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Recent research suggests that political polarization has spilled over into otherwise mundane
areas of social life. And yet, the size, shape, and depth of that spillage into popular culture are
generally unknown. Relying on a sample of 135 widely known movies, TV shows, musicians,
sports, and leisure activities, we investigate these issues. We find the “oil spill” of polarization
into popular culture is large but loosely organized into multiple fairly shallow pools. Cultural
polarization is also asymmetric. Liberals like a wide variety of popular culture, do not dislike
conservative popular culture, and their tastes are more rooted in their sociodemographics.
Conservatives, on the other hand, like a much narrower range of popular culture, dislike the
culture created and liked by Black and urban liberals, and their tastes seem to be more directly
rooted in their political ideology. Potential implications of an asymmetric culture war, and ideas
for future research, are discussed.
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Introduction
Polarization is a central topic of academic (Bail 2021; Levin, Milner, and Perrings 2021) and
public interest (Hetherington and Weiler 2018; Klein 2020). Social and legacy media are regularly
preoccupied by a parade of divisive issues and events, both overtly political (e.g., abortion,
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school curricula) and seemingly absurd (e.g., Mr Potato Head dolls, Green M&Ms). Indeed, by
some measures political polarization in the United States has been increasing. Party elites have
polarized (Liu and Srivastava 2015; McCarty 2019; Moody and Mucha 2013); voters have sorted
into the “correct” political parties that match their politics on key issues (Baldassarri and Gelman
2008); partisans increasingly dislike each other (Iyengar et al. 2019); and individuals’ political
beliefs have become more interconnected and therefore likely constrained in their ability to
change (Axelrod, Daymude, and Forrest 2021; DellaPosta 2020).

And yet, despite growing polarization among political elites, as well as among the general
public according to some measures, evidence for everyday Americans becoming increasingly
polarized on political issues remains scant, inconclusive, or restricted to isolated and temporary
“take-off” issues of political disagreement (Baldassarri and Bearman 2007; DiMaggio, Evans,
and Bryson 1996; Fiorina and Abrams 2008; Park 2018). For example, some purported cases of
polarization are instead just liberals and conservatives moving in the same political direction at
different rates, suggesting that, at least on most moral issues, Americans seem to be depolarizing
(Baldassarri and Park 2020). Despite substantial concerns about political polarization, when it
comes to disagreement on political issues, as Converse famously surmised, most Americans
remain “innocent of ideology” (Converse 1962: 47).

The degree to which Americans have culturally polarized—that is, become divided over atti-
tudes, beliefs, and tastes that are more symbolic in nature—is similarly unclear. Thirty years
since its publication, Hunter’s (1991) Culture Wars has maintained influence in popular discourse
about culture and politics.1 And yet, when it comes to culture wars, the empirical evidence
overwhelmingly supports Layman and Green’s (2006: 61) conclusion that “cultural wars are
waged by limited religious troops on narrow policy fronts under special political leadership, and
a broader cultural conflagration is just a rumor” (e.g., Baker 2005; Baldassarri and Park 2020;
DiMaggio 2003). Despite this, while research on cultural polarization has mostly focused on the
more cultural side of overtly political attitudes (e.g., marriage equality, abortion), there does seem
to be an oil spill of political polarization into a wider array of more mundane areas of social life
(DellaPosta 2020).

Relying on a sample of 135 widely known movies, TV shows, musicians, sports, and leisure
activities, we trace the size, shape, and depth of polarization in popular culture. We also investi-
gate if the polarization of popular culture is more rooted in what Evans (1997) calls “worldviews” or
“social groups”—that is, if tastes are shaped by different ideologies associated with different ways
of understanding the world, or if they are shaped by the different experiences, environments,
and dispositions associated with different sociodemographic niches in society. In what follows,
we find significant asymmetries in the polarization of popular culture across the political divide.
Consistent with the sociology of culture and its understanding of tastes and how they spread
(e.g., Mark 1998, 2003), liberals’ tastes operate more through their sociodemographics and are
more crosscutting, more open, and generally wider overall. In contrast, conservatives’ tastes are
generally more filtered through the lens of their ideological worldviews, are narrower, and may
display some of the political (Iyengar et al. 2019; Mason 2018) and racial (Már 2020) affective
polarization understood by political scientists as more common among conservatives. In closing
we discuss limitations, extensions, and ideas for future research.

Background
Although scholarly work on cultural polarization has mostly focused on the more cultural side
of overtly political attitudes (Baldassarri and Park 2020; DiMaggio 2003; DiMaggio et al. 1996; Park
2018), recent research suggests that there has been a widening of political polarization into even
the most mundane areas of social life (DellaPosta 2020), such that “liberals and conservatives
differ systematically on lifestyle dimensions that have no apparent substantive relevance to
political ideology” (DellaPosta, Shi, and Macy 2015: 1475). In what follows, we ask two questions.
First, if political polarization has spilled over into otherwise mundane areas of social life, what
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The Polarization of Popular Culture | 3

are the size, shape, and depth of that spillage? And second, to the degree that popular culture
has been polarized, is that polarization more rooted in sociodemographic sorting into ideological
camps, or more directly rooted in partisan political ideology?

Mapping the Spill
First, we examine the size, shape, and depth of contemporary cultural polarization. By size we
mean proportionally how much of popular culture has become politicized. By politicized, we
mean the degree to which cultural tastes are correlated with a liberal–conservative split in the
population.2

From a production perspective, popular culture may be inhospitable to politicization because
of the “mass” and “pluralistic” models under which it is made (DiMaggio 1977), and a general
orientation toward political neutrality in order to attract wider audiences (Gitlin 1983). From a
reception perspective, politicization may override the social purposes of popular culture, which
is rooted in its “generalized conversion value” and usefulness in “forming connections with
heterogenous others” across otherwise salient sociocultural divides (Lizardo 2006a: 783–4; see also
Erickson 1996; Gamson 1998; Pachucki and Breiger 2010; Schultz and Breiger 2010; Sokolova and
Sokolov 2020). And yet, in bivariate analyses, liberals and conservatives seem to prefer different TV
shows (Carter 2012; Katz 2016), books (Shi et al. 2017), chain restaurants (Bishop 2008), musicians,
sports, movies, and cars (Hetherington and Weiler 2018). For this reason, we believe the size of the
oil spill—be it large or small—is an open question.

Research has frequently taken bivariate correlations—an indication of what we term politi-
cization—as a sign of polarization (Baldassarri and Bearman 2007; DellaPosta et al. 2015; see also,
Park 2018). However, significant correlations do not necessarily indicate a coherent package of
liberal and conservative tastes across many independently politicized items. And such bivariate
correlations may arise from a number of distributions, some of which are clearly more divisive
and polarized (e.g., bimodal distributions). For these reasons, we go beyond bivariate correlations
to further investigate the shape and depth of the oil spill.

By shape, we question if—to the degree that popular culture items are politicized—cultural
tastes and practices have become fully interconnected and bifurcated into two oppositional
clusters (one liberal and the other conservative), or if cultural division is occurring across multiple
niches in some sort of structure that is also imbricated with political ideology. If the former, this
type of oppositional social structure—which is consistent with being rooted in the dynamics of
structural balance (Cartwright and Harary 1956; Heider 1946), as well as other social psychological
models of oppositional group formation (e.g., Goldberg and Stein 2018; Sherif, Harvey, and White
1961)—would match culture wars claims that are regularly leveraged in the popular media and
found in simulations (e.g., Axelrod et al. 2021; Stanton 2021). If the latter, multiple clusters
arranged in a ridge-like structure of overlapping cultural niches would be more in line both
with Mark’s (1998, 2003) model for how tastes for popular culture spread, as well as Blau’s (1974:
615) framework for why societies do not polarize—i.e., “crosscutting lines of differentiation thus
foster processes of social integration.” To perhaps state the obvious, we believe the former (two
bifurcated and oppositional camps) presents a more troubling scenario of cultural polarization
than would the latter.

By depth, we mean how deep is the divide in tastes for popular culture. Once again, bivariate
correlations alone simply gage the strength of a relationship with political ideology. Because
polarization implies two opposing sides, here we can conceptually differentiate between an
“audience segmentation” model in which the depth of the divide would be relatively shallow,
and a “symbolic exclusion” model in which the depth of the divide may be deeper. An audi-
ence segmentation model in which different audiences hold different tastes is “the workhorse
approach of most analysts in the culture and consumption literature” (Lizardo and Skiles 2016a:
2) and generally presumes that cultural tastes are structured by things like age (Ma 2021; Reeves
2014), gender (Christin 2012; Lizardo 2006b), race (Banks 2009; Thomas 2017), education (Bourdieu
1984; DiMaggio and Useem 1978), income (Huddart Kennedy, Baumann, and Johnston 2019;
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Sherman 2017), and geography (Griswold and Wright 2004; Silver et al. 2022). In this framework,
cultural tastes may be additionally structured by political ideology.

In contrast, in a “symbolic exclusion” framework, individuals use cultural tastes and lifestyles
to differentiate themselves from outgroups by actively disliking the perceived tastes and lifestyle
markers of those outgroups. While this is often based on social class (Bourdieu 1984; Bryson
1996; Warde, Wright, and Gayo-Cal 2008), symbolic exclusion can occur through a wider array
of difference markers (Bennett et al. 2009; Lizardo and Skiles 2016a; Tampubolon 2008), perhaps
including politics as well. In parallel to a symbolic exclusion framework in the sociology of taste, in
political science, scholars have noted a sharp rise in what is termed affective polarization, meaning
an increase in animus toward partisan outgroup members (Carlin and Love 2013; Iyengar et al.
2019; Landy et al. 2021; Mason 2018; Nicholson et al. 2016). In this approach, the expression
of outgroup animus is a driving force in the development of cultural bifurcation into two
oppositional groups, such as when, say, “The Eagles” and “The Rattlers” staked out antagonistic
positions on cursing in the Robber’s Cave experiment (Sherif et al. 1961). The symbolic exclusion
of partisan outgroups would be evidence for a greater depth of cultural polarization than would
be audience segmentation.

And yet, while affective polarization has been increasing, tastes for popular culture may be
particularly resistant to soaking up the spill of outgroup animus, given the widely documented
rise of cultural openness in individuals’ tastes as a general mark of social status (Lena 2019;
Peterson 2005; Peterson and Kern 1996). Put another way, affective polarization may cause
partisans to dislike each other, but they may still not disparage each other’s movie tastes, because
to do so would be a mark of one’s own lower social status. In such a case, we might find a shallower
oppositional structure in which one side is merely neutral toward the culture liked by the other
side of the social divide. Again, we see reasons for why the spill could reasonably be somewhat
deep, or if present, still quite shallow.

Combining Shape and Depth
So far we have treated the different aspects of the oil spill as independent facets of the same
underlying phenomenon. To gain a fuller picture we also examine the combination of shape and
depth. A shape consisting of two ideologically sorted clusters that deeply dislike each other’s
popular culture would clearly be the most troubling scenario. Yet our approach leaves open the
possibility of more complex structures, such that popular culture may be segmented into multiple
sociodemographic audiences with varying levels of symbolic exclusion.

What Gives Rise to Politicized Tastes?
Finally, we move beyond descriptive analyses by seeking to explain what gives rise to the
politicization of cultural items in our sample. Using Evans’ (1997) terminology, we ask if the
politicization of items is more rooted in “worldviews” or in “social groups.” By “worldviews,”
we question if there is a direct relationship between political ideology and cultural taste,
such that ideological identities explain variance in cultural tastes even when controlling for
sociodemographic differences. In other words, we directly question whether or not the bivariate
correlations we find between politics and tastes are not, in fact, spurious. By “social groups,”
we therefore mean that cultural tastes are structured by more traditional sociodemographic
measures, which because of increased sociodemographic sorting into political parties (Baldassarri
and Gelman 2008; Bishop 2008; Levendusky 2009) appear to be ideologically driven in bivariate
analyses (e.g., Hetherington and Weiler 2018: 114). If this is the case, some of the oil spill may just
be the result of sociodemographic sorting into ideological camps.

