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ABSTRACT

This study proposes the use of philosophical heemirs as a theoretical basis to develop
interpretive strategies for people who have littteno knowledge about art. The study
inquired into the interpretive processes of a grotiphildren and parents who attended a
Museum Education program based on Gadamer’s hetmemgécle and on his conception
of art, which was carried out at the Museum of Mad&rt in Mexico City.

The study found that the use of Gadamer’'s hermaseutelped participants
develop a careful and reflective observation ofvark; participants were able to retain in
their memories the general composition and detdilgaintings for prolonged periods of
time. Some participants developed an understandingrtwork based on their own
horizons of understanding, which led them to réflen certain issues such as ethical
behaviour, social justice, social equality, coestise, tradition and modernity, among

others; participants’ interpretive processes aslad self-understanding.

Through the application of Gadamer’s hermeneugiagticipants developed notions
of art as something that has a message that needs tinderstood, and as something
related to everyday life. It also led some partais to change their perceptions of art and

museum visits, making them less unusual and mosesnimgful for them.

The inclusion of parents in the interpretive precaowed for interpretation to be
enriched through the multiplicity of horizons ofderstanding that came into play during
group conversations, and allowed for the develogmein a small community of
interpreters. Including parents in the process plawed to develop in some of them an
interest to foster their own and their childremiterest in art.

The study also found that these outcomes of theoti€adamer’s hermeneutics in
the program are limited by a participant’s verbwaiiting and manual abilities: participants
with less developed abilities achieved a carefd egflective observation of artwork, but

were unable to develop an interpretive project.
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

In this study | would like to propose the use oilggophical hermeneutics as a theoretical
basis that could be used to develop interpretikagegjies for non-specialized art publics —
that is, for people who have little or no knowledgeout art. Philosophical hermeneutic
reflection on the relationship between knowledgel aabjectivity, as well as on the
interpretive or hermeneutic being of humans, mighdvide a framework that allows
viewers to approach art through interpretive atési that make use of their own
intelligence, imagination, knowledge, life expegen and patience. Hermeneutic-based
programs could help visitors develop an individaatl independent opinion about a work
of art that is thoughtful and reflective; at themgatime, this could also open up the
possibility for visitors to approach art withoutithg intimidated by art historical or
curatorial knowledge they don’t necessarily posséissthis sense, hermeneutic-based
programs could help to bridge both intellectual ardotional distance between non-

specialized visitors and art in museums.

In order to inquire about how hermeneutics canableelpful framework for a
public with little or no knowledge about art, | leaglesigned a Museum Education program
based on the concepts of art and on the hermengtdie of the philosopher Hans Georg
Gadamer. This program was carried out at the Musafulkhodern Art in Mexico City and
attended by a group of seven and nine-year-olddi@nl and their parents. This study
analyzes the interpretive processes of these patits, and how these helped (or failed to
help) gain an understanding of one work of art.sT$tudy also analyzes whether these
processes were successful in making art less wuhlmore meaningful for them. The
activities of the program | used for this study evelesigned as part of my B.A. thesis

project, and have been adapted here in order @agengarents.

This study is set in the context of the understagdif the museum as a space of
learning and communication, as promoted by Eileaooger-Greenhill (2000). In

“Changing Values in the Art Museum: Rethinking Couomtation and Learning,” she
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argues for Museum Education strategies that engegjors in the understanding of
exhibitions, taking into consideration their prewso knowledge, life experience and
background. She also identifies the need to mak&enoms and collections more accessible

to several kinds of visitors.

What does accessibility mean in the context of Muos&ducation? Many museum
educators today speak of intellectual access to(layhch, 2007; Meszaros, 2008;
Yenawine, 2002). Museum educators also speak ofmtiieum’s “intimidating gestures,”
which can affect whether visitors feel welcome@imuseum or not and thus, whether they
will choose to come to the museum or to stay awathis sense, we could also talk about
emotional access and emotional distance. Thesadewagsons would then point to three
aspects that need to be taken into considerati@nwapproaching the problem of trying to
bring art and non art-publics closer (or close)ygital distance, intellectual distance and

emotional distance.

These aspects raise questions. Among them, themeeighat comes insistently to
mind regarding intellectual access: What intellattools does an art museum require from
a viewer? Intelligence, capacity to observe, cdpac make sense of what is seen in
words? Would these necessarily include art hisdbriknowledge, knowledge of art
techniques, knowledge of an exhibit’s curatorigicdurse? Would imagination or intuition

be considered as intellectual tools as well?

Though these issues are being dealt with by museducators today, they also
seem to have shaped Museum Education in its etafjes. In the 10 century Henrietta
Barnett, one of the founders of the Whitechapelepglin the East End of London, was
concerned with bringing art to less fortunate gsowb the population, who otherwise
would not have access to'it.During one of the exhibitions, Barnett (1894) dheard a

conversation between two visitors who commented painting:

! The purpose of the Whitechapel Gallery, foundeddth Henrietta Barnett and her husband, Rev. Samue
Barnett, was to organize an annual exhibition bftaat “aimed to stimulate moral sentiments, pé&sio and
a felling for beauty among the residents of thet Easl slums and settlements houses” (McClellan7200

2



Lesbia,by Mr. J. Bertrand, explained as “A Roman Girl nmgsover
the loss of her pet bird,” was commented on byt&e for her bird, is it? |
was thinking it was drink that was in her” — a giimdication of the opinion
of the working classes of their “betters”; thougiother remark on the same
picture, “Well, | hope she will never have a wotseuble,” shadowed a
kindlier spirit and perhaps a sadder experiencecifed in McClellan, 2007,
p. 14)

Even though this conversation took place over atethyears ago, it points out to one of
the challenges of Museum Education today: how twide intellectual access to non-
specialized publics, without either imposing onnth@erspectives on the contents of
exhibitions, talking down to them, promoting aréry and uninformed opinions, or
invalidating their own opinions or thoughts. Thi®iplem can be identified as early as the
beginning of the paradigmatic first modern musethm:Louvre. Andrew McClellan refers

to it in the following manner:

Founded in 1793 at the height of the Revolutior, lthuvre was the
embodiment of liberty, equality and fraternity. Timeiseum was housed in a
royal palace turned palace of the people; its cttda of paintings,
sculptures, and drawings was the confiscated atidnadized property of
Church, Crown and exiled aristocrats. Admission fas to all and shared
enjoyment of the nation’s new found artistic heygaaimed to cement the
bonds of equality and citizenship. But Revolutignarrhetoric
notwithstanding, the stratified publics of tla@cien régimecould not so
easily be made one. ‘The lowest classes of the aomty did come to the
Louvre in significant numbers, as foreign visitevere quickly to note, but
their physical appearance and inability to respapgropriately to the high

art on view made them conspicuous. (McClellan, 2@0B)

McClellan points out the present-day relevanceroblems faced by the Louvre, shared by

museums today: “Balancing the needs of the poorthactlite, the art lover and tourist,
3



democracy and diplomacy, remains a central chatldogart museums and the source of
ongoing tension among its publics” (p. 6). It coalldo be argued that the problem of

intellectual access, which might at times be owa by the openness of physical access
to museums, is just as old. Emotional access santa considered a drawback for people

who do not visit museums regularly, in spite ofséa&eing public institutions open to all.

Even though museums have undergone several tramtions since the creation of
the Louvre, these contradictions still seem to t@sgnt in these institutions, and might still
influence the debate of Museum Education. Educatianuseums today often finds itself
on the crossroads of two demands: on one handndoways to make the works of art
available to the public not only in terms of itsypltality but also intellectually, and on the
other, to attend to scholarly knowledge and curaltatiscourse (Carter-Birken, 2008;
Hooper-Greenhill, 2000; Lynch, 2007; Meszaros, 3008recent years, a need to attend to
knowledge other than that provided by art histaryai criticism in the museum has been
the focus of many museum educators (Burnham & Kee;K007; Hooper-Greenhill, 2000,
2004; Project MUSE, 1996; Yenawine, 2002). For manyerpretation has become a
viable strategy to enable visitors to understandkev@f art (Burnham & Kai-Kee, 2007,
Carter-Birken, 2008; Hooper-Greenhill, 2000; Lyn2007; Lucket, 2007; Project MUSE,
1996; Raney, 2007).

The validity of audience interpretation is oftenstrusted, as it draws away from
curatorial discourse and academic connoisseurdhgoger-Greenhill, 2000; Meszaros,
2008, 2007a, 2007b). This debate in Museum Educatiwuld be related to philosophical
debates on knowledge, truth, objectivity and subjig. In this sense, philosophy could
provide a theoretical framework to find ways to@hand validate interpretation strategies
for non-specialized publics within the site of thmiseum (Burnham, Kai-Kee 2007b;
Hooper-Greenhill, 2000; Meszaros, 2008).

The use of Gadamer’'s hermeneutics in Museum Educéias been promoted by

Hooper-Greenhill (2000) in order to develop MuseHducation strategies that take into

4



consideration the previous knowledge and experi@fc¢he visitor. | have decided to use
Gadamer’s work as the philosophical basis for shusly because his idea of the interpreter
as someone who constructs the artwork through prattion (1986b) can be used to
promote an active participation of the museum eisit the understanding of a work of art.
Gadamer’s (1986a) understanding of art as an aatons entity that keeps within itself the
entirety of what it communicates, and thus is iresefent of its creator and of the context
in which it was originally created, also helps teestrategies that do not necessarily require
from the visitor previous art historical knowledgéhis gains particular importance when
the interest of this study is to find ways to ergadsitors with little or no knowledge about
art.

In this study, | propose to use Gadamer’'s hermé&getd develop interpretation
strategies that help bridge intellectual and enmatidarriers between art in museums and
children and parents who have little or no knowkeddpout art. This study intends to find
ways in which this philosopher’s ideas about ad art interpretation can be used to make
art familiar and meaningful for this kind of publ&s opposed to it being distant or unusual,
as well as to provide an understanding of visitenttsseums as meaningful and desirable
experiences, as opposed to them being somethiragmiirdr, irrelevant or boring. It does
not intend, however, to be an exact replica of Gstés model. Furthermore, the program
does not intend to diminish or supplant the kindunflerstanding of art that is provided
through curatorial or academic knowledge. In fa#cgpens up the possibility for publics
with little knowledge about art to develop an ietdrin finding out more about artwork

and, therefore, of being eager to seek and reteivdind of information.

This study is based on my BA the€)sir Images, our Words. An Art Workshop for
Children Based on H.G. Gadamer's Hermeneuficshe actual title in Spanish is slightly
different, and would sound awkward if translatedrhlly to English: in it, the workshop is
described with the word “acercamiento,” which meaétas bring near(er)” or “to come

near(er)”. The word “acercamiento” is often use@panish to identify a course, workshop

% The original title is Nuestras iméagenes, nuegiedabras. Taller infantil de acercamiento al agtsalo en la
hermenéutica de Hans G. Gadamer.
5



or program that allows someone to begin to leawuth particular issue or object, in the
hope that he or she will gain an initial knowledged understanding of it. |1 chose this
adjective and used it in the phrase “taller de @eiento al arte” (which could be
translated as “workshop designed to bring childrear art” or “to allow children to come
close to art”), because it described one of thennodijectives of the project: to build a
bridge between children and one work of art. Bydng a bridge | refer to visitors gaining
an understanding of art as something meaningfulhiem using their previous knowledge,
imagination and life experience, through differgames of interpretation, imagination and

creation.

The emphasis of this previous study was on desigaiworkshop that would fulfill
this objective based on Gadamer’s hermeneuticecant his understanding of art. The BA
thesis was developed as a project, including arigen of the necessary tools to
implement it as a program in an art museum. Theas & brief case analysis and some
conclusions drawn from the processes of interpogtaas well as from other aspects of
Museum Education brought forth when the program wasied out. These were drawn
from the observation of children during the workghfsom a journal kept during the pilot
test, as well as from a comparison between anpretation of the children’s processes of
interpretation and my own interpretation of eachtloé paintings they worked with,
following Gadamer’s hermeneutics. The observatiand interpretations of my assistant,
also knowledgeable in the theoretical frameworksoalinformed my conclusions.
Nevertheless, there was little record of how pagodiots experienced the different processes
of interpretation throughout the workshop, andualty none of their own perspectives on
their interpretive processes were included. Theyaisawas rather broad and centered
mainly on children’s drawings and paintings. Itswapproached only as part of the

conclusions and as appendices to the thesis project

As a follow-up to this previous study, my MA thesigjuires in-depth into the
processes of interpretation fostered by the progesrexperienced by participants. | have

also adapted the BA design of the workshop intoedacation program that includes
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parents in the process, as | have mentioned abbwe. provided the opportunity of
inquiring into the processes of interpretation dtilés, as well as of adults and children

together.

Let me provide some background information to oféerfuller picture of this
previous study. The workshop was tested at theoNatiMuseum of Art (Museo Nacional
de Arte, MUNAL) in Mexico City, in the gallery dethted to Mexican contemporary art of
the first half of the twentieth century. Four chéd participated in it, between the ages of 7
and 11; they belonged to urban middle class an@daoniddle class families, and had had
different or no kinds of engagement with art. Thyleout this process, the children were
able to develop certain themes around the workartfsuch as fraternity, femininity,
freedom and identity, among others. A closer corthbon between a hermeneutic
interpretation of the works of art and the childsemterpretive process and outcomes
showed that these themes did not spring merely tham subjectivity, but were congruent
with what each painting conveyed, even though thédmen didn’'t have any prior

knowledge about it, its author or about studiesenaftthe paintings.

