks (the « set), and the semiperiphery
and periphery blocks (the €} set). Then we apply the interactive hierarchi-
cal capabilities of the ICON-H method to further partition the periphery.

Finally, Romo and Anheier (1994) have compared ICON-H to the
other popular variance-minimizing clustering techniques on over 40 net-
work data sets taken from the Project Metropolitan data archives (Janson
1975). The algorithms they studied include Ward’s method, complete
link, average link, and single link. Using a goodness-of-fit measure based
on one suggested by Noma and Smith (1985), they found that the
ICON-H method produced better fitting solutions than any of the other
algorithms. Among the data sets used by Romo and Anheier (1994) was
the data from the German writers’ networks. In table A1l below, we
reproduce this part of their analysis.

Noma and Smith (1985) use the squared ratio of the between sum of
squares to the total sum of squares as their measure of goodness of fit.
As will become clear below, squaring this ratio is superfluous, and, in
the case of sparse binary matrices, the squared ratio can obscure major
differences between solutions. In table Al therefore, we use the ratio
without squaring it. After Romo and Anheier (1994), we call this the
“R-statistic,” and it can be interpreted as the amount of variation in the
network data explained by the block densities. The R-statistic varies
between zero and one (0 = indicates no fit between the modeled densities
and the observed data; 1 = a perfect fit between modeled densities and
the observed data).

Table A1 presents the R-statistic for each network, the overall between
sum of squares, the grand R-statistic, and the block sizes for the six-block
solutions induced by ICON-H, Ward’s method, complete linkage, aver-
age linkage, and single linkage algorithms. This table indicates that, for
these data, ICON-H provides the best-fitting six-block solution. Concen-
trating on the grand R-statistic, ICON-H and Ward’s method solutions
produced R-statistics that were very close in magnitude (.209 and .171,
respectively). However, in the case of sparse binary matrices, this appar-
ent small difference is deceptive. One can get a sense of the difference
in the way the two algorithms assign individuals to blocks by considering
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the block sizes. Note that we use block designations 1, 2, 3, ..., rather
than A, B, C, . . ., to avoid confusion with the block assignments
reported in the main body of the text. While block 1 (equivalent to the
periphery block and the light culture block in the analysis reported above)
in both cases contains 53 individuals (indeed, they were the same individ-
uals), other blocks differ considerably and by as many as 17 individuals
(in block 2, the semiperiphery). When a case-by-case comparison is made,
there are even greater differences. Turning to the network-specific R-
statistics, note that ICON-H performs better than Ward’s method on
networks 1 (AWARENESS) and 4 (DINNER INVITATION), while
Ward’s method performs better on networks 2 (FRIENDSHIP) and 3
(ASSISTANCE). 1t is interesting to note that networks 1 and 4 are the
densest (i.e., contain the most network ties) while networks 2 and 3 are
the sparsest. This analysis identifies an evident weakness in Ward’s
method solutions: they are overdetermined by sparse matrices. This prob-
lem results from transforming the observed binary networks into a single
Euclidean distance matrix. Rather than weighting the contribution of a
network to the overall solution in terms of the number of ties it contains
(i.e., its overall density), the Euclidean distance transformations induced
by Ward’s method tend to give equal weight to all matrices, irrespective
of density. The main problem with Ward’s method or any other algo-
rithm that uses Euclidean distances (including complete, average, and
single linkage methods) is that, unlike ICON-H, they were not designed
to analyze multiple networks simultaneously. In single network prob-’
lems, our experiences suggest that ICON-H and Ward’s method may
perform equally well, although we have not formally tested this hy-
pothesis.

Table Al indicates that three linkage methods perform poorly when
compared to ICON-H and Ward’s method. All three algorithms pro-
duced chained solutions: that is, they create many single-member blocks
and one huge cluster of residuals (as illustrated by the block sizes).

In summary, we find the solutions from the ICON-H algorithm to be
superior to solutions from other available methods for a number of rea-
sons. ICON-H creates partitions that are not only sensitive to the patterns
of sent and received ties, but also to variations in the absolute number
or density of network ties. The CONCOR method, because it transforms
network data into product-moment correlations, is insensitive to varia-
tion in the number of sent and received ties. ICON-H is also appropriate
for multiple network problems whereas most of the algorithms that use
Euclidean distance transformations are not. This is particularly the case
with Ward’s method, which gives solutions that are overdetermined by
sparse networks. Finally, the ICON-H method is not as susceptible to
chaining, whereas complete, average, and single linkage methods are.
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