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Against the omnivore: assemblages of contemporary musical tastein
the United Kingdom
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Abstract

This paper offers a comprehensive analysis of thetsire of British musical taste, drawing
on the unusually detailed survey questions andeptidinterviews carried out as part of the
Cultural Capital and Social Exclusiorproject in 2003-04. Using cluster analysis,
multinomial regression, and multiple correspondeanalysis, the paper demonstrates that
there is a major partition between those attrattegdopular music, and those who prefer
classical, jazz, or country music, which is prirharielated to age divisions. More
specifically, the analysis disputes that the cohoéghe ‘cultural omnivore’ is a valuable tool
for understanding musical taste. We show that tivesiderable interest in a genre of ‘light
classical’ music, which embraces easy listeningd, fmi esoteric, forms of classical music,
means that we should no longer view a taste fasatal music as necessarily ‘highbrow’.
Once this point is recognised, most measures otcthiiral omnivore’ become problematic.
The paper concludes by emphasising the need taymesm the continued importance of
powerful, contested musical enthusiasms in conteanpaultural life.
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Against the omnivore: assemblages of contemporary musical tastein
the United Kingdom

In the past decade the concept of the cultural wonej who enjoys a pluralistic range of
cultural activities, drawn from both elite and ptgywculture, has come to play a central role
in cultural sociology. The reasons for this are ddficult to see. Firstly, the idea that
contemporary cultural taste and practice is orgaghen a pluralistic basis in which increasing
numbers of people range across cultural genrewsalomciologists to explore the relationship
between social structure and cultural life in newd ariginal ways. It can be argued that
omnivorousness marks the demise, or transformatiothe exclusive, ‘snob’ cultures, which
were held to define the contours of status basétdreuin earlier periods and which were
central to foundational sociological analysis of ¥M/eber and Pierre BourdituSome
commentators thereby see the omnivore as a mankerttie middle classes become more
tolerant and in liberalising conditichther sociologists, however, see the omnivorthas
new embodiment of contemporary middle class dontnathrough their capacity to absorb
previously opposed elements of cultural tdst&Vhichever of these interpretations are
accepted, omnivorousness now appears fundamergatiological analysis of contemporary
cultural consumption.

Secondly, though perhaps less well appreciatedyrti@vore concept leads itself to clear and
definite forms of empirical measurement from surgeyrces, through its ability to make an
analytical virtue out of the existence of hybridtatal activity which might otherwise appear
to unsettle sociological accounts of culture. Thanivore debate has, in fact been central to
the rapidly emerging quantitative analysis of adtuaste and activity, a field which had
previously been dominated by qualitative research.

These two virtues have come to allow unusual, tide, cross fertilisation of theoretical
reflection and empirical measurement. Yet, althoulyis debate has been important in
opening up new avenues for research on cultured gasd participation, this paper argues that
it is now desirable to discard the ‘chaotic contepthe omnivore and move the debate onto
a more structural terrain. In this paper we arguat the concept of the omnivore is a
fundamentally empiricist one, where the possibitifyderiving quantitative measures for the
omnivore from varied survey sources drives thewdital agenda in a way which ultimately
draws attention away from systematic structuradjuradities in cultural life. It is not incidental
that although the omnivore is widely debated inrgisative analysis, in journals such as
Poetics, American Sociological Review, Europeanidimgical Review,it has almost no
resonance amongst qualitative researchers in alkaciology, cultural and media studies, or
anthropology . Indeed, research from these domains on issues ascthe nature of
‘enthusiasms’, the character of ‘sub-cultures’fit@style enclaves’, emphasise the continued
significance of intense cultural communities of ivas kinds which seem at odds with
omnivorousnes In practical terms, the concept relies on ruditagnsurvey data, normally
where questions on taste for (some) pre-definedegesre asked. Therefore, and sometimes
despite the theoretical orientations of its propiseit depends on the reification of genre
categories and fails to recognise the historicallitable and complex ways by which cultural
boundaries are constructed, maintained, and clggtenWhen there are only a limited
number of indicators of cultural activity, and esjp#ly when genre labels are used as
measures (see Holt 1997) the concept of the ommiappears to usefully measure those with
multiple tastes, but at the cost of sidelining tloenplex patterning of their tastes which can
be unravelled through appropriate quantitative yamislas well as by the use of qualitative
data.

We draw on the sophisticated and extensive quéwnétand qualitative data collected by the
Cultural Capital and Social Exclusion (CCSE) projpased at the Centre for Research on
Socio-Cultural Change (CRESC) which has demonstréte class based inequalities in
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cultural taste and participation in contemporaritddn (e.g. Bennett et al 2009: Le Roux et al

2008). The particular contribution of this papetdsexplore in more detail the definition and

boundaries of musical taste by deploying surveystijoes which ask respondents about their
taste for a series of musical works. Rather thdrs@nction between omnivores and univores
(or abstainers), we show that there is a primeralgded tension between advocates of
classical and popular music, and that this key bHagnis rarely crossed. Within these two

broad clusters, we also demonstrate the existéhmmie specific musical enthusiast clusters.
We will show that musical taste thereby remain$lyigocially loaded and differentiated. We

argue that our findings are in keeping with a brBadrdieusian approach which emphasises
the close relationship between cultural taste acgkhierarchy.

Our focus on music is appropriate because mostefdsearch on the cultural omnivore is
focused on musical field in which the most rigordasds of survey analysis have been
conducted (see e.g. Peterson and Kern 1996: Laopé&zs&t al 2008, etc). The CCSE survey
data contains questions which ask respondents likieig or disliking of 8 genres of music,
including not only more legitimate but also morgplar forms of music, and uses a Likert
scale. These kinds of genre based questions arénnbemselves unusual - questions on as
many as 18 musical genres have been asked in thged&ral Social Survey (GSS) and have
been analysed by sociologists such as PetersonBaygbn. The CCSE data has two
additional features which accentuate its signifogarFirstly it contains questions about the
respondents liking and knowledge of 6 named musiteiks. By looking at the relationship
between these liking for genre and named works adienit is possible to assess how far
genre labels accurately capture specific musicafepences. Secondly, it also includes
qualitative data, including interview material emted with a sub-sample of survey
respondents, which makes it possible to assessherhetspondents classified into different
taste groups on the basis of their survey respopsmsde qualitative accounts which are
consistent with thfs

After discussing limitations with the literature dhe cultural omnivore, we turn, in the
second section, to introduce the broad pattermsusical taste revealed by CCSE data where
we identify a clear tension between those appregatiassical music and those who prefer
popular musical forms. Thirdly, we then conductlster analysis of musical genres which
reveals the existence of eight distinctive clusterdy one of which genuinely straddles this
divide between classical and contemporary populasien We fourthly examine the
relationship between people’s tastes for genresfamdamed musical works using multiple
correspondence analysis. This demonstrates theatignof age as the most important divide.
We finally examine the cloud of individuals withmultiple correspondence analysis as a
means of further demonstrating the limited powethef omnivore model. In the conclusion
we restate the need to recognize cultural cleavage®ppositions in musical taste.

1. Thecultura omnivorein the musical field

The concept of the cultural omnivore was introdubgdRichard Peterson in the 1990s in his
account of the changing nature of American musteate (Peterson and Simkus 1992;
Peterson and Kern 1996). It is worth noting thaeR®n himself did not expect the idea of
the omnivore (which he initially sometimes put mvérted commas to indicate its provisional
and metaphorical stat)so become so influential (Peterson 2005). Inddsirably precise
and clear way, Peterson laid out the basic idsgalie as follows.

Appreciation of the fine arts became a mark of tsgitus in the late ¥ocentury as
part of an attempt to distinguish ‘highbrowed’ Aogdaxons from new ‘lowbrowed’
immigrants whose popular entertainments were gsawbtrupt morals and thus were
to be shunned. In recent years, however, many s$taflus people are far from being
snobs and have become eclectic, even ‘omnivorousidir tastes ... . This suggests
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a qualitative shift in the basis of marking statusfrom snobbish exclusion to
omnivorous appropriation

(Peterson and Kern 1996: 900)

In this formulation, Peterson was able to use dea iof the omnivore as a means of settling
accounts with Bourdieu’s influential analysis ofitaal capital in a form which has been
followed by many critics of Bourdieu’s work (e.gh&h and Goldthorpe 2005, 2007a, 2007b).
Yet the concept has also been attractive in offethose more sympathetic to Bourdieu’s
arguments, notably Alan Warde, who defines conteargocultural capital in terms of its
omnivorous orientation (see Bennettal 2009, Wardeet al 2007; 2008). Before considering
this important debate, we need to focus on theitaathre, rather than the content, of the
omnivore argument, as this has structured the egslgbate.

