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Abstract
The Affect Theory of Social Exchange (ATSE) research 
program has produced cumulative insights on how in-
strumental exchanges lead to the development of affec-
tual attachments. With its focus on task responsibilities, 
ATSE leaves space to interrogate how factors not related 
to task execution are at play in the production of inter-
personal bonds. In this paper, we integrate insights from 
social psychology, cultural sociology and organizational 
research to develop a theoretical framework suggest-
ing (a) why and how cultural tastes contribute to social 
cohesion and (b) the conditions under which cultural 
tastes remain a source of strategic advantage or, worse, 
symbolic exclusion. Our theory rests on the basic propo-
sition that shared cultural tastes increase the likelihood 
of experiencing positive emotions, which in turn are 
key in the development and maintenance of affectual 
attachments. Variations to this proposition are subse-
quently introduced, considering culture in declarative 
and nondeclarative forms.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Recent work establishing links between social psychology and cultural sociology has produced 
powerful insights (Collett & Lizardo, 2014; Miles, 2014; Norton, 2014). The connections between 
these two subfields, however, remain tenuous and further work is needed to illuminate how 
social psychological processes function outside of experimental settings. For instance, findings 
from the Affect Theory of Social Exchange (ATSE) program have demonstrated how instrumen-
tal exchanges lead individuals to develop affectual attachments to each other, the group, and 
the larger system in which relationships are embedded (Lawler et al., 2016; Lawler et al., 2009). 
With its focus on task responsibilities, ATSE leaves space to interrogate how non-task related 
exchanges, which are more difficult to reproduce in laboratory environments, are smoothed over. 
Given that casual or non-scripted interactions are key components of social life, even in formal 
organizations (Fayard & Weeks, 2007; Rivera, 2012), it is reasonable to suspect that factors oth-
er than task characteristics will shape affectual attachments. In this context, we aim to extend 
ATSE by theorizing how shared cultural tastes contribute to the development affective bonds in 
organizational settings.

Formal organizations offer concrete, structured settings in which casual interactions are rel-
atively constrained by explicitly purposeful tasks and technical exchanges; situations that afford 
people the opportunity to discuss the cultural goods and lifestyles they claim to enjoy in ad-
dition to simply undertaking workplace responsibilities (Fayard & Weeks, 2007; Rivera, 2012). 
Moreover, as Fine  (2012, p. 161) states, “organizations survive not just because of the formal 
arrangement of personnel but because of the interaction scenes the arrangements generate.” 
Organizations, then, are not simply a collection of individuals executing tasks but also social 
environments where people informally interact and converse about their personal interests, cur-
rent events, and popular topics. As such, we claim that people make use of their knowledge and 
familiarity with variety of cultural objects–such as films, TV shows, sports, and music–to create 
interaction scenes that help to satisfy their inherent desire to maximize emotional energy and so-
cial belonging. Our emphasis, then, is on the pro-social aspect of cultural tastes, which contrasts 
with a significant body of sociological work discussing tastes as symbolic markers of socioeco-
nomic position (Bourdieu, 1984). However, as we later elaborate, our perspective is not altogether 
incompatible with the Bourdieusian tradition.

Building on evidence that informal interaction is crucial to the achievement of organizational 
goals (Fayard & Weeks, 2007) and on accounts of how people rekey broader public meanings to 
regulate group dynamics (Abrutyn et al., 2019; Eliasoph & Lichterman, 2003), we specify possi-
ble mechanisms by which shared cultural tastes generate “emotional buzz” and social cohesion 
(Lawler & Yoon, 1996, p. 90). By focussing on how cultural tastes operate as an interactional re-
source, this paper responds to calls to discuss the currency that cultural “omnivorousness” holds 
outside of the realm of consumption (Karademir Hazır, 2019), to disentangle the supra-individual 
and internalized aspects of culture (DiMaggio, 1997; Lizardo, 2017; Wood et al., 2018), and to es-
tablish connections between social psychology and cultural sociology (Collett & Lizardo, 2014) – 
particularly between affect and culture, which is often neglected in favour of cognition and cul-
ture.1 We begin by explaining why cultural tastes may function as an interactional resource. We 
then provide a summary of social psychological frameworks that form the basis of our theo-
retical propositions. We then establish theoretical connections between cultural tastes and the 
social-psychological frameworks discussed, outlining our Cultural Theory of Social Exchange.
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2 | CULTURAL TASTES AND SOCIAL INTERACTION

2.1 | Omnivorous tastes as cultural toolkits

Studies suggest that high-status individuals are more likely to have an eclectic repertoire of tastes, 
one that includes highbrow and lowbrow cultural goods, relative to people in lower status social 
positions (Alderson et al., 2007; Bryson, 1996; Chan & Goldthorpe, 2005; Vanzella-Yang, 2018). 
This phenomenon has been labelled as cultural omnivorousness (Peterson & Kern, 1996). Despite 
the extensive number of studies investigating omnivorousness since the term was introduced, 
little remains known about why, how, and when people consume or discuss the various cultural 
objects they claim to like (Benzecry & Collins, 2014; Jarness, 2015; Jarness & Friedman, 2017). 
In addition, the vast majority of existing research has relied on survey questions and methodol-
ogies that cannot fully distinguish genuine tastes from a degree of interest, familiarity or passing 
knowledge of certain cultural objects (Brisson, 2019). Cultural tastes, therefore, have often been 
narrowly interpreted as embodied dispositions, and the usefulness of omnivorous tastes in every-
day life has yet to be clarified. We argue that an omnivorous set of cultural tastes is more akin to 
a cultural toolkit (Swidler, 1986) that is drawn upon depending on the situation and interactant 
(Reeves et al., 2015) rather than simply internalized dispositions reflective of class position.

Cultural tastes, we suggest, can encompass both internalized dispositions as well as a set 
of “symbols, stories, rituals and worldviews that people may use in various considerations to 
solve different kinds of problems” (Swidler, 1986, p. 273) such as successfully engaging in social 
interaction and fostering social cohesion. Our big shift, therefore, is in pointing out that value 
is not inherent in certain tastes and dispositions and their weaponization in the struggle for 
more capital, but in the community of users who recognize the value of the quantity, quality, and 
diversity of tastes its members can and should possess. And, as status expectations theory might 
suggest (Berger & Webster, 2006), a community of users may be stratified in quantity and diver-
sity of tastes yet ratify the shared notion of value. The idea, then, is that diverse tastes (1) signal 
inclusion within a specific group as well as potential points of membership across a broader array 
of networks, (2) serve in the Durkheimian sense of external representations generating mutual 
entrainment (Collins, 2004), and, therefore, (3) become narrowly shared tastes often emphasized 
in ‘idiocultures’ (Fine, 2012) or ‘group styles’ (Eliasoph & Lichterman, 2003).

