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The paper aims to determine how cultural taste and social tolerance coincide and which symbolic 
boundaries they relate to. The empirical analyses scrutinise three taste orientations – omnivo
rousness, univorousness and ‘categorical tolerance’ (Lizardo & Skiles 2016) – to answer the 
following questions using two nationally representative surveys on cultural taste in Finland: (1) 
How did the cultural taste orientations change between 2007 and 2018 when considering musical 
like, dislike and ambivalence? (2) How do socio-political attitudes associate with cultural taste 
orientations and socio-economic factors, and can we observe change in these dynamics between 
2007 and 2018? A longitudinal research design is used to explore whether there are changes in 
taste that tap to symbolic exclusion, inclusion or ambivalence. The results show that the omni
vores and the univores are on many accounts situated on the opposite ends of the liberal- 
conservative axis. Their views deviate from each other, although the polarization in this sense 
has diminished in a decade. In addition to their wide-ranging taste and advantageous social 
position, we found the omnivores’ social attitudes to be very liberal, postmaterialist and more 
tolerant than the average. The absence of ambivalence among the univores suggests very rigid 
symbolic boundary-drawing by them. The social indistinctiveness of the categorical tolerants was 
quite visible, and it indeed increased over time. However, the categorical tolerants’ responses, 
particularly in 2018, were in most part inflated by their inability to neither agree nor disagree 
with the socio-political statements. Through a systematic analysis of various taste orientations 
over time, the study contributes to the understanding of cultural taste and symbolic boundaries by 
way of providing a gauge of the social, political and moral ambience in the society. The findings 
suggest growing tolerance in general, and decreasing polarization between the extreme taste 
orientations, omnivorism and univorism. However, the increased symbolic inclusion and 
ambivalence (of the categorical tolerants especially) are perhaps engendered by the features of 
modern social (media) reality, whose ubiquitous presence potentially affects how willingly people 
make judgements, whether social or cultural, and how much of personal values and tastes are 
communicated publicly in general.   
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Eclecticism, tolerance and diversity of cultural taste 

Wide cultural appreciation has long been associated with a privileged social position and accumulated cultural and material re
sources. Openness to diversity and greater cultural, and social, tolerance are repeatedly presented as being among the guiding prin
ciples of cultural eclecticism (van Eijck & Lievens 2008; Hanquinet 2017, see also De Keere 2018). In cultural taste research, openness 
most often refers to appreciation of a wide variety of cultural items. Cultural tolerance, openness to cultural diversity and wide, eclectic 
taste have often been regarded as synonyms (Warde et al. 2008, p. 158; Ollivier 2008, p. 121). Existing scholarship on cultural taste has 
shown that there are many ways of expressing one’s eclectic taste (Ollivier 2008; Warde et al. 2007), and that it clearly is associated 
with high social status (e.g. Peterson & Kern 1996; Warde et al. 2007; Purhonen et al. 2010) in a way that it could be thought of as a 
means of distinction for elites (Coulangeon & Lemel 2007). If not straightforwardly a conscious expression of distinction, eclectic taste 
is at least clearly a function of ‘a status gradient’ (Chan 2019). Studies have shown that individuals from educated and professional 
strata are more likely than low-status individuals to ‘make diverse, or “omnivorous” aesthetic choices that cross boundaries, such as the 
divide between opera and rap music’ (Fishman & Lizardo 2013, p. 214). In fact, eclecticism is most often understood and oper
ationalised as cultural omnivorousness in the cultural sociology literature, although empirical research has tapped on omnivorous taste 
patterns already before Peterson and colleagues’ renown series of omnivore studies (cf. Brisson 2019). An omnivore’s cultural taste is 
inclusive, symbolic boundaries are stretched and various forms of culture and people are tolerated (van Eijck & Lievens 2008; Chan 
2019). ‘The merits of any cultural artefact or genre’ are considered and assessed aesthetically in the eyes of the omnivores (Warde et al. 
2008, p. 150). 

Bryson adds (1996) that distinctions are in fact more grounded and empirically detectable through the examination of dislikes than 
likes. Her prominent research on musical tastes, ‘Anything but Heavy Metal’, shows that middle class individuals with high education 
tended to shun certain, although only one, musical genre (that is, rather obviously, heavy metal). According to Bryson (1996), the 
classes which expressed the most tolerant attitude towards a wide variety of musical genres1 were also the ones with the most 
intolerant or averse stances towards the preferences of lower social groups. More explicitly, the taste boundaries are formed around 
gender, age and other socio-demographics more at low levels of education (Peterson 1992; Bryson 1997; Glévarec & Pinot 2012). 
Furthermore, the individuals whose political attitudes were less tolerant reported more musical dislikes (Bryson 1996). 

The link between political attitudes and cultural preferences is complex, but its salience has been confirmed to exist in many ways 
(e.g. regarding musical tastes and conservative/liberal attitudes, see DellaPosta et al. 2015). Moreover, lifestyle preferences are found 
increasingly to ‘spill over’ to reflect wide-set political and moral values – a phenomenon understood as ‘lifestyle politics’ (Purhonen & 
Heikkilä 2017; Harrits et al. 2010). Although tolerance has been claimed as a hallmark of 2010s’ cosmopolitan social ethos, there is 
reason to assume that some changes in it were propelled by recent political developments globally. Namely, the increasing popularity 
of national populist right-wing parties around the world raises a question about proneness to intolerance and withdrawnness, which 
tends to act as a counter-force to cosmopolitan values (Bhambra 2016). It has been argued that ‘moral repertoires’ (De Keere 2018, 
328) act in similar ways as cultural repertoires do. In other words, political views can have a strong homology with cultural field 
making it relevant to assume tolerance spans across these boundaries, that is, politics and culture (e.g. Harrits et al. 2010), and can 
have a wide-ranging effect on cultural and civic matters, such as participation, voting and trust in general. It is, thus, relevant to ponder 
how cultural taste echoes the societal atmosphere and whether tastes have become increasingly intolerant and less open to variety, or 
they are reflected in increasing ambivalence in the domain of taste, too. 

Closely entwined with eclectic cultural taste, Roose and colleagues (2012, 497) suggest that openness ‘is a new status marker and, 
therefore, may function as a means of distinction’. Openness to cultural variety and tolerance of others’ tastes and lifestyles may, in 
fact, be ‘carefully cultivated status symbols’ (Bryson 1996, 887), which are strategically chosen to comply with the attitudinal at
mosphere of the society. It has been suggested, that ‘trying everything’ has become a symbol of cultural sophistication, and ‘diversity, 
rather than exclusion, [has become] the principle of cultural distinction’ (Ferrant 2018, p. 2, see also Warde et al. 2008 and Bau
drillard 1998 for the original idea). In a similar vein, a more general inclination not to refuse any cultural form (i.e. ‘categorical 
tolerance’, Lizardo & Skiles 2016) is gaining increasing interest in the literature as the new ethos and new aesthetics of modern 
consumers, whose values are based on openness to cultural diversity (Ollivier 2008, p. 122; Roose et al. 2012, p. 497). The tendency to 
appreciate a broad variety of culture, as Goldberg and colleagues (2016, p. 216) aptly note ‘reflects the sociocultural shifts that 
celebrate diversity and multicultural inclusion’. 

1.2. Cultural taste patterns, symbolic boundaries and aesthetic dispositions 

Despite omnivorousness being perhaps the ‘most well-documented empirical generalization in the sociology of cultural taste’ 
(Fishman & Lizardo 2013, 214), there is no theoretical agreement on the definition of such an eclectic taste profile. There is much 
inconsistency also regarding operationalizations, and the empirical findings are unsystematic and diverge in many ways (Rossmann & 
Peterson 2015, Brisson 2019). An extensive effort of systematic scrutiny has been made in order to confirm or refute the existence of 
omnivorousness and specific (inconsistent) choices made by Peterson and his team (e.g. Robette & Roueffe 2014; Brisson 2019). Only a 

1 In Bryson’s study these genres were gospel, rap, country and heavy metal. 
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handful of studies analyse changes in taste patterns over time (see Katz-Gerro & Jaeger 2010; Rossman & Peterson 2015; Lizardo & 
Skiles 2016; Chan 2019; Ma 2020), and mainly due to lack of data very few if any studies are able to apply comparative settings with 
identical measures, which has been the focal criticism revolving especially around the omnivores (Brisson 2019). What is still largely 
missing are systematic comparisons between taste orientations and symbolic boundaries. 