Asymmetric Cultural Polarization
For both of our central questions, we also raise the possibility of asymmetries across the political
divide. This means that the size, shape, and depth of the oil spill may differ for liberals and
conservatives, just as its rootedness in worldviews or social groups may differ for them as well. In

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/sf/advance-article/doi/10.1093/sf/soad150/7502686 by U

niversity of British C
olum

bia user on 18 M
arch 2024



The Polarization of Popular Culture | 5

research on symbolic exclusion, scholars have found evidence both for symmetric (Goldberg 2011;
Tampubolon 2008) and asymmetric effects (Bourdieu 1984; Lizardo and Skiles 2016a), although
to the best of our knowledge, this line of research has never been considered with regards to the
symbolic exclusion or disliking of cultural objects along political lines. Within the realm of politics,
both political elites (Fishkin and Pozen 2018; Thomsen 2014) and everyday Americans (Hacker and
Pierson 2015; Morisi, Jost, and Singh 2019; Rawlings 2022) are asymmetrically polarized, ranging
on everything from more foundational items like cognitive processing styles and tolerance of
uncertainty (Jost 2017a, 2017b), to how much animus is felt for the partisan outgroup (Bail et al.
2018; Gift and Gift 2015; Iyengar, Sood, and Lelkes 2012; Kalmoe and Mason 2022). For example,
racial like/dislike partially structures partisan logics (Brensinger and Sotoudeh 2022), and, as
found by Már (2020), conservative affective polarization is particularly oriented around racial
animus targeted at Black Americans. In turn, as found by Grossmann and Hopkins (2016), there
is a fundamental asymmetry in how liberals and conservatives are socially organized, which, we
believe, may also be mirrored in the structuring of their tastes. While liberals are a crosscutting
coalition of social groups and their combinations—high education urbanites, women, non-
Whites—that hold multiple group values and interests, conservatives more coherently identify
as conservatives, and are motivated and organized through a more unified identity. As a result
of this “mismatched nature of the two partisan camps” (Grossman and Hopkins 2016: 4), it is
reasonable to suspect not only that liberals and conservatives might be differentially polarized,
but that they might be differently driven in how they are polarized as well.

Data
Popular Culture Items
In identifying popular culture our goals were: (1) to select widely known items that (2) are arrayed
across the consecration spectrum in terms of status, prestige, or “brow” (Bourdieu 1984; Peterson
and Kern 1996), and (3) to not sample on the dependent variable of political dissensus.

Using a reviewer aggregator for movies, shows, and music (Metacritic), we first identified widely
known popular cultural items across multiple domains and genres within those domains.3 As
a first step, we scraped Metacritic for all movies, television shows, and musicians/bands and
retained all entries that were both (1) in the top quartile for number of total reviews, and (2)
in the bottom, middle, or top quintile for critic’s score. As critics may unequally cover the entire
swath of popular musicians, movies, and shows, we also used album sales, box office receipts,
and Neilson ratings both to add and to cross-validate items. This was then supplemented and
cross-validated with year-end and best-of lists. In total, this resulted in 356 items.

As a validation check for how widely known these items were, for each of these 356 items,
500 MTurk respondents with >95% HIT approval rates (an indicator of high quality respondents)
were asked on a 7-point scale how artistically respected they perceived each item to be, with the
option to mark “don’t know.” MTurk respondents obviously do not constitute a random sample
of any known population; however, our respondents were not widely divergent from the general
US population in terms of gender, age (slightly younger), education (slightly higher), and income
(slightly lower). As has been found in prior work, while there is sociodemographic variation
in what popular culture individuals like, there is general agreement across populations about
cultural standing, meaning where cultural objects fall within a perceived hierarchy of objects
(van den Haak 2020). Triangulating with critics and being nominated for (and winning) domain
relevant awards, we confirmed this accuracy in second-order inference was also the case for
our MTurk respondents, who also validated that the widely known culture we were identifying
was indeed widely known (all items were familiar to greater than two-thirds of respondents).
Moreover, for our final survey, we also investigate “don’t knows” for the items we selected. From
these validated items, we then randomly selected five items from each of multiple genres for a
total sample of 105 TV shows, musicians, and movies. To get a fuller picture of tastes, to these
105 items, we also added preferences for watching fifteen sports and ideal preferences for fifteen
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vacation activities, again across a spectrum of cultural consecration as also exogenously defined
by our 500 US respondents. This resulted in a total of 135 items in our final survey.

While no survey of popular culture can be perfectly random, for our research question, our
sampling procedures yielded widely known items that are unbiased with respect to polarization.
Our approach also provides substantial advantages over prior methods which most typically
either rely on (1) national surveys such as the General Social Survey or American National Election
Survey (ANES) (and therefore either focus on broad tastes in genres, or the more cultural side of
overtly political items, such as abortion, neither of which extend to concrete cultural tastes and
practices), or (2) bivariate associations for convenience samples of nonrepresentative populations
(which therefore cannot differentiate between sociodemographic or ideological effects on tastes).
Finally, our sampling procedures are also validated by additional data we gathered in our survey.
In our final surveys (presented below), we asked respondents to enter in from their online music
accounts (e.g., Spotify, Apple Music) their ten most listened to songs of the past year, allowing
us to confirm the effectiveness of our sampling strategy in deriving truly popular culture. From
supplementary analysis of these data we confirmed that for music, all thirty-five musicians in
our sample were in the top 200 most listened to in the last year by our respondents, with thirty
of the musicians in our sample in the top 100, and sixteen in the top thirty.

Survey Data
We use the Qualtrics Data Panel with quotas to match the US population for age, race, gender, and
education. The Qualtrics Data Panel is a high quality data source that has shown high reliability
in meta-analyses (Walter et al. 2019), is atypically representative of the US population for both
demographics and political ideology (Boas, Christenson, and Glick 2020), and has been used in
research published in top journals in sociology (O’Brien 2017; Pedulla 2016; Quadlin 2018), political
science (e.g., Djupe, Neiheisel, and Sokhey 2018), economics (Bhargava, Loewenstein, and Sydnor
2017), and management (e.g., Long, Bendersky, and Morrill 2011). Following best practices, we
screened responses based on failed attention checks and unreasonably fast response times. These
procedures resulted in 1821 respondents, collected in January 2018. Because of missing data on
one or more of our sociodemographic variables, our effective sample size is reduced to 1697 in
our final statistical models. We found no evidence that missing responses biased our sample. Our
sample fits several known sociodemographic differences between liberals and conservatives as
is shown in descriptive statistics in table A1 in the Appendix.

Measures
In our final survey, the order of objects from each domain (music, movies, TV, sports, and leisure)
was randomized within blocks, with the ordering of those blocks of domains also randomized. For
each item, respondents could mark “don’t know,” or mark how much they disliked/liked the object
on a 7-point scale from “very much dislike” to “very much like” (with “neither like nor dislike” as
the midpoint).

To measure political ideology, we reproduce the 7-point scale that has been used in the ANES
since 1972. We do so not only because “ideology is one of the workhorse variables used by students
of mass behavior” (Fiorina and Abrams 2008: 569), but also because “ideological identity” has been
found “to be more central than party identity” in anchoring attitudes (Boutyline and Vaisey 2017:
1413; DellaPosta et al. 2015), although identities and attitudes have also increasingly converged
(Baldassarri and Gelman 2008). Sociodemographic controls include education, income, sex, race, age,
and urban–rural residency. We also asked respondents to indicate their childhood arts exposure based
on the regularity of their arts exposure in childhood on a 7-point measure ranging from “never” to
“all the time.” We do so because childhood arts exposure is a key measure of the socialization into
a culturally open disposition that is expressed later in life through liking a wide variety of cultural
objects across more traditional social boundaries (Childress et al. 2021; Lena 2019; Lizardo 2018).
Scales, categories, and descriptive statistics are reported in table A2 in the appendix.
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Analytic Strategy
The Oil Spill
Our first set of analyses focuses on characterizing the size, shape, and depth of the oil spill of
political polarization into our sample of popular culture.

Size
In line with previous research on the spread of politics into nonideological attitudes, we begin
our inquiry with bivariate correlations. Here, we perform pairwise correlations between the 7-
point disliking/neutral/liking of each of our 135 cultural objects and the 7-point ideological self-
identification variable. Cultural objects with positive or negative correlations that are statistically
significant (p < .05) are considered to be politicized.

Shape
If popular culture is truly polarized this should be reflected both in how many cultural items are
correlated with ideology as well as in how taste in one item implies tastes (both likes and dislikes)
across items and domains. In short, cultural tastes should be organized around a bifurcated “us
vs. them” pattern (Baker 2005). We use k-means clustering to determine the extent to which a
two-cluster solution is optimal. We first create a pairwise correlation matrix of all cultural items
based on their profiles of likes, dislikes, and neutrals for the 1821 individuals in our sample. This
correlation matrix is subsequently transformed into a Euclidean distance matrix that is the input
for a repeated k-means clustering algorithm. To determine the optimal number of clusters, we
evaluated the gap statistic, which is a measure of the overall clumpiness of the cluster solution
by evaluating the gap between the observed distribution and a random uniform distribution of
points (i.e., the null hypothesis). The gap statistic is repeated at each level of k clusters and the
optimal solution is the smallest value of k in which the k + 1 cluster solution does not offer a
larger gap statistic (Tibshirani, Walther, and Hastie 2001).

To assess the results, the clusters and their relative positions are visualized in a two-
dimensional space that maps the popular cultural items as points based on the first two principal
components. As items were deliberately selected based on their consecration levels across “brows”
and this is the workhorse approach by which scholars think about cultural tastes and difference,
we would reasonably expect the first principal component to be structured along this dimension.
Yet if political ideology is strongly constraining the pattern of tastes, we would expect the other
dimension to correspond with a left–right political identity, and cultural items to be arrayed
largely at opposing ends of this space.

Depth
We gage the depth of polarization by evaluating how politically divided our items are by regressing
tastes on ideological self-identification and using the intercepts and slopes from significant items.
We consider tastes to be more deeply polarized when the slope of the predicted tastes crosses the
neutral score of 4 on the Likert scale, thereby better fitting into a symbolic exclusion framework.
Rather than report dozens of different regression coefficients for individual cultural items, we
use Hierarchical Linear Models (HLMs) in which tastes are nested within individuals, so that each
individual i has as many j observations as they have tastes for politicized items in the sample.
We run separate HLMs for tastes that correlated with liberal vs. conservative tastes, as well as for
each of the taste clusters identified in the k-means clustering procedure.4

The Shaping of Politicized Tastes
Our second set of analyses examines the extent to which politicized tastes are more rooted in
worldviews or social groups. We do so by estimating: (1) a set of multiple regression models that
predict cultural tastes while controlling for sociodemographics, and (2) a disliking model of tastes
across the ideological divide.
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Multiple regression models
Models outlined so far do not address the degree to which cultural polarization reported from
bivariate models is instead just the result of increased sociodemographic sorting into political
parties. Put another way, we still want to address the question of how much any taste differences
between liberals and conservatives can be explained through their sociodemographic—rather
than ideological—differences.

The most straightforward way to address this question is to estimate linear regression models
for all politicized tastes that include sociodemographic controls, and to then compare the
coefficients for ideological identity with the original correlations in bivariate models. Rather than
report dozens of regression models, we simplify the matter by estimating HLMs for liberal- vs.
conservative-leaning tastes with and without sociodemographic controls.