Consistent with this toolkit perspective, experimental work supports the notion that people 
declare different musical tastes depending on the social class of the person they are interacting 
with–e.g., a stronger liking for classical music and jazz was expressed when the participants were 
primed with a middle-class vignette relative to a working-class vignette (Reeves et  al.,  2015). 
Given the fact that it would defy empirical reality to suggest every or even most interactions 
are strategic power-plays2, it stands to reason that diverse (omnivorous) cultural tastes are as 
much symbolic markers of social difference as potential sources of mutual entrainment. Few 
have treated cultural omnivorousness this way, but, where informal interaction is essential to the 
achievement of formal organizational goals (Fayard & Weeks, 2007; Fine, 2012), cultural tastes 
have been suggested to be an important tool for reducing social distance (Erickson, 1996).

2.2 | Cultural tastes in formal organizations

In successful work organizations, coordination is required between individuals for goals to be 
met and outcomes to be maximized (Erickson, 1996). Erickson's work suggests that expressions 
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of snobbism, power and domination are highly undesirable if one aims to promote coopera-
tion and cohesion in the workplace. Rather than highbrow culture, high status individuals (e.g. 
owners and managers) will deploy their knowledge of different kinds of culture for “conducting 
class relationships” (Erickson, 1996, p. 219) and establishing “smooth relationships across class 
boundaries” (p. 221) in the workplace. Discussing recent sports results or making reference to 
popular TV shows in conversations with lower-ranked employees, without necessarily enjoying 
these cultural objects, are possible examples of such cross-class coordination endeavours used by 
those of higher status positions in an organization.

High-status people in organizations are structurally motivated to build solidarity and are also 
more likely to feel a lack of authenticity, especially if there is a concern about high status being 
obtained in a morally ambiguous way (Hahl & Zuckerman, 2014). By stating an appreciation 
for authentic lowbrow culture, high-status individuals are able to mitigate perceptions of in-
authenticity by others and legitimize their higher status position (Hahl et al., 2017). While low 
status actors might also be motivated to close the symbolic status gap, they likely lack the depth 
of knowledge to do so in a convincing way, which may increase the chances of interactional 
mishaps. Consistent with this interpretation, socioeconomic position (education in particular) 
strongly predicts frequency of discussion of films, musical performances, books, art and plays, 
even after controlling for consumption of each these cultural goods (Lizardo, 2016). Thus, evi-
dence suggests that it is high status people who are more likely to draw from their knowledge of 
cultural goods to bolster social interactions and generate social cohesion.

This situational adjustment to others' cultural tastes, to be sure, can be found in Bourdieu's 
own work, but with the more typical vision of humans as strategic actors trying to win matches 
and games within the field. For instance, Bourdieu (1989, p.16, emphasis added) speaks of “strat-
egies of condescension…by which agents who occupy a higher position in one of the hierarchies 
of objective space symbolically deny the social distance between themselves and others, a dis-
tance which does not thereby cease to exist, thus reaping the profits of the recognition granted 
to a purely symbolic denegation of distance […] which implies a recognition of distances.” Pos-
sessing an extensive palate of tastes purportedly provides the means by which high-status groups 
enact strategies of condescension as a way of simultaneously denying and reinforcing social dis-
tance, mitigating hierarchies in interpersonal encounters while ultimately reinforcing organiza-
tional structure. The degree to which this strategy can work will vary and depend on how well 
high-status individuals can manage their “visceral selves” and execute a believable performance 
of their “honorable selves,” which possibly include a stated liking for lowbrow tastes (Jarness & 
Friedman, 2017)—a point we will return to in greater detail shortly.

While ultimately these strategies may reproduce systems of inequality, it is also important to 
consider the other side of the equation: the intersubjective reduction of distance. Recurring inter-
actions may never reduce the distance completely, but it is also the case that this distance shrinks 
in qualitatively important ways (Blau, 1964). From an organization's standpoint, the authentic 
performance, strategically advantageous or not, of “correct” tastes in informal interactions actu-
ally benefits the collective's realization of its goals by “smoothing” potentially conflict-ridden re-
lationships. By smoothing these relationships it may inadvertently generate the types of affective 
attachments cultivated by both superordinate and subordinates to the same abstract others (e.g., 
organizations as reified social objects), and not simply to the asymmetrical relationship, causing 
objective social distance to, in fact, decrease. That is, what may have initially been a conscious or 
unconscious strategy of domination may become saturated in norms of reciprocity and gratitude 
and affective association that mitigate power-dependence (Emerson, 1962).
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However, it remains to be seen what mechanisms work to reduce social distances via cultural 
tastes. To specify these mechanisms, we follow several other fruitful theory-building efforts that 
have brought the subfield of culture into dialogue with social psychological dynamics (Collett 
& Lizardo,  2014; Miles,  2014). More specifically, we make the case that the Affect Theory of 
Social Exchange (ATSE) may be leveraged to flesh out these mechanisms, while also benefiting 
from a fruitful exchange that sees cultural dynamics introduced to social psychological processes. 
Ultimately, this new model helps build on the growing scholarly interest emphasizing the im-
portance of ‘water-cooler conversations’ in the workplace (Fayard & Weeks, 2007) to argue that 
cultural tastes (and especially omnivorous tastes) are an interactional resource in one's toolkit 
that can be drawn on to create “emotional energy” in interpersonal encounters (Collins, 2004), 
eventually contributing to the achievement of supra-individual organizational goals.

3 | EMOTIONS AND SOCIAL COHESION

At the heart of both cultural sociology and social psychology is the central concern of action (Liz-
ardo, 2017; McCall, 2018) and the subjective meanings through which action is possible (Patter-
son, 2014; Stryker, 1980). Where social psychology benefits cultural sociology is in discerning the 
mechanisms that operate between the public, external side of culture and the internal, private 
schema we carry (Fine, 2012). Conversely, cultural sociology provides social psychology an alter-
native to structure-only explanations of these mechanisms (see Stryker, 1980), highlighting the 
shared pool of meanings from which identities or statuses can find reference (Fine, 2012) as well 
as cognitive mechanisms, like schema or frames, by which culture is used to mobilize feelings, 
thoughts, and actions (Wood et al., 2018).