Studies often report on the reluctance to express dislikes, particularly among the upper class (Wright et al. 2013; see also Warde 
2011). Moreover, research has shown that the dislikes tend to accumulate on lower rungs of the status hierarchy more indiscrimin
ately. Individuals who express their distaste eagerly tend to have less formal education or less prestigious social status (Warde 2011; 
Lindblom & Mustonen 2019). Although the main focus of the literature regarding taste is preferences, sociological scholarship has 
recurrently affirmed that actually negative taste (i.e. disliking) creates distinctions at least to the same degree as liking does (e.g. 
Bryson 1996; Warde 2011; Lindblom & Mustonen 2019). Bourdieu (1984, 56) notes that for individuals of higher status, exclusion 
from other fractions is made primarily through negation, by expressing dislike towards the preferences associated with lower-status 
tastes. In similar vein, ambivalence has been suggested for yet another novel form of distinction. This takes shape as a cultural con
sumers labelled as ‘categorical tolerant’ (Lizardo & Skiles 2016; Lindblom & Mustonen 2019). In tow, the examination of the omni
vores’ dislikes has been considered highly expressive of symbolic boundary work (Warde et al. 2008). Still, particular cultural items 
have been found to be more avoidable than others (e.g. heavy metal music, see Bryson 1996; religious books, heavy metal and 
electronic music, see Warde 2011; and fast food, see Lindblom & Mustonen 2019). The reluctance might extend even further when the 
whole culture of ‘the others’ may be tainted with associations that certain social groups try to avoid (Bryson 1996). In addition, as 
breadth of taste is an indication of status, narrow and limited taste is often socially positioned in the low-status fractions. 

Inclusive ideal merges with tolerance to an extreme extent with the categorical tolerants (CTs, Lizardo & Skiles 2016). CTs refuse to 
actively take part in symbolic exclusion by expressing no dislikes towards genres or cultural items. At first sight the CTs are omnivorous 
in a sense as they are seemingly open to anything. Lizardo and Skiles (2016) first associated categorical tolerance with high status, but 
later on, the phenomenon spilled over: categorical tolerance increased notably among the non-white non-elite from the 1990s to the 
2010s (Ibid). A cultural profile similar to the CTs was found in a French study on musical tastes arguing that refusal was less important 
in taste judgements than openness or indifference (Glévarec & Pinet 2012). 

However, on the contrary, the tendency of not refusing can also be attributed to insecurity or not having very strong taste (cf. 
Sonnett 2004 and the omnivores who ‘stoutly defend’ their tastes and the quasi-omnivores or indecisives who are more insecure in this 
regard). Similarly, in her study on Canadian omnivores, Ollivier (2008) found that some individuals’ apparent tolerance marks 
potentially weak investment in culture or mere indifference rather than extensive openness. The interviewees said that they liked ‘a bit 
of everything’ (Ollivier 2008, 140) and were not keen on – or capable of – elaborating on their preferences. A study carried out on 
eating preferences suggested that rather than being ‘new cultural elite and an “heir of the omnivore”’ (Lindblom & Mustonen 2019, 
208) the CTs’ taste patterns are more a function of ‘cultural goodwill’ and their social background not only suggestive of elite position. 
In their study on the relationship between cultural eclecticism and aesthetic disposition, (Brisson and Bianchi, 2021) found that rather 
than representatives of a cross-domain (they studied music and cinema) cultural eclecticism cultural taste (aesthetic) dispositions were 
determined by psychological trait of openness and particular social factors. Thus, cultural taste was more a function of socioeconomic 
conditions and psychological trait than universal tendency towards cultural variety. Some of the results can be thus very field-specific, 
and their applicability in other fields warrants consideration. 

The cultural orientations have similarities in their disposition and their relation to symbolic boundaries. On the one hand, 
omnivorousness and categorical tolerance can be regarded inclusive and eclectic.2 Cultural diversity is tolerated, and manner of 
appreciation seems to be open. Whereas on the other hand omnivorousness and univorousness both share the feature of decisiveness. 
Despite preferring multifarious forms of culture, the omnivore’s taste is not ‘indiscriminant’ however, as the renowned and widely 
cited study of Peterson and Kern (1996, p. 904) shows, but is yet another way to make social distinctions (Jarness & Friedman 2017). 
This strategic exclusion in taste comes about in ‘patterned intolerance’ when only few but very carefully selected dislikes are expressed 
(Bryson 1996). This resonates with Sonnett’s (2004) conceptualizion of ‘aesthetic zones’, that sketches six main taste profiles: om
nivores (who have few dislikes and mixed feelings), quasi-omnivores, (many likes and mixed feelings), univores (few likes and mixed 
feelings), quasi-univores (many dislikes and mixed feelings), decisives (many likes and dislikes) and indecisives (few dislikes and 
likes). The symbolic boundaries are assessed as the balance between an individual’s likes, dislikes and ambivalence towards musical 
genres (see also Glévarec & Pinet 2012). The realms are called zones of aesthetic inclusion (likes), exclusion (dislikes) and ambivalence 
(mixed feelings) (Sonnett 2004, 249). According to Sonnett, the nature of boundaries also varies. They can be fuzzy – when ambiv
alence abounds – or rigid, in which case many likes and dislikes are expressed and less room for ambivalence exists (ibid,. 2004). 

The paper aims to determine whether openness to cultural variety indicates tolerant social attitudes, that is: whether wide musical 
taste can be seen as an indicator of or is aversion to a variety of musical genres an indicator of social intolerance. Following research 
questions are asked: (RQ1) How did the cultural taste orientations change between 2007 and 2018 regarding preference, dislike and 
ambivalence towards 13 musical genres? (RQ2) How do socio-political attitudes associate with cultural taste orientations, and socio- 
economic factors, and can we observe change in these dynamics between 2007 and 2018? A systematic analysis of various taste 
orientations over time, currently lacking in the existing literature mainly to insufficient data, is carried out. Reflections regarding 
cultural taste and discussions on contemporary cultural eclecticism (or the lack thereof) are provided by using a unique comparative 

2 In the strictest sense, eclectic taste does not necessarily mean extensive openness to culture with varying legitimacy; it can merely refer to a 
myriad of genres that all represent same rank in the aesthetic hierarchy. Omnivores are expected to have a liking from each rank of the aesthetic 
spectrum. 
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framework. As the main body of existing research focuses on high-profile cultural taste, there clearly is a need to brush up on the 
knowledge of the various forms that cultural orientation can take. A longitudinal research design will help to shed light on the extent to 
which taste orientations have changed and whether changes in taste are manifested in symbolic exclusion, inclusion or ambivalence 
(Sonnett 2016). 

The above-presented questions are tackled empirically by looking at musical taste in Finland. Since matters that constitute cultural 
capital or legitimate taste orientation are highly contextual in nature (Špaček 2017; Hanquinet 2018), it is beneficial to study change in 
a rather fixed social and cultural location (here, Finland). Finland is a comparatively egalitarian, recognisably social-democratic so
ciety (Esping-Andersen 2015), yet recently the political landscape has been reshaped, much like elsewhere in the developed Western 
democracies, by the shift from traditional left-centre politics to increased popularity of national-populist ideologies (represented for 
instance by the True Finns’ anti-immigration agenda) on the one hand, and the environmental values (of the Green League) on the 
other hand. Moreover, the studied time period includes an economic recession that spanned its effects even globally. Financial crisis 
started in Finland approximately in 2008 and lasted several years being most severe around 2009 (Statistics Finland 2016). Unpre
dicted historical events, such as economic crises are argued to have an effect on cultural taste patterns (Ma 2020). Research carried out 
before the political shift has indicated that Finland is a ‘democracy of taste’ (Purhonen et al. 2010) with its widespread omnivorousness 
(Virtanen 2007) and practical non-existence of highbrow snobs. Here, we set out to explore what kinds of changes are detected in 
various taste orientations in the domain of music between 2007 and 2018, the era that includes the alleged great change in political 
and economic landscape in Finland. We wish to find out whether openness to cultural variety is parallel to tolerant social attitudes. By 
doing this the paper contributes to discussions regarding cultural eclecticism, taste, and tolerance in general by systematically 
comparing empirical manifestations of the ways of cultural boundaries are drawn to socio-political views. 