There were other observations about the behavibtlreochildren in the museum.
At the beginning, they walked with a certain ing#gu very close to me and my assistant,
and were reluctant to walk around on their own. iDmrthe last session, they walked
confidently in the galleries, and sat or even layvd comfortably on the floor while
observing the paintings. The particular case ofafrthese children, Zoé, seven years old at
the time of the study, serves to show other resiltee program: her father approached me
a few months later and told me that Zoé had askedtd take her back to the museum
repeatedly, calling it “her museum”, and askeda@opy of the painting she worked with. |
think this shows that neither the museum nor the&kwb art were seen by her as something
foreign, instead, they became something persondl sagnificant. The workshop had
allowed Zoé to establish an intimate engagemenh wlie museum, opening up the
possibility to establish similar relationships witither museums, as well as with other

works of art.



In my BA thesis, | pointed out some limitationsth@ program. On one hand, that it
could only work well with figurative painting, leaag out other forms of art. My BA
advisor, Dr. Eugenia Macias, also pointed out ithabuld also be difficult to arrive at an
understanding of art from religious contexts, onfrcultures, societies or epochs foreign to
viewers. In this sense, even though Gadamer spd#ake autonomous nature of the work
of art, in the context of art education this pectpre should be taken carefully into
consideration when approaching artwork from radijcalifferent cultural or religious
contexts. For this reason, | propose the use optbgram | present and study here to help
non-specialized visitors approach figurative paigtithat does not belong to a radically

foreign context.

Throughout this MA study, | was able to identifjhet limitations of the program:
participants who already have the ability to expriteemselves verbally or through writing
in a clear manner, have a better chance to engageessfully in the activities of the
program. Also, participants who feel they lack #imlity to draw or paint, or who find it
difficult to do so, may experience certain frustatwhile engaging in drawing or painting
activities. This study also showed that the agésiof the program do not always lead to an
actual interpretation of the painting, nor to arderstanding of it in the terms Gadamer

proposed.

Adapting this program in order to engage parentsgud to provide both benefits
and challenges. One of the challenges was thatnizareometimes inhibited the
development of children’s imaginative or creativaiaties when trying to explain the
correct way to do them. The benefits of groupinddcen and parents were that, in the case
of at least one of the families who participatedthie study, parents were also able to
develop an interest in art, as well as to recogthieg children’s interest in it. One of the
parents explained that learning about their childreexperience in the program, and
sharing it, motivated him to find ways to fosterstinterest further in his children. Thus,
the possibility for the family to go back to the seum or engage in other activities with art
increased, while the possibility for the programbecome an isolated experience for the

child decreased. Another parent explained thatgyéimough similar experiences as her
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children enabled her to understand them betteri@iry to be more understanding of their
responses to certain situations, not only durimgpgtogram but also in other circumstances
outside of it. Thus, the program enabled a diffekamd of understanding, one that was not
directed to the work of art, but to the experien€@thers in the group. The program also
proved to promote an understanding of art as sangethat needs to be interpreted, that
allows a person to broaden her or his view of tloeldy or that allows one to understand
historical transformations; these notions are eeldb Gadamer’s (1986a) understanding of
art as symbol, as well as to his ideas on the owtsoof art interpretation. By the end of the
program, some participants had developed an urashelisty of the museum as a place of
learning, which relates to Hooper-Greenhill's (2D@0nceptualization of the present-day

museum.

My interest in the interpretation of works of ayt ¢hildren and parents with little or
no knowledge about art was influenced and evemntustllaped by several experiences
during my high-school and university education, wheencountered professors who
promoted an understanding of art beyond the hcsibend aesthetic categories, taking its
study towards the understanding of aspects of &cpkar culture or time, or to the
reflection on human experience. While studying n# iB Cultural Studies, | recognized
that the knowledge | gained through my academidistualso helped me reflect on and
better understand the culture of my country andsogiety, as well as of how the past and
present political, ideological, social, culturaldaeaconomic context of the country and of
other countries have shaped it. Thus, | becameesited in the potential of the visual arts,
literature and music to promote different ways aflerstanding one’s own context and
place in it. | have found a theoretical ground floese experiences and concerns in the
hermeneutics of Hans Georg Gadamer and Martin lggete and particularly in their
understanding of art. This has led me to use thlegadphy of these authors as a framework

for my professional practice.

In the Literature Review of this thesis (Chaptet Bview interpretive practices in
Museum Education in recent years, in both Englesid Spanish-speaking countries. In it |

discuss the meaning of “interpretation” in Museurtu€&ation, and the tensions between
9



authoritative knowledge and uninformed visitorstie museum. | also address issues
related to interpretation that have been identifigdmuseum educators, and review the
work of museum educators who have used philosophieameneutics as a theoretical

framework.

In Theoretical Framework (Chapter 3) | explain Gadds conception of art, as
well as his understanding of art interpretation.tlh discuss Gadamer’s anthropological
explanation of the experience of art as play, synabd festival. | also explain Gadamer’s
interpretive model, the hermeneutic circle, and hiwis understood regarding the
interpretation of art.

In Methodology (Chapter 4), | explain how | recadgitparticipants, as well as the
methods of data collection and data analysis | use€hapter 5, | present the Museum
Education program | designed based on Gadamer'sndmgutics, explaining how

Gadamer’s ideas were translated into creativecladd imaginative activities.

In Chapter 6 | present the report of the findingshe research. In it | describe the
experiences of the participants in order to illatgrtheir interpretive processes in relation to
Gadamer’s hermeneutics. In this chapter | use Bpemases of participants in order to
illustrate their interpretive processes, as weltaaspeak of the limitations of the program
and of the use of Gadamer’s hermeneutics. In tteskection of this chapter | discuss what
| learned from this study.

In Chapter 7 | briefly describe other findings thare related to participants’
experience, as well as other findings that aredivettly related to participants’ interpretive
processes, which form the basis for other studigsiwwould need a space and a time of
their own. Finally, | present my conclusions in @te 8, where | also discuss how this
study adds to the current knowledge in the fieldMoiseum Education, as well as the uses
and limitations of Gadamer’s hermeneutics for tlegaliopment of interpretive strategies

for children and parents with little or no knowledagbout art.
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW

Given that this study deals with the developmentirdérpretive strategies for non-
specialized publics in art museums (that is, peagie have little or no knowledge of art), |
will begin this literature review by trying to loeacommon issues related to interpretation
in the current literature on Museum Education. Il wddress these issues, ranging from
what is thought of as “interpretation” in the coritef Museum Education, to the impact
museum ambience has on interpreters, in more detsilbsequent sections. Finally, | will

focus on how hermeneutics has been approachedsaddmnuMuseum Education.

2.1lssues about interpretation in the current literature on Museum Education

Interpretation in the context of Museum Educati@s lbecome an increasingly relevant
issue: during the last years, two journals haveod¢eld an entire issue to the debate of
interpretation in Museum Education: the April 208&ue of Curator. The Museum
Journal,published in the U.Sgndissue # 20 oEngage: Journal of Contemporary Art and
Museum Educatigrpublished in England during the summer of 2007e €ditors of both
magazines speak of the diversity of approachestéspretation that exist today, as well as
to the sometimes sharp differences among them. antides are especially useful to trace
the most recent concerns of museum educators: eteagmch’s (2007) “Interpretation
Practices: Making Sense of Intellectual Access” dMaimela Carter-Birken's (2008)
“Interpretation and the Role of the Viewer in Museuof Modern and Contemporary Art”.
Lynch and Carter-Birken present the results of eysvconducted among museum
professionals in Scotland and in the United Statespectively. Helen Luckett’'s (2007)
“Seven Wonders of Interpretation” also addressesda scope of aspects of interpretation

in museums that are relevant to its debate andipeac
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Karen Raney (2007), editor &hgage points out the troubled nature of interpreting

art in the context of the museum:

The paradox at the heart of interpretation may cdmen the
peculiar forms of double identity that visual anjays. One is to do with
penetrability. Works of art both invite and resestplanation; they are
understandable and unfathomable. Another is thed/eglationship of art
to what lies outside of it. Art illuminates its gabts, at the same time as it
muddies the waters; art participates in the systé@madicts. A third
paradox is to do with the register in which anniade and experienced. Art
is both intensely private, and inescapably soé&iddered through changes
in theory and policy, this cluster of paradoxes migo some way toward
accounting for periodic swings from one kind ofeirretive strategy to
another. It may also account for the ambivalencentdrpreters toward

their own project. (p. 2)

Indeed, positions adopted by museum educatorsdiegathe paradigms that should guide
interpretation for Museum Education present diffiéresometimes opposing tendencies.
One major issue in the debate is how curatorial asatiemic knowledge about art should
be included in interpretive strategies for publiggh little or no knowledge about art
(Burnham & Kai-Kee, 2007a; Carter-Birken, 2008; ideoGreenhill, 2000; Lynch, 2007;
Meszaros, 2007a; Yenawine, 2002). The validityméripretations constructed by visitors
is also probed (Meszaros, 2007b). Views on theestibjange from full reliance on the
voice of the interpreting visitor, on one end, tdl feliance on the voice of the art expert,

on the other.

The objectives of interpretation in Museum Educatioe another important aspect
that is addressed by museum educators; these,iewen always debated, are certainly
diverse. The impact of how visitors feel within theuseum — whether welcomed or
intimidated — is also addressed as an importantorfathat determines interpretive
experiences (Burnham & Kai-Kee, 2007a; Carter-Birk2008; Luckett, 2007; Lynch,
2007; Meszaros, 2008). Each of the authors whoeaddthis concern speaks of different
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conditions that need to change in museums in dadenterpretation to be successful. In
the following pages | will address each of theseés independently and in detail.

2.1.1 What does “interpretation” mean in Museum Educatian?

The use of the word “interpretation” is so wide amlbiguous that it raises the problem of
its definition. Some authors point out the condiichat might account for its changing
nature: 1) shifts in paradigms and theoretical ¢émates, related both to the study of art as
well as to the design of educational strategiegrirmuseums’ public programs; and 2) the
background of viewers or changes they undergo girout their lives, which might
influence their understanding of the work, allowihgm to see or find different meanings

every time a work is approached (Luckett, 2007;d3a2007).

Luckett (2007) suggests that the term “interpretdtmight be rather inappropriate,
since it has been borrowed from a context other that of Museum Education itself:

Like the words used to describe the people who dongalleries and
look at art — audience, visitor, public, viewert-{interpretation] has been
borrowed from another context and does not preciieland like that other
contentious designation, education, it is oftenumderstood. In the context
of the gallery, every part of its definition — tapdain the meaning of, to
elucidate, unfold, show the purport of, to trarmslahto familiar or

intelligible terms — is fraught. (p. 6)

Luckett does not explain from what context the téimerpretation” was borrowed by
Museum Education. She mentions that it began taidsel during the end of the XX
century (p. 7).

As Luckett points out, there are a great numbemeénings attached to what the
word means in Museum Education. What makes thia evare problematic is the fact that

what is understood as interpretation is not alwagsfied by those who use it. In order to

13



bring clarity to the understanding of interpretatiand of the objectives of interpretive

strategies in museums, this lack needs to be attetad

In spite of this confusion, there are museum edusatho have attempted to clarify
the meaning of interpretation within Museum EdumatiRaney (2007) states that “directly
or indirectly, gallery education is about intertedn” (p. 2), since the term is used to refer
to several strategies that help viewers understatidtext panels and labels written by
curators, audio guides, lectures, guided tourskslwps, media-interactive and internet
resources. Raney’'s understanding of the relatipnbbiween interpretation and Museum
Education resonates with arguments that set irgdver strategies in the core of the
construction of new relationships between museunt a@udiences (Hooper-Greenhill,
2000).

Hooper-Greenhill (2000) points out that the wordtérpretation” within museums
can have two different meanings: 1) as a term uesettiscuss matters of design and
display, with the emphasis being on the work of @uns personnel, who decide on the
interpretive approach”; and 2) to refer to indivadl activity as “an active process of
making meaning, where preferred individual intetipee strategies are used, and where
prior knowledge and historical and cultural backgrd play a part in assigning

significance” (pp. 23-24).

Lynch (2007) states that the term interpretatiosn d@quired meanings beyond those
of gallery education strategies: “Interpretatiomnakes into account agendas of widening
access and education with their imperative to tackbcial exclusion” (p. 12). An
understanding of art interpretation that goes bdythe walls of the museum guides the
objectives of some independent programs that workdllaboration with schools and
museums. Thdia program — Desarrollo de Inteligencias a travésAdid (Development of
Intelligences through Art) — developed in Mexicogues for the use of art interpretation in
order to develop cognitive and emotional abilities students that will allow for
harmonious social interactions, as well as for H-ws®lerstanding that enhances the
capacity to express and deal with emotions (Ga&tcispin & Madrazo, ca. 2007, p. 113).

The program Piensa en Arte (Think about Art), depell in Venezuela by the Cisneros
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Foundation, is guided by the foundation’s “conwatithat education and freedom of
expression are the pillars of a democratic soci@Bdnzalez & Spillmann Meier, 2006).

Eilean Hooper-Greenhill (2000) identifies two majbeoretical and philosophical
currents that guide interpretative strategies irs@mns: constructivism and hermeneutics.
She points out that there are similarities betwbese two approaches: “both hermeneutics
and constructivism argue that knowledge is constdithrough active interpretations of
experience. Knowledge is not a single, self-comtaibody of facts that can be transmitted,
unchanged, from one individual to another” (p. 25ter, she adds: “Both hermeneutics
and constructivism suggest that knowing is cultyratflected, and that in this sense
knowledge is relative” (p. 25). From this perspestiboth constructivism and hermeneutics
emphasize the interpretive, relative and pluralureatof knowledge, and place the
individual in the center of its construction. Batbnstructivism and hermeneutics-based
education programs see a strong link between krimeland interpretation, and understand
the latter as a way to construct knowledge of tlwekwof art through the visitors’ life
experiences, world and intelligence, in order rvarto an understanding of it (Burnham &
Kai-Kee, 2005; Brodie, 2001; Garcia Crispin & Mamraca. 2007; Gonzalez, 2006;
Hoffmann, 2007).

