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Abstract

The main objective of this paper is to examine how openness to cultural diversity is expressed in the field of cultural consumption. Drawing on qualitative interviews on leisure and cultural activities conducted in Quebec in 2005, I ask whether people who are classified as cultural omnivores on quantitative measures do have an attitude of ‘openness’ when discussing and justifying their tastes and practices. Are people who select many items on a list of cultural preferences and practices in survey research really more ‘open’ than those who select fewer items? How is this openness expressed concretely in the discourses that people draw upon when discussing their practices? Is it displayed in different ways in relation to different social contexts and cultural domains? Results indicate that openness to diversity is articulated in at least four different ways—humanist, populist, practical, and indifferent—depending on the cultural domains to which it refers as well as to the cultural and material resources from which it is constructed. Openness to cultural diversity, I argue, represents a new aesthetics and a new ethos, but it builds upon, rather than displaces, the older categories of high and mass culture in which it remains thoroughly embedded. Far from being dismantled, social and artistic hierarchies are being reconfigured in a more individualized ways. The four modes of openness correspond to different models of agency which are themselves hierarchized along class and gender lines. 
In June 2006, Canada's conservative Prime Minister, Stephen Harper, made a speech concerning the recent arrest in Toronto of 17 suspected terrorists in which he praised Canada’s policies of openness to diversity. Responding to commentators who were blaming Canada's multicultural policies for spawning terrorism, Mr. Harper argued: “I believe, actually, the opposite is true. Canada's diversity, properly nurtured, is our greatest strength.” He added: Terrorists “hate open, diverse, democratic societies like ours, because they want the exact opposite.” They want “societies that are closed, homogeneous and dogmatic” (my emphasis).


This speech constitutes a perfect illustration of the growing salience, in the popular press and in scholarly work, of a new discursive configuration celebrating openness to cultural diversity (Fridman and Ollivier 2004). This new rhetoric of openness to cultural diversity is based on a series of binary oppositions whereby terms  such as diverse, open, hybrid, fluid, eclectic, global, and cosmopolitan tend to be associated together and most often to have positive connotations. These notions are opposed to what tends to be negatively perceived as unitary, homogeneous, local, static, permanent, and closed. In the above example, openness is associated with democracy while closure is an attribute of a dogmatic ‘other’. The meaning of these terms is often unstable and openness is by no means universally considered an unmixed blessing, as exemplified by on-going debates in Canada and Britain about the limits of multicultural openness. However, as evidenced in Stephen Harper's speech, it is not so much the intrinsic value of openness that is questioned, but situations where tolerance in a host society is perceived as fostering in its midst the emergence of closed communities. Within the current wave of cultural globalization, the binary of openness and closure provides malleable yet recognizable patterns whose meanings are transposable from one situation to another. These terms function as ideological codes (Alexander and Smith 1993) or discursive resources (Woodward and Skrbis 2006) used by social agents to classify and evaluate people, things, and practices. The ability to be open, fluid, eclectic or cosmopolitan is increasingly presented by its proponents as a normative ideal regulating all aspects of social life, from individual tastes to marketing strategies and international relations (Fridman and Ollivier 2004). As a new standard of differentiation and evaluation, openness to diversity gives rise to various types of struggles, as individuals and groups seek to legitimate their own attributes and practices in light of what is considered socially desirable.

In the social sciences, the rhetoric of openness to cultural diversity takes many different forms, including interest in concepts such as hybridity and bricolage in anthropology; heterogeneity and rhizomes in literary theory; eclecticism in cultural consumption studies; pluralism, multiculturalism and cosmopolitism in the political field. Over the past decades, there has been a general shift in sociological theory towards conceptualising the self, culture, and society as multiple, fluid, and fragmented in contrast to a past pictured as unitary, stable, and coherent. This shift is manifest in the sharp increase in the use of terms semantically related to cultural diversity. A search in the Web of Science data base over the ten year period from 1985-89 to 1995-99 shows an increase of 1,700% (from 20 to 358) of citations containing the term cultural diversity, of over 700% for the term hybridity (from 139 to 1226), 600% for multiculturalism (217 to 1651), and close to 250% for cosmopolitanism (from 57 to 198), while the total number of entries remained relatively stable. Selective content analysis of some of these articles suggests that the rhetoric of openness to diversity functions in similar ways across different fields. In articles discussing cultural practices, what is considered open, hybrid, heterogeneous, or cosmopolitan is most often seen in a positive light while what is defined as closed, homogeneous, and static, is presented as backwards and undesirable. Again, there are exceptions, for example when an 'authentic' popular culture is cast against the 'alienated' economic and cultural cosmopolitanism of a globalized elite (Oriol 2000). 

In the sociology of culture and consumption, the rhetoric of openness to cultural diversity is best exemplified by research on omnivore cultural consumption initiated in the 1990s by Richard A. Peterson and his collaborators (Peterson and Simkus 1992, Peterson 1992; Peterson and Kern 1996). Peterson’s main thesis was at the time that the distinction between omnivores and univores was replacing the traditional opposition between the snobs and the masses as a means of class distinction. Rather than exclusive preference for canonical works of high culture and rejection of mass entertainment, Peterson and Kern argued that elite status was now displayed by “an openness to appreciating everything” (1996: 904). Peterson’s hypothesis sparked considerable interest in the sociology of culture and consumption, and over the past decade there has been a multiplication of studies seeking to replicate, elaborate, and qualify these initial findings (see Peterson 2005 for a review). 


Building on this line of research, this paper examines how the rhetoric of openness to diversity functions in the field of cultural consumption, keeping in mind that research on tastes is influenced by the rhetoric of openness to cultural diversity expressed in other fields (Fridman and Ollivier 2004). Drawing on 41 qualitative interviews on leisure and cultural activities that I conducted in Quebec in 2005, I ask whether people who are classified as cultural omnivores on diverse quantitative measures of tastes and practices do indeed have an attitude of ‘openness’ when discussing and justifying their tastes and practices. Are people who select many items on a list of cultural preferences and practices in survey research really more ‘open’ than those who select fewer items? How does this openness manifest itself concretely in the discourses that people use to discuss their practices? Is it expressed in different ways depending on cultural contexts and domains? Does openness vary not only in degree, but in nature, according to the usual determinants of lifestyle differentiation such as gender, age, and class?  


Throughout the article, I argue that we need to pay more attention to the power relations that underpin societal and academic debates on cultural diversity. We need to ask: Which entities—individuals, classes, ethnic groups, Nations—are identified, in popular discourse and in scholarly work, as embodying the ideal of openness? Which entities are defined as homogeneous and closed? What are the effects of these classifications?  In associating openness with privileged and closure with under-privileged social groups, I argue, sociologists unwittingly draw upon existing social discourses about the qualities that are desirable and undesirable in contemporary society, assuming that some groups are open and tolerant while implicitly defining others as closed. Our work as sociologists thus has performative effects, in the bourdieusian sense of “producing the effects it names” (Skeggs 2004: 45). It contributes to shaping beliefs about which entities embody desirable and undesirable qualities and, ultimately, which ones are worthy and unworthy of respect. 


In the first part of this paper, I review existing research on omnivore cultural consumption and discuss how researchers in the field have defined and measured openness to diversity. In the second part, I use material from my qualitative interviews in order to better understand how this openness is expressed concretely by respondents when discussing their tastes and practices. My main argument is that omnivorousness comes in many different shades, depending on the configuration of discourses and practices in which it is embedded. Openness to cultural diversity certainly represents a new aesthetics and a new ethos, but it builds upon, rather than displaces, the older categories of high and mass culture.  

Omnivore cultural consumption: Assumptions, definitions, new directions


In one of the first articles published on this issue in 1992, Peterson defined omnivorousness as “the appreciation of all distinctive leisure activities and creative forms along with the appreciation of the classic fine arts” (1992: 252). Peterson and Simkus (1992) operationalized it as preference for classical music/opera and a large number of non-highbrow genres. Omnivorousness was defined as the new “aesthetics of elite status” which replaced highbrow snobbishness as a means of class distinction. What was so striking at the time was that their findings went against the received view of highbrow tastes as exclusive preference for high culture. As argued by Peterson in his 2005 review of the field, omnivorousness was thus initially conceptualised exclusively as an elite attribute and operationalized in a way that precluded the possibility of identifying non-highbrow omnivores. In subsequent research, omnivorousness became less closely associated with highbrow cultural forms, although this seemed to occur for practical reasons rather than for theoretical ones. Omnivorousness is now most often measured as the total number of genres or activities that people prefer or practice. One technique is to construct linear scales of knowledge (Erickson 1996), preferences (Warde, Martens and Olsen 1999), or dislikes (Bryson 1996). Another technique consists in constructing typologies of cultural consumers and comparing the combinations and breadth or their tastes (van Eijck 2001, Coulangeon 2003). Both approaches dissociate omnivorousness from highbrow tastes and recognize, at least implicitly, that various patterns of omnivorousness could emerge in relation to different configurations of tastes and practices (see Coulangeon 2004). 

Omnivorousness is now increasingly conceptualised as a dimension of cultural consumption (breadth) that interacts with highbrow, middlebrow, and lowbrow patterns of cultural consumption. While Peterson argued in his 2005 review of the field that the subtypes proposed in recent research “are diverse and fall into no recurrent patterns” (2005: 264), there is, on the contrary, a remarkable degree of convergence in the typologies produced over the last five years. Table 1 compares typologies produced by researchers using techniques such as correspondence analysis, factor analysis and hierarchical clustering to analyse data on various aspects of cultural consumption in France (Coulangeon 2003, Lahire 2005), the United States (Lopez-Sintas and Katz-Gerro 2005), the Netherlands (van Eijck 2001) and Quebec (Garon and Santerre 2004). Results are by no means identical, but they show notable similarities. Four types of cultural consumers are common to all classifications. Among the most educated, there is a distinction between exclusive highbrows, whose tastes centre on legitimate or highbrow classical forms, and inclusive or omnivore highbrows, whose tastes include some forms of high culture but are not restricted to it. Among the less educated, all typologies identify a category of more or less inclusive non-highbrows, whose tastes may be broad but include mostly middle and lowbrow cultural items; there is finally a category of exclusive lowbrows or non-consumers, whose cultural consumption is very limited. 