2. Research design, data and method 

2.1. Data and variables 

The paper draws on two nationally representative Finnish surveys (2007: sample size 3,000, response rate 46.3%, N= 1,388; 2018: 
sample size 3,500, response rate 40.8%, N=1,425) on culture and leisure designed as part of two research projects targeted at unveiling 
the dynamics of cultural taste. The response rates were fairly good given that in social research, survey response rates have witnessed 
drastic drops lately (Brick & Williams 2013). The surveys used are comparable in terms of their sample, population (18–74-year-old 
Finnish citizens living on mainland Finland) as well as the weights to correct biases in the under- and over-representation of particular 
population groups. In 2018, the data were collected by combining online and postal questionnaires, whereas in 2007 the question
naires were sent only by mail to be filled out in paper format. 

Cultural taste orientations are analysed using a set of musical genres (13 genres in total). The genres included in the questionnaire 
were adapted to Finnish cultural landscape to capture a variety of legitimacy3. Even though some of the individual genres represent 
very generic and broad musical styles, similar categories are commonly used in the studies of cultural taste. Their inclusion in the 
survey instrument preceded considerable “sociological consideration” (Brisson 2019, p. 7), and the set was similar to an important 
benchmark study conducted in the UK (CCSE, Bennett et al. 2010). The original question provided 6 potential responses to choose from 
(1–2: likes very much/to some degree; 3: does not like nor dislike: 4–5 dislikes very much/to some degree; 6:have not listened the 
genre). Three cultural taste orientations based on these musical preferences are used as dependent variables: omnivores, univores and 
CTs. Each orientation is used as a dichotomy in the analyses. To operationalise the taste orientations, each respondent is re-coded by 
whether they had above or below the sample average of likes (values 1 and 2 in the original variable), dislikes (values 4 and 5) and 
mixed feelings (value 3) for 13 different musical genres (Table 1; the descriptives for genres are in Appendix Table 1 and means by 
independent socio-demographic variables for the numbers of likes, dislikes and ambivalence are presented in Appendix Table 2). The 
technique, which assesses the balance between an individual’s likes, dislikes and ambivalence towards musical genres, is adapted from 
Sonnett (2004; see also Glévarec & Pinet 2012). Here, the change in taste is analysed by concentrating on the three above-mentioned 
aesthetic zones, which represent the cultural figures familiar from previous studies: the omnivores, univores and CTs. This Cultural 
taste orientations roughly representing Sonnett’s aesthetic zones are operationalised as follows. The respondents are coded as having 
‘many’ in each preference category if they had six or more likes, four or more dislikes or five or more ambivalences. These are the 

3 The legitimacy of the musical genres for 2007 used in this paper was adapted from Purhonen et al. (2010), which contrast the preferences of the 
highest educated group (high amount of institutionalized cultural capital) with those of the lowest educated group. This technique of measuring 
legitimacy has been widely used (e.g. Warde et al. 2008), though it and the concept of legitimacy has been argued to be “potentially tautologous” 
(ibid., p. 155, see also Brisson 2019). In Purhonen and colleagues (ibid.) study, the genres were ranked in ascending order of legitimacy from high to 
low as follows: world music, opera, classical music and jazz were highbrow genres; blues, hip-hop, rock and heavy metal were middlebrow; and the 
remaining five genres (country & Western, EDM, schlagers, folk and religious music) were lowbrow. We applied a similar procedure was applied in 
calculating the genre legitimacy for 2018 items. No drastic changes were observed, other than the ratios had diminished across the board. The 
relative positions of the highbrow, middlebrow and lowbrow genres had remained stable. The order within the brows had changed, however. The 
corresponding order of legitimacy in 2018 was, from the most highbrow to the most lowbrow, as follows: the highbrow genres were jazz, opera, 
world music, and classical music; the middlebrow genres were hip-hop, blues, rock and heavy metal; the lowbrow genres were EDM, folk, country & 
Western, religious music and Finnish schlagers. If strict boundary markers were to be used, the only genre considered highbrow (i.e. ratio greater 
than 2.0) in 2018 was modern jazz. Furthermore, instead of five genres (in 2007) as many as eight genres were to be considered lowbrow as their 
ratio was smaller than 1 (starting from blues, ratio of legitimacy 0.90). 
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closest whole integers to the mean in each distribution, and this coding divides the sample most evenly along each of the three di
mensions (e.g. likes, dislikes, ambivalence). Similarly, respondents are coded as having ‘few’ in each preference category if they have 
four or fewer likes, two or fewer dislikes or three or fewer ambivalences. Then the omnivores are a sum of ‘many likes’ + ‘few dislikes’ 
+ ‘few ambivalences’ and the univores are a sum of ‘many dislikes’ + ‘few likes’ + ‘few ambivalences’.4 The CTs are respondents who 
had no musical dislikes. The number of, and balance between, likes and ambivalences are, thus, not decisive factors in CTs’ oper
ationalisation (i.e. there is no identical equivalent in Sonnett’s model for CTs). Operationalised like this, the relative sizes of taste 
orientations are as follows: in 2007, the omnivores account for 8.0%, the CTs for 14.0% and the univores for 15.1% of those who 
answered each question regarding preference for the 13 musical genres (missing values were omitted across the board). In 2018, the 
respective shares are 8.7% for the omnivores, 20.3% for the CTs and 14.0% for the univores. Orientations are treated as individual 
variables (as opposed to classes of one variable), since there is some overlap between the groups of omnivores and CTs. In 2007, 17% of 
the CTs are omnivores, whereas 39% of the omnivores are CTs. In 2018, 19% of the CTs are omnivores and 40% of the omnivores are 
CTs. Notable stability is observed. 

Social tolerance is analysed using seven 5-point Likert scale statements that reflect various statements ranging from conventional 
left-right political attitudes (regarding e.g. voting and public services) to more ‘postmaterialist’ social issues related to gender equality, 
same sex relationships and the environment (Inglehart 1981). Apart from statements regarding political and social attitudes, a measure 
regarding general trust is included. (See Table 3 for the original wordings of the statements.) General trust item can be regarded as an 
indicator of social isolation (van Eijck & Lievens 2008) that is linked with a wider sense of not belonging to society and thus a potential 
marker of less liberal values. The composite measure for social tolerance includes the seven statements presented in Table 3, with 
statements 3 and 5 as reversed scales (scale Cronbach alpha=0.60, year 2007 and 0.62, year 2018). Increase in the measure indicates 
more tolerance. Alpha’s 0.6 or larger can be considered reliable (Metsämuuronen 2017, 45), although observed values are low. This 
could indicate that the phenomenon measured is not unidimensional (ibid.), which is most likely the case. Still, these items are 
considered to imply the level of open-mindedness and to complement the inherent idea of in/exclusive tastes and lifestyles (e.g. Chan 
2019). The link between cultural openness and social tolerance is repeatedly confirmed in research: similar key predictors condition 
civic and political participation, political consumerism and cultural participation and eclecticism (Copeland, 2014; Huddart Kennedy 
et al. 2019). 

Gender, age, education, and income are used as control variables in the analyses. Gender is a dichotomous variable, with females 
used as the reference category. Age is a continuous variable. Education has four categories: ‘no/basic’ (including respondents with only 
compulsory education or less), ‘vocational’ (including respondents with vocational school education or with upper secondary school 
studies and no further education), ‘college’ (including respondents with higher vocational diplomas of degrees from colleges and 
polytechnics) and finally ‘university degree’ (including respondents with any university degree). The survey measured income as a 
categorical variable, and it is based on personal net monthly income (1)less than 1,000 2) 1,000–2,000 and 3) more than 2,000 euros 
per month). Although the population and the sample were kept same in both surveys, substantial differences can be detected between 
the data sets. There is a decisive increase in educational and income levels: in aggregate, the sample of 2018 has higher education and 
their monthly income is at a higher level. Inflation explains the rise in income to some extent (OFS 2019). The distributions of the 
controls are presented in the Appendix Table 3. 