Meszaros (2006) also identifies hermeneutics amdtooctivism as major sources
for interpretive strategies in Museum Education.the article “Now That is Evidence:
Tracking Down the Evil ‘Whatever’ Interpretationrshe mentions how hermeneutics and
constructivism have influenced Museum Educatiom, stme also points out the differences
between what theoretical and philosophical soustate and how they are understood
within the context of Museum Education. Meszard¥@) emphasizes how hermeneutics
calls attention to the role of the individual sudbja interpretation, as well as to the “finite
and situated character of knowledge” (p.11). Mesz@oints out that, in the museum
world, this premise has been misunderstood: “tlea ithat meaning is made in relation to
an individual subject does not imply that interpyetauthority resides solely in the
individual—as it is often understood in the musewarld” (p. 11). She explains that

hermeneutics understand interpretation as a raeldteiween the text and the reader, and
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mentions that a third “force” also participatesths interpretive relationship between the

viewer and the artwork:

In hermeneutics there is a “third” mediating forame that silently but
relentlessly structures interpretations, deterngnivhat is possible, what is valid,
what is meaningful, what is useful, what countsgasstions, and what counts as
answers. This “third” force has gone by many narmoesr time: God, history,
reason, the nineteenth-century fallacies, ideolddme subconscious, class and

gender relations, and the market—to name just a(jewll1)

Meszaros also mentions method as part of this grallyding to Gadamer’s criticism of
the use of the scientific method as a way to amiveniversal truths, and his understanding
of it as something that is not objective but tmather, “is always implicated, affecting and
affected by the things it constitutes as evider{pel1l). Thus, Meszaros sees hermeneutics
as a way to make these “third forces” visible ie #ict of interpretation, as opposed to
letting them act inadvertently or unconsciouslyorRrmy understanding, Meszaros would
be arguing in favor of paying more attention to @hement of the process of Gadamer’'s
hermeneutic circle, that which deals with the ideation and confrontation of one’s own
preconceived ideas of reality, so as to avoid rtespretation. When referring to how
constructivism has been used in Museum Educatioeszieros argues that some of the
implications of this theoretical current have betlattened” by Museum Education
interpretive strategies. The first of these “flatted ideas” Meszaros identifies is that
meaning is actively constructed by the individuedni his or her experience (p.14).
Meszaros explains that, in the context of the mmmsethis idea has lead to the
understanding of “received knowledge” as “bad,” atiis, has banned *“received
knowledge” from interpretive strategies. In thisise, Meszaros argues that this was not

part of the constructivist project:

The constructivists saw knowledge as situated, yatsthey did not advocate
dispensing with cultural knowledge in the name efspnal meaning. In fact, they
insisted that it is alwaywith andin the midst otultural knowledge that we produce

any kind of interpretation. (p. 14)
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Another “flattened notion” of constructivism Mesaartalks about is “personal
meaning making” as the “end product” of visits togaums. Meszaros (2006) argues that
personal interpretation in Museum Education is‘tesginning” of interpretation: “Personal
meaning-making is the beginning of interpretatibattmoves into the world, that acts in
the world. It is the very substance of democratmety—it changes the world” (p. 14).

Constructivist and hermeneutic approaches to irg&pon have different
implications. Hooper-Greenhill (2000) defines heneatic interpretation as “a process of
making confused meanings clearer; it is concerngd @@ming to a fuller understanding of
how things mean” (p. 23). Meszaros (2007a) usesefnidion put forward by the
Contemporary Art Gallery in Vancouver, “the proa@ssvhereby the unfamiliar becomes
intelligible” (p. 19). Rika Burnham and Elliot K&ee (2005; 2007b), whose pedagogy is
based on Gadamer’'s hermeneutics, implicitly defieemeneutic interpretation as a verbal
process of meaning-making that leads to the uraleigtg of a work of art. As can be seen
from these definitions, in hermeneutic-based apgres to interpretation the emphasis is
not necessarily ooonstructinga meaning, but rather amderstandingvhat is conveyed in

an artwork.

Although texts that explain constructivist-basetkeipretive strategies sometimes
use the term “interpretation” (Boix Mansillas, 20@arcia Crispin & Madrazo Crispin, ca.
2007; Gonzélez & Spillmann-Meier, 2006), many oégé authors do not provide a
definition of their understanding of interpretatidfmom this literature review, constructivist
approaches appear to be student-centered (or lietericentered), and emphasize the
process of interpretation as a process of learninggugh which other cognitive and
emotional capacities are developed (Boix Mansil2307; Garcia Crispin & Madrazo
Crispin, ca. 2007; Gonzéalez & Spillmann-Meier, 206®ffmann, 2007). On the other
hand, hermeneutic-based approaches focus on thte@nship between the interpreter and
the work of art, and emphasize the latter as aityethiat keeps a meaning within itself,
associated to “lived experience” of others or @& fast (Brodie, 2003). Other hermeneutic-

based approaches also emphasize the capacity of ather cultural productions to help
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interpreters understand certain aspects of reatitjie world (Burnham & Kai-Kee, 2005;
Brodie, 2003; Meszaros, 2007a).

Meszaros (2007a; 2007b) differentiates between kmos of interpretations in
Museum Education: the “whatever interpretation” anlbe “critically engaged
interpretation”. She states that:

‘Whatever’ refers to the idea that individual irgestation should
dominate all others. Understanding how ‘whateverne to dominate
museum interpretation is relatively straightforwargartly because
‘whatever’ is enmeshed in larger, more generalizgitural phenomena
that have to do with interpretive authority: whoshig and how it is

established, justified, turned into truth or regatdas worthy. (2007b, p.
16)

Meszaros (2007b) explains that one of the arguntaatssupport “whatever” interpretation
in museums is the importance given to individudhatrity, and states that this threatens the

very development of individual ideas, which caroaissult in a negative individuality:

... proponents of ‘whatever supported its ascentpower to free the
individual from the tyranny of received ideas, omdyfind that without received

ideas there was no way to become an individualpagkdrop against which to
appear.

Meszaros adds to this argument a quote from Jean Nancy, “the philosopher of
community,” who states that “the individual is mgréhe residue of the experience of the
dissolution of community” (as cited in MeszarosQ2b, p. 19).

Meszaros’ call for a more critical view on inter@@&on in museums is certainly
necessary and pertinent. Yet, the way in which approaches this issue raises some
questions. Meszaros (2007b, 2006) argues for adaderd curatorial knowledge as sources
for “received ideas” that challenge common prejadicWhile this argument helps gain a

better understanding of why and how academic amdtauial knowledge about art can be
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incorporated in interpretive strategies, it coulsbabe problematizedis a vis Gadamer’s
stance on scholarly knowledge of art and culturatifutions as expressedime Relevance

of the Beautiful(Gadamer, 1986a), where Gadamer argues that iiis &€ knowledge
doesn’t necessarily deal with what he understasdthe knowledge communicated by the
work of art, which is, in turn, associated with himderstanding of art as symBol.
Moreover, by generalizing how interpretive stragsgivork in museums, Meszaros seems to
misrepresent the objectives of interpretation ins®lum Education as expressed by other
authors (Burnham & Kai-Kee, 2005; 2007a; Busqu2@®3; Garcia Crispin & Madrazo, ca.
2007; Gonzalez & Spillmann-Meier, 2006; HoffmanP@pHooper-Greenhill, 2000). Some
of them emphasize or demonstrate the potentiabpfesinterpretive strategies to build a
sense of community (Garcia Crispin & Madrazo, 2@énzalez & Spillmann-Meier, 2006;
Hoffman, 2006; Hooper-Greenhill, 2000;), or explaow through their methods
interpretation is performed collectively (Burnhank&i-Kee, 2007a, 2005).

Meszaros (2007a) differentiates “whatever integdren” from “critically engaged

interpretation,” defining the latter as:

. an awareness of the kinds of interpretive autiesrior traditions of
meaning-making that are called upon in an act tdrpretation. Put more simply,
critically engaged interpretation directs attenttorhow we make sense of things,

and what occurs when the ‘unfamiliar is made irgddle.’ (p. 17)

She states that “critically engaged interpretatitaKes into account “domain knowledge”,

that is, that “of a generous and articulate expgrt21).

Other uses of the word “interpretation” in MuseurmuEation were found in the
work of some authors who use the term to refehéoprocesses triggered by their methods
or theoretical frameworks, but who do not defineithunderstanding of the term with
precision. Abigail Housen (2001) refers to the psses developed by Visual Thinking
Strategies as interpretation. Maria del Rosario gBas (2005) argues in favour of
interpretive strategies in the museum based ontiearti®nism, emphasizing its potential to

% Cf. Chapter 3, Art as Symbol.
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promote collective constructions of meaning in thaseum (as opposed to individual
ones), based on relationships between works of \aewers’ life experience and
interpretive tools provided by museums. Busquetsdoet provide a definition of
constructionism in her article. It can be underdtas a theoretical current that claims that
representations of the world, as well as human\ebs are constructed by social factors,
such as groups or institutions, or by individudi$dallon, 2008). While constructivism
focuses on the interpreter's experience as a sdorcemeaning-making, constructionism

seems to focus on the social factors that deteridess or behaviour.

2.1.2 The objectives of interpretation in Museum Educaibn

Interpretation in Museum Education can have sewdifldrent objectives. Heather Lynch
(2007), in a survey of museum educators and diredgtoScotland, identified an interest in
opening up accessibility to audiences which geheeak marginalized from the museum,
aiming for a greater social equality. Lynch’s stddynd that:

Those responsible for interpretation were keen tootimit the multiple
possible readings of the artwork. The mission ohyngallery educators appears to
be to whet viewers’ appetites, and hold their ditdenwithout excluding other

meanings; the challenge is to achieve this fovarde population. (p. 14)

The interest in improving the accessibility of Bm non-specialized publics in the context
of the museum is also shared by other authors (Bumnn& Kai-Kee, 2007a; Garcia Crispin
& Madrazo, ca. 2007; Gonzalez & Spillmann-Meier,080 Hoffmann, 2006; Hooper-

Greenhill, 2004; Meszaros, 2008, 2007a; Rice, 20@21awine, 2002), who are concerned

with finding ways to engage visitors both in thgogment of and learning about art.

Rika Burnham and Eliot Kai-Kee (2005) find that ergretation in Museum
Education can help visitors gain knowledge and raohetstanding of a work of art, as well
as to connect with it on a personal and emotioeaéll They consider the task of the
museum educator which enables interpretation t@ lokelicate one”:
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On the one hand our goal is for people to gain eatgr knowledge and
understanding of a work, and on the other for themonnect with it personally,
directly. Emotional involvement is a necessary pnglition for awakening to a
work’s poetic possibilities. We know that the enctar of artwork is as much a
matter of the heart as of the mind, that learningua artwork is motivated and held

together by emotion as much as by intellect. (p. 74

Many museum educators are concerned with visitensgbthought of as passive receivers
of information in the museum. Many agree that jprtetation is a useful tool to promote
active participation on behalf of the viewers, wdre therefore engaged in the construction
of meaning guided by museum educators (Burnham iK¢a, 2007; Carter-Birken, 2008;
Hooper-Greenhill, 2000; Lynch, 2007; Luckett, 208hayt, 2008; Yenawine, Rice, 2002).
Meszaros (2007a) states that “critical interpretdtican shape critical thought. She also
emphasizes its potential to make visitors awarbasv they create meaning, helping them

to become conscious of how their ideas are infladrixy those of their context.

The Entry Point Approach developed by Project MUB&t of Harvard Graduate
School of Education’s Project Zero, following HowaGardner's Multiple Intelligences
Theory, and Jessica Hoffmann Davis’ QUESTSs projsicare this view on interpretation.
Hoffmann Davis (2007) explains that the objectieéghis project are to develop inquiry
and reflection around the work of art, as well aseas to it, in order for interpreters to
achieve an understanding of it. She also explaiaistheir approach is student-centered and
focuses on the activity of learning itself, as wasdlon experiences of observing art (pp. 21-
21).

Project MUSE’s views on the objectives of museurterpretation have been
disseminated in Mexico. In 2007, the National Calufor Culture and the Arts (Consejo
Nacional para la Cultura y las Artes, CONACULTAy#&bher with the program Wings and
Roots for Children (Alas y Raices a los Niffosjlited a second edition of the Entry Point

Approach program, under the narAbriendo puertas a las artes, la mente y mas alla
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(Opening Doors to the Arts, Mind and Beypndh it Claudia Walls, National Coordinator
for the Cultural Development of Children (Coordineal Nacional de Desarrollo Cultural
Infantil), states that this kind of approach “natlyopromotes knowledge of national and
universal heritage, but also the possibility of ogimg it, since from this proposal
enjoyment brings the opportunity for reflection, datherefore to reach significant
learning® (in Boix Mansilla, 2007, p. 7).

I would also like to mention here two programs thave been promoted among
museum educators in Mexico, who work together wigtmentary schools and museums.
One of them is Development of Intelligence Throwgt (Desarollo de la Inteligencia a
través del Arte), known adia, which was developed in Mexico. This program sass
interpretation as a way to develop critical thirkims well as cognitive, communicative,
affective and social abilities (Garcia Crispin & ddazo, ca. 2007, p. 115). This program
focuses on interpretive strategies where the teaoheguide acts as a mediator, and
children interpret artwork without any previous kiedge about the work of art.
Interpretation is developed in three stages: “Laggu to know,” “Imagination to
understand,” and “Interpretation and meaning coiittn” (Garcia Crispin & Madrazo,
ca. 2007, p. 117). Georgina Garcia Crispin poiatstimat the objective of this program is
not to learn about art but, instead, “to integriitas a stimulus for education and for

personal growth” (p. 114).