Table 1 about here 

Within each educational level, differences are partly a function of age: exclusive highbrows and lowbrows tend to be older while respondents whose tastes are more inclusive are younger. Whereas gender has received very little attention so far in omnivore research, there is some evidence that the categories have a gendered dimension. When gender is mentioned at all in these studies, numbers show that women are over-represented among exclusive highbrows and under-represented among highbrow omnivores, a pattern that may reflect the increasing feminisation of high culture over the past decades (Donnat 2005).
 The main difference between the typologies is in the degree of openness attributed to each category. Coulangeon defines his highbrow category (enlightened eclecticism) as a type of omnivores while all others identify them as univore snobs. Similarly, inclusive lowbrows are seen as omnivores by Lopez-Sintas and Katz-Gerro (2005) and Lahire (2005) but as univores by van Eijck (2001) and Coulangeon (2003). These differences may be due to variations in cultural domains, databases, and methodologies, but also to the different criteria used by researchers to determine when breadth is labelled omnivore or univore. 


Over and above their differences, these typologies make clear that the language of brows may not, or not yet, be eliminated from our conceptual apparatus. They suggest that openness to diversity may be more widespread than previously thought, and that it may be expressed in different ways by people differently located in social space. But what do we mean when we say that some people are ‘open’ to a diversity of cultural genres and activities while others are not? An overview of research in the field shows that there is a lot of conceptual ambiguity on this question. Omnivorousness is often associated with a host of desirable qualities, for example when it is defined as the “cultural expression of personal qualities that are highly valued and thus rewarded in today’s complex society” (van Eijck 2000, quoted in Virtanen 2006: 2). Openness is linked to the possession of transposable cultural resources such as knowledge, competences, and know-how, but also to personal qualities such as tolerance, adaptability, flexibility, mobility, and a search for self-improvement. These resources and qualities then translate into an ability to understand difference and to deal with change, but also to choose and discriminate (Bryson 1996, van Eijck 2000, Florida 2002, Hannerz 1990, Thompson and Tambyah 1999). When Peterson and Kern argue that omnivorousness does not consist in ‘liking everything indiscriminately’, they are saying that it should not be construed as an inability or unwillingness to make judgement. What is most valued is the capacity and willingness to learn and to choose as opposed to the inability or unwillingness to do so. Assumptions about the qualities associated with openness thus define desirable and undesirable models of agency, that is, implicit and widely shared conceptions of how to feel, think and act in the world (Conner Snibbe and Markus 2005).

A good illustration of these assumptions is found in the work of Hannerz (1990), who in a much-cited article extols the virtues of cosmopolitanism as a specific form of openness to cultural diversity. Like omnivorousness, ‘genuine’ cosmopolitanism is defined as “an intellectual and aesthetic stance of openness toward divergent cultural experiences” (1990: 239). It requires the reunion of three qualities. First, it is an attitude—a “willingness to engage with the other” (p. 240). Second, it entails a set of competences such as the decontextualized knowledge and know-how produced by professionals and intellectuals. Third, it necessarily entails choice, in the sense that the true cosmopolitan is one whose mobility is the result of a conscious decision rather than necessity. The cosmopolitan is thus neither a tourist, who lacks both competence and willingness, nor the exile, whose mobility is forced and not a source of enjoyment, nor the expatriate, who often lacks the willingness to engage with the other. The cosmopolitan attitude is then intimately linked with a specific conception of the self, one that entails both a sense of mastery and autonomy. 


Openness to cultural diversity is often perceived as desirable in itself, for example when multiple and fluid identities are viewed as a cosmopolitan antidote to ethnic conflict (Hollinger 1995). In cultural sociology, it is most often valued as an external good (Sayer 2005), that is, as means to the accumulation of power and status. As argued by van Eijck, the qualities associated with omnivorousness are “important resources in a society that requires social and geographical mobility, ‘employability’, and ‘social networking’ from its highly skilled worker” (2000: 221). Broad cultural resources are thought to facilitate access to wide social networks, which in turn provide access to diversified sources of information that increase peoples' ability to act strategically in their personal and professional lives (Erickson 1996).


The main problem with these assumptions, however, is that it is very difficult to know, from existing survey data, whether people who select many musical genres or cultural activities in survey research really embody the desirable qualities associated with openness to cultural diversity. Liking many different genres of music, or disliking very few, could be a sign of indifference, ignorance, and inability to discriminate, or it could reflect the “the ability to appreciate the distinctive aesthetic of a wide range of cultural forms” as argued by Peterson in 1992. My point is that it is very difficult to know whether people identified as omnivores in survey research really embody the attitudes of tolerance and flexibility that are implicitly attributed to them. 

An additional difficulty has to do with the identification of lowbrow omnivores in survey research. A well-known limitation of questionnaires on cultural consumption is that they tend to be built from the point of view of legitimate culture, and thus to include more items pertaining to high culture than to popular culture. As argued by Grignon and Passeron, this necessarily leads to “a multiplication of empirical findings of inferiority or absence in the working class: non-response or non-practice, weak competence or weak interest” (1989: 58, my translation). Since people defined as lowbrow by definition do not like or participate in highbrow activities, they usually have low scores on quantitative scales. Lowbrows are then much more likely than highbrow respondents to be classified as univores and, as a result, to be pictured as embodying the undesirable attitudes and personality traits that are antithetical to openness. As the opposite of omnivores, people who prefer or practice few cultural genres or activities are implicitly defined as lacking not only the material and symbolic resources necessary to succeed in the global knowledge-based society, but also the personality traits and qualities associated with a desirable form of agency. Since people overwhelmingly tend to like what they know, as demonstrated by Donnat in France (1994), research on omnivorousness may end up conflating socially acquired knowledge of the arts and culture with deeply ingrained attitudes of openness. It is possible to conceive of a hypothetical lowbrow cultural consumer, whose life experiences and social circles have provided few opportunities to develop the extensive knowledge of the arts and culture that is measured in survey research, but who nevertheless expresses curiosity and a willingness to discover different art forms. This openness to cultural diversity, however, would remain undetected by survey instruments. 

Because of these conceptual and methodological limitations, social research on cultural diversity usually finds that entities—individuals, classes, ethnic groups—most likely to embody desirable attributes are those occupying positions of power in any given field: cultural omnivores tend to be young, urban, and well-educated professionals while univores predominate among the less-educated as well as among marginalized members of cultural minorities (Bryson 1996). Similarly, ‘true’ cosmopolitanism, defined as the ability to transcend local and permanent forms of attachment, is most often presented as an attribute of elite groups, for example intellectuals (Hannerz 1990), transnational artists (Bruckner 1999), the global business elite (Kanter 1995), expatriate professionals (Thompson and Tahbyah 1999), or the new creative class (Florida 2002). This association between ‘the posh and the good’ (Sayer 2005) is by no means uncontested, as exemplified by studies of subaltern (Khader 2003), ordinary (Lamont & Aksartova 2002), or plural (Pollock et al. 2000) cosmopolitanisms. These alternative views, however, are few and far between, and they position themselves as deliberate attempts to counter dominant narratives of cosmopolitanism as a prerogative of the elites. 

Is it the case that people classified as cultural omnivores on diverse quantitative measures have an attitude of ‘openness’ to cultural diversity whereas those classified as univores display various forms of closure? How is openness concretely expressed by people discussing their cultural practices? Is openness expressed in different ways according to the configuration of practices and resources in which it is embedded? These are the questions to which I turn in the next section. 
Cultural practices and discourses of openness: identifying omnivores
Recruitment and sample description

Between January and June 2005, I conducted 41 qualitative interviews with French-speaking respondents, aged between 30 and 45, in a medium-size city in the province of Quebec. I selected the 30 to 45 age range to minimize variation on factors other than gender and education which were of greatest interest to me. This period of the life course is generally considered as a time of stabilisation of cultural practices (Lahire 2005), when people settle in full-time employment and enter more permanent relationships.
 People in this age group in 2005 were born between 1960 and 1975, thus after the onset of the Quiet Revolution which brought momentous social change in Quebec. Respondents were recruited randomly from two neighbourhoods selected to emphasize differences in levels of income and education, based on Statistics Canada’s detailed census data. One neighbourhood is a new middle-class suburb, with above average education and income. The other is an older working class neighbourhood with lower levels of education and income. Neighbourhoods were also selected with a view of maximizing the number of eligible respondents. Among high and low socio-economic status census tracts, I selected those with the highest proportion of residents who were in the selected age group and who declared French as their main language.

I was more successful in interviewing women (25 or 61%) than men (16 or 39%), as well as people with relatively high levels of education: 34% of respondents (14) have a secondary education or less (11 years of schooling or less), 24% (10) have some postsecondary education other than university (12-13 years of schooling), 24% (10) have a university degree and 17% (7) have a postgraduate degree. Only two were born and raised outside of Canada (France). One third (32%) have a before-tax family income of less than $50,000 a year, a third (29%) earn between 50 and $99,999, and the other third earn over $100,000. I do not claim that these respondents constitute a representative sample of the Quebec population. While respondents were selected randomly within neighbourhoods, the neighbourhoods themselves are not necessarily representative of Quebec as a whole. Both are suburbs comprising mostly row, semi-detached or individual homes as opposed to apartment buildings. The sample therefore largely excludes people living downtown and in apartments, whose professional and cultural profiles may be quite different from the ones identified here. My main objective, however, is not to provide an accurate picture of the cultural tastes of the Quebec population. More simply, my goal is to examine how openness to diversity is expressed by people differently located in relations of power defined by gender and socio-economic status. To the extent that my sample includes women and men, living in different neighbourhoods and with different levels of education and income, it is appropriate to my objective. 