3.1 | Meaningful objects and affective attachments

A key principle of social psychology revolves around the idea that we objectify things (Mc-
Call, 2018). For instance, in objectifying the self, we are able to evaluate who we are not only 
from some personal standard we carry, but from that of real, imagined, and generalized others. 
This capacity brings us to our second point about objects: objects and objectification, in the Dur-
kheimian sense, are central to building and maintaining collectives—from dyads to nation-states 
(Collins,  2004). Physical objects (like emblems and flags), social objects (like real or fictional 
leaders), ideational objects (like ‘isms’ or names), and other objects (like places), all may serve as 
external repositories of past (ritualized) interaction and exchange (Simko, 2016). Consequently, 
any object can act upon members as referent, reminder, and reinforcement of the group's exist-
ence and our obligations and duties to it and to members. For example, in Wohl's (2015) study of 
an erotic arts club, she found that groupness was established thanks to a shared sense of good and 
bad taste and the communication of aesthetic judgements through interactions between group 
members. The art objects deemed aesthetically valuable, she argues, were “highly charged mark-
ers of group identification” that enabled the construction of a “shared social reality” (Wohl, 2015, 
p. 321). Similarly, Zubrzycki (2013) discusses how the toppling of a statue of Saint John the Bap-
tist, a traditional symbol of French Canada, was a key act of “aesthetic revolt” that articulated the 
transformation of Quebec from an ethno-religious to a secular society.

Objects, then, are key to moral order and solidarity. Durkheim's thoughts on objects, though, 
often obscure the pragmatic side of objectification, which is akin to the cognitive shortcuts 
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cultural sociologists think about when discussing schema (Lizardo, 2017). Recognizable objects 
typify feelings, thoughts, and actions and, therefore, allow for ease of interaction through generic 
recipes of expectations (Berger & Luckmann, 1966). Therefore, objects do not just entrain indi-
viduals in intense, spectacular ceremony, but also in mundane everyday fulfilment of our duties 
as sibling, friend, or co-worker (Goffman, 1967). Hence, social psychology matters to cultural 
sociology because of its focus on objects and the role these objects play in both creating a shared 
world designed to make us feel as though the world is shared and in projecting collective identity 
onto the physical landscape in both morally-laden and easy-to-recognize ways.

Importantly, objects are infused with collective meanings. They are the very heart of produc-
ing and reproducing affective attachments to others, groups, categoric units (e.g, gender, race), 
and even bigger collectives. Objects that have come to externally represent (that is, serve as a 
cultural reminder of) a group of people's shared reality contribute to mutual entrainment in fu-
ture interactions (Collins, 2004). They draw mutual attention and focus from ritual interactants 
and synchronize behaviour and emotion. Equally important is the emotional side we have been 
alluding to: objects pave the way for affective attachments, which are the ultimate source of sol-
idarity, through coordinating bodies, talk, and attention in ways that either reinforce the moral 
order or cause disquiet and unease (Goffman, 1967). In the advertising industry, for example, 
diverse and inclusive cultural tastes are considered a signal of whether a prospective employee 
is “interesting” and therefore likely to be a good match for creative jobs in which colleagues care 
about “different kinds of art and music and fashion, clothing, all that stuff” (Koppman, 2016, 
p. 305).

3.2 | Affect theory of social exchange

This line of argument implicitly undergirds a specific research program in social psychology, Af-
fect Theory of Social Exchange (ATSE) (Lawler, 2001). The principle research puzzle ATSE tackles 
is: how do affective attachments emerge in a world dominated by impersonal exchanges, both 
in general and in the formal organizations that pervasively shape our exchange? The logic of the 
theory rests on classic exchange principles (Cook & Emerson, 1978) with a twist. Much of life 
is a series of recurring exchanges predicated on accomplishing a joint task of some sort. Where 
the contributions to said task are difficult to tease out, or inseparable in the theory's terminology, 
and where responsibility for success or failure is perceived as shared, affective attachments will 
extend beyond the individual to the other or something “outside” of them—e.g., the relation-
ship, the group or large collective in which the exchange occurs, or an abstract entity like “the 
economy” (Lawler et al., 2008). What makes ATSE so useful for translating the broader social 
psychological discussion into this paper's primary goals is that the joint-tasks ATSE is so con-
cerned with are fundamental to formal organizations–the types of social environments where 
Erickson (1996) begins discussing the value of diverse cultural tastes. The benefits, then, for both 
cultural sociology and social psychology start to become clear: shared tastes for cultural objects 
bring meaning to task-oriented exchanges, which in turn are situations in which cultural tastes 
matter beyond the realm of consumption and symbolic boundary-drawing.

However, not all exchanges occur on equal grounds and the role of shared tastes will vary 
depending on the degree of power symmetry in social relationships. Given that exchange part-
ners may vary by status attributes and/or power/privilege, some nuance must be noted. If all 
women were secretaries or, similarly, if all employees were men except one or two women, then 
the interaction between diffuse (widespread, trans-situational) and specific (contextualized, 
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situation-dependent) status beliefs of the space will (presumably) be different than we would 
expect (Ridgeway & Correll, 2004a, 2004b) and, thus, the experience of status or power will have 
a local texture (Collins, 2000). On the one hand, diversity in tastes will still work, but only among 
homogeneous, clustering groups while acute or salient distinctions between groups will nullify 
it. On the other hand, in the example above, women either owing to their lower status positions 
or simply being less prevalent in the organization may have to compensate for these disadvantag-
es, hence taste diversity becomes a strategy of survival.3

In addition, shared cultural tastes may help explain how the intersubjective component (a 
sense of shared responsibility) of ATSE is constructed. Surely practical success will help make 
people feel like they are winning or losing together, but being able to reduce, even if only sub-
jectively, social distances would seem to be a powerful force for created a sense of sharedness 
and, even where tasks are separable, obscure their separability in the minds of the actors. It is 
plausible, therefore, that cultural tastes complement these social psychological frameworks that 
neglect the role of subjective meanings in task-oriented exchanges. In the following section, then, 
we unpack these ideas to provide points of synthesis between ATSE and cultural tastes.

4 | TOWARD A CULTURAL THEORY OF SOCIAL EXCHANGE

Below, we begin to formalize a cultural theory of social exchange in which we make explicit the 
linkages between cultural tastes and ATSE. Two broad, overarching questions guide the analy-
sis. First, in structurally induced situations, or those commonly found in formal organizations, 
how and why do diverse tastes increase or decrease the likelihood of integration and, therefore, 
commitment to the organization? Second, how and why do internalized tastes (e.g., the kinds of 
musical genres people really like and listen to frequently) have better cohesion effects than stated 
declarative tastes (e.g., the musical genres people say they like because of social desirability)? 
At the core of the theoretical argument is a rather simple idea unpacked above and restated in 
propositional form:

P1: The more tastes interactants share, the greater the experience of positive emo-
tions, and the greater the degree to which they identify these emotions with the 
other and develop/maintain affectual attachments.