Disliking model
Our second multiple regression model gages the targeted disliking of cultural items across
the ideological divide. While it would be tautological to predict that, on average, liberals like
liberal items and conservatives like conservative items, it is not tautological to examine whether
the correlations between ideology and taste are rooted in disliking the other side’s culture (or,
in contrast, simply liking items on one’s own side more). To reiterate our earlier conceptual
framework, as with prior work, we take disliking as a stronger indication of symbolic exclusion
(Bourdieu 1984; Bryson 1996; Lizardo and Skiles 2016a) and further evidence that worldviews are
directly shaping tastes.

For this model, we omit political moderates from our analyses, as they are not informative to
understanding the disliking of items across the political divide. We transform the taste variable
into an ordered disliking with the following values: 0 (neutral or liking of a given item), 1 (somewhat
dislike), 2 (dislike), 3 (very much dislike). We can write the model in terms of y∗

ji, which is individual
i’s unobserved continuous tendency to dislike an item j, and yji is the observed ordinal outcome.
In predicting disliking, we once again nest j cultural item tastes within each individual i:

y∗
ji = β0i + β1Ii + β2Ci + β3 (Ii × Ci) + β4Lj + β5

(
Ii × Lj

) + β6
(
Ii × Ci × Lj

) + rji (1a)

β0i = γ00 + U0i, U0i ∼ N (0, σ0) (1b)

yji =

⎧⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

0, if y∗
ji ≤ ∝1

1, if ∝1 < y∗
ji ≤ ∝2

2, if ∝2 < y∗
ji ≤ ∝3

3, if ∝3 < y∗
ji

⎫⎪⎪⎪⎪⎬
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎭

, (1c)

where individual i’s disliking of item j is a function of i’s average tastes when all predictors are
zero, β0i; Ii gages individual i’s ideological intensity (1 = slightly liberal/conservative; 2 = liber-
al/conservative; 3 = extremely liberal/conservative); Ci is an indicator that individual i identifies
as conservative; Lj is an indicator that cultural item j is a left-leaning item; and rji is a residual
variance unique to individual i across all j tastes not captured in the model, which is distributed
according to a standard logistic distribution. Equation (1b) models the random intercept for
individual i as a function of a grand mean, γ00, plus the random component related to that
individual’s tastes, U0i (i.e., the difference between the grand mean and the average tastes
for individual i). Equation (1c) maps the latent variable to the observed outcome, showing the
different cut point parameters.

The coefficients from this model allow us to examine the extent to which individuals who
identify as more liberal or more conservative are also more likely to express a stronger disliking
of the items on the other side of the ideological divide. Because the model includes several
interaction terms, the baseline is the following: the likelihood that individuals who identify as
slightly liberal will dislike conservative-leaning items. The coefficient β1 gages the tendency
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The Polarization of Popular Culture | 9

for individuals who identify as more intensely liberal to dislike conservative-leaning items, β2

gages the overall tendency for conservatives to dislike conservative-leaning items, β3 gages the
tendency for individuals who identify as more intensely conservative to dislike conservative-
leaning items, β4 gages the tendency for individuals in general to dislike liberal-leaning items, β5

gages the tendency for individuals who identify as more intensely liberal to dislike liberal-leaning
items, and β6 gages the tendency for individuals who identify as more intensely conservative to
dislike liberal-leaning items. In combination, these coefficients allow us to test if a statistically
significant asymmetry exists between liberals and conservatives in terms of the disliking of the
other side’s culture.

Results
Tracing the Oil Spill and Its Contours: Size, Shape, Depth
Size
In support of the oil spill perspective, table 1 shows that politicization has spread quite extensively
into popular culture—in fact, the majority of popular culture items drawn from a wide sample
(80 of 135, or 59%) are significantly correlated with political ideology (p < .05). Of the eighty
politicized cultural objects, sixty-two are positively correlated with identifying as liberal, whereas
the remaining eighteen are positively correlated with identifying as conservative. Clearly, either
liberals like more widely known popular culture than do conservatives, or our sampling procedure
of identifying the most widely known popular culture derived more liberal-leaning items than
conservative-leaning ones. We return to this in the discussion.

While the breadth of this politicization may be surprising from the standpoint of treating
popular culture as purposefully apolitical “mass” culture that serves as a weak force of social
cohesion (DiMaggio 1977; Erickson 1996; Gitlin 1983; Lizardo 2006a), we do find evidence for
the existence of such boundary spanning culture. Non-politicized objects and activities that are
generally popular (i.e., have average liking scores above 4.5) include watching television, going
sightseeing, and visiting amusement parks while on vacation, as well as two Steven Spielberg
films. Americans are also largely unified in their dislikes of widely known but perhaps less widely
engaged with objects, be they either very lowbrow (e.g., Insane Clown Posse) or very highbrow (e.g.,
rowing). In short, we find that popular culture does have a cohesive center and that Americans
remain weakly united through shared tastes in leisure, feel-good blockbuster films, some classic
rock artists, and football. However, the majority of items in our sample have some political leaning,
suggesting that the oil spill of polarization may have substantially seeped into popular tastes.

Results on the size of the oil spill support other research using bivariate correlations as the
window into polarization (Baldassarri and Gelman 2008; DellaPosta 2020; DellaPosta et al. 2015;
Kozlowski 2022; Kozlowski and Murphy 2021). However, by extending these findings into non-
opinion based tastes across a wide swath of cultural domains, we offer stronger evidence of a shift
in attitude structures in which political identity is playing an increasingly central role (Boutyline
and Vaisey 2017). Popular cultural tastes, as with numerous opinions not previously identified
with a political leaning, seem to have become pulled into this correlational structure in which
political identity is a central node.

Shape
Moving beyond pairwise correlations, we next examine the shape of cultural polarization. In an
ideal-typical polarized scenario, we would expect two incommensurate lifestyles and worldviews,
one liberal and the other conservative. Figure 1 shows the results of the k-means cluster analysis.
In contrast to the completely bifurcated ideal type, the gap statistic found a ten-cluster solution as
optimal.5 Clusters in figure 1 are shaded according to their average correlations with ideological
identity: darker shades of blue indicating stronger liberal correlations, purple indicating a mix of
liberal and conservative items, and red indicating conservative correlations. The first dimension,
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Table 1. Popular Culture Items by Bivariate Correlations with Ideological Identity

Lean liberal items Neutral items Lean conservative items

Oprah Winfrey Show −.29 No Country for Old Men −.06 Final Destiny Kid Rock .15

Jimmy Kimmel Show −.29 Go to a Spa −.06 E-Sports Rodeo .14

The View −.27 Bladerunner −.06 The Sopranos Florida-Georgia Line .14

Ellen DeGeneres Show −.25 Soccer −.06 Go Wine Tasting Rascal Flatts .13

Get Out −.23 Red Hot Chili Peppers −.06 Coldplay Carrie Underwood .13

Beyoncé −.23 The Godfather −.05 The Real Housewives Johnny Cash .12

Davide Letterman Show −.22 Mixed Martial Arts (MMA) −.03 Pink Floyd Nascar .12

Tupac Shakur −.21 The X-Files Sugarland .10

Pharell Williams −.21 Limp Bizkit Antiques Roadshow .10

Twelve Years a Slave −.21 Hell’s Kitchen Pawn Stars .08

Orange is the New Black −.19 The Blair Witch Project Patsy Cline .08

Kendrick Lamar −.19 Olympus Has Fallen Golf .08

Puff Daddy −.18 2001 Lynyrd Skynyrd .07

Lauryn Hill −.18 The Last Airbender Pearl Harbor .07

Ja Rule −.17 Twilight Mötley Crüe .06

Grand Budapest Hotel −.17 Two Broke Girls Willy Nelson .06

Eco-Tourism −.16 One Direction Ride ATVs .06

Stranger Things −.16 I Know What You Did Last

Summer

True Grit .06

Adele −.16 Grimm

Katie Perry −.15 Bob Dylan

Attend an Opera −.14 Top Chef

Curb Your Enthusiasm −.13 Boxing

Mad Men −.13 Two and a Half Men

The Shining −.13 Insane Clown Posse

Flo Rida −.13 Go to Casinos

The Office −.13 Go Sightseeing

Crouching Tiger/

Hidden Dragon

−.12 The Transformers

Go to Bars −.12 King of Queens

Go to Museums −.12 Gone in 60 Seconds

Annie Hall −.10 Tour de France

The Foo Fighters −.10 The Human Centipede

Taste Authentic Cuisine −.09 The Amazing Race

Suicide Squad −.09 Go to Amusement Parks

Justin Bieber −.09 E.T.

Gossip Girl −.09 The Ghost Whisperer

I am Sam −.09 Watch TV

Being John Malkovich −.09 Bones

Architecture Tour −.08 The Bachelor

The Martian −.08 The Rolling Stones

Supergirl −.08 Dr. Phil

Scary Movie −.08 Go to the Pool

The Hangover −.08 Joe Dirt

Downton Abbey −.08 Saving Private Ryan

Tyler Perry −.08 Rowing

Britney Spears −.08 Skiing

Greys Anatomy −.08 Go to the Fair

Jerry Springer −.08 AC/DC

Supernatural −.07 Football

U2 −.07 The Notebook

Game of Thrones −.07 Paul Blart

Basketball −.07 Air Force One

Tennis −.07 KISS

How I Met Your Mother −.07 Baseball

The Sixth Sense −.07 Motocross

One Tree Hill −.07 Nickelback

Note: Correlations with ideological identity scale (1 = “Very Liberal” to 7 = “Very Conservative”) shown where
significant (p < .05).
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The Polarization of Popular Culture | 11

Figure 1. Results of k-means clustering procedure.

running along the x-axis, shows a left–right split, and represents the largest principal component
(20% of variance explained). The y-axis shows that the clustering is also shaped by the degree of
cultural consecration of an object, with objects higher on this dimension being more generally
held in higher esteem. Put another way, while we as researchers were fully “innocent of [political]
ideology” (Converse 1962: 47) in selecting items and instead deliberately selected them based on
how widely known they were and breadth of consecration, it is instead political ideology that
most structures the space of popular culture. Yet within this two-dimensional space we find that
the clustering of the 135 tastes does not easily divide into two oppositional positions. Instead, we
find five clearly liberal but distinct clusters (Clusters 2, 4, 5, 9, and 10), several wide clusters that
have liberal and conservative ends, and one clearly conservative (Cluster 7) taste cluster.

The overall shape of the oil spill suggests an incomplete ideological bifurcation of tastes
and lifestyles. Cultural items that at the bivariate level are politicized do not always fall into
clusters within the same ideological domain—for example, individuals who like Kid Rock (the
most conservative taste at the bivariate level) also tend to like other rock artists, several of
whom have politically liberal correlations at the bivariate level (e.g., U2). Here, again, we see
an asymmetry: for liberals, tastes are clustered within domains with some overlap, whereas, for
conservatives, tastes are clustered within a single domain.

Depth
Results so far indicate that the oil spill of polarization into popular culture is wide but also
somewhat unconsolidated. While we have found multiple overlapping clusters, for liberals or
conservatives, we still do not know the depth of divisiveness across or within any pools identified
in the k-means clustering procedure.

Figure 2 illustrates regression lines from bivariate HLMS predicting average tastes for cultural
items based on individuals’ ideological self-identification (see table A3 in the Appendix for full
models). These models predict average tastes by ideological identity for each subset of items. We
consider the oil spill of polarization to be deep to the extent that (1) the slope of the effect is steep,
and (2) the predicted tastes cross the neutral midpoint. Results show that, on average, the oil spill
of polarization into popular culture is fairly shallow. For both liberal- and conservative-leaning
items, the regression line does not cross the neutral point, and in most taste clusters, individuals
who are more ideological in their identities tend to be more neutral toward the culture of the
other side. Of course, some individuals do actively dislike the other side’s culture. We examine
patterns of disliking in greater detail later in this section.
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Figure 2. Predicted tastes in clustered popular culture items by ideological identity.