I do not claim either that the interviews capture people’s ‘true’ relation to the arts and culture. The interviews place respondents in an artificial situation in which it is difficult to distinguish between what people say they like and do and what they actually practice in their everyday lives. On several occasions, I had the impression that people were exaggerating the extent of their involvement in highbrow cultural activities. What is interesting, however, is that people react very differently to the artificiality of the interview situation. They do not feel compelled to tell the same story and they present themselves in widely different ways: some people spent most of the interview discussing the details of their TV viewing habits whereas others dismissed television outright as too passive. It is not so much the reality of people’s preferences and practices that constitutes the focus of the analysis, but rather how they choose or feel compelled to present themselves to the university researcher in the interview situation. 

The interviews

In an attempt to encourage participation from people who engage in few activities traditionally defined as ‘cultural’ and for whom the term ‘culture’ could have negative connotations, I decided to present my research as focusing on leisure (what people do in their free time) rather than on culture in the narrower sense of the term. This means that I covered topics such as television, reading, music, cinema, theatre, and museums, but also sports, gardening, bars, and restaurants. I asked people to discuss their leisure activities, with an emphasis not only on what they like but mostly on why they like and dislike particular genres and activities. In order to better understand whether and how culture may be used as a conversational resource (DiMaggio, 1987), I also asked them to tell me whether they shared and discussed their interests with other people. The interviews lasted between 45 minutes and 2 hours and 30 minutes. They were transcribed by research assistants and coded using N-Vivo.
During the interviews, I also obtained from each respondent three quantitative measures of omnivorousness. The first is a measure of activities. While I was setting up the tape recorder, I asked people to fill out a form indicating which among a list of 16 activities they practice regularly, from time to time, rarely, or never. I used this as a guide during the interviews, starting with the activities that people practice most often and spending less time on those they practice rarely or never.
 After the interviews, I also obtained a measure of musical preferences by asking respondents to indicate which among 16 musical genres they listen to often, from time to time, rarely or never.
 I then collected a measure of knowledge of the arts and culture by asking respondents to indicate, from a list of 25 names of artists and entertainers working in a variety of cultural domains, which ones they know, in which domain they work, as well as whether they like, dislike, or are indifferent to them. Since the list of names is weighed in favour of highbrow domains such as painting, literature, jazz and classical music as opposed to non-highbrow ones like television and pop music, this scale may also be interpreted as a measure of cultural capital in the bourdieusian sense. Scores on the scale of knowledge vary in a linear fashion with formal education, ranging from a mean of 7.0 among people who have not completed high school to 14.1 among those with postgraduate degrees, with a spearman correlation of .572. Two respondents with very low scores commented that they would have done much better if the list had included personalities selected from the fields of sports and politics. I constructed the scales of activities, musical preferences, and knowledge by adding up, respectively, the number of activities people practice regularly and from time to time, the musical genres they listen to often and from time to time, and the number of artists they correctly identify. 

Analytical categories

In order to understand whether and how respondents express attitudes of openness to diversity, I paid special attention to discourses, as defined by Simon Frith (1990), as the types of justifications that people draw upon to assess differences and make judgements in cultural domains. Frith identifies three main discourses in the field of music: the art discourse is a discourse of transcendence in which culture is seen as a means of rising above the ordinariness of everyday life; the folk discourse is a discourse of integration which emphasizes the role of culture as a means of placement in time, space, or community; and the pop discourse, based on the idea of fun, is a discourse focusing on pleasure and emotional gratification (1990: 106). Frith is careful to stress that these discourses correspond to different practices in the art world, but do not map closely into the class structure. While the art discourse, as shown by Bourdieu in Distinction (1984), may more readily appeal to people whose material circumstances allow them the luxury of distancing themselves from the necessities of everyday life, people usually draw on more than one discourse in talking about their tastes and practices.  

In analysing the interviews, I augmented Frith’s typology by borrowing from the media use and gratification literature, which identifies a series of needs filled by the media (Cho et al. 2003). These include: cognitive needs related to information needed for understanding the world; affective needs linked to aesthetic and emotional experience; personal integrative needs linked to personal confidence and social status; social integrative needs associated with the insertion in social relations; and escapist needs related to relaxation and the release of tension. Without subscribing to any theory of pre-existing psychological needs waiting to be filled by leisure and cultural activities, I used a combination of these two perspectives to identify a series of discourses that people draw upon when discussing why they like or dislike certain activities and genres. These discourses include: 

· Sociability: doing an activity primarily for its social aspect, to spend time with friends and family; 

· Fun, pleasure: mentioning pleasure and fun without further qualifications;

· Escape, relaxation: expressing a desire to relieve tension, to escape from the requirements of everyday life;

· Emotions: enjoying the emotions generated by an activity, or doing an activity to generate emotions, e.g. listening to loud music to create flows of energy (see DeNora 2000);

· Discovery: expressing a desire to learn, to open up the mind, to discover new things;

· Health: doing an activity to promote psychological and physical health and well-being;

· Challenge, exploit: enjoying an activity because it represents a challenge, because it is out of the ordinary;

· Personal integration: using an activity to assess one’s life, to draw lessons useful in one’s life;

· Art: emphasising form over function, expert attitude, discussing formal beauty;

· Creativity: the satisfaction of creating something new, the pleasure of do-it-yourself;

· Information: expressing a desire to obtain information without further qualifications;

· Nature: enjoying activities because they take place outside, in nature;

· Spirituality/religion: enjoying activities linked to religious or spiritual needs.

A number of additional categories are not discourses that people use to justify their practices but they were coded because they came up repeatedly in the interviews and potentially presented an interest for the analysis. They include: likes; dislikes; no interest; likes but does not practice (would like to do more); culture (mentioning the term culture); cost (as a factor affecting practices); dependence (seeing an activity as addictive, as a bad habit), respect (mentioning respect and simplicity in discussing artists or personal relations); life difficulties; distraction (not remembering the names of artists or cultural artefacts); and populism (reluctance to judge, statements that each person is entitled to her own taste). 

After reading each transcript, I wrote a three to four-page summary describing the practices and discourses that were most salient in each interview. In reading through the interviews and attempting to organize them into broad categories, it became clear that there are major differences among respondents according to their level of cultural capital, as measured both by formal educational credentials and by their scores on the scale of knowledge. The salience of these differences came as a surprise to me, given that sociological theory today tends to emphasise individual reflexivity and agency over the structural influence of class. I was surprised by the strong condemnation of mass culture, reminiscent of the Frankfurt school, among highly educated respondents, by feelings of inadequacy frequently expressed by middle class respondents, as well as by the language of class and respect used predominantly by people with lower levels of income and education. Given that cultural capital appears to be quite strongly associated with variations in practices and discourses, it seemed appropriate to classify respondents in terms of the interaction between brow levels and omnivorousness.

Identifying highbrows, middlebrows, and lowbrows
Following the strategy adopted by Peterson and Kern (1996) and, more recently, by Lopez-Sintas and Katz-Gerro (2005), I first classified respondents in three groups on the basis of whether they listened to classical music often, from time to time, or rarely/never. This produced interesting results in so far as only 2 respondents out of 40 listen to classical music often and they both have the highest level of cultural capital. They have postgraduate university degrees and they have the same highest score on the scale of knowledge (21/25). Within each category, I ordered respondents according to their scores on the scale of knowledge, and then used my summaries to reorder them according to their likes, dislikes, and discourses. Finally, I conducted detailed analysis of the coded interviews to validate and refine the classification. The classification was built by shuffling respondents between categories, through successive iterations aimed at maximizing similarities and minimizing differences within categories. Categories were thus not constructed a priori, but rather built from the grounds up as I refined my classification. 
I used two main criteria to classify respondents according to brow levels: one is the activities and genres they prefer and practice and the other is the discourses they draw upon to justify them. Activities and genres customarily defined as highbrow include those that are disproportionately preferred by people with high amounts of cultural capital and that are supported by cultural institutions. For example, highbrow cultural practices include listing classical music as a preferred genre, visiting museums of fine arts, and preferring repertoire over mainstream cinema. Reading books is sometimes considered in itself a highbrow activity, but reading historical essays is even more so. Highbrow television watching may include selecting the news, public affairs, or documentaries as preferred programs. Non-highbrow activities include, for example, listening to pop music, watching sitcoms and series on television, and preferring family chain restaurants. 

The second criterion for identifying brow levels refers to the discourses that people draw upon in discussing their practices. As argued by Bourdieu in Distinction (1984), people define themselves not only in terms of what they do, but also in how they talk about it. Bourdieu’s class-based understanding of taste has been heavily criticized in recent years, but some aspects of his work proved surprisingly useful in analysing the interviews. Bourdieu may have greatly exaggerated the internal coherence of the three main classes, as argued convincingly by Lahire in his study of dissonant tastes (2005), and his characterization of working class tastes is undoubtedly simplistic and bleak, as demonstrated by Skeggs in her study of working class women’s responses to class (1997). It may be useful here to reiterate Frith’s warning that discourses do not map neatly onto the class structure, and that people use a variety of discourses at different times and in relation to different cultural domains. However, the world has not changed so radically in the past 30 years that no aspect of Bourdieu’s massive theory of taste remains relevant for understanding contemporary cultural practices.