Peterson’s argument proceeds by classifying mugieares asked on the General Social
Survey into either ‘highbrow’ (classical & operayiddlebrow’ (easy listening, broadway,
big band), and ‘lowbrow’ (gospel, country, blue ggarock and blues) and seeing how far
those who liked highbrow music also liked middleddow-brow forms. Between 1982 and
1992 it became increasingly likely for highbrowsaigo report more preferences for low —
and middle-brow music. This approach has beenénfial in defining omnivorousness as (a)
a kind of score or scale where the more genresotimatikes, the more omnivorous you are,
and (b) as linked to mobility across key categdrigpes defined by the sociologist (in this
case, ‘high’, ‘middle’, and ‘lowbrow’). Most subsaent omnivore research uses one or both
of these methods to measure to omnivoroudness

Let us consider four key issues in this concepauahitecture. Firstly, how useful is it to
group musical genres into ‘brow’ categories? Afilktrthese labels were developed primarily
with reference to literary taste (see, for the cafs8ritish literature, Rose 2000) and have
hardly ever been used by musical audiehcBsey have also been more influential in the
United States than in Europe (see Savage 2009 wdwes that although the terms had
resonance in inter war Britain they largely fellorabeyance by the 1950s). Peterson (2005:
258-9) sees the idea of the ‘highbrow snob’ asitgpBourdieu’s analysis of cultural capital
and legitimate culture which he develops Distinction, but this is not warranted by
Bourdieu’s own analysis, which focuses on the @sttbetween the ‘Kantian aesthetic’ and
the ‘culture of the necessaty’

Secondly, there is a typical assumption that andjiior classical music is the litmus test for
exponents of ‘highbrow’ cultuté Schulze, for instance distinguishes between thigv’,
‘folk’ and ‘pop’, and this has been popularized ¥v@n Eijck (2001, 2008). Sonnett (2004)
differentiates between art/highbrow, omnivore, fiolwbrow, and pop/mass culture. Despite
disagreements in how popular music is categorizeere is here a common view that
‘highbrow’ music can be singled out through an apfation of classical music. Here, we
often see a genuflection to Bourdieu’s famous aenis) about its apparent role in
constituting cultural capital (see notably Peter@&®®5). We should note that Bourdieu,
however, does not regard a taste for classicalarasinecessarily ‘highbrow’, or a marker of
cultural capital. IrDistinction,he even regards a predilection for Strauss’s ‘Blaaube’ as a
marker of popular taste. Musicologists recognissd the musical canon is no longer to be
conflated with classical music (e.g. Clarke 200wns 2007).

This is not a trivial point: once we recognise ttlassical music itself might not be inherently
highbrow, then indicators of omnivorous ness maijhitply be picking up on the remaking of
classical music itself. There is evidence thathtiglassical’ music has increased in popularity
in recent years. This is based on the popularizasfoclassical music components in popular
culture and the media. Krims (2007), focusing or thopularity of popular classical
musicians such as Charlotte Church, Sarah Brightarahthe extensive sales of compilations
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such asBach for Relaxationor The most relaxing piano album in the world....Ever!
emphasizes the significance of a new role for @aksusic as an aspect of interior desfgn
Further evidence for the pertinence of this kindoaentation is found in the interviews
conducted by Savage, Bagnall and Longhurst (200%) showed that many middle-class
Manchester residents embraced ‘light classical’ iopusut specifically avoided ‘difficult’
forms of classical. They repudiatadant gardeor esoteric classical music in favour of ‘easy
listening’: Mozart or Vivaldi rather than Schoenfpesr Stravinsky. In short, rather than
people becoming more omnivorous, perhaps genredaoi@s have been reworked. Rather
than seeing those who like ‘light classical’ and®rock as omnivores because they seem to
straddle genre boundaries, perhaps they are actgailuine enthusiasts for an emergent
musical sub-culture associated with new urban spadech is not accurately captured by
standard genre labéls

Thirdly, this leads us to focus further on boundamgking and classificatory processes
themselves. Here, we rehearse the arguments of (H&®8) who insists that we need to
examine how boundaries around and within genresl@fiaed, rather than take genre labels
at face valu¥. This is an argument amply developed in cultutadlies where writers such as
John Frow (2006) see genres as constantly evotuirig process, as subject to mutation and
hybridisation, and as historically mutable. Antoidennion (2001) has developed this point
by emphasizing that genres are constructed thrqaegformances involving a range of
human, institutional and technical agencies, sohasiging the fluidity and complexity of
musical process which cannot usefully be seenringef static and all encompassing ‘genre’
labels (see also Born 2005 who elaborates how pt&oé assemblage can be deployed for a
similar purpose).

Finally, we can identify an even more fundamentalie at stake here. Peterson’s argument
has the characteristic structure of much Anglo-Aoaer social thought (on which see
Strathern 1990). It differentiates a structuretfiis case, of genres arrayed into a hierarchy)
and then the possibility of individual mobility Wit this structure (through the figure of the
omnivore). One result is to paradoxically reprodtiee hierarchical categories which it also
argued are being transcended. Saveigal (2001) and Savage (2007) have argued that a
rather similar structure is in place for contempgprgnglish conceptions of class identity.
Most individuals prefer to position themselves asbite between classes, and thus narrate
stories of individual and familial social mobilitput in the process they produce accounts of
classes as the benchmarks from which mobility aambasured. This conceptual architecture
involves a ‘variable centred’ focus on the chanasties which distinguish the omnivore from
the non-omnivore. We might see this as akin toiticadhl ‘status attainment’ approaches to
social mobility, in which attention centres on tt@relates of ‘omnivorous’ individuals. The
problem here is the lack of attention to what mighttermed the ‘cultural structure’ in which
mobility is deemed to take placeHere, we need to note that studies of omnivoressn
largely ignore Pierre Bourdieu’s conception of tfield, which as Martin (2003) has
emphasised, allows a means of understanding therpiag of cultural practices and tastes,
and in particular a means of delineating the terssend inequalities which are embedded in
them. This demands a systematic analysis of dislded avoidances alongside likes and
practices. Unfortunately, Bourdieu’s work is usyallted in the omnivore literature simply
for establishing the importance of the highbrowlsn@ther than through its concern with
field dynamics. Yet this figure of the highbrow $nis a red herring. In their study of cultural
taste and participation in contemporary BritainnBett et al (2009) thus demonstrate the very
limited significance of ‘intellectual’, snobbishsgliositions towards cultural activity, in a way
which is akin to Lamont’s (1992) study of Americamddle class culture. Nonetheless, they
demonstrate that there continue to be tensionsdegtwxtensive engagement on the one hand
against cultural disengagement on the other. Tlhig/a omnivorousness to be seen, in Alan
Warde's (Wardeet al 2008, Bennett et al 2009) useful terms, not inuva, but in
compositional term§. In exploring the limits to even the most libemahnivore’s cultural
vocabulary, the relationship between likiagd dislikingis necessary to bring out the specific
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reformation of taste communities. This ‘composi@ibrapproach means developing the work
of Bryson (1996), Warde et al (2007; 2008). Thisangavoiding the fallacy that those who
appear to be predisposed towards more genres augdod survey responses are somehow
more tolerant. Lahire has exposed the limitatidrthis kind of thinking very clearly

. is it really a sign of greater tolerance when eone declares that they like a
greater number of musical genres than any othepleeor is it rather the simple
reflection of their having a wider musical knowledg/hich would not necessarily
exclude a severe symbolic hierarchisation? Conlerstoes the fact that an
individual does not like certain musical genresessarily signify ‘intolerance’?
There is nothing contradictory in the idea that sorme might dislike something
whilst believing that others were perfectly withiveir rights to like it’

(Lahire 2008: 183)

Lahire emphasises that the apparent omnivorousnfetise educated middle classes may
simply reflect their greater knowledge of musicainis and hence their capacity to answer
genre questions, rather than be a marker of any &rtolerance or genuine hybridity. This
argument is echoed in earlier analyses of CCSE Wdtadeet al (2008: 164) thus insist on
the provisional and limited nature of cultural talece, noting that even for apparent
omnivores, ‘persistent forms of discrimination agidavowal of forms of popular culture
(reality TV, fast food, electronic dance music) gest that the openness of the omnivore is
partial and qualified’. In a different paper, Wareeal (2007) have also talked about the
‘myth of the cultural omnivore’.