Table 1 
Descriptives for musical genre likes, dislikes and ambivalence (range for each 0–13) by cultural taste orientations, means (M), standard deviations 
(SD), t-tests (t), significance of change between years (p), 2007 (N = 1,388) and 2018 (N = 1,425)   

2007  2018  t p  
M SD M SD   

OMNIVORE Likes 9.80 1.30 9.96 1.40 -0.83 0.410 
OMNIVORE Dislikes 0.96 0.87 0.94 0.86 0.18 0.857 
OMNIVORE Ambivalences 2.23 0.89 2.09 1.01 1.04 0.317 
UNIVORE Likes 2.96 0.97 3.09 0.96 -1.14 0.256 
UNIVORE Dislikes 8.16 1.49 8.00 1.58 1.14 0.257 
UNIVORE Ambivalences 1.88 1.05 1.95 1.04 -0.62 0.539 
CT Likes 6.33 3.05 6.58 3.00 -0.87 0.286 
CT Dislikes n/a  n/a    
CT Ambivalences 6.67 3.05 6.42 3.00 0.87 0.386 
SAMPLE Likes 5.02 2.38 5.32 2.47 -2.90 0.004 
SAMPLE Dislikes 3.58 2.81 3.19 2.70 3.29 0.001 
SAMPLE Ambivalences 4.40 2.56 4.49 2.59 -0.79 0.429 

Note. Means compared between the years for each cultural taste orientation, n/a= information not available: categorical tolerance is de facto defined 
by having no dislikes. Omnivore: N=97(2007), N=112 (2018); Univore: N=159 (2007), N=138 (2018); CT: N=194 (2007). N=229 (2018). p value 
<0.05 bolded. Confidence interval 95%. 

4 It must be noted that Sonnett (2004) uses a two-fold determination, which leaves room for ambiguity. For example, his definition of the 
omnivore does not account for likes but only takes into consideration dislikes (few) and mixed feelings (few). Here, for the sake of clarity and logic, a 
three-fold determination is used, which includes all three orientations – like, dislike and ambivalence – in one taste orientation. This is why similar 
naming for the orientations is not used either. 
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2.2. Methods of analysis 

The analysis begins with comparing means for musical likes, dislikes and ambivalences. This allows for assessing change in taste 
between 2007 and 2018. In addition, individual genres’ inclusion and exclusion to taste repertoires and the changes observed in this 
are analysed. After that, social tolerance is analysed; the taste orientations’ opinions on various socio-political are compared. Group 
means are compared with t-tests or ANOVA. Lastly, logistic regression models are used to estimate the effect of social tolerance (the 
composite measure described above) on taste orientation net of gender, education, income and age. Logistic regression is used due to 
the dichotomous operationalisation of the dependent variables (e.g. omnivore = 1, not omnivore = 0). We estimate models to predict 
the ‘likelihood’ or ‘risk’ of having a particular taste orientation from a set of independent variables, most notably social tolerance. The 
full models show adjusted effects including the controls. A pseudo-coefficient of the determination provides an approximation of the 
strengths of associations between variables, but it must be noted that the values tend to be considerably lower than those of the 
conventional OLS regression R2 index. (McFadden 1979.) 

3. Results 

3.1. Change in musical genre dispositions and cultural taste orientations 

We find that musical likes, dislikes and ambivalences in general changed moderately between 2007 and 2018 (Table 1). At the 
sample level the number of musical likes increased (2007=5.02, 2018=5.32, p=0.004) and the dislikes decreased (2007=3.58, 
2018=3.19, p=0.001). The level of ambivalence remained stable (2007=4.40, 2018=4.49), and no statistical significance was 
observed. These trends suggest a slight growing of openness in terms of taste. Out of thirteen genres nine increased their share of likes, 
and for all but one (religious music) a decrease in dislikes was also observed (this affected the increase in ambivalence). However, in 
response to RQ1, there is relative stability regarding taste within the taste orientations, as no statistical difference was observed between 
the years. This means that the orientations are consistently similar across years. Further, it is notable, that the taste orientations differ 
to a great extent from average respondents’ means. For instance, the CTs (number of ambivalences 2007=6.67, 2018=6.42) were less 
sure about their taste than the omnivores (2007=2.23, 2018=2.09) and the univores (2007=1.88, 2018=1.95, means across orien
tations were not compared statistically). In fact, the CTs’ ambivalence was greater than the sample average and the CTs’ has taste 
become more ambivalent over time. The observed ambivalence among the omnivores decreased, whereas the univores’ likes expanded 
to some extent over time. The univores were also clearly the least ambivalent of all taste orientations, suggesting very rigid symbolic 
boundaries drawn by them. 

To further explore how music taste has changed, we take a look at the inclusion and exclusion of individual genres (Tables 2a and 
2b and Figure 1). These explorations further respond to RQ1 as they will help to contextualize how the genres may be perceived in a 
given social setting at different times and how the studied taste orientations reflect the changes the genres are perceived. It also helps to 
assess whether the observed changes perhaps regard how particular genres are appreciated and positioned across the cultural 
hierarchy.4 

The relationship between cultural taste orientations and the legitimacy of the genres are studied first. Table 2a for 2007 and 2b for 

Table A3 
. Frequency distribution of the independent socio-demographic variables and dependent variables, %, chi squared coefficients (χ2), 2007 and 2018, 
weighted   

The omnivores The categorical tolerants The univores Sample  
2007 2018 2007 2018 2007 2018 2007 2018 

% of sample (N) 8.0 (83) 8.7 (94) 14.0 20.3 15.1 14.0 (159) 100.0 (1388) 100.0 
Gender*, χ2 13.74*** 11.55** 17.85*** 2.34 10.25** 15.59***   
Male 28.2 33.3 33.8 44.3 59.1 64.5 48.1 49.8* 
Female 71.8 66.7 66.2 55.7 40.9 35.5 51.9 49.9 
Education, χ2 9.38* 15.28** 6.92 1.11 2.61 18.37***   
No/Basic level 8.3 2.8 18.0 19.5 13.8 19.7 17.4 10.0 
Vocational 36.9 29.4 42.8 45.9 42.8 57.9 39.0 39.3 
College 28.6 45.9 27.8 24.1 32.1 15.8 29.4 33.1 
University 26.2 22.0 11.3 10.5 11.3 6.6 14.2 17.6 
Age group, χ2 3.62 2.28 35.83*** 14.88** 16.43*** 10.03**   
18–34 24.1 25.5 15.5 18.4 42.8 26.6 29.7 28.0 
35–54 38.6 30.0 40.7 32.9 38.4 46.0 38.2 34.5 
55–74 37.3 44.5 43.8 48.7 18.9 27.3 32.1 37.5 
Income**, χ2 5.06 2.49 4.49 7.60* 0.33 3.39   
Under 1000e 32.9 19.0 30.5 19.0 30.8 18.4 31.0 18.8 
1000–2000e 35.4 48.0 51.3 51.0 46.8 36.0 45.6 43.8 
Over 2000e 31.7 33.0 18.2 30.0 22.4 45.6 23.4 37.4 

Note. *) 0.4% (N=6) respondents reported their gender as “other”. This alternative was not presented in 2007. **) Personal monthly net income. 
*** = p < 0.001; 
** = p < 0.01 ; 
* = p < 0.05; (no asterisk) = p > 0.05. 
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2018 present the shares of genre likes, dislikes and ambivalences related to each cultural taste orientation. The percentages of the least 
liked genres are in most cases much higher for the omnivores and the CT’s than the percentages of the most liked for the univores (and 
vice versa in the case of dislikes). For instance, whereas in 2007 heavy metal was the second least liked genre among the omnivores 
with 55.1 per cent share, it accumulated only 46.5 per cent share of likes among the univores, who however considered heavy metal 
the third most likeable genre (after rock music and schlagers). This highlights the difference between the orientations to inclusive 
(omnivorous) and exclusive (univorous) taste patterns. 