In general, one might see these results as supporting the view that most polarization of popular
culture is not deeply ingrained and instead comes from fleeting “take-off” issues that spark
attention (Baldassarri and Bearman 2007). However, there is one cluster that fits the definition
we set forth as indicating being more deeply polarized and operating within a symbolic exclusion
framework—namely, the items in the non-White-urban cluster. Here, we see a strong correlation,
which suggests that some combination of worldviews and social groups is likely at work in giving
rise to the shape and depth of polarization.

Worldviews and Social Groups
To gage how much of the politicization of cultural items can be explained by sociodemographic
differences between liberals and conservatives, we estimated separate regressions for the eighty
politicized items in table 1, including the full set of sociodemographic controls. For the sixty-
two liberal-leaning items, we found the correlation with ideological identity remains significant
when controlling for sociodemographics for thirty-three items (53%); whereas, for the eighteen
conservative-leaning items, we found thirteen remain significant (72%). The items most robust
to the inclusion of sociodemographic controls are unevenly distributed across taste clusters (see
items with alphabets in table 2). Nearly all of the politicized items in blockbuster movies, genre
TV shows, and genre movies are no longer significantly correlated with ideological identity after
including sociodemographic controls. Items in three clusters—prestige TV and movies, White-
Rural, and Non-White-Urban—retain the most politicized items after including sociodemographic
controls.

Table 3 shows results from HLMs predicting tastes in liberal- and conservative-leaning items
without and with controls. For liberal-leaning items, the average correlation is reduced from −.12
to −.07 when including sociodemographic controls, whereas for conservative-leaning items, the
average correlation remains unchanged at .09. For liberal-leaning items, a greater number of
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Table 2. Ten Taste Clusters

1
Sports

2
Restricted leisure

3
Blockbusters

4
Genre TV

5
Prestige TV and film

Baseball Architecture (L) 2001 Amazing Race 12 Years a slave (L)a

Basketball (L) Cuisine (L)a Air Force 1 Bones Annie Hall (L)a

Boxing Ecotourism (L)a Bladerunner (L) Broke Girls Being John
Malkovich (L)

E-sports Museums (L)a Crouching Tiger (L) Ghost Whisperer Curb Your Enthusiasm
(L)a

Football Opera (L)a E.T. Gossip Girl (L) Downton Abbey (L)
Golf (C)a Sightsee The Godfather (L) Greys Anatomy (L) Game of Thrones (L)
MMA (L) The Martian (L)a Hell’s Kitchen Grand Budapest

Hotel (L)a

Motocross No Country for Old
Men (L)

How I Met Your
Mother (L)

Grimm

Nascar (C)a Olympus Has Fallen Insane Clown Posse I am Sam (L)
Rodeo (C)a Pearl Harbor (C) King of Queens Letterman (L)a

Rowing Saving Private Ryan One Tree Hill (L) Mad Men (L)a

Skiing The Shining (L)a Orange is the New
Black (L)a

The Office (L)a

Soccer (L)a The Sixth Sense (L) Supergirl (L) The Sopranos
Tennis (L) True Grit Supernatural (L) Stranger Things (L)a

Tour de France The X-Files Top Chef
Two and a Half Men

6
Unrestricted
Leisure

7
White-Rural

8
Rock

9
Non-White-Urban

10
Genre Movies

Amusement Parks Antiques Roadshow (C)a AC/DC Adele (L)a The Blair Witch Project
ATV (C)a Carrie Underwood (C)a Red Hot Chili Peppers

(L)
Britney Spears (L) Final Destiny

Bars (L)a Florida-Georgia Line (C)a Coldplay The Bachelor Get Out (L)a

Casino Johnny Cash (C)a Bob Dylan Beyoncé (L)a Gone in 60 Seconds
Fair The Notebook Pink Floyd Justin Bieber (L) The Hangover (L)
Pawn Stars (C)a Patsy Cline (C) Foo Fighters (L)a Puff Daddy (L)a The Human Centipede
Pool Rascal Flatts (C)a Kid Rock (C)a Dr. Phil (L) I Know What You Did

Last Summer
Spa (L) Sugarland (C)a Kiss Ellen DeGeneres (L)a Joe Dirt
TV Willie Nelson (C) Limp Bizkit Flo Rida (L) The Last Airbender
Wine Tasting Mötley Crüe (C)a Ja Rule (L)a Paul Blart

Nickelback Kendrick Lamar (L)a Scary Movie (L)
Lynyrd Skynyrd (C) Katie Perry (L)a Suicide Squad (L)
The Rolling Stones Jimmy Kimmel (L)a Transformers
U2 (L)a Lauryn Hill (L)a Twilight

One Direction
Oprah (L)a

Pharrell
Williams (L)a

The Real
Housewives (L)
Jerry Springer (L)
The View (L)a

Tupac (L)a

Tyler Perry (L)

Note: Items that lean liberal are marked with (L) and items that lean conservative are marked with (C). Items
marked with an alphabet remain politicized after controlling for sociodemographics.

sociodemographic controls are significant predictors, and their magnitudes are in general greater
than for conservative-leaning items. In short, the “social groups” explanation fits well for how
numerous liberal tastes become politicized, whereas conservatives share similar tastes with other
conservatives, regardless of their social group, suggesting a stronger direct connection with their
shared worldview.
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Table 3. HLMs Predicting Tastes in Politicized Popular Culture Items Without and With
Sociodemographic Controls

Liberal leaning items Conservative leaning items

β SE β SE β SE β SE

Ideological Identity −.12∗∗∗ (.01) −.07∗∗∗ (.01) .09∗∗∗ (.01) .09∗∗∗ (.01)

Education .05∗∗ (.02) −.03 (.02)
Childhood Arts Exposure .13∗∗∗ (.01) .10∗∗∗ (.02)
Income .01 (.01) 0 (.01)
Sex = Male −.01 (.05) .14∗ (.06)
Age −.01∗∗∗ (.00) .00∗ (.00)
Race (White Omitted)
Black .60∗∗∗ (.08) −.09 (.09)
Hispanic .22∗∗ (.08) −.33∗∗∗ (.09)
Asian .15 (.10) −.22 (.12)
Other −.12 (.18) −.08 (.20)
Urban–Rural −.09∗∗ (.03) .04 (.04)
Constant 4.88∗∗∗ (.06) 4.53∗∗∗ (.16) 4.13∗∗∗ (.07) 3.45∗∗∗ (.18)

Random Effects Parameters Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE

Var(rji) 2.69 (.01) 2.69 (.01) 2.61 (.03) 2.61 (.03)
Var(U0i) .84 (.03) .68 (.03) .84 (.04) .80 (.04)
Number of Observations 68,900 68,900 21,524 21,524

∗p < .05; ∗∗p < .01; ∗∗∗p < .001.

Table 4 shows results from hierarchical ordered logistic regression models predicting the dis-
liking of politicized cultural items. The first model examines all eighty politicized items, whereas
the second model looks specifically at the deepest pools of polarization—i.e., the politicized items
in White-Rural and Non-White-Urban taste clusters. To facilitate interpretation, figure 3 uses
the coefficients in these models to predict the likelihood that ideological intensity increases
the disliking of the other side’s culture. To illustrate, we show the likelihood of “very much”
disliking, although the pattern holds, but is less pronounced, for other response categories. Results
show a clear asymmetry: ideological intensity predicts a greater likelihood of strongly disliking
liberal culture by extreme conservatives, but not the inverse. This asymmetry is considerably
more pronounced when looking at the difference between the disliking of Non-White-Urban
cultural items by conservatives vs. the disliking of White-Rural cultural items by liberals. In short,
identifying more strongly as conservative is tied to a disliking of liberal culture in general, and a
focused disliking of items oriented around Black and urban liberals.

Discussion
Recent research suggests that there has been a spillage of political polarization into otherwise
mundane areas of social life (DellaPosta 2020). Here, we have investigated the size, shape, and
depth of the oil spill into tastes for popular culture across a wide array of cultural domains:
tastes for television, music, movies, sports, and leisure activities. While the size of the oil spill into
popular culture is extensive, we find its shape to be only loosely organized into a bifurcated “us vs.
them” structure, and to contain only one deeply divisive pool. We also find evidence of asymmetric
cultural polarization across the political divide. Liberals like more popular culture, like culture
across many different clusters, do not actively dislike the popular culture conservatives do like,
and have tastes that are more rooted in their sociodemographics. Conservatives, on the other
hand, like less popular culture, are less heterogenous in their tastes, are more likely to dislike
other groups’ popular culture, and are more ideologically rooted in their tastes. In what follows,
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Table 4. Hierarchical Ordered Logistic Regression Models Predicting Disliking of
Politicized Popular Culture Items

All politicized items Cluster 7 and 9 items

β SE β SE

Ideological Intensity −.01 (.08) −.03 (.09)
Conservative −.78∗∗∗ (.22) −.91∗∗ (.29)
Ideological Intensity × Conservative .17 (.11) .2 (.14)
Liberal Item −.36∗∗∗ (.03) .40∗∗∗ (.05)
Liberal Item × Conservative .70∗∗∗ (.08) .98∗∗∗ (.15)
Liberal Item × Conservative × Ideological Intensity .16∗∗∗ (.04) .24∗∗∗ (.07)

Constant (1) 1.18∗∗∗ (.16) 1.81∗∗∗ (.20)
Constant (2) 1.75∗∗∗ (.16) 2.43∗∗∗ (.20)
Constant (3) 2.33∗∗∗ (.16) 3.11∗∗∗ (.20)
Var(U0i) 1.93∗∗∗ (.09) 2.71∗∗∗ (.14)

Number of Observations 87,002 29,040

∗p < .05; ∗∗p < .01; ∗∗∗p < .001.

Figure 3. Predicted probabilities of “very much” disliking politicized cultural items across the ideological
divide.

we first provide some ideas for what may be behind the asymmetries we find, followed by ideas
for future research.

We are confident in our findings of asymmetries between liberals and conservatives for four
main reasons. First, in our data, left-leaning respondents have more childhood arts exposure than
do right-leaning respondents, and childhood arts exposure is one of (if not the) key predictor in
inculcation of an omnivorous disposition that is predicated on liking more (and more diverse)
forms of culture (Childress et al. 2021; Dumais 2019; Lena 2019; Lizardo 2018). Younger individuals
and non-White individuals are also less likely to say they dislike any culture (Lizardo and Skiles
2016b), and for high education elites, being culturally open across most social boundaries is a
mark of social status (Fridman and Ollivier 2004; Prieur and Savage 2013). For all of these reasons,
we believe liberals may report liking more items of popular culture than do others. Second, with
the exception of Nashville and country music (Mann 2008), and at least since the “rural purge” in
television in the 1970s, American media industries have more oriented programming (and market
segmentation) around diverse, younger, and more urban audiences. As a result, media industries,
in targeting these sociodemographic groups, may be making popular culture that is concomitantly
(and indirectly) more popular among liberals, and more popular among more diverse groups of
liberals, who are themselves more of a crosscutting coalition across different sociodemographic
groups than are conservatives (Grossman and Hopkins 2016).

Third, even when controlling for an individual’s age, the popular culture in our data that is
liked by conservatives is older.6 This suggests that conservatives liking less popular culture may
not just be because of shifts in media industries and targeted audience demographics, but rather
may also be because conservatives are more oriented toward tradition and nostalgia, and the
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“constant revolution” (Bourdieu 2017) of popular culture is incongruent with a more conservative
disposition that disfavors the cycling through of stylistic fads and fashions. This would explain
why conservatives in our data like Bob Dylan and Willie Nelson, whereas it seems less likely
that these now older liberal iconoclasts were like by conservatives of the 1960s and 1970s. Data
designed to look at older and newer popular culture more systematically might answer this
question.