In order to redress these problems, this papdrsisks to lay out the structure of the musical
field in contemporary Britain. Avoiding a priori @gmptions that certain kinds of music are
necessarily high, middle or low-brow, we firstlysass the extent to which musical likes and
dislikes are integrally related. We show that thare indeed, systematic tensions between
those who like classical and those who like popmiasic and that only a small minority of
Britons straddle these two musical camps. Usingsteluand multiple correspondence
analysis, we delineate eight different musical ©eliss seven of which are characterised by
structured liking (for cognate genres) and dislikiffior distant ones). We show how it is
preferable to define the middle classes not as wnes — since there are marked avoidances
and dislikes in their musical tastes — but as dgpéiinally, we use in depth interviews to
demonstrate how the differentiation between thoke like classical music as a form of easy
listening and those who define it in more ‘energjerms demonstrates the need to unpack
genre categories carefully.

2. Patterns of musical taste

The Cultural Capital and Social Exclusion (CCSH)jgct consists of a national survey with

1564 respondents, focus groups with 25 contrassogal groups, and 44 qualitative

interviews, 22 of which are with a sub-sample ofvey respondents (see Appendix for a
technical account of the survey componEnth this paper we focus specifically on musical
taste, focusing on two unusual strengths of itsesudata: firstly extensive details on dislikes,
and secondly questions on named musical works dsawemusical genres. We begin by
unravelling our data to consider what it tells usow@t the boundaries of musical taste
communities. Table 1 reports people’s liking foglei genres, chosen to be deliberately
skewed towards more ‘popular’ musical forms.
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Table 1: Liking/ didiking of musical genres ( per cent ages)

Genre 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Don’t
know
Rock 15 12 13 10 9 9 29 4
Modern Jazz 5 7 14 12 13 16 32 1
World Music 6 7 10 13 14 14 34 3
Classical, inc Opera 16 13 13 14 10 11 23 0
Country and Western 13 13 13 14 12 12 4 2 1
Electronic 6 6 8 7 9 13 45 7
Heavy Metal 4 7 6 7 7 12 55 3
Urban inc Hip Hop, R&B 10 9 11 11 11 12 31 5

Notes: liking of musical genres on scale wherelikesvery much indeed and 7 = do not like at all

The questions ask respondents to rank musical géma 1 (like very much indeed) to 7 (do
not like at all), so that we can differentiate reathusiasts from moderate fans, those who
dislike mildly from those who detest a given mukmganre. This is especially valuable given
Peterson’s (2005: 265) recent emphasis on the fgapicimusical research which examines
dislikes as well as likes. The most arresting figdirom Table 1 is that the category of ‘7',
indicating extreme dislike, is the most common kngsponse for every genre. People tend
not to give neutral or ambivalent responses abagierthey do not like, but react strongly
against it. This is hardlgrima facieevidence to support the omnivore thesis, andstsileing
rejoinder to Chan and Goldthorpe’s (2007: 14) argninthat musical taste is affected more
by self-realization than with status competitiohe$e patterns are more extreme than those of
Bryson (1996) who is the best known exponent of iew that musical dislikes are
sociologically important. Her account of Americamsital taste also used (5 point) Likert
scales, and revealed that out of the 18 musicalegdnom the 1992 GHS, only heavy metal
and rap had the highest scores in the ‘dislike waugh’ category. If anything, there may well
be a growing trend to identify extreme dislikeghie United States: Sonnett's (2004) analysis
of later GSS data suggests that opera and newragalso characterised by dislikes rather
than likes.

Table 1 also shows that for rock and for classicasic, the second most common responses
after ‘7' is ‘1’. Apparently extreme fans stand ogpd to severe critics. There were no cases
from the 1992 American GSS when ‘like very much’swthe most common response. For
CCSE only for classical and for country and westeusic do the middle ranging responses
(between 3-5) accumulate more responses than #ign@ery positive (1-2) or very negative
(6-7) ones. We thus have prima facie evidence dbatBritish sample from 2003 reports
considerably more polarised taste than has oftan hdentified in other recent survey
research.

We can also detect an interesting inversion inatgregate popularity of high and popular
music. It is interesting that classical music ituatly the single most popular musical genre,
with 16 per cent liking it a lot, and 42 per ceitimg it a positive evaluation (1-3) This is
hardly consistent with viewing it as ‘highbrow’. Byntrast, more ‘popular’ forms of music
are actually much less liked across the board. tiyrvarld, jazz, electro and heavy metal all
see high negative ratings. 74 per cent do notHié&avy metal (rankings 5-7); 67 per cent
don't like electronic, 59 per cent don't like wordahd 54 per cent don't like urban. This point
is important since it indicates the need to disagate different kinds of classical music fans,
separating out, for instance, fans of ‘light claakifrom classical enthusiasts.

Table 2 reports frequencies to the distinctive CC8lestions concerning whether
respondents had listened to, and liked, eight musiorks chosen to exemplify different
musical genres and periods of composition, fromicaligirtists of varied ethnicities, nations,
and gender. Since Bourdieu’s own analysi®istinction (e.g. Bourdieu 1985: Table 1 and

8
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Figure 1), questions of this type have not beeredsk comparable musical research and
constitute a major innovation which we will elaberaelow

Table 2: Knowledge of and taste towards musical works (percentages)

Musical work Listened Listened, Not listened, Have not Don't
and liked don't like have heard of heard of know

Wonderwall, Oasis 47 14 13 27. 0

Stan Eminem 31 18 16 35 0

4 SeasonsVivaldi 56 6 18 21 0

Einstein on Beach, 3 3 11 84 0

Glass

Symphony 5Mahler 19 6 21 53 0

Kind of Blue Miles 13 3 14 69 0

Davis

Oops, | did it again 26 39 12 22 0

Britney Spears

Chicagq Sinatra 65 17 10 8 0

Notes: Percentages may not add up to 100 becausarafing

Whereas even the most popular genres of musidfaieget more than 43 per cent of the
sample endorsing them, Table 2 shows that somefisp&orks of music command much
more appeal: Nearly two thirds like Frank Sinatr&sicago,well over half like Vivaldi's
Four Seasonsand nearly half like Oasis’8/onderwall By contrast, however, the other
musical works are much less popular, but in alesaxcept for Britney Spea@pps | did it
Again, this is not because they are disliked, but becaesgondents have not heard of them
(or at least, cannot remember hearing of them),remte don't feel able to say whether they
like them or not. It may not be surprising that @t cent have not heard of Philip Glass’s
Einstein on the Beagclbut remarkably perhaps, over two thirds of resieos have not heard
of Miles Davis'sKind of Blue despite its canonical status in jazz history. ¥da see that
knowledge, rather than taste, comes over as a fleay & stratification of musical taste for
particular works of music. This is evidence whiclpgorts Lahire’s (2008) contention that
taste for cultural genres need to be placed inctindext of the knowledge which different
kinds of respondents have of them. It is also @best with Bourdieu’s stress on cultural
capital / competence / knowledge as a key elenmettiei constitution of distinction and social
differences.

The key divide amongst musical works here distislges between musical works in such
widespread currency that large numbers know — iked-lthem, and which range across light
classical (Vivaldi), mainstream (Sinatra) and pepDasis) genres, and those which are very
much of minority interest and taste, which alsageacross classical and popular forms. This
underlines our point about the need for care irwoh@ inferences from data on musical
genres: those who dislike such genres might incthdse who have never heard of the music
but don't like the connotations of that genre, friirase (smaller numbers) who have heard of
such music and don't like it.

Table 3: relationship between liking for rock and classical music

Likeclassic Neutral classic Didlike classic Total
Like rock 6.3 12.8 7.6 26.7
Neutral rock 8.1 12.4 11.3 31.9
Dislike rock 13.7 10.4 13.4 37.4
Total 29.1 37.3 33.3 100
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Analysis of this data reveals a key tension betwihese who are drawn to classical and those
who are drawn to popular musical forms. Table BtHates this with a simple crosstabulation
between these who like these two most popular raugjenres. Only 6 per cent like both
classical and rock music. By contrast, 22 percidet ¢lassical but are neutral or hostile to
rock: 21 per cent like rock but are neutral or hesto classical. Only 13 percent of
respondents are hostile to both forms of music. tMespondents hence some kind of
relationship to one of these two musical genresvboy few are positively inclined to both of
them. These findings are in apparent contrastweraeother studies of the musical omnivore,
for instance Peterson and Kern (1996) who foundtti@se ‘highbrows’ who liked classical
and opera, were also more likely than other respotsdto report more ‘lowbrow’ and
‘middlebrow’ taste$’. Lizardo and Skiles (2009) similarly argue that foany nations,
including the UK, highbrow fans of classical muaied opera are more likely to like other
genres of music (and see more generally Sonne#, 200the US). However, in an important
paper Gindo Tampubolon (2008), examining the sar8& @ata used by Bryson (1996),
shows that once missing data is controlled forghgractually a fundamental division in the
United States between two types of omnivores, soamwho are attracted to pop and rock,
heavy metal, rock and blues, and jazz, and a segang who are predisposed to musicals,
classical, and folk music, who might be identifaesi‘light classical’ supporters. This analysis
suggests similar cleavages to those evident frenC(OSE data.