Figure 1 was prepared based on the Tables 2a and 2b, and it presents the inclusion/exclusion of the genres within the taste 
orientation, and conveniently allows comparison between the studied years. In the figure, top four genres for each orientation, for the 
three dispositions (like, dislike, ambivalence) for both years are depicted. The omnivores’ preferred genres have remained the same 
(although some changes in the order was observed). Genres that were liked are inclined either towards highbrow genres such as 
classical music, and genres that can be considered as the epitomes of Finnish popular music, such as rock (middlebrow both years) and 
Finnish schlagers (a musical style that includes light pop songs but also some golden oldies, and ranked as lowbrow both years). In this 
sense, the omnivores really live up to their name as their taste includes genres from various levels of legitimacy. No great change in the 
omnivores’ dislikes was observed either. The genres intolerated by the omnivores were religious music (a genre, that can be generally 
perceived as old-fashioned and maybe purist and a part of the culture of minor orthodox groups and very conservative old people), and 

Table 2a 
Musical dispositions of the omnivores and univores and CT’s in 2007   

LIKE DISLIKE AMBI  
OMNI UNI CT OMNI UNI CT OMNI UNI CT 

Musical genres 
Finnish schlagers 87.3 56.0 84.5 7.4 28.0  5.3 16.0 15.5 
Rock 89.5 71.2 77.9 0.0 18.1  10.5 10.6 22.1 
Modern jazz 76.3 1.6 35.4 5.3 86.8  18.4 11.5 64.6 
Blues 96.4 18.6 53.6 0.0 62.7  3.6 18.6 46.4 
Finnish folk music 81.3 11.4 51.6 2.1 68.2  16.7 20.4 48.4 
World music 75.9 1.5 30.3 5.1 86.2  19.0 12.3 69.7 
Classical music 94.7 17.4 58.7 0.0 69.0  5.3 13.6 41.3 
Opera 66.7 2.7 34.1 5.8 89.0  27.5 8.3 65.9 
Country & western 85.0 23.7 67.0 2.8 49.5  12.3 26.9 33.0 
EDM 58.4 16.7 36.1 12.9 69.7  28.6 13.6 63.9 
Heavy metal 55.1 46.5 34.5 22.7 44.8  22.2 8.8 65.5 
Hip hop & R&B 44.3 17.9 24.4 16.7 68.1  39.0 14.0 75.6 
Religious music 69.3 10.6 44.7 15.6 76.2  15.1 13.2 55.3 

Note: ‘Like’ includes responses ‘I like very much’ and ‘I like to some degree’; ‘Dislike’ includes responses ‘I dislike very much’ and ‘I dislike to some 
degree’; ‘Ambivalence’ (Ambi) is formulated in the questionnaire ‘I do not like nor dislike’. 

Table 2b 
. Musical dispositions of the omnivores and univores and CT’s 2018   

LIKE DISLIKE AMBI  
OMNI UNI CT OMNI UNI CT OMNI UNI CT 

Musical genres          
Finnish schlagers 86.9 54.5 80.1 4.4 31.4  8.7 14.1 19.9 
Rock 98.9 66.6 80.2 0 13.9  1.1 19.6 19.8 
Modern jazz 65.0 5.1 33.4 10.6 80.4  24.4 14.5 66.6 
Blues 90.7 18.6 55.8 0.7 62.5  8.6 18.9 44.2 
Finnish folk music 73.4 5.7 46.3 5.6 77.2  21.0 17.1 53.7 
World music 74.6 9.5 36.4 3.4 73.9  22.0 16.6 63.6 
Classical music 87.6 20.7 56.1 3.8 66.7  8.6 12.6 43.9 
Opera 66.8 5.2 37.9 9.7 86.7  23.5 8.1 62.1 
Country & western 84.6 19.6 64.2 3.5 60.8  11.9 19.6 35.8 
EDM 64.8 28.3 42.3 13.8 51.6  21.4 20.1 57.7 
Heavy metal 74.1 44.6 44.8 15.1 47.1  10.8 8.3 55.2 
Hip hop & R&B 74.3 24.7 42.0 7.6 59.2  18.0 16.1 58.0 
Religious music 54.7 5.5 38.8 15.8 84.8  29.4 9.7 61.2 

Note: ‘Like’ includes responses ‘I like very much’ and ‘I like to some degree’; ‘Dislike’ includes responses ‘I dislike very much’ and ‘I dislike to some 
degree’; ‘Ambivalence’ (Ambi) is formulated in the questionnaire ‘I do not like nor dislike’. 
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‘youth genres’ such as hip hop and EDM. In addition, heavy metal5, the genre that is frequently reported in studies across the world 
(most famously by Bryson 1996; but also, e.g. Savage 2006 and Rossman & Peterson 2015) as an object of musical aversion, was 
received in the same eschewed manner by the Finnish omnivores. In 2018, jazz (the most legitimate genre that year) replaced hip hop 
on the list of four most disliked genres by the omnivores. The ambivalences of the omnivores were more versatile in terms of legitimacy 
in 2007. Then, two middlebrow genres in addition to one highbrow and one lowbrow genre each were among the most ambivalently 
regarded. Whereas in 2018, no middlebrow genres appeared at the top, and the ambivalence was more clearly towards either highbrow 
genres (jazz and world music) or lowbrow genres (EDM and religious). In 2007, the omnivores’ ambivalences were targeted to 
different genres than the dislikes, but in 2018, mostly the same genres were disliked than were perceived with mixed feelings. 

The univores’ dislikes have changed over time. Whereas in 2007 the four most disliked genres were mainly highbrow ones (plus the 
genre ranked lowest in the legitimacy, religious music), in 2018 the polarisation was even more evident with two highbrow genres and 
two lowbrow genres disliked to the same extent. The univores’ likes are seemingly static including middlebrow and lowbrow genres. 
Their ambivalences shun the highbrow genres, too. An interesting observation regards classical music: it is not intolerated by the 
univores to the degree opera is, although classical music is a static preferred genre for the omnivores. This suggests that the symbolic 
boundaries drawn are relational to taste orientation: the univores do not dislike most the genres that are most preferred by the om
nivores and vice versa. Rather than intolerating the tastes of the omnivores, the dislikes of the univores are targeted towards the genres 
generally regarded as highbrow. Opera provides a good example in this respect. Being one the most highbrow of the studied genres it is a 
rather natural object for the univores’ dislikes – and the source of ambivalence for the CTs. 

The categorical tolerants stand very clearly in between the omnivores and the univores. The ambivalences of the CTs’ are a mix of the 
omnivores’ and the univores’ dislikes. They have mixed feelings towards the same highbrow genres that the univores dislike (opera, 
world music and modern jazz) and the middlebrow and lowbrow genres the omnivores dislike (hip hop and religious music). As they 
are not ‘allowed’ to dislike any musical genre, we can regard their ambivalence as the closest analogy of dislike (and not as suggested 
by their name: tolerance). The CT’s prefer the same popular genres that are indistinctively preferred by most of the studied 

Figure 1. Top 4 genre dispositions (likes, dislikes and ambivalences) of each taste orientations’ repertoires, 2007 and 2018.  

5 However, it is good to note, that in the Finnish context the heavy metal genre has a drastically distinctive role and it is not generally perceived in 
as averted manner as most other parts of the world. Heavy metal is constantly among the most popular and preferred music genres in Finland, 
among rock, classical music, schlagers and pop music (OFS 2017). The genre most closely similar to the Brysonian ‘heavy metal’ in the Finnish case 
would perhaps be black/death metal, even though they too have a wide audience base in Finland. 
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respondents: Finnish schlagers and rock (the preferred genres of the omnivores and the univores alike). Liking these genres does not 
provide any competitive advantage at the social arena, and these preferences are rather what Bourdieu (1984) would call heterodoxy, a 
part of everyday practices that remain unnoticed and uncontested. Apart from these genres, the CT’s liked country & Western 
(lowbrow) and classical music (highbrow) the best in 2007, which on the contrary implies a rather omnivorous stance. In 2018, the 
other two preferred genres were country & Western (lowbrow) and blues (middlebrow), similarly omnivorous combination yet less 
slanted to highbrow. In other words, rather than being relatively tolerant and open to various genres (represented by high percentages 
of liking a genre, but mainly related to few middle- and lowbrow genres), the CT’s ambivalence is a product of diluted dislike (similarly 
high percentages of ambivalence, especially regarding highbrow genres). In this respect it seems, that the CT’s are rather a washed-out 
version of the univores than that of the omnivores. 