Bourdieu identifies three main discourses that he associates with the three main social classes: the aesthetic disposition of the upper class, the cultural goodwill of the middle class, and the taste for necessity of the working class. One of these—cultural goodwill—was especially salient in the interviews. Cultural goodwill is for Bourdieu the defining characteristic of middle class relation to culture: “The whole relationship of the petite bourgeoisie to culture can in a sense be deduced from the considerable gap between knowledge and recognition, the source of the cultural goodwill which takes different forms depending on the degree of familiarity with legitimate culture” (1984: 319). The gap between knowledge and recognition manifests itself when people recognize some cultural activities as ‘good’, but lack the knowledge, aptitudes, or interest necessary for their appropriation. In the interviews, cultural goodwill was most frequently expressed in relation to reading, but also to cultural outings such as dance or the theatre. For example, people would recognize the virtues of reading as a means of obtaining information, enriching their vocabulary, and acquiring culture in general, but then admit that they do not enjoy it or find time for it. They express feelings of guilt or dissatisfaction, and perceive their non-practice as a personal failure. Cultural goodwill was also expressed in relation to television, when people say that they enjoy watching television but try not to do it too much because it is too passive. Although I had not coded it as such, I have an indication of respondents’ cultural goodwill in the category ‘likes but does not practice’ which refers to activities that respondents wish they would like or practice but do not for a number of reasons.  

Another discourse that was salient in the interviews is what Frith refers to as the art discourse. The art discourse is closely related to Bourdieu’s concept of aesthetic disposition as the defining characteristic of upper class tastes. In essence, it consists in emphasizing the formal qualities of objects over their function, e.g. appreciating the narrative structure of a novel rather than the morality of its characters, or appreciating the aesthetic arrangement of food on a plate more than its nourishing qualities. Emphasizing form over function is one aspect of the art discourse. Another is the idea of transcendence discussed by Frith (1990). In this sense, people value culture because it helps them transcend the ordinariness of everyday life, it opens up new ways of looking at the world, and it is a means of self-improvement. This is also close to the Kantian ideal of disinterestedness, discussed by Bourdieu in Distinction (1984), although appreciation for the arts was often discussed by respondents in instrumental terms, as a means of improving one’s performance at work and in everyday life. I will come back to this question when I discuss the discourse of discovery below. 

The emphasis on the discourse of art as transcendence often goes hand in hand with what Ien Ang refers to as the ‘ideology of mass culture’ in her study of people who watch the television program Dallas (1982). Emphasizing the role of culture as a means of transcendence and self-improvement is often accompanied by a rejection of activities and genres that fail to fulfill this function. Some aspects of culture are thus identified as ‘bad’ culture because they are seen as lacking in aesthetic or intellectual content. The shift from snob to omnivore, hypothesized by Peterson, should logically entail a decline of the critique of mass culture, and for this reason I did not identify it as a specific discourse when coding the interviews. However, in reading my interview notes, in which I summarized people’s likes and dislikes, it was clear that people continue to draw on this discourse when discussing their practices. 

On the basis of respondents' practices and discourses, I classified them into three categories of highbrow, middlebrow, and lowbrow. Highbrows include only four respondents, all of whom live in the middle-class neighbourhood. All of them have a graduate university degree and family incomes over $100,000. Middlebrows include 23 respondents. Two thirds (68%) live in the middleclass neighbourhood, with an average family income in the $70-80,000 range. A majority (52%) has a university degree and only five (22%) have a secondary education or less. Lowbrows include 14 respondents. All but one live in the working class neighbourhood, they have an average family income in the $40-50,000 range, and 64% have a secondary education or less. Resorting to this familiar classification has the disadvantage of exaggerating the degree of coherence within categories as well as differences between them. Boundaries between categories are fuzzy and several borderline respondents could be assigned to more than one category. The interviews could in fact more accurately be ordered along an imperfect continuum, roughly from high to low cultural capital but also taking into account idiosyncrasies of individual trajectories, rather than clustering them into sharply differentiated groups. Nevertheless, I use these categories and labels as heuristic devices meant to reflect general ways of relating to the arts and culture. As we will see in the next section, these categories provide a basis for identifying four distinct modes of openness to cultural diversity. 

Identifying modes of openness to cultural diversity

After preliminary analysis of the interviews and from existing literature on omnivorousness, I identified four criteria that could be used as indicators of openness to cultural diversity. The first is of course the quantitative measures of activities, musical preferences, and knowledge that I obtained from respondents. I classified as an omnivore anyone whose scores on two of the three scales were in the upper quartile. Quantitative omnivores according to this criterion represent 32.4% of respondents. Highbrows and lowbrows are equally divided among omnivores and univores while all lowbrows are univores. The second criterion is self-assessment. I coded as indicators of omnivorousness statements such as: ‘I like everything’, ‘my tastes are really quite diverse’, ‘my tastes are totally eclectic’. The third criterion is the discourse of discovery. People may be considered 'open' to the extent that they are "ready to entertain new ideas" (Collins English Dictionary). Omnivores, in this sense, are people who express an openness to appreciating what is unknown to them, a desire to learn new things, to open up their mind, and to acquire knowledge. Interestingly, almost all (93%) respondents made omnivorous statements and the same percentage used the discourse of discovery at least once during the interview, saying that they 'like pretty much everything' or that they are 'open to new ideas' in relation to at least one cultural domain. As we will see in the next section, however, some respondents mentioned these criteria much more often than others. Finally, the fourth criterion, proposed by Bryson in her study of musical dislikes (1996), refers to expressing few strong dislikes. People could be considered omnivores to the extent that they express no, or only very mild, critique of any activities or genres. 

On the basis of these criteria, and focusing especially on the discourse of discovery, I identify four different modes of openness to cultural diversity: humanist, populist, practical, and indifferent. These modes of openness should be considered ideal types in the Weberian sense. They are analytical constructs reflecting a particular theoretical perspective, one that is informed by Bourdieu’s theory of taste as well as by the rhetoric of openness to cultural diversity. They are based on the selection, among a complex and diffuse series of elements, of those that appear theoretically relevant and that are common to most cases in a category. The four modes of openness are useful to the extent that they provide distinct ideal-typical ways of expressing openness to cultural diversity. The modes of openness should not be construed as neatly compartmented according to brow levels, but certain modes of openness are more typically found among highbrows, middlebrows, and lowbrows. Some respondents combined several of these modes of openness in their interviews while others relied predominantly on one of them.
Humanist, populist, practical, and indifferent modes of openness
Humanist openness to cultural diversity  

Humanist openness is most typical of respondents with a highbrow cultural profile. Highbrows possess high levels of cultural capital, measured both in terms of educational credentials and scores on the scale of knowledge. They have a mean score of 17.8 on the scale of knowledge compared to 11.7 for middlebrows and 6.9 for lowbrows. Their tastes and practices include genres and activities traditionally considered highbrow such as listening to classical music, reading books, especially non-fiction, as well as visiting the museum of fine arts and attending dance performances. They often criticize mass culture, for example by rejecting television as a whole as too passive, commercial pop music as repetitive, or certain literary or cinematic genres as formulaic and simplistic. Only one declares watching television from time to time compared to almost all middlebrows (95.7%) and lowbrows (85.7%) who watch regularly or from time to time. Highbrows less frequently express cultural goodwill. They are more likely to say that they do not watch television than to say that they try not to watch it too often.  

While nearly all respondents drew on the discourse of discovery at least once when discussing their practices, highbrows mention it more often on average (11.8 times) compared to middlebrows (7.4) and lowbrows (3.4), emphasizing the desire to stimulate their minds and to learn new things. Highbrows are especially likely to rely on a very specific version of the discourse of discovery, one that centres on the arts as transcendence discussed above. Its defining feature is that it is based on an aesthetic or humanist definition of culture (Edles 2002). Humanistic culture, as a noun, refers to “the best and most important or glorious achievements of a people or civilization” (Edles 2002: 2). As an adjective, culture is a quality that can only be acquired through effort, by directly experiencing works of art. It is related to cultivation, in the sense of seeking to achieve perfection through the application of particular techniques. The acquisition of culture is thought to lead to self-improvement, that is, to a progressive opening up and enrichment of the mind. Drawing upon this classic definition of culture, highbrow respondents more frequently mention aesthetic criteria (6.8 mentions), in the sense of formal properties of objects, when discussing discovery compared to middlebrows (2.8) and lowbrows (1.6). For example, they will mention criteria such as narrative structure or the acquisition of vocabulary in explaining why they appreciate and learn from a novel. All highbrows draw on the discourse of fun and entertainment at least once in their interviews, but this aspect tends to be secondary to the discourse of discovery. On average, highbrow respondents mention fun and entertainment 2.0 times compared to 7.3 times for discovery. Like all respondents, they express a need for pleasure in relation to specific activities, but they tend to value the acquisition of culture over entertainment. 

Because they are critical of commercial mass culture, highbrows definitely do not show a propensity towards ‘liking everything indiscriminately’. Rather, they are characterized by selective and sometimes ironic incorporation of lowbrow activities into an essentially highbrow profile. It is selective, because only certain non-highbrow activities and genres are appreciated in specific contexts, for example listening to disco music while driving and eating in fast food restaurants while travelling with the children. It is ironic when people recognize that some genres or artefacts are of ‘poor’ quality, but use irony to justify finding pleasure in them. The ironic attitude creates a distance between the self and the object, in a way that allows people to justify the pleasure they experience while affirming that they are not totally engulfed by it. As argued by Ang (1982), it thus resolves the contradiction between adherence to the ideology of mass culture and the pleasures that may be associated with it. Highbrows are not the only ones to use irony in discussing their practices, but they tend to use it more often than others. Hélène, for example, is a medical doctor, 40 years old, living in a more upscale sector of the middle class neighbourhood. She has a high score on the scale of knowledge (21) and most of her practices and discourses could be described as highbrow. She expresses a strong critique of mass culture, rejecting what she perceives as ‘simplistic’ or ‘passive’. She draws heavily on the humanist discourse of discovery, arguing that she needs to use her brain and stimulate her intelligence. When asked about the genres of music she listens to, however, she describes her tastes as ‘totally eclectic’. Her favourite genres are opera and disco music from the 1980s. She describes the latter as ‘stupid music’, but says she enjoys listening to it while driving because it gets her going in the morning. Hélène’s comment expresses humorous contempt for the aesthetic value of disco music while recognizing that it helps her create desirable emotional states. 