Tampubolon’s distinction immediately suggests ttiet fundamental divide may not lie
between middle class omnivores and working clageoues or abstainers, but between the
older and younger age groups. Given the extenthiizchmresearch on musical sub- cultures
has focused on the role of music in defining gemamal sub-cultures (Thornton 1996;
Bennett 2000; 2001), it is surprising that thiseasphas been relatively played down in the
omnivore debat®. One of the exceptions is Bellavance (2008), whotlee basis of
qualitative interviews in Canada sees the conbr@sh ‘old’ and ‘new’ as at least as important
as that between ‘high’ and ‘low’ culture.

We can more systematically assess the structufingusical likes and dislikes by conducting
a cluster analysis of respondents according to tikémg for musical genres, using the full
seven-scale range of the Likert scales, which alam unprecedented unravelling of the
differentiation of the musical field (see Tablé'4JFach cluster shows a score for each of the
eight genres, so that we can identify whether thosparticular clusters are omnivorous
(liking more than one genre, and if so, what kiady also whether particular tastes (high
scores) for certain genres are associated witlagdest (low scores) for others. We can also
distinguish strong liking and disliking from moreoderate tastes by differentiating between
the lowest possible score of 1 and the highestilpes®f 7. Table 4 also reports the
proportion of women, respondents from different ageups, graduates and professionals
located in each cluster, so that we can asseshearthie clusters are associated with certain
kinds of social group.

We used Schwarz's BIC statistic to assess the nuotbelusters required. The cut off point
was to accept all the improvements in fit up te l#®n 5% over the first difference obtained
in BIC terms. This leads to 8 clusters: includingster 9 would have improved our solution
by only 3.4% in BIC terms. Perhaps the most amgdiinding here is that only two of these
eight clusters (3 and 4, comprising 24 percenthef tespondents) are omnivorous to the
extent that at least half of the eight genresikeall(defined here as a score of 4 and over). All
the other clusters, comprising three quarters @stmple, are characterised by the dominance
of dislikes. One cluster (8) gives seven out ohef@enres scores of less than 2.5. This cluster
might best be understood as the only one whichotsstrongly vested in liking for any
musical genre, since the country and western gdot®& percent) hardly surpasses the middle
ranking 4. Cluster 1 has six low scores, and ctadieand 6 have five low scores. Cluster 5
(11 percent) isolates those who only like urbanimuschoing Bryson’s (1996) findings for
American musical taste, heavy metal is the mostnsomnegative reference point for many
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clusters, being singled out with the lowest scarrad less than five, and it is closely followed
by electronic (with four scores of under 2). Coynsr the only genre which does not attract a
very low negative score (less than 2) from at least cluster. Our cluster analysis therefore
demonstrates, following Bryson, that it is musidalikes which drive the structuring of
musical taste.

Table 4 also reveals that different clusters mayoresimilar levels of liking for certain
musical genres. The case of classical music igestieg here. Positive scores for this are
found in three different clusters. Cluster 6 reprgs the nearest to conventional ‘high brow’
musical taste, with an exceptionally high scoredassical music (6.07), a good score (4.51)
also for jazz (elements of which could be combii@d a highbrow formation) and low
scores for every other genre, often very low scdeéderly professionals are over-represented
in its ranks. But we can also see that high sctoeslassical are also found in cluster 1,
where it is combined with a liking for country masiThis might be the cluster which
appreciates ‘light classical’ music. A liking fdassical is also found in cluster 4, which is the
most ‘omnivorous’ of the clusters, with high scofescountry, classical, rock and world, but
with dislikes for electronic, and urban music.

A similar issue is found for rock music, liking farich is scattered across four clusters. This
is probably because the meaning of rock itselfegadccording to those other genres which
are associated with it. Cluster 7 includes affia@dws of rock and heavy metal (‘loud rock’);
cluster 2 brings together those who like jazz, orlaad rock (jazz rock’). Cluster 3 is
comprised of a more omnivorous group who are vesnkon rock, electronic, and urban and
have a moderate liking for heavy metal and urban dislike country and classical
(‘contemporary rock’).

The central point we wish to make is that only ohuester genuinely straddles classical music
and popular music. This is cluster 4, which comgwishose where a liking for country,
classic, rock, and world are found, and even heagtal scores almost indifferently. This is
the counterpart of Van Eijck’'s (2001) ‘new omnivoggouping. Leaving aside this small
group, however, although there is evidence for dargmounts of ‘short-range’
omnivorousness linking cognate musical genres, are d@early discern a powerful divide
between popular and classical music enthusiasts.

This analysis can be deepened by looking at theodeaphic correlates of the clusters. The
most ‘omnivorous’ clusters do not appear to be @sfig composed of the well-educated
middle classes as Peterson and Kern (1996), Brig@896) and Chan and Goldthorpe (2006)
suggest. The most ‘transgressive’ ‘new omnivore'stdr (4) — the only one which spans
classical and popular — has a roughly proportiosatae of professionals and only a slight
over-representation of graduates. This is a clysipulated by those aged between 45 and 64,
(55 percent of this cluster is comprised of memlarthis age group). In the ‘contemporary
rock’ cluster (3) 25-44 year olds are over-repremsinbut characteristics of class and
education do not discriminate.

The importance of age for structuring cluster mensihip is underscored when we see that the
youngest age group (18-24) are massively over septed amongst the urban enthusiast
cluster 5. This is also the cluster which seestgmear-representation of black respondents.
By contrast those over 65 are dramatically overasgnted in cluster 1 (light classical) and to
a lesser extent cluster 6 (expert classical). Puhése terms we further see the power of an
age-related cultural divide where popular musiceas to the young and classical music
appeals to the old, in which only the middle adg@df exposed to music in the 1950s and
1960s when popular music first challenged classmuadic’s cultural visibility, are somewhat

likely to appreciate both of these forms. Yet wa e within these two broad musical

‘families’, variants in terms of the specific comhtions of musical genres which are
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combined. Only in one, marginal case, that of thentry-liking cluster 8, can univore taste
be discerned.

No other socio-demographic variables map onto tlvbsgters in such a crisp way as age.
These findings are interesting in view of the argatrthat some sub cultures are crossing age
divides (Bennett 2006), for the evidence here \@early points to the fundamental role of
age in stratifying taste communities. Our findirsggpport Tampubolon’s (2008) and Lopez-
Sintas et al's (2008) arguments regarding the existence of differenti&iof omnivorous
taste communities who cannot helpfully be regaaedharing common properties.

Table 4: cluster analysis of musical liking for genres

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
ROCK 2.03 5.08 5.89 4.70 1.88 2.46 6.16 241
JAZZ 2.08 4.25 3.12 3.84 1.77 451 3.03 2.26
WORLD 1.50 3.16 411 4.52 3.68 3.02 2.72 1.83
CLASSIC 5.96 3.00 2.94 5.06 1.66 6.07 4.03 1.70
COUNTRY 5.06 2.27 2.60 5.74 2.04 2.39 3.03 4.15
ELECTRONIC 1.31 2.49 5.80 2.79 3.69 1.70 1.65 1.49
HEAVY M 1.22 1.70 4.41 2.80 1.41 1.40 5.06 1.20
URBAN 1.41 5.26 5.14 3.90 5.77 2.07 2.75 1.56
% IN 16 11 13 12 11 10 13 15
CLUSTER
% PROF 16 16 12 11 5 14 18 5
% FEMALE 16 12 10 13 14 11 9 16
% 18-24 0 11 18 4 42 2 18 4
% 25-44 3 18 20 10 13 8 16 12
% 4564 22 5 6 20 4 12 14 17
% 65+ 52 2 0 6 0 14 1 25
% black 11 7 12 17 32 11 1 9
% GRADUATE | 12 12 15 16 7 15 19 4

Note: cluster scores range from a low of 1 (dak# kt all) to high of 7 (like very much indeed)tivi4
representing neutrality (neither like nor dislike).