Another program promoted in Mexico and other regiohLatin America,Think in
Art (Piensa en Arte)was developed by the Cisneros Foundation (FuddaCisneros) in

Venezuela. The goals of this program are to devesmacities of observation, expressive

® This material was distributed to museums througtiwaicountry (Boix Mansilla, 2007). It was alseeji
out to participants during the Conference on Musgumisure and Cultural Heritage, (Museos, Ocio y
Patrimonio Cultural) carried out in Mexico CityJdane, 2009. The book does not specify the datieeofirtst
edition.
® Translation mine. The original reads “Este mateige tienes en tus manos, no sélo promueve el
conocimiento del patrimonio nacional y universaipda posibilidad de disfrutarlo, pues desde pstguesta
el goce brinda la oportunidad de meditar y asirelaaun aprendizaje significativo.”
" Translation mine. The original reads: “Los maesttia no necesitan saber de arte, ya que el objetivesno
aprender acerca del arte, sino integrarlo commestien la educacioén y el crecimiento personal.”

22



language and critical thinking among students thhoart interpretation. This program also
uses interpretation in order to promote visual kimg and meaning construction among
students (Gonzalez & Spillmann-Meier, 2006). Thiggoam differs from thelia program

in that it does incorporate information on the historical anttural context in which the
work was created. In th@&uide for EducatorsMaria del Carmen Gonzalez and Cornelia
Spillman-Meier (2006) explain that:

Even though the focus of this methodology is to leagize the
artwork as the primary source of exploration, aahef selected
contextual information and questions asked aftés thformation are
essential for a better application of it. To knovinaw the artist thinks
about his own work, about the decisions he tooklevbieating it, plus
relevant aspects of his biography, besides histbaccultural references,
stimulate the natural curiosity of students andvalthem to develop their
interpretations more in-depth, establishing a noarm@plex understanding

about an artwork.

Thus, this program aims to promote “grounded intggions” (Gonzalez & Spillmann-
Meier, 2006). Comparing the different ways in whtbese two programs approach art can
help reflect on how or why to incorporate other Wiexige of art into interpretive
strategies. | believe that looking at these examfugether shows that having clarity about
the objectives of interpretive strategies helpschmose whether or not to attend to
knowledge built around it, and also helps to unaeis why. Thus, while the objectives of
developing cognitive and emotional abilities of tha program explain why art historical
knowledge about the artwork is not an essential gfait, the objectives of th&hink in Art
program of developing complex and in-depth intesdrens of the artwork justify why art
historical information and information about théisis’ intentions are included in it. In this
sense, the inclusion or absence of academic kngeletlart in each different interpretive
strategy can be understood by paying attentiohgmbjectives of each.
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2.1.3The inexperienced interpreter vs. the expert: whichvoice to listen to?

Hooper-Greenhill (2000) speaks of two different sws models: the post-modern
museum and the modernist museum. She defines tieatohal aim of the latter as “to
transfer information about ‘art history,” which the “academic discipline from which
collections are viewed,” to the “general publichieSdevelops a critical stance on this aim,

stating that:

Underlying this approach to communication is aipalar view of
knowledge, and of learning. The ‘transmission’ magfecommunication
understands communication as a linear process fofniation-transfer
from an authoritative source to an uninformed nemei Knowledge is
seen as objective, singular and value-free. Theivecof the message to
be communicated is conceptualized as open to theptien of the
message, which is received more or less efficieaity in the same way
by all. (p 15)

Hooper-Greenhill explains how this model is basedehavioural theories, and on models
of communication that assume that there is onamest, the communicator, who sends out
a message to a receiver, who “is rendered coghjtpassive” (p. 17). Hooper-Greenhill

calls this “one-way communication” and identifidge tcurator as the communicator who

decides what art to show and how, based on higrosdholarly knowledge.

Hooper-Greenhill (2000) challenges the model of mamication of the modernist
museum, as well as the canon of art history, drgweim communication theory, as well as
on feminist, post-colonial and post-modern studidss author points out that the focus of
the modernist museum on the exhibition itself fagles the visitor, proceeding with no
consultation as to whether the selected approagtigse familiar or unfamiliar, or will be
accessible to those who do not already recognigadisplay codes and the art historical

references” (pp. 17-18).

This author urges revision of two aspects of thanty of the modernist museum:

first, what is said and who says it; second, whisstening, which is associated to issues of
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interpretation, understanding and construction eaning (p. 19). Hooper-Greenhill puts
the authorities of the modernist museum in perspecand emphasizes the role of the
visitor as an interpreter who is engaged in undaihg and making sense of what is
exhibited. Thus, she argues for a museum wherdferefit model of communication is
employed, based on constructivism and communicdhiearies. This new museum model
needs to take into account the interpretive natfirenowledge in order to begin to value
the interpretive and cognitive processes of visitdihus, she argues for the emergence of

new voices and new narratives within museums.

Hooper-Greenhill (2000) also acknowledges how thegg@oaches may encounter
opposition from museum professionals, especialynfrthose whose carriers have been
based on the values of the “modernist museum”: ‘#any curators, these intellectual
approaches challenge the values on which theirepsadnal careers have been built, and

this perceived attack on professional identityeis deeply and personally” (p. 29).

Indeed, while some authors argue in favour of thestruction of meaning by the
visitors themselves, aided by art-historical infatron (Burnham & Kai-Kee, 2007, 2005;
Gonzalez & Spillmann Meier, 2006; Brodie, 2003)hest criticize the way in which
theories such as constructivism have been appliedtérpretive strategies in museums,
leading to a relativism in which uninformed intesfations are considered as valuable as
those based on careful reflection (Meszaros, 2080@/b, 2006).

The dispute of the validity of knowledge authoiitymuseums as examined among
curators and educators, is a problem that has pessent in other moments of the history
of museums. Andrew McClellan (2003) shows thateHhead of problems were intensified
around the 1920’s, favouring the production andudibn of scholarly knowledge over
educational strategies for non-specialized audgendée authority of curators and art-
historical knowledge was established as the soofceliable knowledge in the museum,
and the role of educators was seen as a minorldnge.debate has continued throughout
the twentieth-century, as the authority of curatodiscourse began to be strongly contested
again by museum educators around the 1970’s (Mia@le2003).
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The idea of legitimizing Museum Education as aneawvdr as essential to the
museum as that of the advancement of scholarly ledge continues to this day. It has
influenced the debate around interpretation in MuoseEducation throughout the last
decades, raising questions around elitism, authdkitowledge and power (Burnham &
Kai-Kee, 2007a; Hooper-Greenhill, 2000, 1992, Mdidte 2003). In regards to this,
Burnham and Kai-Kee (2007a) state:

Once charged with translating curatorial interpgietes to the public,
educators are now charged with including everyartbe translation of the artwork.
Knowledgeable in the collections and experienceth vaudiences, they bring
people and works of art together for appreciatioth @xploration. (pp.11-12)

During the last decades of the twentieth centurgnynMuseum Educators attempted to
bring perspectives and understandings of art dttaar those of the curatorial discourse into
museums, as well as to validate the interpretadiowisitors from varied backgrounds in
order to diminish the overwhelming authority of hrstorical knowledge in the museum.
(Hooper-Greenhill, 1991, 2000). During her reseatgimch (2007) found that this issue is
still relevant for many contemporary art galleryuedtors, directors, and other staff
members, who were concerned about elitism in muset@inding that “gallery tours and
panel discussions... were believed to engage mibstlgontemporary art enthusiast and did
not really bring in a wider audience” (p. 14). $iso identified the conflict “between the

need to preserve the status of contemporary arttendrive towards access for all” (p. 14).

Many museum educators encourage us to make ansiseums from places where
interpretation is centered on curatorial discownsé art history, to one where “visitors are
not overwhelmed by the institutional voice but @t are brought together as valued
communities of study and reflection, engaged in #reerprise of examining and
interpreting art” (Burnham & Kai-Kee, 2007a, p. 13hese authors, together with others,
argue in favour of interpretive strategies thathbgitve validity to visitors’ interpretations
and allow them to develop interpretive skills, he tsame time that curatorial and art-
historical knowledge is taken into account to did process (Carter-Birken, 2008; Lynch,
2007; Burnham & Kai-Kee, 2007a; Yenawine, 2002)m8aoof them also stress the need
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not to leave out scholarly information that is velet for the understanding of a work of art
(Carter-Birken, 2008; Burnham & Kai-Kee, 2007a), tmat is useful to avoid
misunderstandings and misconceptions (Carter-Bjrk08; Meszaros, 2008, 2007a,
2007b; Rice, 2002).

Burnham and Kai-Kee (2007a) believe that “curataeaearch remains the critical
foundation of Museum Education.” Therefore, theguar that art historical knowledge
should not be ignored nor its usefulness be dirheds instead, they believe art historical
information should be provided through lectureshlpations and electronic sources (p.

13). According to these authors, museum educahanslid:

...be able to provide accurate and pertinent artohcgtl and other
contextual information. [...] But we must think of cdu knowledge and such
techniques not as ends in themselzeg as tools to be used for the larger purpose
of enabling each visitor to have a deep and disti@cexperience of specific
artwork (Burnham & Kai-Kee, 2005, p. 67).

These museum professionals also try to diminishahtlies in Museum Education, by
emphasizing the idea of a museum educator whotis@guide and part of the group under
its guidance, someone who learns “alongside evergise” (p. 73). Both of these authors
seek not to impose an interpretation originatedugh scholarly knowledge but rather to
encourage visitors to construct meaning throughikdet, silent attention, conversation and
pertinent art historical and contextual informatidghat promotes discussion and

understanding (2007a).

Conversely, Meszaros (2007a) speaks strongly agaiteypretations which are
constructed without taking into consideration astdrical or curatorial knowledge, and
argues in favour of curatorial discourse as a seleguiding principles of interpretation in
Museum Education. As mentioned above, she criicizee rise of “whatever

interpretation”, describing it in the following tes:

Many factors have contributed to the triumph of atdver’ interpretation.

The first is the museum’s selective uptake of cwmsivist learning models that
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demoted ‘received knowledge’ as oppressive and gumagleally backward and
promoted ‘individual interpretation’ (sometimesalegferred to and revered as ‘the
visitor experience’) as supporting democracy araypassive educational thinking.
The second factor that contributed to the victorywdhatever’ is a profound and
pervasive change in the seat of interpretive autthoOver time interpretive
authority shifted from the voice of the ‘author’ ttee ‘text itself’ and in our time, it
has safely delivered into the hands of the ‘indinaldl Perhaps the most pervasive
underpinning of the ‘whatever’ though, is the emteeindividualism fostered by
both neo-liberalism and neo-conservativism andtbrdsl by a market economy. (p.
18)

She also identifies a contradiction in the purpadesducation in museums:

On the one hand, museums spend billions of dokmsh year crafting
specific messages about the objects on displaytlae deliver those messages
through very elaborate exhibitions, publicationsl aducational programmes. Yet,
on the other hand, those same museums promote eéwdratinterpretation by
championing the idea that personal meaning is duagogically and ideologically

favoured outcome of the museum visit. (Meszaro8730p. 18)

| believe this discussion should also take intostderation the different viewers which

attend the museum. The knowledge produced by mugeafessionals and communicated
through exhibitions, publications or educationabggammes can certainly be useful and
should find ways to become understandable for p&eialized publics. Yet, this does not
address the needs of those who begin to gain dowi#tt museums, or whose areas of
expertise are other than those related to theaadshumanities, for whom other means of

engagement are necessary.

Jessica Hoffmann Davis (2007) states that evengthouis common to oppose
approaches based on visitors’ inquiries to those fnovide academic information, the
MUSE Project and QUESTSs programs understand tht dgw hand in hand. She explains
that the different entry points proposed by thesoahed light on the different kinds of
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information available for visitors, and acknowledgkat this information can be helpful for
individual inquiry (p. 24).

Maria del Rosario Busquets (2005), states that aonig the voices of visitors
within the museum does not imply that experts receutheir knowledge but, rather, that

they value the experience of others:

It is not a matter of displacing a collection @& discourse from its
place in order to give it to the public, ratherisita matter of giving value
to the interaction between both as the best waypdtentiate the
knowledge and experience of the museum, makingceessible and
bringing it closer to all visitofy(p. 13)

It could seem that museum interpretive strateghest tare centered on the visitors’
capacities of understanding, and on the knowletigg bring from their life experience,
disregard academic or curatorial knowledges. YeisgBiet's and Hoffmann's arguments
provide a ground to question the reality of thigpagtion. They show that both kinds of
knowledges about art can coexist within the musenwohas separate universes but, instead,

as interrelated ones.

In this sense, it is also important to pay attentio the objectives of interpretive
strategies within museums — this could give usitglas to how, why andvhen to
incorporate both types of knowledge together. Baldrly, to questiorwhenit is suitable
for a person to gain academic knowledge aboutpdai;es the problem of knowledge
authority in museums in a different perspectivebatomes a matter of finding the right
time for each visitor to do it, rather than douftebout whether it should or shouldn’t be
done. Certainly, it could also be discussed if Whetfinding the right time is a decision
that museum professionals or visitors should thkeould argue that this depends on the

nature of each education program and on the dectdithe individual visitor.

® Translation mine. The original reads: No se to&alesplazar a la coleccién o al discurso parargmsu
lugar al pablico, sino de dar valor a la interangéhtre ambos como la mejor manera de potencialzar
conocimiento y la experiencia del museo, haciéndot®sible y cercano a todos los visitantes.”

29



2.1.4The space of the museum: feeling welcomed or intintated?

Many art educators agree on the negative effeceamsambience has on visitors. Feeling
intimidated is how it is most often described: @lifey of inadequacy, of not quite
belonging in the museum, or of being under-prepdoedit. Some authors locate this
negative effect in the grandiose nature of the isgcture of museums (Luckett, 2007,
Meszaros, 2008), which has gained new force duhedast decades, when museums have
sought to adopt unusual, groundbreaking designsy frenowned architects with the

objective, among others, to attract tourism talders (Fraser, 2005, 2002).