Some variations to this basic idea will later be outlined as we bring cultural tastes into dia-
logue with a suite of social psychological ideas as well as with an important criticism surround-
ing the concept of cultural omnivorousness, that is, the need to discern people's internalized 
tastes from their stated tastes that are part of their interactional toolkit. We begin by first positing 
the basic principles of our theory. Lawler's (2002) first effort to discuss affect and exchange was 
relationally, or dyadically. To this end, we modify his relational cohesion theory by adding cultur-
al tastes. Having established this, we move beyond the dyadic encounter to think about larger col-
lectives, like organizations that depend not merely on dyadic cohesion, but on the construction 
of commitments to the organization, or at least a department within the organization. Here, we 
turn to (Lawler's, 2001; Lawler et al., 2009) own efforts to expand relational cohesion, modifying 
his ATSE with cultural tastes. Doing so allows us to make one final key move: considering how 
cultural tastes helps account for the construction of affectual attachments even when exchange 
partners and the broader environment in which they are embedded are sharply differentiated in 
terms of power distribution.
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4.1 | Cultural tastes and relational cohesion

In an effort to integrate a Durkheimian/affectual model to the insights emerging in social ex-
change theory (Cook & Emerson, 1978), Lawler's relational cohesion theory laid out a causal 
path from “exchange to emotion to cohesion” (Lawler, 2002, p. 6) in recurring, usually formal or-
ganizational settings. Lawler and Yoon (1996), for instance, found support that greater frequency 
of exchanges (agreements reached in negotiations) increased the likelihood of experiencing pos-
itive emotions, which, in turn, lead to greater levels of social cohesion—e.g., greater numbers of 
commitment behaviours such as gift-giving, making further contributions, and deciding to stay 
in the task group. Central to the theory is the distinction between structurally-enabled and struc-
turally-induced exchanges (Lawler, 2002). Enabled exchanges are those in which agents “choose” 
partners, while induced exchanges are those in which choice is severely delimited by the larger 
structural levels in which exchange is embedded. Power differentials are essential to the theo-
retical model, particularly in shaping the first link in the causal chain, frequency of exchange. 
Though both structurally-enabled and structurally-induced interactions can produce cohesion, 
as one might expect, commitment behaviour tends to be greater when exchanges are “voluntaris-
tic,” or, structurally-enabled, rather than structurally-induced (Lawler, 2002).4 However, Lawler 
also provides evidence and explanation for how and why structurally-induced exchanges, which 
are often characterized by asymmetrical power relations, produce affectual attachments, albeit 
indirectly. As such, we need to consider how cultural tastes—as a potential mechanism of soli-
darity in dyadic task-oriented relationships—works in enabled and induced exchanges.

In terms of the former, we posit that commonality of cultural tastes is associated with greater 
opportunities for social exchange because tastes function as “network opportunity structures” 
and “the more varied your tastes, the better you can connect with others” (Puetz, 2015, p. 442).

P2: The more tastes interactants share, the more they will interact with one another, 
experience positive emotions, and develop affective attachments to the network of 
interaction.

Common tastes thus function as an antecedent mechanism in the exchange to emotion to 
cohesion pathway posited by relational cohesion theory. If two coworkers are avid NFL fans they 
will, all other things equal, interact more with each other to discuss recent results and events 
than with other coworkers with whom they share no tastes in common. This is consistent with 
the notion that cultural tastes shape personal networks (Lizardo, 2006; Vaisey & Lizardo, 2010). 
Therefore, the more diverse one's palate of tastes, the more opportunities they will have to inter-
act with others, experience positive emotions, and develop affectual attachments.

In structurally-induced relations, P1 remains operant: omnivorousness increases the likeli-
hood of having common tastes with a greater number of exchange partners and, as such, in-
creases the likelihood that exchanges, even those induced, between those with similar tastes will 
increase positive affect and affectual attachment. Yet, shared tastes will have different dynamics 
because (a) the surrounding structure (and not tastes) induces interactions and conditions their 
frequency and (b) induced exchanges increase the likelihood of asymmetry in power distribu-
tion. Instead, commonality of tastes moderates the effects of asymmetry; that is, it smooths the 
social distance between partners paving the way for greater positive affect and a sense that the 
association between partners is valuable beyond the induced task and structural constraints. In 
Durkheim’s (1992, p. 25). Professional Ethics, he reminds us that association is not always or even 
usually about strategy or exclusion, but rather “to associate for the sole pleasure of mixing within 
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[similar others] as well as for the pleasure of communing together.” That is not to say that the 
task's success no longer matters or that the superordinate could strategically manipulate their 
omnivorousness for advantage. Rather, as Lawler has found, recurring interactions that generate 
positive affect and, thereby, affectual attachments that make an object of the relationship grad-
ually shift from utilitarian or strategic to normative. Suppose a professor randomly pairs up her 
students for the completion of a capstone project: one pair shares a mutual interest in Marvel 
comics and Stephen King novels, while another pair has completely non-overlapping tastes or 
hobbies. All other things equal, we posit that the pair with common interests will be more likely 
to experience positive emotions resulting from their exchanges. This is because rhythmic entrain-
ment is highest in interactions that are non-scripted (Collins, 2004) and engaging in an informal 
chat about common tastes enables people to go beyond the more formal scripted rules which 
typically govern social interactions.5

P3: When actors are structurally induced to interact, their positive emotional experi-
ences and attachment to the network of interaction will be greater to the degree that 
interactants share common tastes.
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Figure 1, then, illustrates the modifications we made to Lawler's relational cohesion theory. 
Whereas Lawler posits a structural theory in which situations and the broader structural environ-
ments they are embedded facilitate and constrain joint-tasks, exchange partners, and the likeli-
hood of affective attachment, we add the fact that exchange partners are not merely nodes whose 
attachments are shaped by structural factors alone. Instead, we argue that affectual attachments 
are accelerated, intensified, and improved in two ways by shared cultural tastes.

First, where structural constraints are relatively low and choice of exchange partners rela-
tively high, shared cultural tastes increase the likelihood that the sense of shared responsibility 
develops from successfully doing a task because it increases the likelihood that the exchange will 
be socially satisfying and not simply a utilitarian exchange; thereby, both partners will be mutu-
ally inclined to interact more often and will accelerate the formation of cohesion. Second, where 
structural constraints are high and choice low, cultural tastes intervene less so in increasing the 
frequency of exchange, but rather in its ability to reduce social distance. However, because of its 
continued effects—albeit less directly in the induced case—on the creation of affectual attach-
ments, shared tastes become less a strategy over recurring exchanges and more so a preconscious 
part of the expressive biography and order of the relationship. Thus, in the case of induced ex-
changes, shared tastes serve to obfuscate the structural inducement to exchange and, instead, 
broadens the informal, intangible lines of interaction and communication, which may or may 
not become the basis upon which individual's attribute positive affect derived from successfully 
completing the formal task. The task, then, still matters a lot in structurally-enabled exchanges, 
but can fade into the background in induced exchanges and it becomes paramount that both 
actors are able to talk about their common interests.

