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boundaries exist between occupational status groups. These boundaries distinguish
between two traditionally perceived groups: those with high cultural capital ( culture

education and art) and those with lower cultural capital ( manufacturing and service
industries) .  However consuming abstract art is not necessarily a signal of one’s class
status nor does it function as a “legitimate” taste. Middle-class consumers instead
emphasize that interacting with abstract art in the home creates the imaginative capability
to wander and connects ones own life experiences. This finding joins a growing
literature in the “new sociology of art” that emphasizes the aesthetic properties and
materiality of art and taste in action which further undermines Bourdieus cultural
capital theory that sees taste as a static social symbol. Lastly even for upper— and
upper-middle classes their consumption of abstract art is often exaggerated as there is
a big gap between liking abstract art and owning abstract art. This reveals the different
self-presentations of the emerging Chinese middle classes in public and private spaces

indicating their impression management and the conflict self.
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Abstract: The new sociology of arts is on the rise in recent years. It is different from
Howard S. Beckers and Pierre Bourdieus sociology of art in the sense that it brings the
aesthetics back to its central concerns. It has changed the focus of the sociology of arts

which was on the interaction between people and people to the focus on the interaction
between people and things. The sociology of music of Tia DeNora and Antoine Hennion
were two examples of this trend. Tia DeNora claimed that we should return to Adorno

which means we should return to his concerns about aesthetics. But she still followed
Howard Becker’s empirical studies in research methods. She argued that the power of
music came from the interaction between listener and music. Antoine Hennion suggested
that taste was not a tool to symbolize the social status but a reflexive activity and the
subject produced himself in the attachment with the object. This is in consistent with the
trend of “the return of the theory of aesthetics” and has important reference significance

for the study of arts in China today.
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Abstract: Due to advances in big data analysis computational social science is now
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