Fourth, and as we demonstrate in greater detail in Appendix B, liberals in our data are less likely
to know of the popular culture liked by conservatives than vice-versa, leaving open the possibility
that conservatives may not like less entertainment media overall than do liberals, but rather more
of the entertainment media they do like is too unknown by liberals to enter our data. Liberals’
seeming unfamiliarity with the very popular (among conservatives) Christian Rock bands Mercy
Me or Counting Crowns, or the late-night satirical news show Gutfeld! (which regularly gets higher
ratings than The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon, Jimmy Kimmel Live!, The Late Show with Stephen
Colbert, and The Daily Show) may be examples of this phenomenon. Yet liberals still do not dislike
the conservative popular culture they do know. Instead, in our data, disliking is asymmetric and
targeted, aligning with Már’s (2020) finding that conservatives’ outgroup animus is particularly
anti-Black. We are unsure what the liberal corollary of this finding—should it exist—would be.
Future work might more directly look for this potential corollary.

More generally, cultural sociologists and political sociologists (and by extension, political
scientists) have much to benefit from increased cross-pollination. Our work most centrally
contributes to a growing literature—still largely in political science and political psychology—
on asymmetric polarization. More research of everyday culture (rather than the “cultural side” of
overtly political items) that does not rely on nonrepresentative convenience samples are surely
needed. Scholars of consumption and taste would also be well served by accounting for political
ideology in their models. Here we remind the reader that while our data were explicitly gathered to
capture hierarchical divisions in artistic consecration for widely known cultural objects, as shown
in figure 2, it is instead a left/right political divide in tastes that explains the most variance. By
ignoring ideological identity, scholars of symbolic exclusion and social boundary making through
culture and taste may be missing a significant dimension of the story. While culture and networks
scholars generally orient toward the “generalized conversion value” of popular culture (Lizardo
2006a: 783–4; see also Erickson 1996; Gamson 1998; Pachucki and Breiger 2010; Schultz and Breiger
2010; Sokolova and Sokolov 2020), in our data, the most widely known cultural is also the most
polarized. It may be that shared interest in niche culture could supersede partisan animus in
ways that more generalized culture cannot.

Given the rise of sociodemographic sorting into political parties, we also raise the possibility of
reverse causation. By this, we mean that cultural objects may become “liberal” or “conservative”
because of their emergence and spread within groups, rather than because of anything particular
about their encoded contents. We also note that our findings occur at time when Americans are
depolarizing on some of the issues that make up the usual culture wars hypothesis (Baldassarri
and Park 2020). We think this inconsistency—polarized taste for popular culture and depolarizing
political beliefs on cultural items—may be explained by the same juxtaposition of rising rates
of affective polarization despite more generally flat rates of issue polarization (Mason 2015).
While fairly narrow bands of highly educated, highly engaged “political hobbyists” are polarizing
on political issues (Hersh 2020), for most Americans (who are not politically engaged), and
particularly for those who may feel they lack “political competence” (Bourdieu 1984; Laurison
2015), polarizing around popular culture may be a low-barrier form of quasi-political engagement
along a different if parallel track.7

Endnotes
1. Although popularized by Hunter, the term “culture war” was first introduced by Todd Gitlin

and Ruth Rosen in a 1987 New York Times opinion editorial (DiMaggio 2003).
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2. Thank you to a reviewer for clarifying this point.
3. For the use of MetaCritic as a data source in sociology see Friedman and Reeves (2020),

Lindner, Lindquist, and Arnold (2015), and van Venrooij, Miller, and Schmutz (2022), among
others.

4. Our results for predicting tastes are robust across alternative specifications, including dyadic
models with multiway clustered standard errors and numerous interaction effects (available
on request).

5. Our use of k-means clustering with Hierarchical Cluster Analyses is robust across alternative
procedures (Ward’s, Average Link, Nearest Neighbor).

6. Models available upon request.
7. More recently, symbolic mobilization (and counter-mobilization) around Jason Aldean’s

“Try that in a Small Town” and Oliver Anthony’s “Rich Men North of Richmond” could be
considered as examples of this phenomenon.

Appendix A

Appendix B: Popular Culture Awareness Asymmetry
In the Discussion, we question if asymmetric awareness may be partially driving asymmetry in
animus.

Table B1 shows results from dyadic logistic regression models predicting when individual i
reports not knowing item j based on the political leaning of item j, the ideological identity of
individual i, and the interaction of these two variables. Figure B1 shows predicted probabilities
of not knowing from the coefficients in this model. Clearly, the ignorance of the other side’s
popular culture is asymmetric. Conservatives are only slightly more likely than are liberals
to not know liberal-leaning items, whereas liberals are considerably less likely to report
knowing of conservative-leaning items. Although the overall magnitude of these effects is
small (roughly translating to 1 fewer item), we consider this a lower-bound, since these
relatively few conservative-leaning items are undoubtedly some of the most widely-known.

Table A1. Sociodemographic Characteristics of Liberal and Conservative Respondents in Sample

Liberal respondents Conservative respondents

Variable N μ SD Min Max N μ SD Min Max T-test Sig.

Education 565 4.56 1.43 2 7 908 4.12 1.36 1 7 ∗∗∗

Childhood Arts Exposure 565 3.48 1.74 1 7 908 2.95 1.63 1 7 ∗∗∗

Income 565 5.44 3.12 1 12 908 5.21 3.12 1 12 n.s.
Sex = Male 565 1.52 .50 1 2 908 1.47 .50 1 2 ∗

Age in Years 565 45.56 16.27 19 82 908 46.71 16.43 18 90 n.s.
Race White 565 .54 .50 0 1 908 .68 .47 0 1 ∗∗∗

Race Black 565 .17 .37 0 1 908 .07 .26 0 1 ∗∗∗

Race Hispanic 565 .13 .34 0 1 908 .12 .32 0 1 n.s.
Race Asian 565 .05 .22 0 1 908 .04 .20 0 1 n.s.
Race Other 565 .01 .10 0 1 908 .03 .16 0 1 ∗

Urban to Rural 565 1.81 .70 1 3 908 2.05 .74 1 3 ∗∗∗

n.s. = not significant. ∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .001.
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Table A2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Variables Used in Models

Obs Mean Std.
dev.

Min Max (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10))

(1) Ideological Identity 1525 4.08 1.88 1 7 1.00

(2) Education 1525 4.41 1.43 1 7 −.05 1.00

(3) Childhood Arts 1518 3.25 1.65 1 7 −.14 .13 1.00

(4) Income 1467 5.54 3.12 1 12 .05 .33 .04 1.00

(5) Sex = Male 1523 1.52 .50 1 2 .01 .04 −.01 .10 1.00

(6) Age Years Old 1496 47.41 16.41 18 90 .14 .22 −.20 .06 .00 1.00

(7) Race White 1525 .61 .49 0 1 .13 .02 −.13 .05 −.26 .33 1.00

(8) Race Black 1525 .12 .33 0 1 −.14 −.01 .08 −.08 .07 −.06 −.46 1.00

(9) Race Hispanic 1525 .12 .32 0 1 −.04 −.13 .06 −.02 .21 −.30 −.45 −.13 1.00

(10) Race Asian 1525 .05 .22 0 1 .01 .17 .00 .07 .05 −.05 −.30 −.09 −.09 1.00

(11) Race Other 1525 .02 .12 0 1 .04 −.01 .01 −.01 .04 −.01 −.16 −.05 −.05 −.03

(12) Urban–Rural 1525 1.94 .73 1 4 .15 −.02 −.09 −.01 −.15 .16 .30 −.20 −.15 −.09

(13) Cluster 1 Tastes 1524 3.70 1.30 1 7 .03 .04 .25 .07 .24 −.15 −.23 .17 .14 .05

(14) Cluster 2 Tastes 1518 4.86 1.17 1 7 −.14 .21 .38 .08 −.10 −.03 −.05 .05 .02 .01

(15) Cluster 3 Tastes 1521 5.18 1.03 1 7 −.07 .10 .13 .06 .14 .09 −.03 .09 −.02 −.03

(16) Cluster 4 Tastes 1516 4.38 1.18 1 7 −.07 .02 .19 −.02 −.06 −.19 −.10 .13 .05 .02

(17) Cluster 5 Tastes 1509 4.50 1.24 1 7 −.18 .14 .23 .08 .02 −.08 −.07 .10 .02 .02

(18) Cluster 6 Tastes 1523 4.88 1.01 1 7 −.02 −.04 .22 .01 −.01 −.23 −.10 .10 .08 −.04

(19) Cluster 7 Tastes 1521 4.85 1.20 1 7 .13 .06 .05 .02 −.14 .22 .21 −.07 −.17 −.02

(20) Cluster 8 Tastes 1521 4.65 1.21 1 7 .01 −.01 .14 .01 .05 −.03 .06 −.03 −.03 −.03

(21) Cluster 9 Tastes 1524 3.97 1.27 1 7 −.24 −.01 .24 −.04 −.06 −.31 −.31 .31 .09 .08

(22) Cluster 10 Tastes 1505 4.62 1.23 1 7 −.07 −.13 .09 −.05 .11 −.23 −.17 .17 .09 −.06

(23) Lean-Liberal Tastes 1525 4.38 .97 1.08 6.9 −.25 .09 .32 .02 .03 −.26 −.25 .23 .10 .04

(24) Lean-Conservative Tastes 1525 4.49 1.03 1 7 .18 .00 .11 .02 .03 .10 .13 −.03 −.09 −.03

(11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24)

(11) Race Other 1.00

(12) Urban–Rural .02 1.00

(13) Cluster 1 Tastes .01 −.14 1.00

(14) Cluster 2 Tastes −.03 −.06 .31 1.00

(15) Cluster 3 Tastes −.02 −.06 .33 .36 1.00

(16) Cluster 4 Tastes −.05 −.08 .41 .34 .52 1.00

(17) Cluster 5 Tastes −.06 −.10 .35 .44 .66 67 1.00

(18) Cluster 6 Tastes −.01 −.08 .46 .49 .33 .52 .36 1.00

(19) Cluster 7 Tastes −.01 .13 .30 .30 .44 .49 .40 .33 1.00

(20) Cluster 8 Tastes .03 .03 .37 .32 .52 .52 .45 .41 .53 1.00

(21) Cluster 9 Tastes −.03 −.23 .46 .32 .34 .66 .53 .50 .34 .39 1.00

(22) Cluster 10 Tastes .03 −.10 .39 .18 62 .62 .51 .47 .32 .49 .55 1.00

(23) Lean-Liberal Tastes −.04 −.19 .57 .55 .64 .78 .79 .60 .43 .57 .85 .69 1.00

(24) Lean-Conservative Tastes .01 .09 .58 .35 .52 .55 .41 .51 .86 .68 .40 .46 .53 1.00
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Table A3. Bivariate HLMs Predicting Average Tastes in Popular Culture Items by Ideological
Self-Identification (Liberal–Conservative)

Subset of items β SE α SE Var(rji) SE Var(U0i) SE N

Political Leaning
Liberal-Leaning Items −.13∗∗∗ (.01) 4.90∗∗∗ (.06) 2.69 (.01) .84 (.03) 78,140
Conservative-Leaning Items .09∗∗∗ (.01) 4.11∗∗∗ (.06) 2.61 (.02) .86 (.04) 24,283

Taste Clusters
Cluster 1 Items: Sports .01 (.02) 3.65∗∗∗ (.08) 2.58 (.03) 1.50 (.06) 22,237
Cluster 2 Items: Restricted
Leisure

−.09∗∗∗ (.02) 5.23∗∗∗ (.07) 2.02 (.03) 1.00 (.05) 8734

Cluster 3 Items: Blockbusters −.03∗ (.01) 5.29∗∗∗ (.06) 1.87 (.02) .89 (.04) 18,703
Cluster 4 Items: Genre TV −.04∗∗ (.02) 4.55∗∗∗ (.07) 2.31 (.02) 1.18 (.05) 19,278
Cluster 5 Items: Prestige TV and
Film

−.11∗∗∗ (.02) 4.93∗∗∗ (.07) 1.99 (.02) 1.22 (.05) 15,327

Cluster 6 Items: Unrestricted
Leisure

−.01 (.01) 4.94∗∗∗ (.06) 2.51 (.03) .76 (.04) 14,701

Cluster 7 Items: White-Rural .09∗∗∗ (.02) 4.49∗∗∗ (.07) 1.81 (.03) 1.18 (.05) 11,775
Cluster 8 Items: Rock 0 (.02) 4.66∗∗∗ (.07) 1.84 (.02) 1.26 (.05) 18,808
Cluster 9 Items:
Non-White-Urban

−.16∗∗∗ (.02) 4.62∗∗∗ (.08) 2.43 (.02) 1.39 (.06) 28,959

Cluster 10 Items: Genre Movies −.04∗∗ (.02) 4.82∗∗∗ (.07) 2.29 (.03) 1.20 (.05) 16,449

∗p < .05; ∗∗p < .01; ∗∗∗p < .001. Note: Each row is a separate HLM using a subset of items; β is the estimate for
ideological self-identification; α is the intercept; Var(rji) is the variance between tastes within the same individual;
Var(U0i) is the variance between individuals; N is the total number of observations (individual-cultural items).