We can test the statistical significance of thdsseovations by using a multinomial regression
model which allows us to see which of the socio-ographic variables are significantly
associated with the musical clusters concerned Tabée 5). Using as a reference category
the ‘new omnivore’ cluster 4, the importance of ae the fundamental determinant of
musical taste is once more confirmed, as it is dhé variable which has statistically
significant effects on every other clusferin a predictable way, the “light classical”, the
“expert classic” cluster and the “country” clustare inhabited by those older than the
omnivorous cluster 4. The association between biginge contemporary clusters and being
one of the younger age groups is statisticallyiigmt in every case. It is clear that ethnicity
can also be important in some cases. Ethnic miasrére less likely to be found in cluster 3
‘rock & electronic & urban’ and in cluster 7 ‘loudckl’. A few class effects can be found,
though these are relatively weak.
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Table 5: multinomial logistic coefficients.for clusters

Light ROCK/ ROCK/ URBAN Expert ROCK/ Slight
classical URBAN  ELECTRO/ classical HEAVY  Country
URBAN

Age 0.075 -0.081 -0.093 -0.119 0.021 -0.056 0.017
White Other | 0.784
British/ Irish
Other origin -1.541 -1.127 -3.290
Salariat 0.942 -0.866 0.737 -1.398
Intermediate -0.797 -0.508
Female -0.715 0.560 -1.021

Notes: baseline category is ‘Rock/world/CLASSIC/QOIRY’, but the table provided is constructed
in a way that allow to make comparisons betweenartastes leaving aside the reference category.
Variables that do not show any statistically sigmaifit effect were not included. All the logistic
coefficients in the table are significant at leatsthe level of 0.05.

3. Assembling genres: the structuring of musical taste

So far, we have argued that the concept of thewmmiis of limited value for unravelling the
nature of musical taste. This is not because eeléor omnivorousness cannot be found — it
certainly can — but rather that it is analyticaligivantageous to recognise the existence of
distinctive musical communities, characterised lngtering of likes and dislikes which cut in
complex ways across various genre labels. In pdaticwe are able to show that although
there is considerable short-range omnivorousngss,liest to see these as assemblages of
musical types which both combine and exclude. Mostlamentally, there is a very clear
divide between those affiliated to different kinoflspopular on the one hand, and to those
attracted to combinations of classical, country @zz on the other. Only a few people have
tastes which straddle this fundamental divide betwelassical and contemporary popular
forms. We have also shown that this division is amech first and foremost differentiates
older age groups who are oriented to classicahtrpuand jazz, and younger age groups who
are predisposed to popular music (rock, world, fieagtal, electronic, urban). There are also
some significant effects linked to class, gender ethnicity though these are not so marked.

Table 6 explores how these clusters of musicat tastgenre map onto respondents’ accounts
of their liking for musical works. It demonstratémat some of these musical works are more
omnivorous, in the sense that they are populaifierdnt clusters, than others. A majority of
respondents in seven out of eight clusters appeeEi@ank Sinatra’€hicago,and in five out

of the 8 clusters like Vivaldi'§our Seasonsnd Oasis’8Vonderwall.These musical works,
we can suggest, have become part of a wider muspaltoire, circulated in the media, and
can be appreciated by people from different clgstdrtaste. The less popular works, and
notably Eminem’sStan, Mahler's Symphony 5and Miles Davis'sKind of Blueare more
discriminating between clusters. Very few peoplesame clusters like them, but substantial
proportions of others do. The high popularity oftla amongst ‘expert classical’ supporters
of cluster 5 differentiates it from the ‘new omniebcluster 4 who are less keen on Mahler
but more enthusiastic towards Oasis, Eminem ant@riSpears. The urban enthusiasts from
Cluster 5 are not attracted to any musical workemothan Oasis and Eminem, and even the
ubiquitous Frank Sinatra earns low approval. Thiasthe ‘easy listening’ clusters 1 and 7
show little enthusiasm towards any of the popularks
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Table 6. % of people who like each named works by musical cluster

Clust.1 Cl.2 Cl. 3 Cl. 4 Cl.5 Cl.6 Cl.7 Cl. 8

Wonderwall | 14 77,4 82,4 51.2 58,4 30,8 75,7 30,5
Stan 4,7 61 73,5 26,9 56,7 13,8 38,7 10,1
4 Seasons 72,6 65,1 47,4 72,3 18,8 84,5 72,8 29,6
Einstein 1,9 55 3,5 7,2 0,7 54 4,4 2
Symph. 5 35,8 13 10,5 28,9 2,7 55 16,7 15
Kind of blue | 5,1 17,2 15,8 27,7 2 24,6 18,8 3,5
Oops 12,6 37,9 36,5 32,9 34,9 17,7 23,2 25
Chicago 76,2 69 56,1 80,8 33,3 80 58,9 58,5

Cluster 1: Light classical, Cluster 2: ROCK/URBAGIuster 3: ROCK/ELECTRO/URBAN, Cluster
4: Rock/world/CLASSIC/COUNTRY, Cluster 5: URBAN, @dter 6: Expert classical, Cluster 7: Loud
rock, and Cluster 8: Slight Country.

We can see, then, a complex patterning of musipptegiation, which are not usefully
summarised by terms such as high-, middle- or lowwb but which nonetheless seem to
exhibit some underlying coherence which is expliean its own terms. We can further
unravel these taste communities by using multipkeespondence analysis (MCA). MCA is a
form of principal components analysis for categaritata, which locates the mean points of
variables in geometric space so that their clusgeraind partitioning can be visually
interpreted (Le Roux and Rouanet 2004). It was UseBourdieu as a means of unravelling
the structure of fields, and is therefore ideallyted for our purposes here (for other
examples, see Ekelund and Bjorissen 2006, Son@é#; Bennetet al 2009) We can here
use the remarkable resource of having survey aquestbn six named musical works, in
addition to our genre measures, to construct asuaily detailed mapping of musical taste.

Inspection of the eigenvalues produced by the MGAe(Appendix 2) shows that there are
powerful axes accounting for 76% of the modifiedrtia rate. Figure 1 arrays in two axes the
clustering of two sets of questions on musicaletaitose on genres (as in Table 1) and on
musical works (see Table 2), so that we can seefhpthese appear to correlated together
and hence how convincing genre labels are in caygtyreople’s liking for specific musical
works. We can thus see how closely associated namsdd of music are with what might be
seen as their genre categories (e.g. for the dadassical, a liking for MahlerSymphony 5
Vivaldi's Four Seasonand Glass’€instein on a Beach
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Figure 1: Mapping of musical taste (genres and named
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If we look first at the partitioning on the firsxia, we can detect a prime opposition between
enthusiasts for popular music (on the left) andssital and country (on the right). This

primary opposition distinguishes those who likectlenic, urban, rock, heavy metal and

world against those who appreciate classical anohtep. There is a clear symmetry where

dislike for the musical genres is located at thpogjite end of the axis to that of the likes. Of
our 8 genres of music, only jazz is not easilyiparted into one of these two groups. Liking

for it is located towards the (left) centre of firet axis. This confirms the analysis in Section
3 that there is a fundamental division betweendiusters of musical taste.

The second axis is more complex, and in some ways mteresting, to unravel. It appears to
differentiate between those at the bottom who #edyl to have listened to specific of the
named works Symphony number, Einstein on a BeagtKind of Bluge andFour Seasorns
against those at the top who are less likely teHistened to these. This appears to be an axis
structured around the extent of musical knowledga@ch distinguishes between those who
appear to be musical experts (at the bottom), aodet who have a less knowledgeable
appreciation of music. Whether it is possible tbrgethe experts as omnivores is an issue we
will take up presently — but here we can simply ownt that it is revealing that this divide is
secondary to the more fundamental one between ropot@ry popular music and classical,
jazz and country which we have also demonstratad frur cluster analysis.

One of the values of the mapping in Figure 1 i$ ¥ can see how closely liking of named
items is associated with the genres of which thieysapposed to be a part. This is one way of
critically examining what actual works of music ar&sembled under various genre labels.
Here we see some interesting contrasts. We cametdly, very different locations of the
three named works of music which might be deemdwktolassical. A ‘liking’ and ‘disliking’

of Mahler’sSymphony numberi$ located quite close to a liking for classicalsic generally
(indeed these are the two closest modalities t@\itking of Four Seasonss further away, at
about the same distance as a liking for Sinatth®agowhich is not normally identified as a
part of classical music. Most interestingly ofialthat a liking for Philip Glass” €instein on

a Beachis not found very close to classical at all butah closer to jazz, near a liking of
‘Kind of Blue. In general, the boundaries of the classical mggnre appear to exclude
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contemporary classical composers but actually delnainstream easy listening music such
as Frank Sinatra. This confirms our arguments ath@uheed to recognise the importance of a
genre of ‘light classical’ which includes familiéorms of classical music alongside other
mainstream musicians is now a powerful force, d&ad this is identified as different to more
contemporary classical music which is closer taz.jakhis kind of light classical music
circulates in popular media, notably radio statisnsh as Classic FM rather than Radib 3

There is also the interesting point that the likaorgd disliking ofEinstein on a Beacland
Symphony number &re located closely together. Enthusiasts antriff these two works
are likely to be rather similar, but they are udit®y having heard and been knowledgeable
about it. By contrast those who do not like the enpopular-our Seasonsire considerably
distant to those who do like it: those who dislikbeing at the top of the second axis.