A good example of a humanist highbrow omnivore is Alan, a 35 year-old man, living in the middle class neighbourhood, married with no children, with a Masters degree in mathematics. Along with Hélène, he is one of only two respondents who listen to classical music ‘often’. He likes the museum of fine arts, which stimulates his mind, and repertoire cinema, which he finds more profound than mainstream movies. He is a voracious and eclectic reader, whose preferences cover ‘everything’. He dislikes modern or avant-garde styles of music and painting, which in itself is quite distinctive because it means that contemporary art is part of his cultural universe. Only a handful of respondents, all with high levels of cultural capital, spontaneously situate themselves in relation to contemporary art, by stating that they either like or dislike it. He doesn’t reject television, but is very selective: he watches the news, public affairs, magazines: “It’s more interesting than sleeping and it is almost as relaxing.” He is a quantitative omnivore and, on par with Hélène, he has the highest score on the scale of knowledge (21). He strongly emphasises discovery and self-improvement: he likes what makes things go forward, what develops the mind. He rejects commercial, middlebrow culture, notably commercial pop music, family chain restaurants, and mainstream cinema, which he describes as standardized, sanitized, and normalized. However, he selectively values less commercial elements of popular culture. He likes country music because of its ‘simplistic’ and ‘happy’ qualities, which he compares to some early Beatles songs. He rejects family chain restaurants but likes street-corner snack bars along with upscale dining and ethnic restaurants. 

Despite his strong distaste for commercial mass culture, Alan may be classified as omnivore for three reasons: firstly, because of his high quantitative scores, secondly, because he expresses a strong desire to open his mind, and thirdly, because his tastes, while quite selective, cover highbrow as well as lowbrow cultural genres. This attitude may be what Peterson and Simkus had in mind when they defined omnivorousness as  “the ability to appreciate the distinctive aesthetic of a wide range of cultural forms, including not only the fine arts but a range of popular and folk expressions as well” (1992: 260). 

Pure types of exclusive highbrows are notoriously difficult to find in empirical research on cultural consumption (Peterson and Kern 1996). Among the four highbrows in my sample, two are quantitative univores, meaning that they do not score in the top quartile on at least two of the three scales. One of these is a Buddhist with an intensive meditation practice of several hours per day, whose tastes are mostly highbrow but whose practices are understandably very limited. The other is Hélène, whose eclectic tastes in music do not squarely classify her as a univore in all cultural domains. Detailed analyses of the interviews, combined with quantitative scores, indicate that highbrow respondents show a mixture of openness and closure in different cultural domains. They generally have excellent knowledge of the arts and culture, they strongly emphasize the need to stimulate their minds and acquire new knowledge, and they like specific aspects of popular culture in specific contexts. However, they can be very exclusive in some domains and express strong negative judgements on commercial popular culture such as television, family chain restaurants, and mainstream movies. 

Humanist openness to cultural diversity, I argue, clearly represents an extension of the classic definition of what it means to be ‘cultured’. Snobbishness, defined by Peterson (1992) as absolute rejection of mass culture, has always represented only one aspect of upper class relation to popular culture. As argued by Bourdieu, it is most typical of the dominant, bourgeois fraction of the upper class, whose members possess higher levels of economic than cultural capital. By contrast, the dominated fraction of the upper class, which includes artists and intellectuals with a high ratio of cultural to economic capital, have always been more likely to use selective or ironic appropriation of popular culture as a means of distancing themselves from bourgeois conventions. In her study of bohemians, Elizabeth Wilson stresses that “their defence of the purity of high art free from commerce was accompanied by forays into popular culture and everyday life.”  There was a fascination with “the everyday, the obscure, the forbidden and the sordid" (Wilson 2000: 24). 
In the 1980s, Bourdieu was already discussing the condescending attitude of those who, feeling secure in their cultural identity, could easily afford to transgress existing artistic boundaries: “they can play with fire, say that they like Tchaikowski or Gershwin, or even more daringly, popular crooner Aznavour or cheap movies” (1982: 131). Another example is the popular French song J’suis snob (I’m a snob), written in 1954 by poet and singer Boris Vian, in which the snob is a person who displays unusual combinations of tastes for things luxurious, exotic, ordinary, and plain disgusting: an Italian tie and shoes made of zebu with an awful worm-eaten suit; ruby-clad fingers with dirty fingernails; spoonfuls of camembert with exotic coca-cola. Highbrow omnivorousness may thus be seen as an extension, beyond artistic and intellectual circles, of the bohemian rejection of bourgeois boundaries (Wilson 2000, Brooks 2000). 

Highbrow appropriation of non-highbrow activities and genres, however, need not always be ironic, since the need for relaxation and easy entertainment was never entirely shunned by highbrow cultural consumers. There is evidence that highbrow cultural consumption has in fact always been much more diverse than the discourse of cultural critics about the detrimental effects of mass culture would lead us to believe. In a study of reading in the pre-Civil War decades in the United States, for example, Isabelle Lehuü notes that reading was considered appropriate by cultural critics only when practiced selectively and in moderation, as opposed to reading excessively and for mere pleasure: ‘Omnivorous reading’, she argues, was perceived as leading to “the physical and mental destruction of the reader” (2000: 137). Citing evidence that advice books did not sell well, she warns against conflating the content of prescriptive literature with the actual reading practices of the American public, who widely embraced serial novels, newspapers, and illustrated magazines. Similarly, Bernard Lahire, in the introduction to his book on the culture of individuals, cites Ludwig Wittgenstein’s passion for western movies and detective stories, which Wittgenstein described as ‘mental vitamims’ with the revigorating effect of a ‘good shower’, or Jean-Paul Sartre’s preference for light detective novels over the works of Wittgenstein (2005: 9). What Lahire finds surprising in these examples is not the selective appropriation of popular culture by highbrow intellectuals, but rather the fact that commentators find these dissonances surprising. In my interviews, all highbrows expressed a need for fun and entertainment in relation to specific cultural domains such as music, television, sports, or gardening, in addition to the pleasure they derived from intellectual stimulation. 

Populist openness to cultural diversity  

The populist mode of openness to cultural diversity is most typical of middlebrow respondents. With 23 respondents, the middlebrow category is very broad and it could be subdivided into a finer gradation from middle highbrow to middle lowbrow. It includes a range of cultural attitudes that I abstracted from individual interviews to form a composite picture. Some middlebrows temper an essentially highbrow profile with frequent expressions of cultural goodwill; others  practice some highbrow activities while emphasizing fun and entertainment; and still others engage predominantly in non-highbrow activities but with a strong emphasis on discovery and self-improvement. Like highbrow respondents, they are equally divided among quantitative omnivores and univores. 

Respondents in this category score on average as high as highbrows on the scale of activities (11.1 compared to 11), but they score lower on the scale of knowledge (11.7 compared to 17.8). They tend to have fewer highbrow tastes and activities compared to highbrow respondents. They are less likely to go to museums, to read newspapers or magazines, to read books, and to attend dance performances. They are also less likely than highbrows to use the Internet, to practice sports, and to go to the cinema. Activities they practice more often than highbrows include watching television, listening to music, working around the house and gardening, as well as attending stand-up comic shows, music shows, and the theatre. With average scores of 8.1 on the scale of musical preferences, they have much broader tastes than highbrows (5.0) and lowbrows (5.6), although they are less likely than highbrows to listen to classical music regularly or from time to time (42.1% compared to 75% of highbrows). Compared to highbrows and lowbrows, a higher percentage enjoys semi-classical and instrumental, new age, folk, and world music. 

Middlebrows are much less likely than highbrows to express critiques of mass culture, that is, to categorically reject specific genres and activities because of what they perceive as poor aesthetic value. Only one person describes television as passive, very few of them describe mainstream movies as standardized, and few categorically reject family chain restaurants. This does not mean that they express no dislikes, but like lowbrows, their dislikes tend to centre on specific and widely-criticized items such as reality television, aggressive rap music, and horror movies. All middlebrow respondents except one used the discourse of discovery in the sense of cultivation and self-improvement at least once in the interviews, and all of them mention fun and entertainment. However, they use the discourse of fun and entertainment (4.7 mentions) as often on average as the discourse of discovery (5.0), whereas highbrows mention discovery (7.3) much more often than entertainment (2.0). Similarly to highbrows, about half mention the term 'culture' at least once during the interviews, but they mention it less frequently on average (0.8) than highbrows (2.25). I label this mode of openness 'populist' in reference to the populist ideology identified by Ien Ang (1982) in her study of Dallas. The populist view is the opposite of the critique of mass culture. It is characterized by a refusal to pass judgement based on the view that everyone is entitled to their own taste. This is expressed, for example, in anti-elitist statements against snobbishness as well as in statements that likes or dislikes only represents one's personal opinion rather than universalizing aesthetic judgements. This does not mean that people classified as highbrows and lowbrows never resort to populist arguments, but they tend to do so less prominently.

Danielle is a good example of respondents who exhibit a highbrow profile in their activities but who are classified as middlebrow because they express cultural goodwill or emphasize relaxation as opposed to self-improvement. She is a 35 year-old single woman, living in the working class neighbourhood, with a BA in education. She is director of a daycare centre. She loves reading, museums, and the theatre, but I classified her as middlebrow because she frequently expresses cultural goodwill and appears to have a somewhat distant relationship to high culture, emphasizing her schooling difficulties and the hard work that went for her into the acquisition of culture. She prefers light comedies to serious drama, tries not to watch films on TV because it would be ‘too easy’, and wants people to know that she is ‘cultured’. Another example is Isabelle, also a 35 year-old woman, living in the middle-class neighbourhood, with a BA in political science, married with no children. She rarely goes to museums and cultural performances, but she is a passionate and eclectic reader. She reads mostly for pleasure and relaxation and strongly rejects highbrow snobbery. Her favourite genres are suspense and mystery, and reading is for her a ‘total detachment’. She stresses that she is not closed to any genre. She does not enjoy new age books but says that she will try one if it is recommended to her. She finds romance novels repetitive but she has read them on occasion. She does not like arty literary critics who judge books, who express contempt for ‘dime-store novels’: ‘For me, there is no such thing as a low-end book’. She also describes herself as ‘Miss TV’ because of her intensive and broad viewing habits. 