Table B1. Dyadic Logistic Regression Models Predicting Not Knowing 135 Popular Culture Items

β SE

Ideological Identity −.01 (.02)
Item Political Leaning (Neutral Omitted)
Liberal Leaning .21 (.16)

× Ideological Identity .02∗ (.01)
Conservative Leaning .07 (.23)

× Ideological Identity −.07∗∗∗ (.02)
Individual Sociodemographics
Education .10∗∗∗ (.03)
Childhood Arts Exposure −.09∗∗∗ (.02)
Income −.01 (.01)
Sex = Male −.33∗∗∗ (.08)
Age .02∗∗∗ (.00)
Race (White Omitted)

Black −.17 (.14)
Hispanic −.28 (.16)
Asian −.14 (.20)
Other −.19 (.20)

Urban–Rural Residence .09 (.05)
Constant −2.37∗∗∗ (.29)
Number of Observations 181,170

∗p < .05; ∗∗p < .01; ∗∗∗p < .001.
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Figure B1. Predicted probabilities of not knowing popular culture by items’ political leaning and
individuals’ ideological identity.

About the Authors
Craig M. Rawlings is an associate professor in the Department of Sociology at Duke University.
His research focuses on the connections between social structures and culture, including belief
systems, knowledge, meaning-making, and tastes. His work has appeared in the American Sociolog-
ical Review, American Journal of Sociology, Social Forces, Sociological Science, Poetics, and other venues.
He recently coauthored Network Analysis: Integrating Social Network Theory, Method, and Application
with R (Cambridge University Press).
Clayton Childress is an Associate Professor in the Department of Sociology at University of British
Columbia. His work on culture, taste, decision-making, and meaning making has been published
in American Sociological Review, American Journal of Sociology, Sociological Science, Poetics, and other
venues. He is the author of Under the Cover: The Creation, Production, and Reception of a Novel, which
won the 2018 Mary Douglas Award for Best Book in the Sociology of Culture.

Supplementary Material
Supplementary material is available at Social Forces online.

Data Availability
The data underlying this article will be shared on reasonable request to the corresponding author.

References
Axelrod, Robert, Joshua J. Daymude and Stephanie Forrest 2021. “Preventing Extreme Polarization of

Political Attitudes.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 118(50):e2102139118. https://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.2102139118.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/sf/advance-article/doi/10.1093/sf/soad150/7502686 by U

niversity of British C
olum

bia user on 18 M
arch 2024

https://academic.oup.com/socfor/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/socfor/soad150#supplementary-data
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2102139118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2102139118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2102139118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2102139118


The Polarization of Popular Culture | 21

Bail, Chris. 2021. Breaking the Social Media Prism: How to Make Our Platforms Less Polarizing. Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press. https://doi.org/10.1515/9780691216508.

Bail, Christopher A., Lisa P. Argyle, Taylor W. Brown, John P. Bumpus, M.B. Haohan Chen, Fallin
Hunzaker, Jaemin Lee, Marcus Mann, Friedolin Merhout and Alexander Volfovsky 2018. “Exposure
to Opposing Views on Social Media Can Increase Political Polarization.” Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences 115(37):9216–21. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1804840115.

Baker, Wayne E. 2005. America’s Crisis of Values: Reality and Perception. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Baldassarri, Delia and Peter Bearman 2007. “Dynamics of Political Polarization.” American Sociological
Review 72(5):784–811. https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240707200507.

Baldassarri, Delia and Andrew Gelman 2008. “Partisans without Constraint: Political Polarization
and Trends in American Public Opinion.” American Journal of Sociology 114(2):408–46. https://doi.
org/10.1086/590649.

Baldassarri, Delia and Barum Park 2020. “Was there a Culture War? Partisan Polarization and Secular
Trends in US Public Opinion.” The Journal of Politics 82(3):809–27. https://doi.org/10.1086/707306.

Banks, Patricia A. 2009. Represent: Art and Identity Among the Black Upper-Middle Class. New York, NY:
Routledge, https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203862865.

Bennett, Tony, Mike Savage, Elizabeth Bortolaia Silva, Alan Warde, Modesto Gayo-Cal, and
David Wright. 2009. Culture, Class, Distinction. New York, NY: Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/
9780203930571.

Bhargava, Saurabh, George Loewenstein and Justin Sydnor 2017. “Choose to Lose: Health Plan Choices
from a Menu with Dominated Option∗.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 132(3):1319–72. https://
doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjx011.

Bishop, Bill 2008. The Big Sort: Why the Clustering of Like-Minded America is Tearing Us Apart. New York,
NY: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt.

Blau, Peter M. 1974. “Presidential Address: Parameters of Social Structure.” American Sociological Review
39(5):615–35. https://doi.org/10.2307/2094309.

Boas, Taylor C., Dino P. Christenson and David M. Glick 2020. “Recruiting Large Online Samples in the
United States and India: Facebook, Mechanical Turk, and Qualtrics.” Political Science Research and
Methods 8(2):232–50. https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2018.28.

Bourdieu, Pierre 1984. Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre 2017. Manet: A Symbolic Revolution. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.
Boutyline, Andrei and Stephen Vaisey 2017. “Belief Network Analysis: A Relational Approach to

Understanding the Structure of Attitudes.” American Journal of Sociology 122(5):1371–447. https://
doi.org/10.1086/691274.

Brensinger, Jordan and Ramina Sotoudeh 2022. “Partisans, Racialists, and Neutrals: Investigating the
Interdependence of Attitudes towards Social Groups.” American Sociological Review. 87:1049–93.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00031224221135797.

Bryson, Bethany 1996. “‘Anything but Heavy Metal’: Symbolic Exclusion and Musical Dislikes.”
American Sociological Review 61(5):884–99. https://doi.org/10.2307/2096459.

Carlin, Ryan E. and Gregory J. Love 2013. “The Politics of Interpersonal Trust and Reciprocity: An
Experimental Approach.” Political Behavior 35(1):43–63. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-011-9181-x.

Carter, Bill 2012. “Republicans Like Golf, Democrats Prefer Cartoons, TV Research Suggests.” Media
Decoder Blog. Retrieved January 10, 2022 . https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/
republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/.

Cartwright, Dorwin and Frank Harary 1956. “Structural Balance: A Generalization of Heider’s Theory.”
Psychological Review 63(5):277–93. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0046049.

Childress, Clayton, Shyon Baumann, Craig M. Rawlings and Jean-François Nault 2021. “Genres, Objects,
and the Contemporary Expression of Higher-Status Tastes.” Sociological Science 8:230–64. https://doi.
org/10.15195/v8.a12.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/sf/advance-article/doi/10.1093/sf/soad150/7502686 by U

niversity of British C
olum

bia user on 18 M
arch 2024

https://doi.org/10.1515/9780691216508
https://doi.org/10.1515/9780691216508
https://doi.org/10.1515/9780691216508
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1804840115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1804840115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1804840115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1804840115
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240707200507
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240707200507
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240707200507
https://doi.org/10.1086/590649
https://doi.org/10.1086/590649
https://doi.org/10.1086/590649
https://doi.org/10.1086/707306
https://doi.org/10.1086/707306
https://doi.org/10.1086/707306
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203862865
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203862865
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203862865
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203930571
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjx011
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjx011
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjx011
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjx011
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjx011
https://doi.org/10.2307/2094309
https://doi.org/10.2307/2094309
https://doi.org/10.2307/2094309
https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2018.28
https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2018.28
https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2018.28
https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2018.28
https://doi.org/10.1086/691274
https://doi.org/10.1086/691274
https://doi.org/10.1086/691274
https://doi.org/10.1177/00031224221135797
https://doi.org/10.1177/00031224221135797
https://doi.org/10.1177/00031224221135797
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096459
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096459
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096459
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-011-9181-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-011-9181-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-011-9181-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-011-9181-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-011-9181-x
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://mediadecoder.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/11/republicans-like-golf-democrats-prefer-cartoons-tv-research-suggests/
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0046049
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0046049
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0046049
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0046049
https://doi.org/10.15195/v8.a12
https://doi.org/10.15195/v8.a12
https://doi.org/10.15195/v8.a12
https://doi.org/10.15195/v8.a12
https://doi.org/10.15195/v8.a12


22 | Social Forces, 2023

Christin, Angèle 2012. “Gender and Highbrow Cultural Participation in the United States.” Poetics 40(5):
423–43. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2012.07.003.

Converse, Philip E. 1962. The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics. Survey Research Center: Ann Arbor,
MI: University of Michigan.

DellaPosta, Daniel 2020. “Pluralistic Collapse: The ‘Oil Spill’ Model of Mass Opinion Polarization.”
American Sociological Review 85(3):507–36. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122420922989.

DellaPosta, Daniel, Yongren Shi and Michael Macy 2015. “Why Do Liberals Drink Lattes?” American
Journal of Sociology 120(5):1473–511. https://doi.org/10.1086/681254.

DiMaggio, Paul 1977. “Market Structure, the Creative Process, and Popular Culture: Toward an
Organizational Reinterpretation of Mass-Culture Theory.” Journal of Popular Culture 11(2):436–52.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3840.1977.00436.x.

DiMaggio, Paul. 2003. “The Myth of Culture War: The Disparity between Private Opinion and
Public Politics.” In The Fractious Nation? Unity and Division in Contemporary American Life.
79–97. Berkeley and Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press, https://doi.org/10.1525/
california/9780520220430.003.0005.

DiMaggio, Paul, John Evans and Bethany Bryson 1996. “Have American’s Social Attitudes Become more
Polarized?” American Journal of Sociology 102(3):690–755. https://doi.org/10.1086/230995.

Dimaggio, Paul and Michael Useem 1978. “Social Class and Arts Consumption.” Theory and Society 5(2):
141–61. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01702159.

Djupe, Paul A., Jacob R. Neiheisel and Anand E. Sokhey 2018. “Reconsidering the Role of Politics in
Leaving Religion: The Importance of Affiliation.” American Journal of Political Science 62(1):161–75.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12308.

Dumais, Susan A. 2019. “The Cultural Practices of First-Generation College Graduates: The Role of
Childhood Cultural Exposure.” Poetics 77:101378. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2019.101378.

Erickson, Bonnie H. 1996. “Culture, Class, and Connections.” American Journal of Sociology 102(1):217–51.
https://doi.org/10.1086/230912.