We can also see that the contemporary popular wdgksinem’s Stan and Oasis’s
Wonderwalland Britney SpeargDopsare located fairly close to those who like eleairp
urban heavy metal. Here again, dislikes are alssety located with likes, indicating that the
most powerful structuring concerned with knowledagher than taste. In this case, those who
have heard of the named items and those who haae&m similar locations.

Axes 1 and 2 produce four distinctive quadrantsti@ntop right are comprised a group who
have "not heard” all the named contemporary muéiceds and “dislike” the contemporary
musical genres. No positive likes are located HEnés quadrant might therefore be identified
as antagonistic to popular music. In the bottorhtrlgand quadrant are a group which likes
classical music and country music but also havees@nowledge of contemporary music
(they have ‘heard of, though not listened @bops Stan and Wonderwal). This quadrant
might be seen as exponents of ‘light classicatetashereby interests in classical music are
affiliated to their ‘easy listening’ qualities. the top left hand quadrant are a group which
likes popular music and dislikes classical mugiough they may have some knowledge of
classical music (they have ‘heard of, but not lietdto’ Chicagq andFour Seasons Finally

in the bottom left hand corner are a group whikkdijazz, heavy metal and rock and shows
interest in the contemporary named works (Phillipss, Miles Davis), but dislike what might
appear to be commercial popular music (Britney 8peBminem). These appear to be
musical experts. These are perhaps to be seereanusicalavant garde yet they are not
distinguished by their liking of classical musidhish we have seen is more of a mainstream
tasté®. In short, a liking for classical music — in antlitself — is not to be understood
predominantly as a marker of highbrow taste, in thay that omnivore theorists
characteristically assume.

We might better interpret out four quadrants usivgterms defined by Ballavance (2008) on
the basis of in-depth interviews with middle cl@madians. She distinguishes those who like
high and new culture (in our bottom left), high asid culture (our bottom right), low and old
culture (our top right) and high and low culturei{a@op left). It is also rather similar to Van
Eijck's (2008) classification of four types of Duatcmusical taste in the 1980s, (folk,
highbrow, pop and “new omnivore”).

In interpreting the tensions revealed by Figuréhé,idea of omnivorousness does not appear
useful. No less than three of these quadrants appd&& omnivorous, though in substantially
different kinds of way. The exception is the toghtiquadrant where dislikes (5 of which are
recorded) and ‘not heard of’ (with 5 variables)yaié The top left quadrant reports 5 likes
and 3 dislikes (and two ‘not heard’s’ and 1 indiffet); the bottom left quadrant reports 6
likes and 5 dislikes (and 6 indifferent’s), the tbat right quadrant reports 5 likes and 3
dislikes (and 1 indifferent). In short, we find erigs of oppositions between three clusters
with a range of linked likes and dislikes, rathearnt between those who are omnivorous and
those who have more univore tastes.
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The addition of supplementary variables in the MG&e Figure 2) allows us to examine the
socio-demographic characteristics of the people w&h® located in each of these four
quadrants. Again supporting our cluster analydme first, most powerful axis which
distinguishes between popular and classical musiassociated most directly with age,
whereas the second dimension which distinguishesvdes the expert and the less
knowledgeable is organised on the basis of cladsedncation. The most important point is
that the bottom left hand quadrant, which we haesiified as the most avant garde, through
its enthusiasm for contemporary music, is indeed there highly educated managers and
professionals are located. This reinforces ourtgbist classical music is now more to be seen
as complicit with interests in mainstream ‘lighassical’ tastes.

Although we cannot be sure on the basis of thia ddiether the importance of age on axis 1
is an age or cohort effect, it is likely that itndenstrates the primacy of youthful socialisation
to the creation of musical generations, relatedigmificant shifts in the technologies of
musical circulation and reception. The oldest agrigs are indifferent to, and ignorant of,
contemporary popular music. The middle aged areerlikely to show an interest in classical
and country and might also have heard of itemsoatemporary music. Those under 44 are
far more vested in contemporary musical forms.

Figure 2: Mapping of socio-demographic variables and cluster variables onto the musical
map
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Class and educational attainment work on axis @stnguish predominantly ‘middle class’
experts from working class ‘indifferents’. We prefe talk about the middle class as experts
rather than omnivores because a considerable nuailgislikes are revealed. What marks
out middle class taste is capacity to pass (pes#ivd negative) judgements on several of the
named items, rather than any particular range #ir ticultural taste. This is further
confirmation of Bourdieu’s (1985) emphasis on theeywhat cultural capital can be usefully
defined as a form of competence related to theaifgpand the confidence to reflect on
questions of value.
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4: Mapping musical clusters

Let us now work with the cloud of individuals withiMCA to further demonstrate the
pertinence of the cohesive musical communities Wwhie have identified here. Figure 3
locates all individuals within the CCSE surveyuiilinated in different colours according to
which of the 8 musical clusters they fall into.i8les are drawn so that they contain 86% of
individuals within the specific clusters. Comparihg ellipses allows us to see how dispersed
particular clusters are, and how far they overlagh wach other. Figure 3 also highlights
named individuals with whom we conducted quali@interviews. We can use their accounts
to deepen our analysis of the clustering and baigeslaf musical taste.

Figure 3: Mapping of musical clustersin the cloud of individuals
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Figure 3 shows that four clusters each map ontgtiaelrants we have identified above, with
relatively little overlap between each other. Ia thp left hand quadrant, we can see the pink
urban music cluster, which stands in oppositiorth® ‘light classical’ blue cluster in the
bottom right hand quadrant. There is no overlapvbeh these two ellipses, indicating
complete separation in the musical tastes of thedeviduals. We see that the ‘new
omnivore’, expert, cluster, which appreciates rdeavy metal, classic and country is found
in the bottom left hand quadrant. This ellipse theswidest area of any, indicating that it is
the most-wide ranging in its musical tastes. Indsaopposed to the advocates of country
music in the top right had quadrant. We can note the ‘jazz/classical’ cluster which we
have identified as the nearest equivalent to ‘hight taste is located at the bottom of the
second axis.
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Figure 3 interestingly reveals that the bottom ldind quadrant is characterised by most
‘intense’ kinds of tastes, acting as the centrgratity, in which all clusters - other than that
for urban music — being well represented in it.wtes have seen, individuals in this location
tend to be highly educated professionals. Ratlar #eeing this as the omnivorous sector of
our musical map, it seems more accurate to chaisete as the most intense sector, where
likes and dislikes jostle together and where ern#suss, likes, and dislikes are most apparent.
Defining musical taste in these terms allows usgaise the stakes and tensions, rather than
the tolerance, bound up in boundary crossing mukiste.

We can elaborate this argument further by considehe accounts of those respondents who
we interviewed in depth. In general, our interviewayenerally give a clear and consistent
account of their musical taste, organised as atsafnset of related likes and dislikes. Yet
we can also see that their accounts further demaaadtow specific genres can be combined
into coherent taste communities. The case of dalssnusic is especially revealing. Seven
interviews showed enthusiasm for classical musit,tbese were linked to three different
clusters. Janet and Sally-Ann were in the ‘liglatssical’ cluster 1. Janet showed her interest
in classical music to the extent that she iderstiSeme specific composers, Tchaikovsky,
Dvorak, and Mozart. However, she then reverts tefeain of distancing herself from a
passion for classical music, in terms of its e&stehing qualities.

*Janet | have a four CD called Reflections whiclMiszart, it's like a choice of all

the classical music and yes, | do, | like listenioglassical, only because it chills me
out That and Michael Ball. I like opera but not trerdhopera, | mean somebody with
a really good voice, ......... got a beautiful wicmakes all the hairs stand up on me.

Sally-Ann, a retired doctor’'s wife from Northerreland, had a similar refrain about the easy
qualities of classical music which were deemedeanbcontrast with *heavy’ music.

| would listen to classical, | would listen to Gda&sFM in the car, sometimes or here,
and we would have gone to the Ulster Orchestrhgridister Hall (in Belfast)..... I'm
not into heavy, | like nice music, now Michael Balenjoy him, we went to see him
now live at the Waterfront, he’'s wonderful. He vaastelevision yesterday and | just
heard that last year he was the most popular siagert was amazing. | thought, |
just think his singing is lovely, | think he’s vemasy to listen to and he's a very
natural nice person, | think and | couldn’t beligkat the Waterfront was packed and
| was sitting beside a wee girl and she had coneg fram Newcastle or something
and he was on for two nights and she said, ‘ikhdwn he’'d been on for two nights |
would have gone to both’ She followed him rightmduBritain.

Sally-Ann shows the characteristic tendency to ldispnore enthusiasm for non classical
musicians, in her case, Michael Ball.