Feeling intimidated is directly linked to the vimi$’ lack of confidence in their own
capacity to participate in the process of integdreh (Burnham & Kai-Kee, 2007a;
Luckett, 2007; Lynch, 2007). This lack of confiderarises not only from the architecture
of the gallery alone, but also from intellectualrrims (Lynch, 2007; Meszaros, 2008;
Yenawine, 2002). Mezaros (2008) points out how miaysaccessibility is often mistaken

with intellectual one:

Accesibility, in the largest sense of the word, t@slo with both physical
and intellectual access. It is not enough for @rsitsimply to be in the presence of
art; they require ways of making sense of art guagticularly with contemporary
art, ways to recognize that it is indeed art. Thienauseum sincerely welcomes
these people who are already conversant with tbeodrse that make and sustain
art, those who already know the “rules of the ggnag”’Bourdieu (1993) put it. (p.
159)

Meszaros talks about a contradiction in the “welcwpgestures” of the museum, in
which she includes the grandiosity of the architectand the sometimes awkward
politeness of museum staff most visitors encoumiiszaros (2008) establishes, referring
to Pierre Bourdieu’s sociological studies, thatyotilose people who already know what
behaviour is expected of them in a museum feel amedxd and at ease in this institution,
whereas people who do not enjoy this familiaritgl fi@timidated.
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Lynch’s (2007) survey of museum professionals shibimat:

Negative perceptions, limited experience leadingndted confidence, and
general disinterest were seen as major challermethése employed to improve
accessibility. These factors were being addredsexigh an ever-expanding range
of practices aimed at disturbing existing percemioand behaviours around

contemporary art” (p. 13).

In the same study, Lynch found out that many ofrtheseum educators interviewed were
dissatisfied with the language used in text parsld labels, “as they tended to use
intimidating or excluding art jargon” (p. 13). lhe conclusion to her article, she urges the
art world to reconsider the meaning of ‘accesghesmuseum beyond its physical meaning
and taking into account the intellectual and cualturackgrounds of all those involved in

Museum Education, whether professionals or visjtas&ing “Does access mean delivering
culture to those presumed not currently in receipit, or does it mean generating new
understandings of what constitutes culture acrdérent communities?” (p. 15).

Burnham and Kai-Kee (2005) identify factors of dhstion that can also function as

a barrier for visitors to engage in interpretatiomuseums:

Even though works of art are mounted on pedestalbung in elaborated
frames, or bracketed by text — all of which areigiesd to direct attention to them
— most casual visitors spend little more than a g®megonds with each. Museum
environments are almost always beautiful, but thesyoften noisy and distracting,
too. People’s reasons for coming to the museunvaned. Why should they stop
and attend to the objects? As museum educatorarevebliged to create a structure
of engagement, a means of inviting people to apeecand understand great

works. (p. 68)

These arguments show that, in order for the relahgp between museums and visitors to
change, the efforts of museum educators must beosigal by the museum as a whole. The
studies and reflections of these authors also atdithat museum educators themselves also
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need to revise their own attitudes towards visjtororder to provide a truly “welcoming”

environment in the museum.

2.2 Hermeneutics in Museum Education

Hooper-Greenhill (2000) has argued for the use efmeneutics, and particularly of
Gadamer’'s hermeneutics, as a basis for understandterpretation in the context of
Museum Education, as well as for designing intdipeestrategies. She has often used
hermeneutics as part of the theoretical framewhek supports her work, together with
other theories and studies. Other museum educatoosuse Gadamer’s hermeneutics in
order to design interpretive strategies are Elk@i-Kee, Rika Burnham and Cheryl
Meszaros. These authors apply Gadamer’'s hermegeutidifferent ways in order to

develop interpretive strategies for Museum Eduaatio

In a recent article, “Interpretation and the Heredit Turn,” Meszaros points
towards hermeneutics as a way to counter-arresinthatever interpretation” (2007a). She
mentions how some interpretive strategies guidethisyphilosophy have been adopted by
the Contemporary Art Gallery in Vancouver (CAG) lwisuccessful results. Meszaros
(2007a) explains that hermeneutics were used teldeunterpretive strategies that focus
both on meaning-making and on reflecting on howt tih@aning was made, with the
purpose of developing “critically engaged audiendes contemporary art” (p 19).
Meszaros explains how this interpretive strategyu$es, first, on reflecting with students
on the ways in which we make sense of things —dase what we are told, on the
connections we make, and through experience (p-—20) order to begin paying attention
to what the artist “tells” through interpretatiowjth the aid of the guide who provides
information about what is not visible in the wotkelf, and constantly going back to the
initial reflection. Meszaros also mentions othdesiin Canada where hermeneutics are
being applied to design interpretation strategsesh as ArtStart in Vancouver, as well by
the Library and Archives of Ottawa and other musassociations in Ontario (2007a).
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In her article, Meszaros identifies the hermeneciticle as a way to enable a much
more critical interpretation than that provided byhat she calls the “whatever
interpretation”. She argues that the hermeneutidecihas the potential to help visitors
reflect on how meaning is constructed, and seed& & way to provide viewers with
knowledge from art experts. Meszaros emphasizesadlleeof ‘tradition’ in interpretation
based on hermeneutics. She points out that herrtiemavould ask of the museum the
responsibility to provide viewers with the meandraérpreting a work of art while at the
same time making them aware of the tradition frommcl their interpretation springs
(Meszaros, 2007a).

Kai-Kee and Burnham, educators at the Paul Gettgddm in Los Angeles and the
Museum of Modern Art in New York respectively, haused Gadamer’'s hermeneutic
circle, as well as other concepts from the sam&gdpher, in order to develop different
strategies to help visitors interpret and undedstawork (Burnham & Kai-Kee, 2007b).
These educators use this philosophical model tdlena conversation with a group of
visitors as a guided interpretation: “We use oundwpotheses about a work’s meaning to
help guide the group’s experience. Intense lookind deep concentration enable every
viewer to construct his or her own meaning, witbioundaries charted by the artwork
itself” (2005, p. 73) In another article, they ad@ngaged in the exchange of thoughts and
observations about artwork, carried into the bauwit-#rth flow of discussion about the
artwork, visitors translate impressions into cothjees, and, ideally, understanding and
interpretation” (2007, 12). For these authors, dh&comes of interpretations, even though

guided, are unpredictable:

Like the artist's own process of creation, expesieg a work of art is not a
regular and predictable process. [...] A museuntrintor who teaches for any
length of time knows that often our viewers expecthope to arrive at “what an
artwork means,” a single interpretation, with sosemse of solidity and finality.
The instructor reinforces and relies on the viewetst that meaning is possible,
yet at the same time, teaches that ultimately ttierpretation of works of art

inevitably encounters complexity and ambiguity. (fwam & Kai-Kee, 2007a)
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Burnham and Kai-Kee seek not to impose an intesipogt originated in scholarly
knowledge; instead, they encourage visitors to troosmeaning through detailed, silent
attention, conversation and pertinent art-histbea contextual information that promotes

discussion and understanding. They also suggest tha

. by virtue of living in the world, by virtue of ouobservations and
interactions with the people we know, we have witls the essential knowledge to
read this sculpture, and then the next work ofv@ncounter, and so on. (2005, p.
69)

This seems to be supported by Gadamer’s idea gtdces and of the horizon of
understanding, and how these play a fundamengimdhterpretatiori.

In her doctoral dissertatiohhe Hermeneutic Approach to Museum Educatia®
Brodie (2001) presented a framework that allows tfee development of interpretive
strategies based on Dilthey’s hermeneutics, anticpkarly in his concepts of experience,
expression and understanding. In her program, sbeqies an approach to artifacts in
museums that emphasizes the understanding of “bx@érience” (pp. 77-78). In order to
do so, she designed a template that helps teadrsmuseum educators develop
experiential or hands-on activities that will letet child to this kind of understanding.
Brodie emphasizes the need to provide informatiothe context of the object, following
Dilthey’'s hermeneutics (p. 83). Even though in Bpproach the teacher or guide act as
mediators, the way in which the diagram is desiged how it asks teachers to develop
content and themes around artifacts, makes thergmrogun the risk of turning into one
which simply transmits content, instead of allowisigidents to develop an interpretive
hermeneutic understanding of artifacts. When waykinth hermeneutic approaches it is
also important to consider that, more than a methedmeneutics is an attitude towards

knowledge.

Even though some of these approaches use hermenautorder to arrive at an
understanding of the work of art from the visitgparspectives, these approaches are based

° Cf. Theoretical Framework, Hermeneutic Interpretation.
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only on conversational and linguistic abilities,dateave out other possibilities of
approaching the work of art, such as creation @gimation. These approaches also require
the presence of a guide throughout the developwienterpretation, which, on one hand,
favors collective constructions of meaning; yet,tba other, it could prevent interpreters

from developing abilities to independently engagi works of art.

2.3 Conclusion

Most museum educators agree that the use of ietatpn in art Museum Education helps
open up accessibility to the collections for noeaglized publics, or publics with little or
no knowledge about art. Many of them recognizentted to make changes in the ambience
of the museum in order to foster physical, intellatand emotional accessibility. Museum
education is seen as a key factor in this proassyell as in that of addressing elitism.
Efforts to validate ways of engaging with art ottigan those of curatorial and art-historical
discourse are both encouraged and questioned.eAdaime time, many museum educators

argue in favour of the pertinent inclusion of selyl information in interpretive strategies.

The validity of visitors’ interpretations has prav® be a contested arena: there is a
rising acceptance of the multiple perspectives lzackgrounds that are put into play while
engaging with a work of art, and thus, diversityirderpretations is both encouraged and
accepted; then again, there is also a call to lidata curatorial and art-historical discourse
as the legitimate knowledge in the museum. Themktnd philosophical knowledge
which can bring clarity to this debate have beeledainto play, philosophical

hermeneutics being one of them.

This study is located within those interpretiveatdgies that argue in favor of
interpretation as a way to engage visitors withamtl to open up user-friendliness for those
who do not regularly visit them. It also followsetltendency to use hermeneutics as a
theoretical framework, and challenges the inclusibacademic knowledge as a necessary
part of interpretive strategies, arguing that gstipence depends on the objectives of each
program.
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Throughout this literature review | have presenssyeral Museum Education
programs based on interpretation, which use eitt@mustructivist, hermeneutical or
empirical bases. These programs argue for a neatiaeship between museums, visitors
and works of art, and address this situation witbcéive strategies. The proposal | present
here shares similar views on interpretation andstsfor Museum Education, as well as on
the epistemological implications of interpretatiwithin the museum. It also attends to the
need to foster both individual and collective iptetation and understanding of artwork,
which has been indicated by various museum edwgatat programs. Yet, throughout this
literature review, | identified that there is solag lacking in the objectives of museum
interpretive strategies. These programs and aufbots on the need to find new ways to
approach and understand art that take into coradidarvisitors’ worldviews. However, it
seems to me they do not assume with clarity thadyder for new relationships to become
possible, the probability of visitoantingto see art and to go to museuaigheir own

accord must be constructed.

Some of the ideas and programs I've reviewed albawe the potential to do so,
and perhaps do so implicitly. Yet, the proposalrégent through this study focuses on
creating this potential through interpretation: tl@portunity to establish a close
relationship between a visitor and a work of artcteate a bridge between them in a way
that visitors will want to return to museums, anidl be able to do so on their own. Once
this kind of connection is created, the chances vistors themselves look for ways to

engage with art in similar or in different ways hiiicrease.

These programs and authors do not directly andveeqaestions how and why does
a person begin to enjoy art, or how and why do tteyelop an interest in attending
museums. These issues are also related to wheowodbes a person begin to foster an
affinity for art with an interest in academic knadbe relevant to it. | believe these points

are crucial for the development of a new relatigmfletween art, museums and visitors.

Something else | became aware of by means ofitarature review is how most of

these programs focus on the development of liniguist verbal activities. The proposal |
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present as part of this thesis incorporates vernt@hversational and creative (that is,

painting, drawing and story-telling) activities.

As | have mentioned above, most of these programdegvisitors through
interpretations and, thus, make the presence afeguiecessary in order for visitors to be
able to engage with art. On the other hand, thepqwal of this study also allows for
activities that are guided by program guides, a agefor others that are carried out by
visitors themselves. This allows visitors to depelabilities to engage with art
independently, without having to create a depenelent the aid of museum guides or
docents in future visits. This doesn’t mean thatwhork of docents and museum guides is
not valuable to help visitors understand the musguwnllections but, rather, it leads to
enabling visitors to approach the museum and itleamns on their own, should they
choose to do so. It also gives each participanonty the opportunity of understanding the
work of art from their own imagination, intelligemcknowledge and life experience, but
also to convey that knowledge through creative ggees of their own. It also gives them
the chance to go beyond understanding, opening hep possibility of agreeing or

disagreeing with what an artwork communicates &worth

37



CHAPTER 3 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

3.1 Gadamer’s concept of art

“What is art?” Gadamer, iThe Relevance of the Beautjf@pproaches this question

searching to find something that could be commomltdorms of art. Even though his

reflection is set in the context of a discussiommfdern art and how it began to question
previous conceptions and understandings of whatomasidered to be art, he tries to find
what the experience of art itself is. He triesital fthis answer not in aesthetics, but, rather,
in the anthropological experience of art. Thughis work he develops the question “What
is the anthropological basis of our experiencertif’g1986a, p. 22). In order to answer this

question he makes use of the concepts of play, slyamul festival.

3.1.1 Art as play

Gadamer’s understanding of the play of art is qoiteplex, and involves several different
aspects. In order to explain what he understandseaglay of art, Gadamer (1986a) begins
by considering what play is in itself in nature,vimg on to what he understands as human
play and finally arriving to the elaboration of plan art. Here | will concentrate on three
approaches to art as play: 1) as a movement, 2)‘playing along with,” and 3) as an “as
if”.