Evans, John H. 1997. “Worldviews or Social Groups as the Source of Moral Value Attitudes: Impli-
cations for the Culture Wars Thesis.” Sociological Forum 12(3):371–404. https://doi.org/10.1023/
A:1024625210910.

Fiorina, Morris and Samuel Abrams 2008. “Political Polarization in the American Public.” Annual Review
of Political Science 11:563–88. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.11.053106.153836.

Fishkin, Joseph and David E. Pozen 2018. “Asymmetric Constitutional Hardball.” Columbia Law Review
118(3):915–82.

Fridman, Viviana and Michèle Ollivier 2004. “Ouverture ostentatoire à la diversité et cosmopolitisme :
vers une nouvelle configuration discursive?” Sociologie et sociétés 36(1):105–26. https://doi.
org/10.7202/009584ar.

Friedman, Sam and Aaron Reeves 2020. “From Aristocratic to Ordinary: Shifting Modes of Elite
Distinction.” American Sociological Review 85(2):323–50. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122420912941.

Gamson, Joshua 1998. “The Depths of Shallow Culture.” Newsletter of the Sociology of Culture Section of
the American Sociological Association 12(3):1–6.

Gift, Karen and Thomas Gift 2015. “Does Politics Influence Hiring? Evidence from a Randomized
Experiment.” Political Behavior 37(3):653–75. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-014-9286-0.

Gitlin, Todd 1983. Inside Prime Time. New York, NY: Pantheon Books.
Goldberg, Amir 2011. “Mapping Shared Understandings Using Relational Class Analysis: The Case

of the Cultural Omnivore Reexamined.” American Journal of Sociology 116(5):1397–436. https://doi.
org/10.1086/657976.

Goldberg, Amir, and Sarah K. Stein. 2018. “Beyond Social Contagion: Associative Diffusion and the
Emergence of Cultural Variation.” American Sociological Review 83(5):897–932.

Griswold, Wendy and Nathan Wright 2004. “Cowbirds, Locals, and the Dynamic Endurance of
Regionalism.” American Journal of Sociology 109(6):1411–51. https://doi.org/10.1086/381773.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/sf/advance-article/doi/10.1093/sf/soad150/7502686 by U

niversity of British C
olum

bia user on 18 M
arch 2024

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2012.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2012.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2012.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2012.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2012.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122420922989
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122420922989
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122420922989
https://doi.org/10.1086/681254
https://doi.org/10.1086/681254
https://doi.org/10.1086/681254
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3840.1977.00436.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3840.1977.00436.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3840.1977.00436.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3840.1977.00436.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0022-3840.1977.00436.x
https://doi.org/10.1525/california/9780520220430.003.0005
https://doi.org/10.1525/california/9780520220430.003.0005
https://doi.org/10.1525/california/9780520220430.003.0005
https://doi.org/10.1525/california/9780520220430.003.0005
https://doi.org/10.1086/230995
https://doi.org/10.1086/230995
https://doi.org/10.1086/230995
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01702159
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01702159
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01702159
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01702159
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12308
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12308
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12308
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12308
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2019.101378
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2019.101378
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2019.101378
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2019.101378
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2019.101378
https://doi.org/10.1086/230912
https://doi.org/10.1086/230912
https://doi.org/10.1086/230912
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024625210910
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024625210910
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024625210910
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024625210910
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.11.053106.153836
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.11.053106.153836
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.11.053106.153836
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.11.053106.153836
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.11.053106.153836
https://doi.org/10.7202/009584ar
https://doi.org/10.7202/009584ar
https://doi.org/10.7202/009584ar
https://doi.org/10.7202/009584ar
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122420912941
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122420912941
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122420912941
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-014-9286-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-014-9286-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-014-9286-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-014-9286-0
https://doi.org/10.1086/657976
https://doi.org/10.1086/657976
https://doi.org/10.1086/657976
https://doi.org/10.1086/381773
https://doi.org/10.1086/381773
https://doi.org/10.1086/381773


The Polarization of Popular Culture | 23

Grossmann, Matt, and David A. Hopkins. 2016. Asymmetric Politics: Ideological Republicans and
Group Interest Democrats. New York, NY: Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:
oso/9780190626594.001.0001.

Hacker, Jacob S., and Paul Pierson. 2015. “Confronting Asymmetric Polarization.” In Solutions to Political
Polarization in America, edited by N. Persily, 59–70. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://
doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316091906.003.

Heider, Fritz 1946. “Attitudes and Cognitive Organization.” The Journal of Psychology 21(1):107–12.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1946.9917275.

Hersh, Eitan 2020. Politics Is for Power: How to Move Beyond Political Hobbyism, Take Action, and Make Real
Change. New York, NY: Simon and Schuster.

Hetherington, Marc and Jonathan Weiler 2018. Prius Or Pickup?: How the Answers to Four Simple Questions
Explain America’s Great Divide. New York, NY: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt.

Kennedy, Huddart, Shyon Baumann Emily and Josée Johnston 2019. “Eating for Taste and Eating for
Change: Ethical Consumption as a High-Status Practice.” Social Forces 98(1):381–402. https://doi.
org/10.1093/sf/soy113.

Hunter, James Davison 1991. Culture Wars: The Struggle to Define America. New York, NY: Basic Books.
Iyengar, Shanto, Yphtach Lelkes, Matthew Levendusky, Neil Malhotra and Sean J. Westwood 2019.

“The Origins and Consequences of Affective Polarization in the United States.” Annual Review of
Political Science 22(1):129–46. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034.

Iyengar, Shanto, Gaurav Sood and Yphtach Lelkes 2012. “Affect, Not Ideology: A Social Identity
Perspective on Polarization.” Public Opinion Quarterly 76(3):405–31. https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/
nfs038.

Jost, John T. 2017a. “Ideological Asymmetries and the Essence of Political Psychology.” Political Psychol-
ogy 38(2):167–208.

Jost, John T. 2017b. “The Marketplace of Ideology: ‘Elective Affinities’ in Political Psychology and
their Implications for Consumer Behavior.” Journal of Consumer Psychology 27(4):502–20. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jcps.2017.07.003.

Kalmoe, Nathan P., and Lilliana Mason. 2022. Radical American Partisanship: Mapping Violent Hostility,
Its Causes, and the Consequences for Democracy. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. https://doi.
org/10.7208/chicago/9780226820279.001.0001.

Katz, Josh 2016. “‘Duck Dynasty’ Vs. ‘Modern Family’: 50 Maps of the U.S. Cultural Divide.” The New York
Times December 27. www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-
family-television-maps.htm.

Klein, Ezra 2020. Why We’re Polarized. New York, NY: Avid Reader Press/Simon & Schuster.
Kozlowski, Austin C. 2022. “How Conservatives Lost Confidence in Science: The Role of Ideolog-

ical Alignment in Political Polarization.” Social Forces 100(3):1415–43. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/
soab020.

Kozlowski, Austin C. and James P. Murphy 2021. “Issue Alignment and Partisanship in the American
Public: Revisiting the ‘Partisans without Constraint’ Thesis.” Social Science Research 94:102498.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2020.102498.

Landy, Justin F., Joshua Rottman, Carlota Batres and Kristin L. Leimgruber 2021. “Disgusting Democrats
and Repulsive Republicans: Members of Political Outgroups Are Considered Physically Gross.”
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin 49:361–75. https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211065923.

Laurison, Daniel 2015. “The Willingness to State an Opinion: Inequality, Don’t Know Responses, and
Political Participation.” Sociological Forum 30(4):925–48. https://doi.org/10.1111/socf.12202.

Layman, Geoffrey C. and John C. Green 2006. “Wars and Rumours of Wars: The Contexts of Cultural
Conflict in American Political Behaviour.” British Journal of Political Science 36(1):61–89. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0007123406000044.

Lena, Jennifer C. 2019. Entitled: Discriminating Tastes and the Expansion of the Arts. Princeton, NJ: Princeton
University Press. https://doi.org/10.23943/princeton/9780691158914.001.0001.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/sf/advance-article/doi/10.1093/sf/soad150/7502686 by U

niversity of British C
olum

bia user on 18 M
arch 2024

https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190626594.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190626594.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190626594.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190626594.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190626594.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316091906.003
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316091906.003
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316091906.003
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781316091906.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1946.9917275
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1946.9917275
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1946.9917275
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy113
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy113
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy113
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy113
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy113
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051117-073034
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfs038
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfs038
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfs038
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfs038
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfs038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2017.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2017.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2017.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2017.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2017.07.003
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226820279.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226820279.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226820279.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226820279.001.0001
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/12/26/upshot/duck-dynasty-vs-modern-family-television-maps.htm
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soab020
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soab020
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soab020
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soab020
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soab020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2020.102498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2020.102498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2020.102498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2020.102498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2020.102498
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211065923
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211065923
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672211065923
https://doi.org/10.1111/socf.12202
https://doi.org/10.1111/socf.12202
https://doi.org/10.1111/socf.12202
https://doi.org/10.1111/socf.12202
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123406000044
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123406000044
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123406000044
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123406000044
https://doi.org/10.23943/princeton/9780691158914.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.23943/princeton/9780691158914.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.23943/princeton/9780691158914.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.23943/princeton/9780691158914.001.0001


24 | Social Forces, 2023

Levendusky, Matthew. 2009. The Partisan Sort: How Liberals Became Democrats and Conserva-
tives Became Republicans. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. https://doi.org/10.7208/
chicago/9780226473673.001.0001.

Levin, Simon A., Helen V. Milner and Charles Perrings 2021. “The Dynamics of Political Polariza-
tion.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 118(50):e2116950118. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.2116950118.

Lindner, Andrew M., Melissa Lindquist and Julie Arnold 2015. “Million Dollar Maybe? The Effect of
Female Presence in Movies on Box Office Returns.” Sociological Inquiry 85(3):407–28. https://doi.
org/10.1111/soin.12081.

Liu, Christopher C. and Sameer B. Srivastava 2015. “Pulling Closer and Moving Apart: Interaction,
Identity, and Influence in the U.S. Senate, 1973 to 2009.” American Sociological Review 80(1):192–217.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122414564182.

Lizardo, Omar 2006a. “How Cultural Tastes Shape Personal Networks.” American Sociological Review
71(5):778–807. https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240607100504.

Lizardo, Omar 2006b. “The Puzzle of Women’s ‘Highbrow’ Culture Consumption: Integrating Gender
and Work into Bourdieu’s Class Theory of Taste.” Poetics 34(1):1–23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
poetic.2005.09.001.

Lizardo, Omar. 2018. “Bourdieu, Distinction, and Aesthetic Consumption.” In The Oxford Handbook of
Consumption, edited by F. F. Wherry and I. Woodward, 179–96. New York, NY: Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190695583.013.7.

Lizardo, Omar and Sara Skiles 2016a. “Cultural Objects as Prisms: Perceived Audience Composition
of Musical Genres as a Resource for Symbolic Exclusion.” Socius 2:237802311664169. https://doi.
org/10.1177/2378023116641695.

Lizardo, Omar and Sara Skiles 2016b. “The End of Symbolic Exclusion? The Rise of ‘Categorical
Tolerance’ in the Musical Tastes of Americans: 1993–2012.” Sociological Science 3:85–108. https://
doi.org/10.15195/v3.a5.

Long, Chris P., Corinne Bendersky and Calvin Morrill 2011. “Fairness Monitoring: Linkinging Managerial
Controls and Fairness Judgements in Organizations.” The Academy of Management Journal 54(5):
1045–68. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0008.

Ma, Xiangyu 2021. “What Are the Temporal Dynamics of Taste?” Poetics 84:101514. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.poetic.2020.101514.

Mann, Geoff 2008. “Why Does Country Music Sound White? Race and the Voice of Nostalgia.” Ethnic
and Racial Studies 31(1):73–100. https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870701538893.