An example of a typical middlebrow omnivore profile, with a strong emphasis on relaxation and entertainment, is Marc, a 35 year-old man, with a BA in commerce, living in the middle class neighbourhood, married with two children. He spends a lot of time watching television, especially Quebec series and sitcoms, which he finds ‘excellent’. It is a way for him to relax and have fun, and to spend time with his wife. He watches the news on TV, especially local news, to be informed. He describes his musical tastes as ‘very broad’, a bit of classical, traditional French music, not too much country. He likes music because it gives him energy. He reads his wife’s gossip magazines, especially the discovery section, which he finds ‘instructive’. He likes all kinds of films except horror movies: ‘I’m an easy audience. If I get good entertainment, I’m happy’. With regard to restaurants he likes ‘everything’. He goes to family chain restaurants with his kids, but he also likes French bistro cooking and Vietnamese cuisine. He’s more adventurous now than he used to be. He stresses that it is important to open up the mind of his children. He likes reading because it is relaxing, but also because it is a contribution to personal culture. He likes mostly middlebrow activities and genres, has no strong dislikes, emphasises fun and relaxation, but also discovery to a lesser extent. 

Finally, an example of middle lowbrow omnivore, and one of the most interesting interviews, is Richard, a 47 year-old man who left school in grade 6 but is now pursing part-time studies to obtain a high school diploma.
 He lives in a quadruplex in the working class neighbourhood and works as manager in a motor vehicle dealership. During the interview, he alluded to a very difficult childhood during which dire poverty combined with a host of social problems. He dropped out of school in part because he did not fit in, as a result of ‘my physical appearance, my clothes, and the smells, you know’. Out of personal interest, he worked as a volunteer journalist for community media for many years and says that he would like to change career to become a social worker. His cultural practices are mostly non-highbrow. He likes watching television, prefers chain restaurants, and loves country music, although he is ‘open to all kinds of music’ except hip hop. He rarely goes to museums and cultural performances, but his tastes in these domains seem to be influenced by his wife, whom he describes as interested exclusively in domestic life and television. He rarely reads books, but when he does he likes biographies. He expresses no critique of mass culture and no cultural goodwill. He is an omnivore on all three scales, with relatively high scores on the scale of knowledge (13), although he is an exception among respondents in that he likes much fewer artists (2) than he correctly identifies. He is passionate about history and recently became a member of a local historical society. He is an amateur musician and a songwriter, and he has an art discourse is the fields of music and television, discussing sound, technique, performance, etc. The discourse of discovery is omnipresent in his interview. He repeatedly expresses a desire to ‘know everything’, with a strong curiosity for the past and people’s lives. This is evident in his interest for biographies, reality TV programs in which people evolve over time, history in general, as well as foreign cultures and ways of life. He credits his curiosity and openness as qualities that helped him overcome his childhood limitations: “You can’t accumulate all this culture, this information, if you’re not curious (…). And I think that this education that I gave myself, I got it from this information that I collected.” 

Richard may be considered middle lowbrow because he has an interest in the arts and culture, especially in music as an art form, and his practices are predominantly non-highbrow. He is an omnivore because of his high quantitative scores and his reliance on the discourse of discovery in discussing his practices. However, an interesting aspect of Richard’s discourse of discovery, which is common to many middlebrow respondents, is the propensity to rely on an ethnographic rather than aesthetic understanding of culture. Culture in the ethnographic sense refers the entire way of life of a people (Edles 2002). It includes not only works of art but also language, television programs, styles of dress, as well as customs such as drinking tea as opposed to coffee in the morning. Culture is something that all people possess by virtue of their birth and upbringing. It does not need to be acquired through effort and it is impossible to be ‘uncultured’. The ethnographic definition of culture is thus less hierarchical than the aesthetic one. Different cultures are not necessarily better or worse, but simply different. As expressed by Joanne, a 38 year-old woman, with a MA in criminology living in the middle class neighbourhood: “For me culture possibly means values and attitudes that are different from the way I’ve been brought up.” Whereas almost all respondents mention elements referring to ethnographic culture at least once in relation to the discourse of discovery, for example by showing an interest in learning about other ways of life, middlebrows on average mention aesthetic (2.8 times) and ethnographic (3.2) understandings of culture equally when discussing their desire to discover new things whereas highbrows more often resort to the former (6.8) over the latter (2.8). 

Among middlebrow and lowbrow respondents, the anthropological understanding of culture is often associated with a discourse of personal integration. Similar to Liebes and Katz’s concept of referential reading (1990), personal integration consists in relating the content of a novel, movie, or television program to real life, and then using this to reflect on one’s life, to set goals and priorities, and in some cases to find reassurance that one’s life falls within the bounds of what is to be considered normal or acceptable. For example, Monique, a 45 year-old woman with a technical high school diploma in administration, living in a quadruplex in the working class neighbourhood, defines culture in the following way: “Cultural means, learning new things, more knowledge on different topics. (…) I work with immigrants, and I like reading about different countries (…).  It is not easy for women in the world. When I see Muslim women, veiled women, I think that in Quebec we are privileged to have the style of life that we have.” Although she begins by defining culture in the sense of acquiring knowledge, she immediately shifts towards culture as ways of life that are different from her own. She uses this knowledge of other cultures as a means of assessing her own life. By comparing herself with women whom she perceives as living in difficult circumstances, she finds reassurance that her life is not so bad after all. The discourse of personal integration is mentioned at least once by about half of respondents in all categories. However, middlebrows (2.4 times) and lowbrows (2.1) mention it more often on average than highbrows (0.5). When discussing personal integration, lowbrows (2.4) and middlebrows (1.8) refer to ethnographic definitions of culture much more often than highbrows, none of whom ever uses it in this context.

Practical openness to diversity 

Practical openness is most often expressed by lowbrow and middlebrow respondents. People classified as lowbrow tend to prefer exclusively non-highbrow activities such as television, pop music, working around the house, and family chain restaurants or fast-food outlets. The only activities they practice more often than highbrows and middlebrows are listening to music, working around the house/gardening, and attending music shows. A majority indicate that they regularly or from time to time read newspapers and magazines, read books, use the Internet, or go to the cinema, but in lower proportions than highbrows and middlebrows. Compared to middlebrows, they are much less likely to engage in amateur artistic practices and to attend the theatre, dance performances, and museums. Compared to highbrows and middlebrows, they are less likely to listen regularly or from time to time to classical and jazz music. 

All lowbrows are quantitative univores. Compared to highbrows and middlebrows, they have lower scores on the scales of knowledge and activities, with especially low scores on the scale of knowledge. They are not radically different from Richard, described above, but they show little interest in the arts and culture. They are people who would definitely be classified as univores in survey research focusing on the arts. As opposed to highbrows and middlebrows, they draw more heavily on the discourse of fun and entertainment than on the discourse of discovery to describe their practices. Lowbrows mention fun 3.7 times on average in their interviews compared to 2.3 times for discovery. They never use the term 'culture' when discussing their practices. 

Few of them express cultural goodwill in relation to activities such as reading and cultural outings. Along with middlebrows, they are less likely than highbrows to voice sweeping critiques of mass culture. Rather than describing television as passive or commercial culture as standardized, they tend to criticise specific genres, especially those deemed to present violent or offensive content. When they criticize television as a medium, they often contrast it with activities such as outdoors sport or socializing rather than with intellectual pursuits. Interestingly, lowbrows are also more likely than others to use the term ‘class’, usually in reference to people whom they define as upper class and perceive as wealthier than themselves. Five lowbrows compared to one middlebrow and no highbrow use the term social class at some point in the interviews. Lowbrows and middlebrows are also more likely than highbrows to mention respect when discussing their preferences, saying for example that they appreciate artists because they have remained simple and close to ordinary people in spite of their success. 

However, while they show little interest in culture as it is traditionally defined in survey research, many lowbrows are not people whom I would describe as ‘closed’ in opposition to the open-mindedness that is attributed to cultural omnivores by virtue of their appreciation of the fine arts. All but two lowbrows (84.6%) use the discourse of discovery at least once during the interviews, although they use it much less frequently (3.4 times) on average than middlebrows (7.4) and highbrows (11.8). They are also less likely to use aesthetic criteria in this context. In spite of their lack of interest in the arts, most lowbrows talk about self-improvement, curiosity, and a desire to learn. Their openness, however, is usually attached to technical and practical domains rather than to the arts and culture. They may express strong curiosity and a desire for self-improvement, for example, in relation to building a new fence, using new tools, practicing a new sport, growing tomatoes, understanding how things work, or acquiring practical information that is useful in everyday life. This attitude is most typical of working class men, who tend to value practical intelligence, resilience, and an ability to understand the rules of the game. 
George, for example, is a 47 year-old man, recently divorced, living in a single-family house in the working class neighbourhood. He has a technical postsecondary education and works as a cable technician. He has a very low score on the scale of knowledge (4), but is in the upper quartile on activities (13), mainly because he practices several activities 'from time to time'. He has little involvement in any kind of artistic or cultural activity. His regular activities are listening to music, reading newspapers, and working around the house. He also enjoys hunting and fishing. Because he works long hours, he has less time for other activities such as reading, watching TV, and going to the movies. He has little interest in the Internet, museums, dance, and theatre. He reads newspapers because he wants to be informed about local politics, mainly to exchange with his network of friends whom he describes as ‘high class’ and materially successful. He prides himself in having precise tastes in music, food, and wine (‘I know what I like’), but he expresses few dislikes. In music he ‘likes a bit of everything’. When discussing restaurants, he says that he is ‘open to novelty’ and ‘ready to try everything’. He relies most heavily on the discourse of discovery when discussing his work. He often changed directions in his professional life, working successively as manager in a bar, lawn maintenance worker in a golf club, claims examiner in the public service before changing to his current job. In explaining why he was successful in these jobs, he mentions his strong curiosity, his intelligence and perseverance, his desire to learn new things, his genuine interest in work well done, as well as his ability to use information to assess new situations. 