Play as movement is understood by Gadamer (1986& movement which is
constantly repeated, such as the back and fortrement of the waves in the sea, which
could be referred to as “the play of the waves”. (pp-23). This movement is also an
impulse, a self-movement of that which moves tha¢sdnot have a particular end or
purpose: thinking of the play of the waves, Gaddf886a) states that “what characterizes
this movement back and forth is that neither pdléhe movement represents the goal in
which it would come to rest” (p. 22). Thus, playaisnon-purposive movement” (p. 23).

Yet, in human play this non-purposive movement dsoapanied by a rationality that
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creates rules for it, for example, a child thattaes a ball on the ground and counts how
many times he can do this without it getting awapnt him (p. 23). Therefore, play is a
self-movement without a purpose, but with an intentThe rationality that creates rules

for this movement is what gives sense to human play

The act of playing furthermore requires a “playailgng with” (Gadamer, 1986a, p.
23). When he talks about this, Gadamer concentaatethe role of the spectator: when |
watch someone else play | participate in a gameoligerving it and by following its
movements, as though | was myself taking part ms¢ghmovements. Gadamer (1986a)

explains it in the following manner:

The act of playing always requires a ‘playing alaovith.” Even the
onlooker watching the child at play cannot possitty otherwise. If he
really does ‘go along with it,” that is nothing batparticipatio, an inner
sharing in this repetitive movement. This is ofteery clear in more
developed forms of play: for example, we have aalgbserve on television
the spectators at a tennis match cricking theikksie®lo one can avoid
playing along with the game. [...] The spectator enifestly more than just
an observer who sees what is happening in frohirof but rather one who
is part of it insofar as he literally ‘takes pa(pp. 22-23)

Why is all this relevant to art as a form of pld&y@ Gadamer, just as a spectator takes part
in a game by following the movements of its playansl is, in a way, a player himself, a
person who observes art also participates in the:wtbat is, he or she is not merely a
passive observer, but an active participant in &kweho is also involved in its creation.
Consequently, art which is actively observed istlaat is constructed by the observer. For
Gadamer, this certainty is so strong he even affithat art is not just the work in its
materiality, but, rather, art only becomes art whamobserver plays along with it, that is,
when an observer re-constructs it through integpicat. In this sense, a work of art is not
only something material, but rather something emraman inner participation of it by the

observer, as well as the “effect” it produces an br her (Gadamer, 1986a, pp. 24-26).
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What does Gadamer mean when he talks about ther iparticipation of the
observer in the work of art? Gadamer (1986a) sth@sart has a “hermeneutic identity”

that “consists precisely in there being somethmyhderstand:’

[Art] asks to be understood in what it ‘says’ anténds.” The work
issues a challenge which expects to be met. Itiregjlan answer — an
answer that can only be given by someone who aedépe challenge. And

the answer must be his own, and given actively2¢p.

The construction of what the work of art commuresatvould be the spectator’'s answer to
this challenge.

In order to allow the viewer to participate, therlwof art leaves a “free space” to
be completed by the spectator. Gadamer explaigsuging literature as an example: the
places, actions or characters described to a raadgrnovel are re-created in his mind
through his or her imagination; Gadamer also pomis that a literary description is
imagined differently by each reader. This wouldtle “free space” that art leaves for the
reader to be filled. A similar condition occurs kwitisual arts: “A synthetic act is required
in which we must unite and bring together manyedéht aspects. We ‘read’ a picture, as
we say, like a text. We start to ‘decipher’ a pietlike a text” (Gadamer, 1986a, p. 27).
Later on he gives the following example:

Someone who, on admiring a famous Titian or Velazqlepicting
some mounted Habsburg ruler or other, thinks, Y&s, that’'s Charles V,”
has not really seen anything of the picture atRdither, it is a question of
constructing it, reading it word for word as it werso that after this
necessary construction it comes together as a rpictasonant with
meaning. It portrays a world ruler upon whose emfile sun never sets.
(pp. 27-28)

For Gadamer (1986a), the reconstruction or “reddaiga work of art involves reflective

and intellectual activity: “The challenge of the nko brings the constructive

accomplishment of the intellect into play” (p. 2%his construction, together with the “as
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if” of the play of art, is related to the concepfsmimesis, representation and recognition.
These considerations will afterwards lead us tk &dout art as symbol, but let me first

attempt to explain what Gadamer means by the “ax drt.

In the article “The play of art” Gadamer (1986apkns this “as if” in relation to
an “acting as if”: that is, an action that pretenidshuman play, Gadamer (1986b) explains
this “as if” in relation to the rules of a gameddamow these are followed and respected by
the players: “The playfulness of human games istitited by the imposition of rules and
regulations that only count as such within the etbsvorld of play” (p. 124). In order to
follow and respect the rules of the game, playakeho take them seriously; otherwise, the
“as if” of the game would be broken. Gadamer skes“as if” and this “seriousness” of
human play as an intrinsic part of culture. He noers, for example, social and
professional activities that require a “role” to tayed” (1986b, p.124). Let’s think of
how different roles and professions ask of us &rleand reproduce certain behaviour in
order to become that: a parent, a teacher, a @aliti a lawyer. There are rules, whether
tacit or explicit, that regulate these and othéegan society and culture, and these different

kinds of behaviour are imitated in society.

Gadamer (1986b) states that, in certain forms ofasanteraction, roles played are

not always sincere:

The simulated astonishment of feigned sympathy peaiple play at in social
intercourse is quite different from this. Imitativepresentation is not the kind of
play that deceives, but a play that communicatgdaswhen it is taken in the way
it wants to be taken: as pure representation.dp) 1

In the play of art, this “as if” refers to artistiepresentation: art doesn’t want to be believed
as the thing that is represented in it, but as slmmgthat it pretends to be in order to show
something else. Art represents something else tti@tnwhich it presents to our senses: it
stands for something else, it is a symbol. Wherem@unter art as a symbol, we enter into
it as “an act of identification and, consequentiyrecognition” (1986b, p. 129).
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3.1.2 Art as symbol.

Now, let us try to understand what Gadamer undedstaas “symbol.” InThe
Relevance of the Beautiflgadamer (1986a) makes reference to the actuahooigthe
word “symbol”: the Greelsymbolon used to refer to thiessera hospitalisa tablet broken

in two that was used as a form of identificatiotwsen a host and a guest:

The host presented his guest with the so-catlesbera hospitalisby
breaking some object in two. He kept one half fondelf and gave the
other half to his guest. If in thirty or fifty yeartime, a descendant of the
guest should ever enter his house, the two piecall de fitted together
again to form a whole in an act of recognition.ité original sense, the
symbol represented something like a sort of pasd usthe ancient world:
something in and through which we recognize somgthiready known to
us. (p. 31)

Using this definition of symbol, Gadamer beginsitntroduce several ideas of art as
symbol: 1) art as something that gains meaning whiancompleted; 2) art as a past that
finds validity in the present; 3) art as recogmti@and 4) art as something that stands for

something other than itself.

Let's pay closer attention to these ideas. Accardio Gadamer (1986a), art
communicates (p. 127-128). Still, art doesn’t comioate as would do a bearer of a
message that delivers it, but rather,isithat which it communicates, as though the bearer
and the message were the same being. Gadamerrnsxglan the following way: “The
symbolic does not simply point toward a meanind,rather allows that meaning to present

itself. The symbolic represents meaning” (p. 34).

What does Gadamer mean by representation? Thigpbiscrelated to the concept
of mimesis. Gadamer (1986a) goes back to the Geceekept of mimesis in order to
explain the kind of imitation that takes place rh According to him, the Greek concept of
mimesis is not understood as “an imitation in whiah strive to approach an original by
copying it as nearly as possible. On the contraris a kind of showing” (p.128-129).
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Gadamer recognizes this showing not as an offeoihgroof in order to demonstrate
something. He understands showing as a pointisgraething else, as a “pointing hand.”
As a result, what is represented in a work of aesdnot indicate only itself, but also
something else it is trying to make visible to Uibis representation doesn’t imply that
“something merely stand in for something else abvifere a replacement or substitute that
enjoyed a less authentic, more indirect kind o&xice,” (p. 35) nor that art be “a simple
transference or mediation of meaning” (p. 37). Bgtthat meaning which is represented in
artis there in that representation: ig that representation. According to Gadamer (1986a),
“the essence of the symbolic lies in the fact that not related to an ultimate meaning that
could be recuperated in intellectual terms. Thelsylrpreserves its meaning within itself,”
and thus, he states that “what the work has tacaayonly be found within itself” (p. 37).
Gadamer’s understanding of art as a symbol playsinviwo tensions: in the first place,
that art as symbol “preserves a meaning withinfit$kat cannot be accessed merely in
intellectual terms and, secondly, that this meantag be “recuperated” only in the

interplay between the interpreter and the workrof a

The concept of representation is also related & dbncept of recognition. In
“Cassirer and Gadamer: Art as Symbol”, Patriciau@ia Montero (2005) states that
Gadamer finds the particular character of repredemt in art in that it does not necessarily
“refer to” something else, but, rather, it “moves o tarry in the recognition of the
represented” (p. 64). As mentioned above, this geitimn is not understood as the
identification of the images contained in the wofkart, but instead, as the understanding
of what these images are trying to point at, of whtzey are trying to “say” or

communicate.

Gadamer (1986a) uses another reference from therar@reek world to explain art
as symbol: the well-known myth of the androgynechihivas separated in half and made
into two separate beings: a man and a woman. Gadaalees reference to this myth as it
appears in Plato’Symposiumoriginally, all human beings were spherical cnee$, who
were punished by the gods because of their misl@ina\consequently, the gods cut these
creatures in two halves, each of which continualyks its other in order to be made

complete again (pp. 31-32).
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The reference to this myth emphasizes the ideartoas something that seeks
completion: that is, that art can only be whollseit when it is completed by another. In
this case, this other would be the interpretes ot only the interpreter who completes the
work of art and through that action makes it aut, the interpreter is also completed by the
work of art. In this idea lies Gadamer’'s argument drt as part of human life: after a
spectator has participated of the play and symlboch avork of art, s/he undergoes a
transformation of himself or herself, after whidte tworld will be rendered differently to
him or her (Gadamer, 1977, pp. 101-102).

3.1.3 Art as festival

When he speaks of art as festival, Gadamer (19&8@#iders the particular experience of
time as related to art. He explains that duringeacounter with art time is lived in a very
different way than it is in our everyday life. Hpesks of the difference between two
experiences of time. On one hand, there is everydsltarian time, as a “time for

something”™

This time is at our disposal; it is divisible; & the time that we
have or do not have, or at least think we do natehdn its temporal
structure, such time is empty and needs to bedfilBoredom is an
extreme example of this empty time. When bored, experience the
featureless and repetitive flow of time as an agogi presence. In
contrast to the emptiness of boredom, there isdifierent emptiness of
frantic bustle when we never have enough time foyttang and yet
constantly have things to do. When we have plaesexperience time as
the “right time” for which we have to wait, or asat we need more of in
order to get the thing done. These two extremeBustle and boredom
both represent time in the same way: we fill onretiwith something or we
have nothing to do. Either way time is not expezezhin its own right, but

as something that has to be “spent.” (p. 41-42)
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On the other hand, there is festive time, as tina¢ iis not meant to be of a particular use,
nor needs to be filled. Gadamer (1986a) calls tmee “fulfilled” or “autonomous.”
Gadamer explains that “this fulfillment does notnebabout because someone has empty
time to fill,” but rather, time itself becomes fest with the arrival of the festival (p. 42). In
Spanish, the term “autonomous” is translated aspio;” (Gadamer, 1991, p. 104), as
someone’s own time, a time that belongs to someoné the sense of property but in the
sense that the experiences associated to it, suchildhood, youth or maturity, cannot be

measured or determined by an external, calculatmgept of time:

... everyone has his own time, his autonomous tentporH is
of the nature of the festival that is should profiiene, arresting it and
allowing it to tarry. That is what festive celebosmt means. The
calculating way in which we normally manage angdge of our time is,

as it were, brought to a standstill. (1986a, p.42)

Just as human beings have a time of their ownaatohomous” time, art also has a time of
its own, a time that we must learn to discover whenencounter art and engage with it.
Gadamer (1986a) refers to art's “autonomous tentipgrain the sense that it is
“determined by its own temporal structure rathanthby the quantifiable duration or its
existence through time” (p. 43). This temporaligeds to be discovered with the active
participation of the listener, reader or spectatorpugh their own “inner ear,” in order to
“elicit” its “rhythm” (pp. 44-45):

Every work of art imposes its own temporality upg) not only
the transitory arts of language, music and dandeef\tonsidering the
static arts, we should remember that we also cactsand read pictures,
that we also have to enter into and explore thengoof architecture.
These too are temporal processes. One picture nwdybacome
accessible to us as quickly as another. And thissigecially true of
architecture. (p. 45)
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Thus, Gadamer (1986a) states that every work ohasta time of its own, and that our
encounter with art should be guided by trying tbofe the time-rhythm that a work asks
from us. This idea is related to the experiencdimak in an encounter with art as an
experience of lingering - in order to engage with @ne needs to give to it one’s own time,
one needs to remain in its company: “When we dwptin the work, there is no tedium
involved, for the longer we allow ourselves, therenit displays its manifold riches to us.
The essence of our temporal experience of art lsaming how to tarry in this way” (p.
45).

Gadamer (1986a) also speaks of the experience a$ @ontinuity between past and
present: “... the riddle that the problem of art sagdsis precisely the contemporaneity of
past and present” (p. 47). This idea is linked tml@ner’s understanding of tradition, and
how through it the past is always present, andteotly actualized. At the same time, for
Gadamer (1986) the modern idea of thieula rasa of starting anew, leaving all tradition
behind, is more of an ideal than of a possibikince the present from where we think and
move is that very same tradition, which also offieessibilities for the future (pp. 48-49).
For Gadamer, tradition “means transmission rathan tconservation” (p. 49). In art, we

encounter tradition and actualize it:

This transmission does not imply that we simplyvéedhings
unchanged and merely conserve them. It means tephaw to grasp and
express the past anew. It is in this sense thatamesay that transmission

is equivalent to translation.