Már, Kristinn 2020. “Partisan Affective Polarization: Sorting, Entrenchment, and Fortification.” Public
Opinion Quarterly 84(4):915–35. https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfaa060.

Mark, Noah 1998. “Birds of a Feather Sing Together.” Social Forces 77(2):453–85. https://doi.
org/10.2307/3005535.

Mark, Noah P. 2003. “Culture and Competition: Homophily and Distancing Explanations for Cultural
Niches.” American Sociological Review 68(3):319–45. https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240306800302.

Mason, Lilliana 2015. “‘I Disrespectfully Agree’: The Differential Effects of Partisan Sorting on Social
and Issue Polarization.” American Journal of Political Science 59(1):128–45. https://doi.org/10.1111/
ajps.12089.

Mason, Lilliana. 2018. Uncivil Agreement: How Politics Became Our Identity. Chicago, IL: University of
Chicago Press. https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226524689.001.0001.

McCarty, Nolan. 2019. Polarization: What Everyone Needs to Know. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/wentk/9780190867782.001.0001.

Moody, James and Peter J. Mucha 2013. “Portrait of Political Party Polarization.” Network Science 1(1):
119–21. https://doi.org/10.1017/nws.2012.3.

Morisi, Davide, John T. Jost and Vishal Singh 2019. “An Asymmetrical ‘President-in-Power’ Effect.”
American Political Science Review 113(2):614–20. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000850.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/sf/advance-article/doi/10.1093/sf/soad150/7502686 by U

niversity of British C
olum

bia user on 18 M
arch 2024

https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226473673.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226473673.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226473673.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226473673.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2116950118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2116950118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2116950118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2116950118
https://doi.org/10.1111/soin.12081
https://doi.org/10.1111/soin.12081
https://doi.org/10.1111/soin.12081
https://doi.org/10.1111/soin.12081
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122414564182
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122414564182
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122414564182
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240607100504
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240607100504
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240607100504
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2005.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2005.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2005.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2005.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2005.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190695583.013.7
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190695583.013.7
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190695583.013.7
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190695583.013.7
https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023116641695
https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023116641695
https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023116641695
https://doi.org/10.15195/v3.a5
https://doi.org/10.15195/v3.a5
https://doi.org/10.15195/v3.a5
https://doi.org/10.15195/v3.a5
https://doi.org/10.15195/v3.a5
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0008
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0008
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0008
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2020.101514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2020.101514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2020.101514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2020.101514
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2020.101514
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870701538893
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870701538893
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870701538893
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfaa060
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfaa060
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfaa060
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfaa060
https://doi.org/10.1093/poq/nfaa060
https://doi.org/10.2307/3005535
https://doi.org/10.2307/3005535
https://doi.org/10.2307/3005535
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240306800302
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240306800302
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240306800302
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12089
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12089
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12089
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12089
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226524689.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226524689.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226524689.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226524689.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/wentk/9780190867782.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/wentk/9780190867782.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/wentk/9780190867782.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/wentk/9780190867782.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1017/nws.2012.3
https://doi.org/10.1017/nws.2012.3
https://doi.org/10.1017/nws.2012.3
https://doi.org/10.1017/nws.2012.3
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000850
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000850
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000850
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000850


The Polarization of Popular Culture | 25

Nicholson, Stephen P., Chelsea M. Coe, Jason Emory and Anna V. Song 2016. “The Politics of Beauty:
The Effects of Partisan Bias on Physical Attractiveness.” Political Behavior 38(4):883–98. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11109-016-9339-7.

O’Brien, Rourke L. 2017. “Redistribution and the New Fiscal Sociology: Race and the Progressivity of
State and Local Taxes.” American Journal of Sociology 122(4):1015–49. https://doi.org/10.1086/690118.

Pachucki, Mark A. and Ronald L. Breiger 2010. “Cultural Holes: Beyond Relationality in Social
Networks and Culture.” Annual Review of Sociology 36(1):205–24. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.
soc.012809.102615.

Park, Barum 2018. “How Are We Apart? Continuity and Change in the Structure of Ideological Dis-
agreement in the American Public, 1980–2012.” Social Forces 96(4):1757–84. https://doi.org/10.1093/
sf/sox093.

Pedulla, David S. 2016. “Penalized or Protected? Gender and the Consequences of Nonstandard
and Mismatched Employment Histories.” American Sociological Review 81(2):262–89. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0003122416630982.

Peterson, Richard A. 2005. “Problems in Comparative Research: The Example of Omnivorousness.”
Poetics 33(5):257–82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2005.10.002.

Peterson, Richard A. and Roger M. Kern 1996. “Changing Highbrow Taste: From Snob to Omnivore.”
American Sociological Review 61(5):900–7. https://doi.org/10.2307/2096460.

Prieur, Annick and Mike Savage 2013. “Emerging Forms of Cultural Capital.” European Societies 15(2):
246–67. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2012.748930.

Quadlin, Natasha 2018. “The Mark of a Woman’s Record: Gender and Academic Performance in
Hiring.” American Sociological Review 83(2):331–60. https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122418762291.

Rawlings, Craig M. 2022. “Becoming an Ideologue: Social Sorting and the Microfoundations of Polar-
ization.” Sociological Science 9:313–45. https://doi.org/10.15195/v9.a13.

Reeves, Aaron 2014. “Cultural Engagement across the Life Course: Examining Age–Period–Cohort
Effects.” Cultural Trends 23(4):273–89. https://doi.org/10.1080/09548963.2014.961274.

Schultz, Jennifer and Ronald L. Breiger 2010. “The Strength of Weak Culture.” Poetics 38(6):610–24.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2010.09.002.

Sherif, Muzafer, O. J. Harvey, and Jack White. 1961. The Robbers Cave Experiment: Intergroup Conflict and
Cooperation (Orig. Pub. as Intergroup Conflict and Group Relations). Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma
Press.

Sherman, Rachel. 2017. Uneasy Street: The Anxieties of Aff luence. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400888504.

Shi, Feng, Yongren Shi, Fedor A. Dokshin, James A. Evans and Michael W. Macy 2017. “Millions of
Online Book Co-Purchases Reveal Partisan Differences in the Consumption of Science.” Nature
Human Behaviour 1(4):1–9. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-017-0079.

Silver, Daniel, Clayton Childress, Monica Lee, Adam Slez and Fabio Dias 2022. “Balancing Cat-
egorical Conventionality in Music.” American Journal of Sociology 128(1):224–86. https://doi.
org/10.1086/719937.

Sokolova, Nadezhda and Mikhail Sokolov 2020. “Does Popular Culture Bridge Cultural Holes? A Study
of a Literary Taste System Using Unimodal Network Projections.” Poetics 83:101472. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.poetic.2020.101472.

Stanton, Zack 2021. “How the ‘Culture War’ Could Break Democracy.” Politico March 20. https://www.
politico.com/news/magazine/2021/05/20/culture-warpolitics-2021-democracy-analysis-489900.

Tampubolon, Gindo 2008. “Revisiting Omnivores in America Circa 1990s: The Exclusiveness of
Omnivores?” Poetics 36(2):243–64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2008.02.007.

Thomas, Kyla 2017. “Sounds of Disadvantage: Musical Taste and the Origins of Ethnic Difference.”
Poetics 60:29–47. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2016.10.002.

Thomsen, Danielle M. 2014. “Ideological Moderates Won’t Run: How Party Fit Matters for Par-
tisan Polarization in Congress.” The Journal of Politics 76(3):786–97. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0022381614000243.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/sf/advance-article/doi/10.1093/sf/soad150/7502686 by U

niversity of British C
olum

bia user on 18 M
arch 2024

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9339-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9339-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9339-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-016-9339-7
https://doi.org/10.1086/690118
https://doi.org/10.1086/690118
https://doi.org/10.1086/690118
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.012809.102615
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.012809.102615
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.012809.102615
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.012809.102615
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.012809.102615
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sox093
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sox093
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sox093
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sox093
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sox093
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122416630982
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122416630982
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122416630982
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2005.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2005.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2005.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2005.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2005.10.002
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096460
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096460
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096460
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2012.748930
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2012.748930
https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2012.748930
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122418762291
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122418762291
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122418762291
https://doi.org/10.15195/v9.a13
https://doi.org/10.15195/v9.a13
https://doi.org/10.15195/v9.a13
https://doi.org/10.15195/v9.a13
https://doi.org/10.15195/v9.a13
https://doi.org/10.1080/09548963.2014.961274
https://doi.org/10.1080/09548963.2014.961274
https://doi.org/10.1080/09548963.2014.961274
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2010.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2010.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2010.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2010.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2010.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400888504
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400888504
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400888504
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-017-0079
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-017-0079
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-017-0079
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-017-0079
https://doi.org/10.1086/719937
https://doi.org/10.1086/719937
https://doi.org/10.1086/719937
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2020.101472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2020.101472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2020.101472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2020.101472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2020.101472
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/05/20/culture-warpolitics-2021-democracy-analysis-489900
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/05/20/culture-warpolitics-2021-democracy-analysis-489900
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/05/20/culture-warpolitics-2021-democracy-analysis-489900
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/05/20/culture-warpolitics-2021-democracy-analysis-489900
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/05/20/culture-warpolitics-2021-democracy-analysis-489900
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/05/20/culture-warpolitics-2021-democracy-analysis-489900
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/05/20/culture-warpolitics-2021-democracy-analysis-489900
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/05/20/culture-warpolitics-2021-democracy-analysis-489900
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/05/20/culture-warpolitics-2021-democracy-analysis-489900
https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2021/05/20/culture-warpolitics-2021-democracy-analysis-489900
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2008.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2008.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2008.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2008.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2008.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2016.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2016.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2016.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2016.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2016.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381614000243
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381614000243
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381614000243
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0022381614000243


26 | Social Forces, 2023

Tibshirani, Robert, Guenther Walther and Trevor Hastie 2001. “Estimating the Number of Clusters in
a Data Set Via the Gap Statistic.” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series B (Statistical Methodology)
63(2):411–23. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00293.

van den Haak, Marcel. 2020. “‘Putting Radiohead Next to Bach’. Perceptions of Cultural Hierarchy
Unravelled with a Ranking Task.” Journal of Cultural Analysis and Social Change 5(1):02.

van Venrooij, Alex, Candace Miller and Vaughn Schmutz 2022. “Race and Genre Ambiguity in
the Critical Reception of Popular Music.” Sociological Inquiry 92(2):568–96. https://doi.org/10.1111/
soin.12470.

Walter, Sheryl L., Scott E. Seibert, Daniel Goering and Ernest H. O’Boyle 2019. “A Tale of Two Sample
Sources: Do Results from Online Panel Data and Conventional Data Converge?” Journal of Business
and Psychology 34(4):425–52. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9552-y.

Warde, Alan, David Wright and Modesto Gayo-Cal 2008. “The Omnivorous Orientation in the UK.”
Poetics 36(2):148–65. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2008.02.004.

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://academ

ic.oup.com
/sf/advance-article/doi/10.1093/sf/soad150/7502686 by U

niversity of British C
olum

bia user on 18 M
arch 2024

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00293
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00293
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9868.00293
https://doi.org/10.1111/soin.12470
https://doi.org/10.1111/soin.12470
https://doi.org/10.1111/soin.12470
https://doi.org/10.1111/soin.12470
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9552-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9552-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9552-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9552-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-018-9552-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2008.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2008.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2008.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2008.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.poetic.2008.02.004

	 The Polarization of Popular Culture: Tracing the Size, Shape, and Depth   of the "Oil Spill"
	Introduction
	Background
	Data
	Analytic Strategy
	Results
	Discussion
	Appendix A  
	Appendix B: Popular Culture Awareness Asymmetry
	About the Authors
	Supplementary Material
	Data Availability