4.2 | Cultural tastes and affect theory of social exchange

While tastes were shown to generate normative, affectual cohesion among dyads, we must also 
consider how it fosters emotions and cohesion beyond the dyad. To do so, we turn to Lawler's 
own theoretical evolution from dyads to networks of organized social relations. In ATSE, the task 
remains the central structural unit embedded within a larger organization that divides tasks up 
to accomplish its own formal goals. Tasks vary in their level of jointness, or the degree to which 
(1) the actors' objective contributions to task success are inseparable and (2) the actors subjective-
ly perceive a sense of shared responsibility for the task's success and/or failure. The logic, then, 
rests on relational cohesion but allows for the extension of affective commitment beyond the 
dyad, extending to productive units (e.g., a department in an organization) or to the organization 
itself (Lawler et al., 2008).

Drawing on the integration of cultural tastes above (particularly P3 as most joint tasks are 
induced by structural environments whether they be group projects assigned by teachers or work 
projects assigned by employers), it is plausible to suggest similar dynamics would be in play in 
ATSE as in relational cohesion, but with the added effect of solidarity radiating outward beyond a 
specific exchange partner. We suggest, then, that cultural tastes will intervene in two ways. First, 
greater commonality of tastes will enhance any positive affect experienced by a shared sense of 
responsibility towards success and, of course, actual success. That is, it is likely that people who 
have common tastes and are able to discuss them during the actual realization of the task will 
feel positive affect on top of the affect generated by working together towards a common utilitar-
ian goal. Second, these tastes are shared and subsequent relationships built because they are in-
duced by an organization and, therefore, affectual attachment to the department or organization 
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is ramified—despite domination from abstract rules and from agents of the organization, includ-
ing, potentially, exchange partners working towards the specific goal.

P4: In a situation of high task jointness, the more tastes individuals share, the more 
intense positive emotions they will experience in interaction, and the higher the 
likelihood these positive emotions will lead to attachment to the larger social unit.

Consider, for instance, an example Lawler (2001) uses himself. Suppose three academics are 
co-authoring a paper, a form of exchange that Lawler defines as productive given that each in-
dividual is jointly and concomitantly contributing to a common task. If each of the author's 
expertise are required to write the paper (structural dimension of jointness) and they cannot 
precisely identify how much each of them contributed to the research and writing task (per-
ceptual dimension of jointness), they will experience positive emotions from this co-authorship 
arrangement and attribute the origins of these emotions to the co-authorship arrangement itself. 
Now let's pretend that these academics, in addition to their exchanges carried out for the sake of 
task completion (co-authoring a paper), also share a passion for English Premier League Football 
and regularly chat about recent results and events in the league. It is likely that their common 
interest in English football will contribute toward more experiences of positive emotions through 
social exchanges in comparison to a similar group of three authors without much in common 
other than the desire to write the paper. Their shared taste for English football creates a different 
interaction scene in their structured co-authorship relation.

Though Lawler's example does not address status differences between actors, the insights can 
be extended to situations where status is salient. Indeed, Erickson's work shows that it is precise-
ly the cultural genres that are popular among employees, managers and owners alike (e.g. sports 
and mainstream art) that are most useful in cross-class coordination by virtue of their ability to 
provide enjoyable conversation (Erickson, 1996). Thus, given that omnivorousness increases the 
probability of overlapping tastes between individuals of different status positions, it is arguably a 
key resource in generating the emotional bonds necessary for cross-class coordination. Figure 2, 
below, presents the full model with shared tastes intervening in the beginning of the model, 
where relational cohesion exists and, again, in the middle of the process, where ATSE extends 
relational cohesion.6

In short, commonality of tastes adds richness and meaning to joint tasks by allowing actors 
to go beyond the formal inducements of exchange. When these authors meet to discuss the pro-
gress of the work and the next steps that need to be undertaken, they will emotionally benefit 
by being rhythmically entrained in a conversation that is not part of the scholarly activity itself 
(Collins, 2004). Common taste for certain kinds of cultural genre, such as English football in the 
case of the three co-authors, function as the Durkheimian sacred object that carries symbolic 
meaning and generates collective effervescence. It follows, then, that the more one extensive 
one's repertoire of tastes, the more likely people are to engross others in meaningful interactions 
and experience collective effervescence. Of course, these are not the large-scale rituals such as 
a music concert or a sports game, but interaction rituals in Goffman's (1967) original sense as 
situations that generate momentary focus and are considered worthy of being treated seriously 
by interactants.

The last question we consider is: what happens when actors are not power equals? Thus far, 
we have only superficially considered this question and therefore the cynical critique of our the-
oretical reformulation may argue that superordinates can strategically induce commitment for 
their own benefit. Indeed, power differentials do influence social relationship and the distribu-
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tion of emotions—or, at least their expression and suppression—and, therefore, power matters 
regardless (Kemper, 2006; Lawler & Yoon, 1996). In what follows, we discuss the role of tastes in 
light of unequal distribution of power, adding one final wrinkle to fully elucidate the robustness 
of the theory: the differences between internalized and stated tastes.

4.3 | Power and taste

The uneven distribution of power is an essential feature and function of formal organizations, es-
pecially larger ones with complex divisions of labour (Blau, 1970). Power differentials, however, 
may also threaten solidarity, especially in formal organizations that “routinely enforce relation-
ships of domination and submission” (Collins, 1974, p. 433)7. The final step, then, in sketching 
out our theory is elucidating when cultural tastes are more likely to be wielded as symbolic power 
and, possibly even violence (Bourdieu, 1989) and when it is more likely to function as a mecha-
nism of integration and solidarity. As such, our analysis adds one final key conceptual element 
drawn from recent work blending cognitive science with the sociology of culture. To preview the 
argument, we posit that a second dimension—internalized (nondeclarative culture) and stated 
(declared) tastes—intersect with Lawler's two types of structural types of exchange—enabled 
and induced—to generate variation in the effects of cultural tastes on social cohesion.

4.3.1 | Nondeclarative and declarative culture

Qualitative research on cultural tastes has helped to distinguish tastes that people actually pos-
sess from tastes that people simply claim to possess, thus problematizing the validity of previous 
evidence in support of cultural omnivorousness (Atkinson, 2011; Jarness & Friedman, 2017). It 
is evident, then, that large-scale survey questions tend to oversimplify the measurement of tastes 
and mistakenly capture as tastes what might simply be some interest or passing knowledge about 
certain cultural genres or objects. What are the implications of this for the theoretical proposi-
tions we outline in this paper? To answer this question, we must return to the idea that individ-
uals acquire and use culture in declarative and nondeclarative ways (Lizardo, 2017), and that 
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cultural omnivorousness is an extension of an aestheticizing scheme applied to non-legitimated 
forms of culture (Lizardo & Skiles, 2012).