Poppy was keen on what she termed ‘lightheartediapnd referred to the value of listening
to classical music in the car which ‘right calmed'niike Sally-Ann, this was in opposition
to hip hop which she saw as ‘noise, and | don'tausthnd the words. A lot of these rapping
now it just doesn’'t sound English to me you knoliké a song that you know with proper
words in, meaning and stuff, yeah’.

This kind of account of light classical in oppasitito hip hop was shared by Cherie, a middle
aged tourist worker who lived in an historic northéown. The antinomies of her cultural
tastes are clearly apparent in the way that heéastis for hip hop is much more specific and
heart felt than her liking for classical

Well, I just like things that make you feel cheérfust sort of lift the heart, you want

to bounce around the living room and sing alongdtls to the gaiety of the life
really. Classical is generally much more soothingist sort of mells you out
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And you said the type of music you least likedjazs world and urban
Yeah, | hate that kind of hip hop stuff, | reallgté it
Can you say why?

I’'m embarrassed to tell you! | really, really, hétbecause | really hate those guys in
those baseball hats because | really hate badelttaland if | could have something in
Room 101,that would be the top of my list, | woblah them from the world. | hate
those baseball caps so as soon as those guys coamel dhey’ve got them, they look
as though they’re actually thinking of putting oore, — I'm totally appalled by the
whole thing.

The contrast here is with James, who is locatetthenexpert, ‘new omnivore’ cluster 4, the
only one which straddles a liking for classical aondk. James, a University teacher who
works in cultural studies, evokes his liking foassical through an appreciation of its energy,
and its modern associations, and in the same \aitieulates his recognition that he is
deliberately crossing boundaries which are rarebdslled.

Well, I've got a real wide taste so there’s a Ibtlassical music | do like but | do like
jazz music and you know? Some modern stuff, | uasiena lot at work while I'm
teaching drama

Of course you do, yes

But what | look for then, | suppose is often, indae anything | bring in but it's
something that’s got to have an energy to it or

The right energy
Yes, yes
For what you're

That's right, yes. So, that can be a classicalgtton it might be something very
modern, you know? But, but, you know? Yes, a veigewaste, you know? But |
certainly do like classical, yes’

James clearly distinguished his liking for claskioasic as different to appreciation for ‘light
classical’ forms.

Like, | like listening to Radio 3 but I find ClassFM gets on my nerves a bit
sometimes.

Yes, yes

Because it's all a bit, you know? Sort of chocollate kind of classical music, you
know? And, so | tend to, Radio 3 perhaps has mdr¢hem, it has that but
interweaved with other things so I'm quite happydning to that, yes

One of James’s emphases was that he is picky wibmes, so he insisted that whilst he
liked some jazz, he did not appreciate ‘dixielajadz. In keeping with the characteristics of
his cluster, James thus presents himself as a atsipert, opposed to easy forms of music,
and embracing classical, modern, jazz and rocks Hucount has similarities to another
teacher, Maria. Her enthusiasm for classical iseshaith a taste for the contemporary music:
she is the only example from her interview trarscof someone who has intense likes for
both classical and contemporary music amongst raeniiewees (though it is interesting to
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see that according to her survey responses sbedtet in the ‘Rock/Heavy metal’ cluster).
She had learned the piano to grade 6, and loved€3gbChopin and Rachmaninov. But she
also liked jazz, and ‘extreme rock music, it's jgseat, full of energy’. She then went on to
describe herself as someone who liked ‘extremdshtifying herself as someone who knew
the cultural boundaries which she was crossingeinumusual tastes. She hated country and
western, in part because of its American assoaigtidhis is a classic profile for someone
who has lots of musical education and thus cultcapital, and has the confidence to exercise
judgment in predictably educated ways.

These interviews show, therefore two very diffeneays of appreciating classical music. The
most common form, embedded within clusters 1 amydkes it as a kind of light classical
easy listening, contrasting it with heavy metafy hop, and other forms of ‘loud’ popular
music. A minority view, more associated with thesvn omnivore’ cluster, identifies its
energy, insists on its purist features (for inséatieough being critical of Classic FM) and is
also interested in other forms of modern, popularsim In both cases we see clearly
structured musical tastes, involving liking for siie combinations of genres or sub-genre
types, and disliking of others. These subtle bwtgrful distinctions are not readily captured
by the ‘omnivore’ label and require more fine geminanalysis which is attuned to the
continued tensions of the broader musical field.

Conclusions

The aim of this paper has been to move the analykimusical taste away from the
simultaneously nebulous and empiricist concepthef omnivore towards more adequate
terrain which recognises the continued contestadiah differentiation of musical taste. Our
argument here is that rather than focus on theifgpéudividual characteristics of putative
omnivores, we firstly need to recognise the stmgctf the musical field. Once we do this, we
can readily attest to the highly loaded and opmosat terms in which people appreciate and
criticise musical forms. There is rather little demce, in the UK, of genuine, wide ranging
musical omnivorousness in which different genred anusical types are appreciated by the
same people. If anything, the musical field appeanse contested and differentiated than in
the past. We have thus shown the need to distihguseries of musical clusters, all of which
are characterised by sets of avoidances as welbsitive tastes, and some of which can be
split into sub clusters. At the most general lewel have followed Bellavance (2008) in
emphasising the split between old and new, buethee groups can also be split into several
sub-types.

In developing this argument we have emphasisedndged not to conflate likings for
particular genres with membership of particulatual groups. Explanations for the rise of
those who like both classical and more popular calidbrms, as demonstrated by Peterson
and Kern (1996) do not require the concept of timaigore. Our interpretation would be that
in recent decades we have seen the formation atitltionalisation of ‘light classical’ taste.
The growth of easy / popular / light classical cadiations (Classic FM, but also the old
Radio 2 and their ilk) has gone along with a desirgplegitimacy and a growing popular
familiarity with some parts of the classical repgg — operetta, Strauss waltzes, Vivaldi
played by Nigel Kennedy, the Three Tenors, and soTde people drawn to such light
classical only appear to be omnivores if it is asst a priori that a liking for classical is
somehow highbrow. In fact, we have shown that tappreciation of classical music can best
be understood as a cohesive set of musical tadtesh wink light classical to other ‘easy
listening’ genres. In addition, there is secondlynore expert appreciation of classical music,
often affiliated to a liking of modern music, whichpudiates ‘easy listening’ and prefers
energy. These musical experts are omnivores in tthey often also like other kinds of
popular music, but they can be seen as havingaghidéixpert’ tastes.
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The concept of the cultural omnivore is thus a gerdmple of a ‘chaotic conception’, one
which is derived from the deployment of ad hoc @adlors which on close inspection prove
not to be effective discriminators of musical prefece. Rather than focus on the supposed
tolerance of the omnivore, we can instead notartagked, and possibly increasing, tensions
bound up with the display of musical taste. In eomporary Britain at least, the debate on the
omnivore has distracted us from examining the pnodlly divided nature of musical taste,
one which predominantly pitches older against yewngespondents, but which also
encapsulates significant issues of class and ddoehtinequality. One advantage of this
analytical framework is the potential it allows develop more critical analyses of middle
class taste which avoid the normative assumptioaisthe middle classes are more liberal and
tolerant but which instead draws attention to tleeruaries of taste communities and the
emergence of new kinds of exclusive cultural pcadj even if these are different from
traditional snob models. They are thus more swetdbt unravelling the kind of mobile,
reflective identities which the middle classes aften deemed to exemplify (Skeggs 2004;
Ball 2003; Savage 2000).

Finally, we can note that in order to explain tladtg@rning of musical taste, we need to go
beyond a ‘demand side’ model which focuses on aomesypreferences, and instead recognize
the wider historical patterns of musical productiowstitutionalization and mediation. The
extent to which classical music has become path@imainstream, so leading the formation
of ‘light classical’ taste, the canonization of sforms of popular music (e.g. the way that
literary theorists such as Christopher Ricks havaempioned Bob Dylan), have themselves
transformed the meaning of genre categories asateegppreciated today. Rather than people
changing their musical taste and ranging acrosse mausical genres, we are seeing the
reworking of the boundaries of musical genres thedves.

! This argument is evident in Peterson and Kern@96) influential account of the cultural omnivore
which pitches itself against Bourdieu’s accoungxélusive snob culture.

2 The most clearly developed account of this kintldhire’s (2004) emphasis on cultural dissonance,
which he has recently sought to relate to the opmeidebate (see Lahire 2008).

% The most important statements to this effect b&aterson and Sinkus 1992, Bryson 1996, Watde
al 2007, 2008, Tampubolon 2008. More generally, anittea that specifically middle class taste is
seen as the unacknowledged norm of contemporarysife Savage 2000, Skeggs 2004.