In fact, the phenomenon of translation providesoa@hfor the real
nature of tradition. The ossified language of &tare only becomes art
when it becomes part of our language. The sammiasfor the figurative

arts and architecture as well. (p. 49).

Gadamer (1986) explains this by giving an exangplarchitecture, and how old buildings
and monuments are adapted to the necessitiesnsiptyetation, our ways of lighting and

other conditions of present day life:
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The task involved in bringing together petrifiedneants of the
yesterday and the life of today provides a vivildistration of what
tradition always means: not just the careful prestsn of monuments,
but the constant interaction between our aims énpifesent and the past

to which we still belong.

It is a question, therefore, of allowing what is lie. But this
“letting be” does not mean the repetition of sonmegtwe already know.
We let the past be for us as we are now, not bydapeated experience of

it, but through an encounter with it. (p. 49).

In this sense, an encounter with art, accordinGaolamer (1986a), is also an encounter
with the past and with the tradition from the stagdpoint of the present. In this sense, past

and present are simultaneous in an encounter with a

Community is another important aspect of art asvias Gadamer (1986a) speaks
of how a festivity is always lived with others, community. He begins by placing
celebration as an activity that we go to in ordemést from work. Thus, he begins to
oppose these two activities: at one end, work s¢psrus as individuals, in spite of
activities that need to be developed jointly withars, due to its every-day purposes; the
activity of celebration, at the other end, congmimarily of people gathered together, and
thus is intended to unite. The experience of axtpeding to Gadamer, is an experience of
community, and this argument serves him to questierpractices of engagement with art
of modernity: “If art shares anything with the feat, then it must transcend the limitations
of any cultural definition of art, as well as thenitations associated with its privileged
cultural status” (1986a, p.50). Gadamer (1986a)s ube example of Greek tragedy
represented during religious festivals, which wattended by all sectors of the population
to argue that the “proper function of art” is notliecome available only to a certain part of

the population, nor to satisfy particular tastes.

Gadamer (1986a) argues for art as community irséimse that he sees in it (and in

the “modern songs so popular with the young peopleoday”) “a capacity to establish
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communication in a way that reaches people of egkags and educational background” (p.
51). Later on, he adds: “The inseparability of faarmd content is fully realized as the non-
differentiation in which we encounter art as anegbjhat both expresses us and speaks to
us” (p. 51)

3.2 Hermeneutic interpretation

In the article “Sobre la lectura de edificios y dr@s,™® Gadamer (1996) defines
hermeneutics as the art of allowing something teakpagain (p. 255). Letting an item
speak again requires of the interpreter the aldititysten, to ask and to answer. Hence, this
“art” Gadamer talks about takes the form of a cosaton (Gabilondo, 1996, p. 20). This
conversation can take place between two people/deet a text and a reader, or, in the case

of art, between a work and a spectator.

Each of these two beings enters a hermeneutic cestven from their own
“horizon of understanding.” The “horizon of undarstling” is a key concept in Gadamer’s
hermeneutic model. It is related to his reflectiomthe historicity of human understanding,
which is, in turn, influenced by Heidegger’s refiea on the historicity of being iBeing
and Time.In the article “Sobre el circulo de la comprensibhGadamer (1992) credits
Heidegger with recognizing the structure of preamsthnding (pp. 66-67), which
acknowledges that someone’s understanding of thllwsalways based on a network of
meanings that belong to a particular culture, sp@ed time. This structure of knowledge
is infinite, since it is constantly changing thrbogt time (p. 60). Gadamer uses the word
“prejudice” in order to refer to this structure mee-understanding. He uses the word not in
a negative sense, but rather as a way to explatnwten we approach something in order
to understand it, we always do so based on thaquevdeas of reality we have acquired

throughout our lives. In this sense, we always reateonversation, an interpretation or an

19 A rough English translation of the title of thigiele could be “On the Reading of Buildings andrfiags.”

Its original title is “Uber das Lesen von Bauteruilder.” Its Spanish translation is included et

anthologyHans Georg Gadamer. Estética y HermenéutMadrid: Tecnos, 1996, 255-264.

1 A rough English translation of the title of thistiale could be “On the Circle of Understanding.”ist

included in Verdad y Método Il.(Truth and Method I§alamanca, Spain: Ediciones Sigueme, pp. 51-70.
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act of understanding with previous ideas about $loimg else: that is, we always approach

it from our horizon of understanding.

The *“horizon of understanding” holds in itself amet phenomenon of
understanding from this hermeneutical perspective:“anticipation of meaning.” This is
when we encounter another person, text or work aitlermeneutic intention and we begin
to generate an idea about what that other entityiisg to tell us. Now, this anticipation of
meaning is built from our horizon of understandimgpile the horizon of understanding of
that other entity may be different from ours. Asansequence, we begin to impose on it
ideas that are not really part of it, him or hémgay be that our horizon of understanding
helps us to begin to listen to what the other ertés to say, regarding that which is
common between that entity and myself, but it maythmt my prejudices are preventing
me from listening to what the other entity is tryito tell me. This is an ambivalent
situation of the horizon of understanding which tm&e necessarily faced when we enter
an interpretive process in this hermeneutic sefdseording to Gadamer, the hermeneutic
process itself will allow these prejudices to be ipto play, to be questioned, validated or
invalidated. This happens when the prejudices ahterpreter’'s horizon of understanding
are confronted with those of the other entity’sibam of understanding (Gadamer, 1992,
pp. 67-69).

As we enter a hermeneutic interpretation, we amstamtly elaborating and re-
elaborating a “project of understanding”. An inlidaboration, as I've mentioned before, is
constructed as an anticipation of meaning. Furtleeelaborations are constructed both
through this putting into play of the horizons afderstanding, as well as through a
constant return to “the thing itself”, that is,tteat which we are trying to understand. This
works as a way to substitute preconceptions thatnat validated in the thing itself by

others that are more adequate (Gadamer, 1992).p. 66

This movement of return is what constitutes thisleiof interpretation, in the sense
that the interpreter constantly goes back and fbdatween her or his own project and
horizon of understanding, and the other entity’szom and intention of communication.

This movement also alternates between the parttla@dvhole of that unity which the

49



interpreter tries to understand. Through thesaul@ranovements my understanding of that
which the other entity tries to tell me widens (Gir, 1992, p. 63).

Another key element of interpretation is the gisestThe question opens up the
possibility of dialogue for the interpreter, siniteis the interpreter who first directs a
question to that which he or she interprets. LizarArias (2004) points out that asking
does not imply a predetermined answer, but rathens up the possibility for the work to
be listened to (p. 33). Iiiruth and MethodGadamer (1975) speaks of the hermeneutic
importance of the question in a negative senset fba the question as the
acknowledgement that we do not know (p. 356). tleoto be able to ask in a hermeneutic
sense, we must consider the question as sometbirgpdn up the possibility to learn
something we don’t know. Gadamer (1975) explairad tinauthentic questioning comes
from asking something to which we already know Hreswer, which happens when
someone wants to prove him or herself right; autbequestioning would come from
someone who seeks to learn from someone or sorgettise (p. 356). Authentic
questioning requires an open mind: “...the path dof kmlowledge leads through the
question. To ask a question means to bring intoojeen. The openness of what is in
question consists in the fact that the answer tssetiled. It must still be undetermined,

awaiting a decisive answer” (Gadamer, 1975, p..356)

Gadamer (1975) also explains that a particular tgprescreates a particular

perspective on something, it begins to entail iqdar sense in the answer:

A question places what is questioned in a particpkrspective. When a
guestion arises, it breaks open the being of thectbas it were. Hence the logos
that explicates this opened-up being is an ansigesense lies in the sense of the
guestion. (pp. 356-357)

This is related to the “horizon of the questiorhattis, the particular place from which a
guestion emerges. Lizarazo Arias (2004) explaieshirizon of the question by pointing
out that the sense of a text is subject to thetgpreto which that text becomes an answer.

According to Lizarazo Arias, this also means thatineaning of a particular text (or work)
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goes beyond the answer it gives, since there Wilhys be different questions directed to
the text, and the text will always respond difféhgto them (p. 33). Therefore, just as each
entity in a dialogue is placed in its own horizdruaderstanding, the question will also be
placed in its own horizon, which will have furthenplications for interpretation and

understanding.

In “Sobre la comprension de edificios y cuadrost@aer (1996) also highlights
the task of understanding of hermeneutic convenssti There are several ways in which
Gadamer has explained what he means by undersgardithis article, he refers to it as a
“participation in a common meaning;” by “common® refers to a meaning that is shared,
of which more than one participates (p. 264). Jeeondin (2002) points out that the verb

“to understand” in Germar{dich) verstehgncan also be defined as “to agree”, “to come to
an agreement” or “to concur.” He uses an Engligtression, “we understand each other”,
in order to explain this notion of Gadamer, “megnthat the partners in a conversation
find themselves in a basic agreement” (p. 39). Hygseement found between interpreter
and the entity interpreted belongs, then, neitlethe interpreter nor to the interpreted
alone, but to both: “To understand, in Gadamegisss, is to articulate (a meaning, a thing,
an event) into words, words that are always ming,dh the same time those of what |
strive to understand” (Grondin, 2002, p. 41). Thus, interpretation isommon that is, it

belongs to a new community built through dialogyerterpreter and text.

Understanding for Gadamer is also related to theith of horizons,” and the
particular kind of communication achieved through Gadamer (in Gabilondo, 1996)
explains how hermeneutic communication does nosisbf imposing one’s opinion on
the other, nor on adding one’s opinion to the othera sum; rather, hermeneutic
communication is an “achieved dialogue”, that isoncidence that is no longer only one
or another’s opinion, but a widespread interpretatf the world (p. 21). Angel Gabilondo
(1996) writes that this is achieved through conagos: through the moments which bare
the meaning of the discourse. He also points oat Hermeneutic conversation which
arrives at a fusion of horizons “does not bringHa previously fixed meaning,” but rather
“takes care of the opacity of the other as the gugsible way to be legible and, even,

audible” (p. 21).
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Grondin (2002) calls attention to the fact that @adr's interpretation of
understanding is closely related to the conceptrarislation, which | have previously

delineated when | discussed art as festivity:

The meaning (event, person, monument) that is tongerstood
is always one that needs to be translated, so dinaerstanding,
application, and translation become almost equntaleerms for
Gadamer. What | seek to translate (understand,ypppl always
something that is at first foreign to me, but tisah some way binding to
my interpretation. | seek to understand Plato, 8ehlu a scientific
theory, and so forth. | cannot say whatever | what,| can only unfold
my understanding in terms that | can follow and énép communicate.
Understanding, as an application, is thus alwaghallenge, but | can
only rise up to it if | succeed in finding words f@hat needs and cries to
be understood. | can only understand Plato by ukinguage that is
familiar to me, even if what I'm striving to comgrend is a thinking that

was formulated in the ancient Greece of the foaettmury B.C. (p. 43)
Later on, he adds:

Of course, this understanding can only be tentative an attempt
on my part to come to grips with what needs to hdeustood, but which
can never be absolutely final. One can always fiatler words for what

needs to be understood, more suited “applicatiqps 43)

When speaking about understanding, the notions bpéctivity and subjectivity are
problematized by Gadamer in such a way that thiditsabf a hermeneutic interpretation is
not related to positivist notions of truth, wrong ght. Diego Lizarazo Arias (2004)
explains how Gadamer states that all human knowlésigin itself, an interpretation: that
is, every relationship between a subject and aaobl$ already mediated by the subject’s
previous opinion on things. This previous opiniohieth Lizarazo Arias talks about (which

constitute the horizon of understanding) belongthéohistoricity of that subject, and thus,
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the knowledge produced through it will find valiget within a particular historical frame
(p. 33). This means that what a person understabdst something or someone else will
be determined by those kinds of ideas and quesfmunsd in her or his own historical
context. In this way, Gadamer relativizes trutlsasiething that is necessarily transitory or

precarious.

Again, this does not mean that interpretation amolKedge are arbitrary, nor mere
projections of the interpreter. Rather, Gadameesittpe interpreter to pay close attention
to the thing itself, to be open to someone elspision, to learn to listen to what someone
else is saying (Lizarazo Arias, 2004, pp. 30-31)gél Gabilondo (1996) comments that in
order to be able to listen, the interpreter camjppext to necessarily hear something that
confirms what he or she already knows, but ratitelbe open to be affected by it (p. 15). In
“Sobre el circulo de la comprensiéon” Gadamer (19989aks of this as well, saying in
hermeneutic interpretation we must be open to tesipility that the other may be better
informed on something than our opinion is. Thugnfeneutic interpretation requires a
particular attitude of the reader: of wanting taheof having the necessary humility to
allow something or someone else to tell one somgthé or she is not aware of yet. Other
necessary attitudes for hermeneutic interpretati;® on one hand, that the interpreter
engages willingly in interpretation, and that heshe be interested in it; on the other, that
the other which we try to understand be “respeetsdi valued as an authentic alterity” (p.

33), that is, as an other and not just as an olpdwt studied or analyzed.

Lizarazo Arias (2004), quoting M. Aguilar, statdgtt Gadamer’'s hermeneutics
imply an epistemological rupture with two paradigrihy the understanding of knowledge
as a relationship between object and subject,arséimse that the object becomes an other, a
you with which a common knowledge is built; and 2)wsubjectivism, in the sense that
Gadamer’s hermeneutic understanding of dialogue landuage put into play thas
comprehended by texnd reader, rather than the isolate@f the subject (p.33). These
ruptures have implications for the manner in whigh regularly consider, and approach,

knowledge and understanding.
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Jean Grondin (2002) confirms that Gadamer’s notibunderstanding emphasizes
the implication of the interpreter in the matteattla text brings forth: “If Gadamer insists
on this element of agreement, it is to underline ploint that understanding is primarily
related to the issue at hand and not to the aghiotrention as such” (p. 40). Later on, he
adds: “One will read a poem of Rilke, a tragedySophocles, or th&lementsof Euclid
very differently, i.e., by relating to the subjenttter, by being concerned by what is said,
not by who says it” (p. 40-41). This, as Grondif(2) explains, does not mean that to seek
the understanding of the author’s or artist’s ititers of creation is not valid, but rather,
Gadamer considers this a secondary inquiry, sirece lmore concerned with the subject
matter as “the primary focus of understanding4p).