Declarative culture is expressed through language and consists of values, attitudes, orienta-
tions, worldviews, and ideologies (Lizardo, 2017, p. 94). Conversely, nondeclarative culture con-
sists of internalized skills, dispositions, schemata, prototypes, and associations. Nondeclarative 
culture is acquired slowly and deployed rapidly while declarative culture is acquired rapidly and 
deployed slowly through symbolic mediation. When people say they like more things than they 
actually do, they are likely not expressing their internalized tastes but their desire to demonstrate 
their greater openness and ability to aestheticize “non-canonical” cultural objects, akin to what 
Ollivier and Fridman (2002) called “conspicuous openness”. Omnivorousness, therefore, is not 
only about the kinds of culture that internally resonate within individuals, but rather can be 
about how they perform their “honorable selves” (Jarness & Friedman, 2017) by being engrossed 
or distant from the “line” they express (Goffman, 1967) while extending the aestheticizing logic 
initially learnt through exposure to legitimated culture (Lizardo & Skiles, 2012). In contrast to the 
more immediate and noticeable effect of internalized tastes on cohesion, declared tastes require 
some performance and are more difficult to sustain over time (Jarness & Friedman, 2017).

For instance, a North American individual with an expressed taste for reggae and samba 
signals that she is knowledgeable and appreciative of what other parts of the world have to of-
fer musically. However, she may not in fact listen to or possess the appropriate cultural knowl-
edge about this music to convince a fanatic of her tastes, let alone be in situations where these 
dispositions would have value. In Goffman's (1959) terms, she is surface acting or cynically at-
tached to her performance, perhaps using it as a strategy to “belong” to a group, or to manoeuvre 
in the situation and/or field. Of course, when wielded by a superordinate, consciously or not, 
this type of omnivorousness becomes a “strategy of condescension” that concomitantly reduc-
es the subjective distance between herself and the other and reinforces the objective distance 
(Bourdieu, 1989). Alternatively, we suggest that the kinds of culture that truly resonate within 
individuals, in contrast, more likely map onto nondeclarative forms of culture. In the case of mu-
sic, internalized (nondeclarative) tastes are the kinds of genres that one has been listening to for 
most of their life and which always provoke an internal positive affect when listening; it is likely 
the individual will seek out others with whom they can share this emotional response. Here, 
the “use” of cultural tastes is preconscious and not strategic, but rather for genuinely generating 
belonging (see, for instance, Pugh, 2009). Indeed, there is qualitative evidence that internalized 
tastes are slowly acquired throughout life experiences and that stated tastes, in contrast, are a 
reflection of “cultural goodwill” (Atkinson, 2011). This is consistent with the finding that omni-
vores disproportionately favour legitimated culture and selectively appropriate popular culture 
(Warde et al., 2008) possibly as an extension of an aestheticizing scheme learnt earlier in life 
(Lizardo & Skiles, 2012).

The distinction between internalized (nondeclarative) tastes and stated (declarative) tastes 
matters for our present argument because the nature of tastes influences the extent to which they 
are efficacious in generating positive emotions and social cohesion by way of social interaction 
or being potentially perceived by others as expressed for utilitarian purposes, advantage, and, 
therefore, indicative of asymmetrical power. We summarize this idea in our final proposition:

P5: Social exchanges will more likely result in positive emotional experiences if peo-
ple share internalized tastes rather than stated tastes.8
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A straightforward implication of this proposition is that shared internalized tastes generate 
stronger ties and shared stated tastes generate weaker ties. One might be knowledgeable of a 
bit of NBA history and events, and this might generate some sort of a buzz in an interactional 
encounter between two newly met strangers in a firm. However, a shared passion or genuine 
interest for NBA will generate emotional experiences and increase the likelihood of social co-
hesion between interactants. Lawler argues that cohesion is perceived when roles in tasks are 
indistinguishable and when we believe we are sharing in the success or failure of the project. 
While the former is conceptualized as objective and structural—that is, Lawler argues that roles 
are either inseparable or not—both have a subjective component, and we argue that complimen-
tary tastes exchanged during the pursuit of a task and informally at other times may contribute to 
intersubjective beliefs that roles, even if different, are mutually interdependent and inextricably 
entwined; and, of course, may contribute to the feeling that success and failure is also inextrica-
bly linked to the participants.

We turn, now, to exploring how the two dimensions—tastes and power symmetry—to amend 
the above propositions. In short, P2, above, argued that shared tastes works to increase the fre-
quency of exchanges in structurally-enabled partnerships and organizational tasks while P3 pos-
ited that shared tastes contributes to cohesion by smoothing and reducing asymmetry by gener-
ating informal points of cohesion. To this, we can add variation by suggesting internalized tastes 
and declares tastes will have different effects in both of those situations.

4.3.2 | Power, tastes, and social cohesion

In Table  1, we present the four possible outcomes. The top row hews closely to our previous 
arguments above, with the greatest social cohesion emerging in enabled exchanges in which 
internalized tastes are shared. These align most closely with Lawler's direct dyadic relationships 
in which norms of reciprocity emerge to pattern exchanges. People genuinely want and look 
forward to interacting with each other, as they are able to share much more than just the success 
and failure of completing a task.

In the box to the right, Lawler's relational cohesion and ATSE do the heavy lifting here. Stated 
tastes contribute, but either partner runs the risk of being seen as inauthentic and therefore being 
discredited as an actual consumer of the taste. To be sure, this may matter little if both partners 
share a superficial appreciation of the taste. Nonetheless, affective attachments will be generated 
more so by the nonseparability of contributions to the task and the belief that the success of the 
task is premised on everyone's contribution. Tastes then act as an additive modifier, perhaps pro-
viding idle chit chat or encouraging the exploration of more deeply held tastes.

The bottom left of Table  1 underscores the “Erickson effect”: diverse tastes mean greater 
chances of complimentary tastes being shared by super- and subordinates, and, thereby, can 
smooth over the structural power differentials. The wrinkle we add is distinguishing internal-
ized from stated tastes. Adjusting measurement tools, we predict, will demonstrate that not all 
omnivores are created equally, and the conclusions Erickson reached will bear out the fact that 
bosses who share internalized tastes with their employees will be more likely to create cohesion 
above and beyond that created by task-jointness. Thus, the ageing professor or boss that tries to 
connect with their younger students or employees must work hard to maintain the authenticity 
of their performance if they do not actually possess the appropriate internalized dispositions and 
cultural knowledge. It may seem cliché, but imagine the mid-career professor whose kids edu-
cate him about the latest pop star and who then attempts to drop that reference in a class. It may 
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seem cute or hip at first blush but if the professor is pressed any further, the performance may be 
discredited and irreparable harm done to the relationship's cohesion. However, a serious music 
fanatic may use these examples with ease and be so engrossed in music that their performance 
is authentic every time.