3.2. Socio-political attitudes, cultural taste orientations and socio-economic factors 

In response to RQ2, the examination of the socio-political attitudes’ association with cultural taste orientations show two clear 
tendencies (Table 3). First of all, the omnivores and the univores are clearly situated on the opposite ends of the liberal-conservative 
axis in many ways. Their views deviate clearly from each other, although the polarization in this sense has diminished in a decade. To put 
short, the omnivores are more liberal and the univores less liberal than the average. 

Second of all, the social indistinctiveness of the categorical tolerants is quite visible, and it has indeed increased over time. No 
statistical significance is found regarding the CTs’ attitudes. Their opinions concur with the sample average being less conservative 
than the univores’ yet a little less tolerant than the omnivores’. Albeit their apparent social compliance to the most average opinions, 
an interesting feature emerged. The CTs deviated significantly from the average in terms of their extreme ambivalence. Their responses 
regarding socio-political opinions, particularly in 2018, were in most part inflated by the option ‘do not agree nor disagree’6. 

A closer look on the attitudes reveals that the omnivores are very tolerant to same sex relationships their views on immigration and 
law enforcement are liberal, and they root for universal public services such as free university education. The univores’ views are in 
this regard quite the opposite, although for instance the opinions regarding gay rights have become less critical over time. Moreover, 
the univores are not particularly green either, as they do not prioritize environment over economy in a way the others do. 

Political participation, for instance voting in the elections, is a wide-spread activity among the respondents in general. However, a 
clear gap is observed between the taste orientations. On one hand, even though the univores wish for stricter punishments and 
immigration control, they are to an extent less eager than the average to vote in the elections; this tendency concurs with many findings 
regarding the nationalist (right-wing) conservative ideology supporters (e.g. Werts et al. 2012). Also, lower voter turnout has been 
associated with low social trust. Correspondingly, low trust in general and in social institutions specifically is a trait commonly 
correlated to conservative political views that often are for instance very critical to immigration (Delhey & Newton 2003; Algan et al. 
2017). The present results corroborate these arguments, as the univores are found to be significantly more sceptical towards their 
fellow citizens than others. 

The CTs and omnivores, on the other hand, are more active in the elections than the average, although over the years their activity 
has been in decline, and this difference is not mainly statistically significant. Taken together with other observed changes, however, the 
results are suggestive of a change within these orientations, especially among the omnivores whose attitudes have converged on many 
respects the average. 

To complement the answer to RQ2, the relationship between taste orientations, social tolerance and other relevant social factors 
was examined by logistic regression. First of all, the results shown in Table 4 indicates that social tolerance was significantly related to 
each taste orientation except to CT in 2018. We found a positive association between tolerant social values and omnivorousness and CT 
and a strong negative association in case of the univores. This indicates that cultural openness concurs with social tolerance, even after 
the relevant socio-demographics are controlled for. 

Furthermore, each orientation is rather consistently associated with the well-known determinants from previous studies, most 
pronounced effects related to age and gender. In short, ageing and female gender predict omnivorousness and categorical tolerance 
whereas younger age and being male associate with increase in cultural intolerance (univorism). 

In most cases, in 2007, the effects of the logistic modelling were far more pronounced across various socioeconomic determinants 
than in 2018. However, the only significant differences regarding education were found in 2018. Clear polarization between the high- 
educated omnivores and the basic level educated univores was then observed. Based on the logistic modelling, the social determination 
of categorical tolerance seems to have diluted significantly by 2018 suggesting that perhaps it no longer had anything to do with status 
struggle, if it ever have had. 

4. Discussion 

The paper aimed to determine how cultural taste and social tolerance coincide and which symbolic boundaries they relate to. The 
change in cultural taste was analysed thru musical preferences between 2007 and 2018. Likes, dislikes and ambivalence towards 13 

6 The proportions of the response ‘do not agree nor disagree’ for CTs/sample (and their p-values) that were significant were as follows: anti-same 
sex relations 34.9%/26.8% (2007, p=0.006**) and 26.5%/21.0% (2018, p=0.024*); anti-immigration 32.4%/26.1% (2018, p=0.016*); pro- 
environmental protection 41.6%/34.0%(2007, p=0.016*) and 40.5%/34.6% (2018, p=0.037*); no free education 35.5%/27.9% (2018, 
p=0.029**). Items where no significance was observed were child care, distrust, plus anti-immigration and no free education in 2007 data. 
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musical genres were analysed. Using a combination of these, three taste orientations – each found relevant in the existent body of 
literature but seldom studied together – were constructed and the ways of appreciation were analysed. This inspection accounted for 
the relational balance of likes, dislikes and ambivalence within distinctive manifestations of taste. By doing this, we wanted to see in 
which way cultural taste orientations relate to symbolic boundaries. The manifestation of openness was depicted in the omnivores, 
whose likes were wide, dislikes narrow and ambivalence almost non-existent. The manifestation of intolerance was regarded in 
univorousness, an orientation that has received little less attention in the literature. The univores channel taste first and foremost 
through manifold aversions. The third taste orientation, categorical tolerance (Lizardo & Skiles 2016), which is a rather recent figure in 
cultural taste studies, represents a middle ground of the two above-mentioned manifestations. In Sonnett’s conceptualization the 
categorical tolerants could be labelled ‘quasi-omnivores’ as they stretch the boundary of tolerance to an extreme, yet the guiding 
principle of taste is indecisiveness, and ambivalence abounds. Also, the taste boundary is rather fuzzy than rigid; as with the other two 
orientations. 

Although a decade is a relatively short period for comprehensive social changes to take place, the results indicate shifts in taste and 
in general symbolic boundary work in Finland. The share of univores decreased over time and the mean for musical genre dislikes was 

Table 3 
Social tolerance statements, means comparisons (t-test sig.) and voting activity (yes/no, chi squared sig.) between the cultural taste orientations and 
the sample, 2007 and 2018   

OMNIVORE UNIVORE CT SAMPLE  
-07 -18 -07 -18 -07 -18 -07 -18 

Attitude statements         
1: Same sex marriage not acceptable 3.70* 4.19** 3.06** 3.74 3.30 3.80 3.36 3.96 
2: Immigration regulations need to be tightened 3.00** 2.65 2.27*** 1.99*** 2.62 2.51 2.62 2.47 
3: Environment protection is a priority 2.76 2.82 3.14* 3.09 3.01 2.97 2.93 2.91 
4: Stricter punishments needed 2.16* 2.17 1.64*** 1.70*** 1.95 1.98 1.90 1.98 
5: Public services to enforce gender equality 1.78 1.67 1.91 1.95 1.87 1.79 1.93 1.84 
6: General distrust 3.44 3.77* 3.14** 3.02*** 3.28 3.57 3.41 3.52 
7: Higher education not be offered as free public service 3.46* 3.48 2.85*** 3.02*** 3.24 3.26 3.20 3.38 
Voting         
Votes in political elections (dichotomous, %) 95.2* 89.6 85.3 84.7 92.3 86.5 87.0 85.2 

Note: Formulations of the statements: 1: ‘It is wrong for adults of the same sex to have sexual relations with each other’; 2: ‘Immigration regulations 
are too loose and need to be tightened’; 3: ‘Protecting the environment should be prioritized over economic growth even though it would increase 
unemployment’; 4: ‘Stricter punishments arc needed for those who break the law’; 5: ‘Public child care should be offered so that all women are able to 
enter the labour market’; 6: ‘It is bener to trust no one’’; 7: ‘Those who want higher education should pay for it by themselves.’ Range in attitude 
statements: 1=totally agree, 5=totally disagree. Original question regarding voting: ‘Do you vote in political elections?’ Significance measure within 
DV’s. i.e., sig. in omnivore 2007 means the omnivores deviate significantly from the compared group (not categorized as omnivores) etc. t value/chi 
squared. sig. 