* The recent issue ¢foetics(2008) indicates a growing interest in trying t@ wgialitative research to
address the omnivore debate, and it is revealiagdbntributors such as Bellavance (2008), Watde
al (2008) and Olivier (2008) end up by seriously @fyadg its importance. For examples of qualitative
research which makes no reference to the omnivoneapt, see Bennett (2000), De Nora (2000),
Krims (2000; 2005). We return to this issue below.

®> On ‘lifestyle enclaves’ as exclusive communitiddike minded individuals, see Bellagt al (1985),
which follows in the footsteps of Fischer, (1982)n the importance of enthusiasms and ‘serious
leisure’, see Stebbins (1992).

® This feature of the CCSE data has also been exthilexploited by Wardet al 2008’s critical
analysis of the omnivore, whose arguments are sg&gtlilater in this paper.

" See the abstract of Peterson and Kern (1996)thendiscussion in Peterson (2005, footnote 7).
8 For example of scale based approaches, see Bh@g#) Erickson 1996, Wards al 2008, Lizardo

and Skiles 2009, van Eijck and Oosterhoot 2005;ctegorical type based approaches, Coulangen
2008, van Eijck 2008. To use the terms developedVaydeet al (2008), the former leads itself to
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‘volume’ and the latter to ‘compositional’ approash Volume based measures are sometimes defined
as ‘voraciousness’ (see Peterson 2005).

® We might further note that in a similar manner ithea of genres is also predominantly developed
with respect to literary genres. See for instancews (2006) account of genres which is based
primarily on literary form.

1% See the discussion in Bennettal (2009), Chapter 12.

! The association between classical music and hightiaste is evident in van Eijck and Oosterhout
2004

12:Both Harvey and Hanigan describe the making @fenner city areas as entertainment centers for
those with higher levels of disposable income, maxarchitectural innovation with entertainment
venues and destinations ... the urban inhabitanssicli spaces, then, frequently deploy music as part
of the sonic design of their residential, automstier even working, space. .... It is towards such a
deployment of music that the classical recordingssiered here seem to be moving’ (Krims 2007:
148, 150). See also Chan and Goldthorpe (2007:h6)wete on the basis of their latent class analysis
of British Arts Council England survey that ‘theéeesome non-negligible probability of listening to
classical music in addition to more popular formwkjch can perhaps be understood as “crossover” or
‘Classic FM” effect’.

3 This issue is raised by Peterson himself, notabligis famous study of the gentrification of jazz,
(Peterson 1972, and see also Peterson 2005: 27baswot sufficiently informed the omnivore debate

* This point is nicely and amusingly made in Brysoimfluential account of American musical taste.
‘these data cannot tell us what respondents haweirid when they think of each genre. One of the
categories for instance is named New age/spacecmtiile 18.2% of respondents replied that they
didn't know much about the genre, we cannot telvhibe remaining respondents understand the
category. Are they thinking about Vangellis and imwgith an electronic sound from the early 1980s
(such as the themes fro8tar Warsand Chariots of Fir§ or music like that of the grougnigma
(whose eerie sound and sometimes disturbing lyvas a spot in the moviSilver) or are they thinking

of ‘new age’ music produced by artists on the ‘Wiach Hill label’ (Bryson 1996: 895-896).

!> This point is, of course, much elaborated in damiability research, notably through the arguments
of John Goldthorpe (1980, 2000) who insists onrtbed for a theoretically rigorous conceptualisation
of the class structure.

'® See also van Eijck 2001: 1179 who notes thas ‘fidssible, and very instructive, to discern specif
musical taste patterns that reflect an elementamybinatorial logic of culture’.

" ESRC funded project award no R000239801. The teamprised Tony Bennett (Principal
Applicant), Mike Savage, Elizabeth Silva, Alan War(Co-Applicants), David Wright and Modesto
Gayo-Cal (Research Fellows). The applicants weirgljoresponsible for the design of the national
survey and the focus groups and household intesvitnat generated the quantitative and qualitative
data for the project. Elizabeth Silva, assisted Dgvid Wright, coordinated the analyses of the
qualitative data from the focus groups and housktlialerviews. Mike Savage and Alan Warde,
assisted by Modesto Gayo-Cal, co-ordinated theyaesl of the quantitative data produced by the
survey. Tony Bennett was responsible for the oVediedction and coordination of the project. Thé fu
results have been reported at lengt@udture, Capital, DistinctionRoutledge, 2008.

'8 By contrast, in the American GSS analysed by Brysmpularity of classical music (taking this to
be those who responded that they liked it, or likegtry much, was exceeded by rock and blues, show
time, oldies, jazz, swing time, easy listening,teamporary rock/pop, country and western, and gospel
In the US, classical music is therefore relativeipopular, which is not the case in the UK. Itather
more similar to the situation van Eijck describes the Netherlands in the 1980s where symphonic
classical music was amongst the most popular fofwtem Eijck 2001: 1171)
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19 peterson and Kern's (1996) analysis does not allevio assess whether there were specific low
brow or middle brow genres which were avoided by ftigh brows. Thus we note that in 1992 high

brows nominated an average of 2.23 low brow geowésf 5 possible, indicating that there might have

been several low brow genres that they avoided.

2t is true that Peterson and Kern (1996) do nis¢eimportance of generational differences, butithis
analytically subordinate to their main contrasti@sn omnivores and univores

%L For other examples of the use of factor analysiexamine the structuring of musical taste, see van
Eijck 2001, Lopez-Sintas and Garcia-Alvarez 200R owhom show a structuring of tastes which
complicate the omnivore model, yet all of whomruhiely retain the concept.

2 Ylistening to classical and pop music are two afiéit cultural activities that require different
presuppositions, as Bourdieu (1979) suggested’dzefintaet al 2008: 97).

2 As the variables are differently constructed, Wwewd avoid making cross-variables comparisons in
terms of the coefficients’ sizes. Thus, ‘age’ isialyy the most important variable even though i¢slo
not appear as the highest co-efficient.

24 This is consistent with the arguments of Chan Gottithorpe (2007: 7) who note on the basis of
their latent class analysis of an Arts Council Engl survey that ‘there is some non-negligible
probability of listening to classical music in atioin to more popular forms, which can perhaps be
understood as ‘crossover” or ‘Classic FM’ effect’.

% The idea that specialised areas of contemporasicautaste are now central to cultural capital is
evident in Nick Prior’s (2008) discussion of thepapl of ‘glitch’ to educated audiences.
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Appendix 1: the Cultural Capital and Social Exclusion survey

The survey was administered between November 2003 pril 2004 by the National Centre
for Social Research. The cross-sectional sample avssatified, clustered random sample
designed to be representative of adults (aged INdnYy in private households in England,
Wales and Scotland. The sample was drawn from thallSJsers Postcode Address File.
Postcode sectors were then ordered by GovernmditeCRegion and within region by
population density and proportion of populationhwét degree. From this ordered list, 86
postcode sectors were drawn and 30 addresses &lectesl using a random start and a fixed
sampling interval, giving 2,580 selected addres&esach address, the interviewer sought to
establish the number of occupied dwelling unitshére were more than one, the interviewer
selected one, using a Kish grid and computer-géenaandom numbers. At the (selected)
DU, the interviewer sought to establish the nundferesidents aged 18+. If more than one,
the interviewer also selected using a Kish grid emehputer-generated random numbers. An
interview was then attempted with the selectedgrerdlo substitution was allowed at any
stage of the process. The original sample fabeglegld the anticipated number of interviews.
An additional sample of 25 postcode sectors wasetbee drawn, with 750 addresses.
Procedures followed were identical. The final res@orates were 53%.

The sample for Northern Ireland was selected frioen\taluation and Lands Agency’s list of
domestic properties using a simple random samplelfatered) design. This is a preferable
approach for Northern Ireland where there are kndeficiencies in the PAF coverage. Using
this approach, 90 households were sampled withl @gabability. The interviewers sought to
establish the number of people aged 18+ in eadttsel household, and one person was
selected for interview at random by the computer.
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Appendix 2: Details of Multiple Correspondence Analysis of Musical Taste

Table A1: Number of axes.

Axis 1 Axis 2
Eigenvalue 0.2504 0.1681
Per centage 9.98 6.70
Cumulative percentrage 9.98 16.67
Variation (% axis1- % axis 2) 3.28
Modified inertiarate (%) 56.6 20.3
Cumulated modified rates (%) 76.9

Note: the modified inertia rate is the squaredetd@hce between the eigenvalue of a particularands
the mean of all axis’ eigenvalues divided by thensaf all these same differences for all the
eigenvalues above the mean. See Le Roux & Rouafe4(225).
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