The final box hews closest to Bourdieusian strategies of condescension. Again, joint-tasked-
ness does all of the work for what little cohesion is created, but the match between asymmetrical 
power differentials and stated, surface-level tastes makes for weak normative cohesion. Indeed, 
both actors may be well aware of their performance and be instrumental in their decision-mak-
ing. The subordinate may learn enough about scotch that he can use it in conversations, but when 
pressed to order the “right” scotch at a bar, may simply choose the most expensive. Likewise, the 
superordinate may learn enough about beer that she can use this knowledge in conversations, 
but when pressed to order the “right” beer at a bar with her employees, may defer to them or 
simply use her economic capital to buy a round of whatever anyone chooses. The problem here is 
that commitment remains cost-benefit and individualistic, as actors try to read each other's tastes 
to best manoeuvre and reduce the friction of asymmetry.

Following the logic outlined in this paper, although being an omnivore makes it more likely 
that an individual will share some taste in common with any given co-worker, the individual 
will probably share more tastes with a fellow omnivore. Given that high-status people are more 
likely to be omnivores, this implies that there will be more social cohesion between high-status 
individuals (e.g. managers and owners). Moreover, if certain tastes are correlated with class re-
sources, this may result in class closure especially around internalized tastes. In the language 
of ATSE, this means that affective bonds will more likely be extended toward a social unit com-
prised of class-similar individuals, thereby resulting in potential class-based cliques within the 
organization. However, we contend that affective bonds across classes remain possible thanks to 
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Type of tastes

Internalized tastes Declared tastes

Power symmetrical relations •  Most social cohesion. •  Some social cohesion.

•  The more (internalized) tastes 
interactants share, the greater 
the frequency of interaction and 
affective attachment.

•  The more (declared) tastes 
interactants share, the greater 
the frequency of interaction and 
affective attachment, but with 
weaker integrative effects than 
internalized tastes.

Power asymmetrical relations •  Some social cohesion. •  Least social cohesion.

•  The more (internalized) tastes 
interactants share, the greater 
the subjective reduction of power 
asymmetries, and the greater the 
subsequent frequency of interaction 
and affective attachment.

•  Declared tastes will only result in 
greater frequency of interaction 
and affective attachment to the 
extent that actors successfully 
convince others they share tastes 
in common.

•  Reduces subjective perception of 
social boundaries while maintaining 
organizational power structures. 
Ideal for greater organizational 
cohesion.

•  Likely to reinforce social distance 
if performance is unsuccessful.

•  If performance is successful, this 
is a strategy of condescension.

T A B L E  1  Tastes and affective attachments in power symmetrical and asymmetrical relations



shared declared tastes. These attachments are likely weaker, but they would nonetheless instill 
some sense of belonging that enables an organization to function as a collectivity. All other things 
equal, the structural consequences would then be stronger network ties between class-similar 
others and weaker network ties between class-dissimilar others, concomitantly enabling class 
domination and class coordination. Indeed, as Erickson suggests, owners and managers of a 
security firm are more knowledgeable than employees of better restaurants and business mag-
azines (Erickson,  1996) which likely comprise a distinct “business culture” (Erickson,  1991) 
used in domination and reinforcement of occupational boundaries, while at the same time be-
ing knowledgeable of mainstream art and popular sports which can be used for smoothening 
boundaries and promoting cooperation. Thus, a sense of belonging to a larger social unit (e.g. 
one's department within the organization or the organization itself) can be maintained despite 
the existence of class divisions within it.

5 | DISCUSSION

Collins (2000, p. 17) asks: “Does this image of a fixed, objective hierarchy come to grips with the 
realities of lived experience?” Collins questions the macro-stratification perspective in sociology 
arguing that these supposedly rigid structures do not always translate neatly onto social situa-
tions, where macro-hierarchies are often subverted by interactants. Similarly, Bourdieu has been 
criticized for jumping from macro to micro–i.e., from people's position in a social space of capi-
tals to their corresponding habitus–leaving as a black box the more specific situational workings 
of culture at the meso-level (Swartz, 1997).

In this paper, we moved from the macro-level of the field of cultural consumption to a more 
appropriate situational-level analysis, where people discuss the tastes they claim to have in com-
mon. Building on Erickson's proposition that diverse tastes facilitate social coordination in for-
mal organizations, we specified mechanisms through which cultural tastes promote social in-
tegration or reinforces social distance in sites typically governed by impersonal exchanges. Our 
basic argument is that shared tastes can elicit positive emotions and subjectively reduce social 
distance, thus helping to create affectual attachments to the relation, group or network that in-
teractants are embedded in. We further specified that internalized tastes have stronger cohesion 
effects than declared tastes, also noting that cohesion effects vary depending on the context of 
power (a)symmetry of social relationships (see Table 1). While cultural tastes at the macro-level 
may indeed be associated with sociodemographic factors and occasionally used in the delinea-
tion of symbolic and moral boundaries (Lamont, 1992), we argue that in many situations it is 
also akin to a toolkit that high-status people draw on to create and sustain everyday interaction 
rituals, thus promoting social integration rather than simply exclusion.

The theoretical propositions outlined here can be investigated using ethnographic, qualita-
tive, and experimental methods. Ethnographic work investigating bounded and hierarchically 
structured organizations can provide insights onto everyday rituals and attempts to create inter-
action scenes despite pronounced occupational class divisions. Private organizations, especially 
case-based ones such as law or consulting firms, are by definition task-oriented and typically 
require joint engagement of individuals. Senior lawyers work with junior lawyers, who in turn 
work with articling students, paralegals, and secretaries. Though people's jobs are structurally 
intertwined, we cannot expect them to interact mechanically or on purely functional grounds. 
Indeed, our theoretical argument is in practice already “known” by people working in high-pro-
file organizations. As Rivera's (2012) work shows, recruiters in high powered professional firms 
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explicitly engage in a process of “cultural matching” when hiring new employees. Net of creden-
tials, having cultural tastes and lifestyles that are compatible with other coworkers is considered 
a key criterion in the recruitment process. Because people in these firms spend so much time 
together and their responsibilities are so closely entwined, they inevitably encounter multiple 
situations where they can discuss the cultural goods they claim to enjoy and, consequently, emo-
tionally benefit from their shared interests. Over the long run, those whose cultural interests do 
not match their coworkers' will tend to be left out or feel left out in some way, and only those who 
share internalized tastes will obtain emotional benefits from social interactions. In these con-
texts, the recognition of internalized and declared tastes (as well as their ensuing effects of social 
cohesion) is therefore situational/experiential, occurring over multiple encounters induced or 
enabled by the organizational setting. While on a few occasions one may have sufficient knowl-
edge of basketball to participate in a fleeting conversation about the NBA, they will not be able 
to recurrently use basketball as a conversation topic for stronger bonding purposes unless their 
interest in it is internalized. Thus, ethnographic studies could provide insights on when, how and 
by whom cultural tastes are deployed in work settings, identifying the factors that may enable 
cultural tastes to be successfully used as an interactional resource.