*** = p < 0.001; 
** = p < 0.01; 
* = p < 0.05; no asterisk = p > 0.05. 

Table 4 
Cultural taste orientations, logistic regression models, odd ratios (ORs), Nagelkerke pseudo-R2, 2007 (N=1388) and 2018 (N=1425)   

The omnivores The univores The CT’s  
2007 2018 2007 2018 2007 2018 

Social tolerance (cont.) 1.83** 1.71** 0.32*** 0.41*** 1.42* 1.01 
Education (ref. university)       
No/Basic level 0.43 0.10*** 0.95 3.23** -.013 .136** 
Vocational 0.84 0.79 1.05 1.62 .005 .056* 
College 0.63 1.49 1.27 1.17 .028 .022 
Gender (ref. male)       
Female 2.73*** 1.88*** 0.68* 0.62* 2.05*** 1.07 
Age (cont.) 1.03** 1.01 0.95*** 0.98*** 1.05*** 1.02*** 
Income (ref. over 2000 EUR)       
Under 1000 EUR 0.80 1.84 1.06 .0.69 .019 -.025 
1000–2000 EUR 0.54 1.48 1.02 0.59 -.004 -.049* 
Pseudo R2*100 10.1 9.0 14.2 11.7 11.9 4.3 
Model chi-sq. 43.70*** 43.26*** 85.10*** 63.15*** 73.97*** 27.86*** 

Note: The groups sizes of cultural laste orientations are as follows: the omnivores 84 respondents (6.1% of sample) in 2007 and 110 (7.7%) in 2018; 
the univores 159 (11.5%) in 2007 and 138 (9.7%) in 2018; the CT’s 194 (14%) in 2007 and 229 (16.1%) in 2018. Each model shows the ORs for 
dependent variable category value 1 (e.g., omnivore = 1. not omnivore = 0). 

*** = p < 0.001; 
**

=p < 0.01; 
* = p < 0.05: (ORs with no asterisk) = p > 0.05. OR for the reference category is 1.00. Significant ORs are in bold. 
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smaller in 2018 than in 2007. In tow, categorical tolerance and omnivorousness increased. The increase in omnivorousness was not 
striking, but ambivalence in general, and categorical tolerance in particular, witnessed a leap. Further, the group size of CTs was 
considerably larger than those of omnivores and univores in both years studied. These findings could indicate that for a growing 
number of people, the symbolic boundaries became harder to distinguish and the capacity for distinction through rigid taste was in 
decline. 

As almost no ambiguity in taste was observed among our omnivorous orientation, the omnivores can be assumed to have executed 
distinction to a degree and in a discriminant matter, as is also the oft-cited core assumption (see Peterson & Kern 1996). The oper
ationalization of taste orientations used here (adapted from Sonnett 2004) did not take into account the relative aesthetic value of the 
included cultural items, but further analyses on the taste repertoires informed that their taste was inclusive to genres with varying 
legitimacy. In addition to their wide-ranging taste and advantageous social position, we found the omnivores’ social attitudes to be 
very liberal, postmaterialist and more tolerant than the average. In this sense, the omnivores in our study converge with the con
ceptualisation most often referred to, according to which omnivorousness is a distinctive orientation and an indication of cosmopolitan 
openness (Chan 2019). 

Our findings suggest that the univores really are intolerant in many senses. Intolerant social attitudes were associated with the 
univores, and they were especially reflected as scepticism towards fellow-citizens. Although the social tolerance between univores and 
CTs did not deviate enormously, what sets the univores apart is in the way they engaged in symbolic exclusion. Ambivalence had no role 

Table A1 
The percentages of musical genre likes, dislikes and ambivalence, 2007 (N = 1,388] and 2018 (N = 1,425), weighted   

Like Like Dislike Dislike Ambi Ambi  
2007 2018 2007 2018 2007 2018 

Musical genres       
Finnish schlagers 68.8 65.3 16.2 15.1 15.0 19.6 
Rock 71.9 76.4 8.5 6.6 19.6 17.0 
Modern jazz 19.9 23.3 37.6 33.2 42.5 43.5 
Blues 46.1 45.2 19.0 18.2 34.9 36.6 
Finnish folk music 32.9 30.1 28.5 26.8 38.6 43.1 
World music 21.5 25.3 32.2 23.6 46.3 48.8 
Classical music 46.9 49.5 22.1 20.0 31.0 30.5 
Opera 22.2 23.7 46.1 38.7 31.7 37.5 
Country & western 44.8 45.9 21.3 19.7 33.9 34.4 
Electronic dance music 26.3 38.7 34.3 26.8 39.4 34.5 
Heavy metal 38.5 45.6 34.6 31.3 26.8 23.1 
Hip hop & R&B 23.7 38.7 42.2 29.0 34.0 32.3 
Religious music 31.3 25.2 32.4 39.0 36.4 35.8 

Note: ‘Like’ includes responses ‘I like very much’ and ‘I like to some degree’; ‘Dislike’ includes responses ‘I dislike very much’ and ‘I dislike to some 
degree’; ‘Ambivalence’ (Ambi) is formulated in the questionnaire ‘I do not like nor dislike’. 

Table A2 
. Means of musical genre likes, dislikes and ambivalence (range 0–13) by independent socio-demographic variables, t-test and F-test values (sig.), 
2007 (N = 1,388) and 2018 (N = 1.425), weighted   

Likes Likes Dislikes Dislikes Ambiv. Ambiv.  
2007 2018 2007 2018 2007 2018 

Gender (t., sig) 6.53*** 3.29*** -5.43*** -3.42*** -0.01 0.44 
Male 4.5268 5.0618 4.0684 3.4783 4.4048 4.4600 
Female 5.4593 5.5534 3.1374 2.9171 4.4033 4.5296 
Education (F., sig) 5.67** 9.44*** 0.43 6.18*** 6.17*** 0.15 
No/Basic level 4.4656 4.5256 3.3958 3.8248 5.1385 4.6496 
Vocational 4.9572 5.0305 3.6031 3.4703 4.43% 4.4992 
College 5.0696 5.6645 3.6798 2.8810 4.2506 4.4545 
University 5.5606 5.6979 3.4806 2.8341 3.9588 4.4680 
Age group (F., sig) 8.2*** 4.66** 29.43**** 6.59** 12.12*** 1.21 
18–34 4.6963 5.1050 4.4781 3.2864 3.8256 4.6086 
35–54 4.9482 5.1682 3.4557 3.5026 4.5961 4.3292 
55–74 5.4512 5.6077 2.8117 2.8285 4.7370 4.5638 
Income* (F., sig) 1.47 0.96 0.24 3.97* 1.53 1.89 
Under 1000e 4.9656 5.2360 3.6950 3.1142 4.3394 4.6498 
1000–2000e 4.9160 5.4809 3.5535 2.8965 4.5306 4.6226 
Over 2000e 5.2287 5.2776 3.5798 3.4139 4.1916 4.3085 

Note. *) Personal monthly net income. For gender, the means were compared with t- test, for education, age, and income means were compared with 
ANOVA. 

*** = p < 0.001; 
** = p <0.01; 
* = p < 0.05; no asterisk = p > 0.05. 
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in the univores’ taste; rather, genres were either disliked (very likely) or liked (not so likely). Moreover, the genres that were received 
with least eagerness were clearly the most legitimate ones (cf. the paramount example of opera), and not contrary to omnivores’ 
preferences specifically. 

The findings regarding a relatively large group of categorical tolerants leave more open questions. Our findings indicate that 
although the CTs seemingly liked pretty much everything (yet not nearly as much as the omnivores), their tolerance lacks evident 
‘mode of discovery’ (Ollivier 2008, 132) and liberal attitudes are a product of not taking stance. On the contrary, the findings suggests 
that categorical tolerance is more of an effect of indecisiveness than a real tolerant attitude. The CTs were far more ambiguous in their 
tastes than others, and in contrast to Lizardo and Skiles’ findings, CTs were not very socially stratified. One explanation for this perhaps 
relates to potentially less sharp ethnic divisions in Finland, whereas in the United States, in contrast, many social phenomena are 
intersected by race and ethnicity to a far greater extent. 

A question worth consideration further in research is why exactly do we observe such a large quantity of the CTs in survey in
struments. Is it a manner of response or lack of cultural knowledge? The ambivalent musical preferences of the CTs’ have a close 
analogy to dislike, and in terms of legitimacy their taste repertoire has shifted from highbrow-middlebrow more towards middlebrow- 
lowbrow (see Fig.1). Despite the CTs’ compliance to the most average opinions, the only deviance from the sample was their 
emphasized proneness to neither agree nor disagree (see Footnote 5). This signals the peculiarity of this figure, whose indecisiveness 
crosses the symbolic and cultural boundaries, and even seems to define their cultural taste. 