In emphasising the role that curiosity and a desire to learn have played in his life trajectory, George is very similar to Richard above. Because his cultural practices are very limited, he cannot in any way be considered as a ‘cultural’ omnivore. But his lack of interest in the fine arts does not mean that he is entirely lacking in the ‘attitude of openness’ that tends to be associated with cultural omnivorousness. The arts constitute one among many aspect of human experience. While Bryson (1996) has shown that cultural exclusiveness is associated with intolerance on political issues and that both are influenced by education, attitudes of openness may be expressed in relation to a number of domains. Lowbrows may be less knowledgeable about the arts and thus less likely to express wide preferences, and they are less likely than others to express a desire to stimulate their minds and discover new things, but they are not necessarily closed in all aspects of their daily lives. Their openness is often expressed in relation to less highly valued domains—e.g. acquiring new practical skills—that are not measured in survey research. 

Because highbrows generally have more extensive knowledge of the arts and culture than lowbrows, they are more likely to be classified as omnivore and to be perceived as open and tolerant. They more often draw upon the discourse of discovery, but the interviews show that highbrow omnivores can also be very exclusive in their tastes. Many respondents explicitly recognize that knowledge and appreciation are closely related. Repeatedly during the interviews, respondents who expressed dislikes for particular genres or artefacts would immediately qualify their statements by reflecting that in fact, their dislikes were motivated by a lack of knowledge: ‘Mind you, I say that I don’t like it but I’ve never tried it. Maybe if I did, I would like it.’ Similarly, when questioned about discrepancies in their tastes, two respondents mentioned that they like exploring new things, but in domains in which they have a certain amount of knowledge and therefore already feel comfortable. 

Other lowbrows are very exclusive in their tastes. One of them is Gérard, a 35 year-old man with little formal education who is studying part time to obtain a high school diploma. He lives in a single home in the working class neighbourhood and works as a maintenance worker. He has an above average score on activities (12), but low scores on the scales of knowledge (6) and musical preferences (4). He is one among three respondents who never mention the discourse of discovery during the interview. As suggested by Peterson (2005) in a discussion of possible factors leading to univorousness, he is a practicing member of a fundamentalist Baptist Church. His leisure time centres on his family and sociability within the church. He is highly critical of contemporary social life. The theme of moral decline is ubiquitous in the interview. He is highly critical of commercial mass culture, but for moral rather than aesthetic reasons: newspapers and mainstream movies are full of ‘dirty things’, today’s music is ‘empty and meaningless’, the Internet is filled with danger. He is authoritarian in his children’s education and family life, emphasizing the divinely ordained role of man in creation and his duty to protect his family from social ills. There is no discourse of self-improvement and little curiosity of any kind. Rather, he emphasizes self-protection against moral decay. 

Indifferent openness to cultural diversity 

Finally, the interviews suggest the existence of a fourth mode of openness found in people who express few preferences of any kind despite repeated prompts from the interviewer. They are people who really seem to be ‘liking everything indiscriminately’ (Peterson and Kern 1996: 904). When asked what they like, they answer ‘I like a bit of everything’ and avoid naming favourite genres or artists. Following Bryson (1996), they may be considered tolerant omnivores because they express very few dislikes. This attitude, however, usually denotes either indifference to, or weak investment in, culture in general or in specific cultural domains. Several respondents, in all categories, expressed indifferent openness in relation to particular cultural domains. A good example is Mathilde, a 45 year-old woman, born in France, married with two children, living in the middle class neighbourhood, with a MA in computer science. She has a highbrow profile and she is a quantitative omnivore. She scores highly on the scales of knowledge and activity, and her tastes centre mostly on highbrow classical European genres in the fields of literature, dance, and the visual arts. The only exception is music where she says that she ‘likes pretty much everything’. It is clear, however, that music is not a domain that she values very highly and in which she has a strong interest. Her tastes are diverse because she lets her husband and children decide on the type of music that is played in the house. In this case, openness to appreciating everything appears to be driven much more by indifference than by fine aesthetic appreciation of different genres. Another example of someone who combines several modes of openness is Robert, a professional chef with a middlebrow profile living in the middle class neighbourhood. He displays an indifferent openness in relation to television (he enjoys channel-surfing), cinema (he is 'open to everything'), and music (he listens to the radio and likes 'a bit of everything'), rarely naming what he likes. He also expresses practical openness through a strong interest for understanding how and why things work the way they do. 

In the only case where indifferent openness was expressed across a wide range of cultural domains, it was associated with below average scores on the scales of knowledge (9), activities (7), and musical preferences (7). This respondent is Jean-Pierre, a 35 year old man living in the middle class neighbourhood and working as a cartographer. He is the only lowbrow with a university degree. He expresses very few distastes, apart from genres that are widely disliked by everyone, but also very few specific preferences. In music he ‘likes everything except hip hop, dance, and disco’. There is no artist that he particularly likes and his first choice of music is ‘a mixed CD’ with all kinds of music. He reads a newspaper every day, from cover to cover. ‘Anything in particular?’ ‘Well no, I don’t know, all the news’. He has no favourite restaurant. He likes ‘everything except sushi and raw meat’. He has no favourite TV program and no favourite TV station. What is striking in the interview is his reluctance to name what he likes. Even when discussing parlour games, which are among the few activities he enjoys besides hockey, he refuses to name his favourite games. Because he did not elaborate much on any topic, it is difficult to determine what motivates his particularly strong reluctance to name artists and genres. It could be linked to a bad memory or to a lack of interest in, or knowledge of, genres and artists. It could also be part of a more or less conscious strategy to avoid being judged by the interviewer. 

Conclusion

My objective in this paper is not to identify the most desirable mode of openness to cultural diversity, nor is it to decide which entities most closely embody authentic attitudes of openness. I’m not concerned either with determining whether openness is good or bad in its principles and consequences. Rather, my main objective is to shed light on some of the meanings attached to openness to cultural diversity and to briefly sketch out symbolic struggles surrounding these definitions. I argue that omnivorousness, as a manifestation of openness to cultural diversity, takes on at least four different meanings, depending on the cultural domains to which it refers as well as on the cultural and material resources from which it is constructed. I identify four modes of openness, but a more diverse sample would probably reveal the existence of additional ones, especially if it included for example young people professionally involved in the arts and culture or living in large urban centres. The four modes of openness refer to different ways in which social agents incorporate into their lives objects and practices belonging to different symbolic universes—elitist and popular, mainstream and unconventional, familiar and exotic. An individual may express different modes of openness in relation to various cultural domains, being for example humanist in most of her practices but indifferent with regard to music. However, the four modes of openness also tend to be associated predominantly with specific types of involvement in the arts and culture as well as with different levels of cultural and economic capital. 

Humanist openness builds upon the classical definition of culture. It is based on selective and sometimes ironic appropriation of elements of popular culture within a predominantly highbrow profile. It is also characterized by strong emphasis on the discourse of discovery, as humanist omnivores stress their desire to learn new things and to stimulate their minds, often in relation to formal criteria of beauty. It is most often expressed by people with high levels of formal education and extensive knowledge of the arts and culture. Humanist openness also seems to correspond to the original definition of omnivorousness proposed by Peterson, as a new aesthetic of elite status based on the “the appreciation of all distinctive leisure activities and creative forms along with the appreciation of the classic fine arts” (1992: 252). 

Humanist openness, I argue, may be seen as expressing a specific form of agency, one that tends to be highly valued in societies organized around knowledge, networking, flexibility, and mobility. As argued by Hannerz (1990), it involves both willingness and specific competences, a sense of autonomy as well as mastery. It is the ability to finely discriminate and choose among a wide range of cultural options, from the most commonly available products of popular culture to much more exclusive forms of high and folk cultures of the world. The celebration of extensive and voluntary mobility between cultural forms, which is at the core of humanist openness, is thus most readily available to people who possess not only large quantities, but also the right kind of symbolic and material resources. Humanist openness is often presented as a quality naturally attached to deserving individuals, glossing over the fact that the resources necessary for its appropriation are not equally distributed. Openness to diversity thus becomes a new form of cultural capital, in the bourdieusian sense of cultural resources that are widely considered desirable but not equally available to all. As argued by Skeggs (2004), the celebration of this mode of openness by intellectuals and scholars may be seen as part of ongoing symbolic struggles for the authorization of a very specific type of experience and perspective on cultural diversity. 

As opposed to the humanist outlook, the defining feature of populist openness is not so much wide breadth and selective eclecticism as rejection of elitism, reluctance to pass judgement, and tolerance for the coexistence of multiple aesthetic forms. People who express populist openness stress their acceptance of all cultural forms that fall within certain parameters of social or aesthetic tolerability. The populist attitude is manifest, for example, in the propensity to express cultural goodwill rather than strong condemnation of mass culture, to rely on ethnographic as opposed to aesthetic conceptions of culture, and to reject highbrow exclusiveness. The populist version of openness is thus much less exclusive than the humanist. Populists tend to discriminate less than humanist highbrows, both in the positive sense of ‘exercising good judgement’ and in the negative one of ‘excluding unjustly’. Indifferent openness may be conceptualized as a sub-type of populist openness, in the sense that it exaggerates the populist reluctance to discriminate and make judgement. In most cases, it seems to be driven by indifference to, or lack of investment in, specific cultural domains. If humanist openness is based on the ability and willingness to choose, then indifferent openness is the exact opposite, sitting at the other extreme on the continuum of choice, with populism occupying the middle range. Coulangeon (2003) suggests a similar distinction is his work on musical tastes in France where he contrasts two types of omnivorousness: 'enlightened eclecticism', which he sees as possibly representing a new form of aesthetic refinement, and 'indistinct eclecticism', which may constitute "the most radical disqualification of competence and 'good taste'" (2003: 18).  