While existing studies have been insightful in highlighting the complexity of cultural tastes, 
a specific focus on the emotions elicited by cultural tastes in social interactions is lacking. As hu-
mans, meanings and emotions are always present and relevant, and people will seek to maximize 
emotional energy in these routine encounters. More interview-based studies asking participants 
to recall real interactions they had with “people from backgrounds very different to their own” 
(Jarness & Friedman, 2017, p. 18) could be informative in regard to the role of cultural tastes in 
bridging social distance via positive emotional experiences. This recall would necessitate details 
of the situation more broadly in which these encounters occurred and the degree of pleasant-
ness of the interaction. Particularly, it would be interesting to observe the emotional and social 
consequences of a failed attempt to bond with someone based on a supposed common taste due 
to a lack of in-depth knowledge of the cultural object being discussed. Researchers could also 
follow the conventional social psychological approach, wherein participants are required to in-
teract to jointly solve a common group task. These experiments would control for socially salient 
categories–race, gender, personality type, age–and would assess whether commonality of tastes 
is associated with greater interpersonal exchanges, positive affect, and collective identification at 
different levels of power (a)symmetry between actors.

6 | CONCLUSION

This paper discussed the situational dynamics of cultural tastes and their role in the creation of 
social cohesion in formal organizational settings, where power remains relevant but where in-
strumental tasks often dominate exchanges. We argued that shared cultural tastes may function 
to smooth over power differentials and, in some cases, even produce genuine relational attach-
ments. Though intersubjective reduction of social distance may ultimately legitimize organiza-
tional hierarchies, not all actors at all times are seeking advantage or nefariously cultivating their 
plans, nor do all structurally asymmetrical relationships imply domination or abuse of power. 
That cultural tastes may provide the glue for reproducing social relationships (and the nested 
social orders they are embedded in) fits with the reproductive nature of Bourdieusian fields 
(Swartz, 1997), while also making one of the central criticisms of Bourdieu—the reproductive 
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nature of his field theory—a strength if, as we suggest, tastes are also a source of pro-social soli-
darity instead of only domination.
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ENDNOTES
 1 Cultural sociology and cognitive science have been brought into dialogue for several decades but at the expense, 

generally speaking, of the relationship between affect and culture. To be sure, cognition and affect are deeply 
related, and are far more entwined than sociologists long conceptualized them (Damasio, 1994). However, our 
focus on affect apart from cognition rests on the affective neuroscience literature that emphasizes the precog-
nitive (LeDoux, 2000) nature of affect, its function in controlling cognitive functions (Panskepp, 1998), and the 
distinct nature of affectual contagion (Hatfield et al., 2009) and exchange (Collins, 2004). Cognitive science does 
matter, but for the purposes of this paper, we isolate the role affect plays in the process of exchange and social 
cohesion.

 2 What Fiske (2010, p. 969) wrote of hierarchical differences holds for all boundaries: “they are not the only game 
going in social encounters. Indeed, interdependence matters more because people immediately detect others' 
intentions for good or ill and live in cooperative or competitive relationships over time.”

 3 Though beyond the scope of our argument, a fruitful path that would deepen the connections between our 
theory of social cohesion and the study of organizations centres on the dynamics of gendered (Acker, 1990) and 
racialized (Ray, 2019) organizations. On the one hand, status expectations states theory provides ample evidence 
that cohesion between incumbents of super- and subordinate status positions is achieved through the mutual 
expectations around performance and reward, with lower-status individuals believing that they will be expected 
to perform and receive less or just as much as higher status individuals (Ridgeway, 2019). Furthermore, decades 
of evidence in experimental task groups have shown that diffuse status characteristics, like race or gender, be-
come increasingly less salient than specific characteristics related to the task at hand when group membership 
endures beyond an initial task. On the other hand, the taken for grantedness or credentialing of masculine 
or white tastes may have unique and unpredictable effects on the creation of affectual attachment and social 
cohesion.

 4 The distinction between structurally-enabled and induced interactions may play a role in shaping how diffuse 
status characteristics, like gender or race, facilitate or constrain affectual attachment, the deployment of tastes, 
and consequential cohesion. It is plausible to suggest voluntary engagement will encourage self-selection, as 
those that are implicitly or explicitly misogynistic or racist avoid diverse work groups. However, it may also be 
the case that induced arrangements produce the necessary task-orientation that satisfies the conditions operat-
ing in Status Expectations States theory, with the task orientation generating opportunities for (perhaps unex-
pected) affectual attachments.

 5 These points are one final piece that might inform a fruitful dialogue between our theory and an organizational 
theory that takes diffuse status characteristics seriously: the panoply of tastes that might link superordinates to 
subordinates are delimited by broader assumptions of masculinity, heteronormativity, and whiteness. Thus, the 
subordinate, if a member of a minority group, may deploy these more strategically, or they may do so uncon-
sciously having been socialized as such. The selection of tastes and the evaluation of their worth is therefore not 
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cut and dry, and this is an essential point of overlap and theoretical synthesis that should be further explored in 
future papers.

 6 Dotted lines in Figure 2 indicate contingent and not constant associations.
 7 Of course, power discrepancies within organizations are not the only factors behind potential asymmetries in 

social relations between members. status characteristics, as we have noted in previous footnotes very likely in-
fluence power and prestige orders in such task-oriented settings (Ridgeway & Berger, 1986). For the purposes of 
clarity, however, our theory here presumes that actors are equal in external status characteristics, even though 
in practice it is a combination of power and status asymmetries that will influence social relationships and the 
emotions resulting from them (Kemper, 2006). Alternatively, the power symmetries and asymmetries discussed 
here can be interpreted as an aggregate of relevant characteristics that might skew the balance of social relation-
ships in one way or another.

 8 Internalized tastes and stated tastes are ideal types here and are discussed as such for the sake of the argument. 
In real life, tastes for certain cultural objects would likely fall along a spectrum.
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