Like most Western countries in recent years, Finland has faced many changes that potentially have had effects on many aspects to of 
its citizens’ lives and their cultural practices. Increasing flows of immigration, shifting political power from a traditional centre-right 
coalition to a populist right-wing party and growing worry over many societal issues have characterised recent public discussions and 
the societal ambience (see Purhonen et al. 2018). These potentially reflect to cultural tastes as well (Ma 2020). The findings suggest 
some polarisation related to tolerance that can indicate political ambience being filtered into cultural tastes. Although the univores’ 
distrust and anti-immigration views had increased to an extent, the overall results suggest mild increase in inclusion, yet relatively 
considerable emphasis also shifted towards ambivalence, especially witnessed in the increase in categorical tolerance and their 
undiscerned social attitudes. Thus, as a response to the paper title, we can argue that intolerance has not really increased – quite the 
contrary. However, being able to dig deeper into the ‘tolerance’ of the categorical tolerants would help to assess the social distinction of 
this orientation. In other words, future research on categorical tolerance could reveal whether it is a unique manifestation of taste or 
perhaps a psychological trait, or both, just like have been found in the case of cultural omnivorousness (Chan 2019; Hargreaves & 
Bonneville-Roussy 2018). 

5. Conclusion 

Omnivores have attracted wide interest in the cultural sociology literature (e.g. Peterson & Kern 1996; Coulangeon & Lemel 2007; 
van Eijck & Lievens 2008; Wright 2011; Robette & Roueff 2014; Ferrant 2018), but comparisons between various taste orientations are 
scarce. By comparing three manifestations of taste systematically, this paper contributes to the understanding of cultural taste and 
symbolic boundaries by way of providing a general gauge of the social, political and moral values. Our analyses showed an expected 
parallel between cultural openness and social tolerance. The association between cultural variety and social tolerance is a sociolog
ically relevant and intriguing finding. Tolerance includes an embedded and nonetheless very carefully targeted exclusiveness. Hence, 
inclusion is as relevant as exclusion, and scrutinising taste as the dynamics between preference, dislike and ambivalence (Sonnett 
2016) gives a more focused picture of the symbolic boundaries and changes in them. The socio-political views were seemingly different 
between the taste orientations, and their musical genre preferences reflected distinct boundary drawings. 

Our results indicated that taste orientations are rather systematic and consistent in the ways of inclusive/exclusive appreciation and 
tolerance of cultural and social variety. They have also remained rather stable according to our results. However, literature often 
expresses the disagreement over whether taste orientation is a consistent style of consumption – or way of appreciation – that is 
repeated in the same format across cultural fields (Jarness 2015; Lizardo & Skiles 2016), whether various orientations co-exist 
depending on the cultural field (Cutts & Widdop 2017) or if there is such a thing as universal aesthetic disposition that would 
operate in same way regardless of cultural field (Brisson & Bianchi 2021). As cultural practices are not limited to taste, and cultural 
orientation is a complex system including knowledge and participation (cf. Yaish & Katz-Gerro 2010; Purhonen et al. 2011), future 
research should also apply a wider perspective across practices and fields in order to fully capture the workings of aesthetic zones. 
Inclusion, exclusion and ambivalence might take different forms or have varying emphases regarding the type of practice or domain. 

One of the aims of the paper was to assess whether openness to cultural variety can be regarded as an indicator of tolerant social 
attitudes. The present results clearly show that even when socio-demographics were controlled those with more open stance to culture 
(the omnivores) were also more liberal, that is their social attitudes were more tolerant. Based on our findings we are not, however, 
able to assess if social tolerance is in association with all kinds of cultural eclecticism. This paper was limited to making assumptions on 
the basis of a small fraction of taste orientation, analysing only musical taste. Further avenues of future research should aim at covering 
taste more comprehensively, accounting for a wider spectrum of cultural fields (c.f. Virtanen 2007; Brisson & Bianchi 2021). 

For a deeper understanding of the dynamics of taste and the interrelativity of cultural forms, it would be helpful, as Warde and 
colleagues (2008, 158) urge, to explore what best characterises the changes in ways in which genres are appreciated (cf. Glévarac & 
Pinet 2012, who assign a ‘mean age’ for musical genres). Future studies could pay closer attention to the contents and origin of musical 
genres paralleling them to a wider set of political attitudes in order to better trace the interrelations of socio-political intolerance. 
Perhaps other methods than used here could tap into the meanings attached to genres both at general level and among various cultural 
profiles. Furthermore, more fine-grained genre categories could be scrutinised to determine the rigidness of symbolic boundaries 
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within genres that can be considered to establish between ‘purist’ and ‘mixer’ types of eclectic consumption (Bellavance, 2008; van 
Poecke 2018). Also, paying attention to the absolute width or the taste repertoire, and not only relying on relativity as here, could 
further increase our understanding of subtle differences within taste orientations. Since only limited assessment of the contents of 
manifestations of taste were made – that is, which musical genres are included or excluded, what is the aesthetic legitimacy of each 
genre at a given time and how many genres actually is a lot – this remains a task for future studies. 

Finally, what needs to pointed out, however, was the observed increase in the ambivalence and its epitome, the taste orientation of 
categorical tolerance. In the later data categorical tolerance captured less social cleavages and was clearly less of an item in the status 
struggle, and perhaps more of a product in the current general social ambiance or norm that reflects insecurity and takes a form of 
dappling in ‘everything’ superficially. The socio-political views of the CT’s deviated notably from others, however. Avoiding ex
tremities and overt expressions of opinion seems to be the virtue of the CTs. Perhaps the ubiquitous presence of social media and other 
means of real-time communication has had a way to increase drawing strict boundaries. Quickly escalated scandals have been 
repeatedly witnessed starting often what seems to be poorly judged and thoughtlessness spontaneous expressions of opinion. This 
feature of modern social reality that undoubtedly has its effects also on how willingly people make judgements, whether social or 
cultural, and how much of personal values and tastes are communicated in public in general (Rost et al. 2016; Steen-Johnsen & 
Enjolras 2016), warrants for more scholarly attention. 

Supplementary materials 

Supplementary material associated with this article can be found, in the online version, at doi:10.1016/j.poetic.2022.101663. 
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Špaček, O. (2017). Measuring Cultural Capital: Taste and Legitimate Culture of Czech Youth. Sociological Research Online, 22(1), 6. 
Finland, Statistics (2016). The statistical yearbook of Finland, income and consumption. Helsinki: Statistics Finland. Access method http://www.stat.fi/til/tjt/. 
Steen-Johnsen, K., & Enjolras, B. (2016). The Fear of Offending: Social Norms and Freedom of Expression. Society, 53, 352–362. 
van Eijck, K., & Lievens, J. (2008). Cultural omnivorousness as a combination of highbrow, pop, and folk elements: The relation between taste patterns and attitudes 

concerning social integration. Poetics, 36(2–3), 217–242. 
van Poecke, N. (2018). Pure taste in popular music: The social construction of indie-folk as a performance of “poly-purism. American Journal of Cultural Sociology, 6(3), 

499–531. 
Virtanen, T. (2007). Across and Beyond the Bounds of Taste: On Cultural Consumption Patterns in the European Union. Doctoral Dissertation. Turku School of 

Economics, Series A-11.  
Warde, A. (2011). Cultural hostility re-considered. Cultural Sociology, 5(3), 341–366. 
Warde, A, Wright, D., & Gayo-Cal, M. (2007). Understanding Cultural Omnivorousness: Or, the Myth of the Cultural Omnivore. Cultural Sociology, 1(2), 143–164. 
Warde, A., Wright, D., & Gayo-Cal, M. (2008). The omnivorous orientation in the UK. Poetics, 36(2–3), 148–165. 
Werts, H., Scheepers, P., & Lubbers, M. (2012). Euro-scepticism and radical right-wing voting in Europe, 2002–2008: Social cleavages, socio-political attitudes and 

contextual characteristics determining voting for the radical right. European Union Politics, 14(2), 183–205. 
Wright, D. (2011). Making tastes for everything: Omnivorousness and cultural abundance. Journal for Cultural Research, 15(4), 355–371. 
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