Populist openness to diversity is less obviously exclusive than humanist openness, and as argued by hooks (1999) it is undoubtedly preferable to outright manifestations of intolerance. In this sense, the populist mode of openness in leisure and cultural consumption may have some affinity with liberal multiculturalism in the field of politics, as professed openness to cultural differences based on individual rights and freedoms (Ang 2005). As a general attitude, populist openness to cultural differences has been criticized by radical scholars who contend that is too often based on a very superficial form of engagement with the ‘other’. Marxist sociologist Himani Bannerji, for example, argues that Canadian multiculturalism tends to remain blind to systemic inequality, to essentialize cultural differences, and to depoliticise social justice issues, reducing them to "questions of curry and turban" (2000: 38). Populist openness may also at  times share with humanist openness the one-sided sense of mastery celebrated by Hannerz: “The cosmopolitan may embrace the alien culture, but he does not become committed to it. All the time, he knows where the exit is” (1990: 240). This limitation of populist openness was clearly identified by an insightful respondent as she was reflecting on her desire to learn about other cultures: ‘Yes, but without going any further. Because in the end, I have this curiosity in me but I find it difficult to watch a program that really talks about reality. I tell myself, well, I wish to understand, but I remain in control of the remote, and when I know that a program will deal with a specific topic, well, click’. Finally, in a more conservative vein, populist openness has also been criticized from what I would argue is a humanist perspective, as a poor ersatz of ‘genuine’ cosmopolitanism, based on sanitized packaging of differences by the culture industries for mass consumption (Bruckner 1999). I'm not arguing that attitudes of openness in the field of consumption necessarily translates, at the individual level, as openness in the field of politics, and I don't want to suggest that people who appear to be open are in fact really closed. However, there are interesting parallels to be drawn in how the rhetoric of openness to diversity is used in the fields of politics and cultural consumption (Fridman and Ollivier 2004). More research is needed to further explore these issues, but I want to suggest that the four modes of openness identified here could have wider applications beyond the field of cultural consumption, as a means of making sense of societal struggles surrounding different ways of relating to cultural diversity. 

Practical openness may be considered a form of omnivorousness in the sense that it is “an openness to appreciating everything” (Peterson and Kern 1996: 904). It certainly reflects a desire to learn new things, but one that is attached to practical or technical domains rather than to cultural domains. Practical openness is most commonly found in univore working class men whose tastes are predominantly lowbrow. These men would not be classified as omnivores in survey research on the arts, where their lack of interest for culture would result in very low scores on quantitative scales of knowledge and participation. These lowbrow univores are less likely than others to use the discourse of discovery when discussing their practices, but they are not necessarily closed in all aspects of their lives. My interviews show that many lowbrow respondents express a strong desire to learn and to improve themselves, but in domains that are not of particular interest to governments and cultural institutions carrying out the surveys used in omnivore research. Openness is thus most often identified empirically when it relates to cultural domains that are themselves socially valued (see Ollivier and Gauthier forthcoming). My research supports the argument put forward by Blasius and Friedrichs (2003) that practical competences such as gardening, plumbing, and interior decoration should be considered as a specific component of cultural capital. Based on interviews conducted in disadvantaged neighbourhoods in Germany, they show that practical competences constitute a form of capital that may be converted into economic and social capital. Because these skills are not considered part of cultural capital, practical openness is not recognized as a form of openness in surveys of cultural consumption. 

As evidenced by low scores on quantitative measures of activities and knowledge, practical openness rests on a lack of the symbolic resources that constitute the model of agency most celebrated among upper and middle class European Americans (Conner Snibbe and Markus 2006) as well as among theorists of reflexive individualization (Beck 1992). This model of agency centres on choice as a means towards the actualization of a unique self, capable of exercising control over its environment. It would be interesting to explore in further research whether practical openness is anchored in the alternative model of agency identified by Conner Snibbe and Markus in social psychology experiments (2005). People whose material and cultural lives offer fewer options, they argue, tend to emphasize personal integrity and self-control in the face of difficult circumstances. In this model of agency, choice is perceived as less central to the articulation of a sense of self. “Instead of getting in touch with their inner fabulousness, working-class Americans are keener to preserver their inner integrity. And instead of being masters of the universe, working-class Americans focus on being masters of their own hearts and hearths” (2006: 6). 

The results presented here point to the persisting influence of socio-economic inequalities and cultural hierarchies in the field of leisure and cultural consumption. People’s tastes, discourses, and practices continue to be shaped by access to material and economic resources. Brow levels are a convenient way of organizing and understanding these relationships, but they are used here for lack of a better way of representing structural inequalities in the distribution of cultural and economic capital. The main advantage of this classification is to show that there is much more continuity with the past than previously thought. Its main disadvantage is that it tends to minimize internal differences and to exaggerate the degree of coherence within categories. I’m not arguing that nothing has changed over the past decades. I don't believe we can simply return to the class determinism proposed by Bourdieu in Distinction (1984), where class position necessarily leads to permanent internal dispositions, which in turn give rise to sharply differentiated and internally coherent styles of life whose main function is to reproduce class inequality. As I argued in the introduction to this paper, I believe that the rhetoric of openness to cultural diversity is a new discourse and a new ethos that has become increasingly salient in the popular press and in academic scholarship over the last decades, in a way that undoubtedly reflects changes in how we look at reality as much as changes in social reality itself (Lahire 2005). If the omnivore hypothesis has been so successful over the past decade, it is in part because it resonates particularly well with everyday upper and middle class experience, as well as with overall societal concerns in liberal democracies on how to deal with cultural diversity. However, openness to cultural diversity entails neither the disappearance of cultural boundaries nor the flattening of social and artistic hierarchies. On the contrary, as noted by many observers starting with Lévi-Strauss in 1971, eclecticism and cosmopolitanism necessarily depend on the maintenance and continuous recreation of cultural differences and boundaries. Omnivores would not exist if there were no boundaries to be crossed between high and low, commercial and authentic, global and local cultures. As argued by Hannerz, “cosmopolitans are not likely to get [diversity] in anything like the present form, unless other people are allowed to carve out special niches for their cultures and keep them" (1990: 250). Voluntary mobility between cultural forms, which constitutes the bedrock of eclecticism, only acquires value when it is set up against categories defined as permanent and immobile. ‘Other’ people are not only ‘allowed to carve out special niches’ for themselves, they are actively constituted as homogeneous and unchanging, within the rhetoric of openness to cultural diversity, by those claiming to be cosmopolitans (Skeggs 2004). 

With regard to inequality, it may be that social and artistic hierarchies, far from being dismantled, are being reconfigured in a way that has become much more individualized. Individuals may no longer see themselves as members of specific classes, they may no longer consume primarily to affirm class superiority, and there may be much more possibility than ever before to escape the structural constraints of class and community. During the interviews, very few people expressed anything resembling a desire to affirm class superiority through cultural consumption, although a few used the language of class and expressed concern over being judged negatively because of their tastes and practices. While reflexivity, agency, and individualization may be replacing class as central concepts for understanding social action, what may be emerging are models of agency which themselves become hierarchized along class and gender lines. Models of agency, as widely shared but also competing conceptions of how to feel, think, and behave, are ostensibly conceived as properties of individuals rather than classes, but they remain shaped by structural inequalities. What is most highly regarded, at least by many intellectuals and scholars, is willingness and ability to choose, expressed in relation to valued cultural domains. As argued by Conner Snibbe and Markus (2006) and Skeggs (2004), this form of agency is both recognized as desirable by, and most easily accessible to, individuals who are positioned as central in any given field and who possess not only large amounts, but also the right kind, of material and symbolic resources.
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�. The celebration of openness to cultural diversity is of course new only in a relative sense.  Cosmopolitanism, as a form of openness advocating universal peace and world citizenship, has a long history in Europe and elsewhere (Pollock et al., 2000). 


�  However, studies that do not distinguish between exclusive (omnivore) and inclusive (univore) highbrows show mixed results for gender. Some studies find no gender effect (Warde, Martens and Olsen 1999) while others indicate that women are more likely to be omnivores (Bryson 1996, Chan and Goldthorpe 2007).     


�. The mean age of women at the birth of a first child in Quebec is 29 years old. Only 23% of women and 33% of men aged 30 to 34 are single and these percentages decline as age increases (Langlois 2004). 





�. These activities include: television, music, newspapers and magazines, books, Internet, gardening and house repairs, sports, amateur practices, as well as going out to the cinema, musical shows, stand-up comedy, theatre, dance shows, museums, bars, restaurants, and ‘other’. These activities were selected from the 1999 Survey of cultural practices conducted in Quebec by the Department of Culture and Communications (Garon 2000: 117). 


�. I used as a reference the list compiled from answers to a question asking respondents to name their two favourite musical genres in the 1999 Survey of cultural practices conducted in Quebec by the Department of Culture and Communications (Garon 2000: 117). The 16 genres are: classical; opera; operetta; semi-classical and instrumental; new age; country; folk and traditional; jazz and blues; Anglophone pop; Francophone pop; chansonniers and singer-songwriters; dance, disco, house, rave; rap and hip hop; new wave, heavy metal, alternative, grunge; world music; other. 





�. Richard is one of two respondents who are over the 45 year-old age limit for participation in the interviews. I decided to include them because they were keen on participating and recruitment of men proved more difficult than anticipated. 
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