3.3 Interpreting art

Throughout the previous subchapters, | have alreadlked about art interpretation
according to Gadamer’s hermeneutics; this is aa itlat readers, perhaps, have already
been contemplating. The way in which Gadamer amhes interpretation in one of his
major works,Truth and Methodis closely linked to the interpretation of the lwmf art
itself and, therefore, it is near impossible notaik about art interpretation while trying to
clarify Gadamer’s hermeneutics. Therefore, in tthapter | will mention other aspects of
art interpretation |1 have not presented above, lamdll try to tie together Gadamer’s
understanding of art and his model of interpremtiin order to clarify what art

interpretation is like within this framework.

“The work of art says something to us” states Gagtamthe articleAesthetics and
Hermeneutic$1977, p. 98). In the Introduction to the antholdggtética y Hermenéutica
(Aesthetics and Hermeneutic§abilondo (1996) describes this is the startiagtpof the
hermeneutic labour of understanding a work of la@tause it places art within the sphere
of what is there for us to understand (p. 23). Thsans the work of art is not a mute
vestige or ruin, nor an event from the past, btiteiq it can be reactivated and recreated; it

is happens in the present (pp. 24-26), whose seneet strictly limited to its original
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historical horizon (Gadamer, 1977, p. 95). As aseguence, the work of art is not a mere
object, but rather something that is capable ofalie, and to declare to us in our present.
In order to reactivate it, to recreate it, to tefpeak again, to hear what it can tell us, a work

of art needs to be read.

Gabilondo (1996) specifies different ways to apfatecthe “reading” of art through
Gadamer’s philosophy. One of them is to see ina%®acounter” with art: in this sense, art
is seen as an other, rather than as an objectw¥itbh one is confronted (p. 18). This
encounter, like hermeneutic interpretation, ocdarshe form of a conversation (p. 20).
Gabilondo (1996) speaks of this exchange as songethiat directs itself to “the task of
giving voice to that which has been said,” and $etd “appropriation and interpretation”
(p. 20). In this sense, a hermeneutic interpratadioart would not be a reiterative copy of
what is communicated in the work of art, but ratl@ereconstruction of its meaning (p. 20)
in what it can telus(Gadamer, 1977, pp. 100-103).

Gadamer’s statement, “The work of art speaks,” aiggies that “the work of art
communicates itself” - that is, it “cannot be redlddo what its creator actually thought in
it” (Gadamer, 1977, p. 96). In “The play of art”a@mer (1986b) states that precisely
because the artist has manifested himself in a wbrkt, he confers to it the totality of
what he intends to express: “His works speaks far’ Ifp. 128). Gadamer (1986b) also
speaks of the work of art as an object constitiaedan organic entity, a construction
(Gebilde) which contains in itself that which it intends communicate, and therefore
becomes self-sufficient (p. 126). Namely, it becenmalependent of its creator, and is not
limited to the sense it acquired within the histaticontext for which it was produced. In

this sense, the work of art is “open to ever neveenprehension” (Gadamer, 1977, p. 97).

But, if the work of art does not properly “speak@w can it convey a message to

us, in what kind of language? Gadamer (1977) empla the following way:

What we are calling the language of the work of fant the sake
of which the work is preserved and handed on, @sldhguage the work

of art itself speaks, whether it is linguistic iatare or not. The work of
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art says something to the historian: it says somgtto each person as if
it were said especially to him, as something presemd
contemporaneous. Thus our task is to understanthéaming of what it
says and to make it clear to ourselves and otksesn the nonlinguistic
work of art, therefore, falls into the province tife proper task of
hermeneutics. (p. 100)

Interpretation and understanding are related tadba of translation and appropriation. In
as such, Gadamer (1977) sees in a hermeneutipretation of art the encounter of two

languages, “a translation from one language tohaamot

But insofar as we can only translate from one lagguto another
if we have understood the meaning of what is sadi@nstruct it anew
in the medium of the other language, such a langeagnt presupposes

understanding. (p. 99)

Thus, interpretation as translation necessarihligsghat the work of art be comprehended
by the interpreter. How do we begin to understamiek of art, to “listen” to it? In “Sobre
la comprensién de edificios y cuadros,” Gadamer§)9speaks of the “radiation of
meaning” as a phenomenon proper to the work ofhadugh which it begins to summon
us, to silently call us in order to come closettand begin to listen to what it has to say (p.
264). Maybe this idea refers to an experience soimes might have had when stepping
into an exhibition room. It might be that as wengla to the works displayed there, we feel
attracted to one of them in particular, and we wdtkctly towards it to take a better look.
Gabilondo (1996) explains the reason why a wor&rotalls our attention in such a way is
because it relates to a question latent in ourselreependent of whether we have
formally put this question to ourselves consciouslynot. Attending to the radiation of
meaning of a work of art establishes the possybdit opening up a dialogue with it, of

entering into the play of the construction of iteaning (p. 26).

Constructing the meaning of a work of art througimwersation and play has the

implications | have hinted at in the previous swmwii In the particular case of the
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interpretation of a work of art, it means a spestaegins to attend to the challenge that the
work of art poses. He or she begins to craft thisllenge as an answer to a question that
was latent and becomes manifest in him or her dutie encounter with the work of art.
During art interpretation, the interpreter beginsfacus on this matter consciously, and
begins to enter into a dialogue with the work dfiarorder to follow the direction of that
guestion. This exchange unfolds when the interpraitserves the work of art in order to

recognize what is in it.

Yet, to recognize has particular implications witlBadamer’s hermeneutics, and is
also associated to the concept of representatidetasied in the section “Art as Symbol” —
in a few words: what is represented in the worlaxfis not only what can be seen and
named, but rather, what the work intends to comoatai Gabilondo (1996) highlights
how for Gadamer the kind of gaze necessary forkihid of recognition to happen does not
merely rely on looking at the work of art but, eadl, in agoingto the work of art, @oing
into it, a walking through it, so to speak, in orderctmstruct it for ourselves (pp. 28-29).
All this happens while the spectator “plays alonithivthe work of art, and begins to fill

the “free spaces” left for its interpretation.

This process is also associated to the construofitime meaning of the work of art
through the hermeneutic circle, as explained aboZensequently, “reading” or
“interpreting” a work of art will also require arcular movement, in which the interpreter
constantly goes between the work and him or herdelfeloping the play of question and
answer proper to Gadamer’s hermeneutic model, deroto start to recognize what it

wishes to communicate.

In “Sobre la comprension de edificios y cuadrosatd@mer (1996) explains that the
interpretation of the work of art “makes expli@ktracts, that which is already implicit in
it, in order to recompose it again as a whole”2p3). Therefore, the conclusion of this
hermeneutic process of the work of art will be acidration,” yet, it won’t be a declaration
imposed by either side: neither the interpretethefwork, nor one that is “neutral.” More
precisely, this declaration belongs to the worladfand also to the interpreter, in the sense

that he or she has been actively involved in igaton. It is an experience of finding a
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common language between both parties, which, sametiusly, transforms both of them. It
IS communication; it is a “common participationtie world of understanding” (p. 263-
264).
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CHAPTER 4 METHODOLOGY

The question that guides this study is “How do speeialized visitors with little or no

knowledge about an artwork engage in its interpiathrough a design based on
Gadamer’s philosophical hermeneutics?” The purpdgde study was to inquire into the
experience of a group of seven and nine year-ohds their parents during a Museum
Education program. This program was designed base@Gadamer’s hermeneutics, and

was carried out at the Museum of Modern Art (MAM)Nlexico City.

Several authors argue that studies guided by qunsssuch as “how” and “why” are
better served by a qualitative or conceptual medlomy, since they focus on describing
and interpreting a phenomenon rather than on miegsor proving something related to it.
Therefore, this study followed a qualitative metblod)y, using hermeneutical approaches,
as well as different methods of data collection.

In order to carry out this research | worked bothaaprogram guide and as a
researcher. The reason why | decided to do thisesause carrying out the Museum
Education program | propose requires a thorough exstdnding of Gadamer’s
hermeneutics, as well as of the kind of attitudes @pproaches to art and communication it
fosters. Preparing someone else to guide the progvauld have taken a considerable
amount of time which | unfortunately did not haterey disposal. Therefore, it seemed to
me best to guide the program myself with the hdlpm assistant. One advantage of
working as the guide was that it allowed me a cldsgervation of participants and of their

experience.

Data collection consisted of audio recordings, pbaphs, and participant
observations of the activities of the group, aslves group interviews about their
experience. data was analyzed to understand how padicipant engaged in the
interpretation of one work of art. | followed a heaneutical approach both during group

interviews and during participant observationswal as to describe and understand the
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experiences of the participants during the eduogtimgram. | followed Gadamer’s model
of the hermeneutic circle to approach data forstimae purpose.

Below | describe the criteria used to recruit mapints and choose the site, as well

as my methods of data and analysis.

The Museum Education program participants attervdasl adapted from the one |
developed as part of my BA thesis, in order toudel parents in the process. Its design is
based on Gadamer’s understanding of art and onenmeneutic circle, in order to provide
an interpretive experience based on play, cregtivinagination and conversation. |
provide a detailed description of the program, a#i as the explanation of how Gadamer’s
hermeneutics were built into it, in the next chapt&adamer’s hermeneutics translated to

an art Museum Education program.”

4.1 Participants

Participants were recruited at the Public Elemgn&uohool Alfonso Herrera. The criteria

for choosing this institution were:

1) Location: the school is located near the MAM, magkiit easier for

participants to attend the workshop sessions atntlieum after school.

2) Academic Level: according to information provideg lwebsite of the
Ministry of Education of Mexico (Secretaria de Eadcion Publica, SEP), this
school had better academic achievement and a Idvegrout rates and discipline
problems than other schools located in the sama. &articipants with a higher
academic achievement and less discipline problensuldv facilitate the

development of the program and of data collection.

The process to recruit students from the school thasfollowing: after contacting the
principal and explaining to him what the study vea®ut, he suggested that | distributed a

letter to all the students of th& grade class with information about the study ideorto
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invite families to participate in it. The letter svdistributed to students by their teacher, and
provided information about the research objectiypescedures, benefits and requirements,
as well as contact information. A couple of weeksrahe letter was distributed, | attended
a monthly meeting with parents at the school tosioi® further details about the study, as
well as to establish contact with parents who mightinterested in participating. Some
parents provided their contact information, andemasntacted by my assistant in order to
learn of their final decision. During this phondlcparents were informed of the dates and

times of the sessions of the education programwedisas of the location of the museum.

The criteria | used to choose to work with childweas that, based on my teaching
experience, | believed children would be much mmiteng to engage in imaginative and
ludic activities than groups of other ages; | atsnsidered that these kind of experiences
are already part of their everyday lives. | becamerested in working both with children
and with their parents because during the defehsgydBA thesis, one of the members of
the committee called attention to whether progrdike the one | proposed impacted
children in the long term, or if they remained ewtdinary experiences. This made me
reflect about how Museum Education programs foldchin are often isolated experiences
without continuity, unless there is someone closa thild who continues to promote them.
As a result, | thought it would be necessary faepts to live a similar experience to that of
their children to increase an interest in art ianthas well, in the hope that in the future

parents would be motivated to take their childeart activities, and to take part in them.

The criteria for the age of children who would papate in the study were based on
my experience during my BA thesis. During that gtidvorked with seven-, nine- and
eleven-year-old children. | found that seven-yddr-ahildren had more difficulty
developing interpretive work than nine and elevearyolds. Therefore, in the present study
| tried to recruit children within a range of niteeten years old, an age that corresponds to
4th grade children in Mexico. When talking to thienpipal at the Alfonso Herrera School,
he suggested that | recruited children from thed@satle group, since this is larger than the
fourth grade one and, therefore, there was a bettance to recruit the number of
participants | needed for the study. Because fetlreasons, | agreed to recruit nine-year-

old-children. Two of the families who agreed totgapate in the study had seven-year-old
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children, and were interested in having all of thehildren participate in the study.
Therefore, | also worked with children of this agewell.

| was interested in working with approximately falnildren and their parents, since
this same number proved to be manageable durin@Anthesis study. After sending out
an invitation, five families agreed to participatehe study: a total of five 9-year-olds, two
7-year-olds, and seven adults, though only onelyatwo adults, one seven-year-old and a

nine-year-old) were able to complete the program.

Another requirement for participants to be parthef study was to have very little or
no knowledge about art in general, and specificabput the artwork they would work
with. The families that participated in the studgdhno knowledge about the art they
worked with during the program, although some @nthhad gone to museums as part of

school activities.

4.2 The assistant

In order to carry out the activities of the edusatprogram at the museum | required the
help of an assistant. The assistant was an acqnamtof mine who had experience
teaching English to elementary school children, who offered to work voluntarily. She
also had experience with crafts, and had a gogobrapvith children and parents.

The activities of the assistant included obtainiegsent from participants, helping
to prepare materials for the activities, and primgdinformation and some guidance for
participants. The assistant also aided me in tagimgographs of the workshop activities
while | was engaged in them with participants, @novided relevant information on the
participants’ experience based on her observatisnyell as on conversations she had with

them.
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These observations were recorded through threevieves with the assistant: one of
them took place while the program was still in pesg, another one after the program was
finished, and yet another one during data analyi$isse interviews followed a qualitative
approach and were guided by interview guidelineth wpen questions, and developed
around patrticipants’ behaviour in the galleries dndng the activities, as well as around
certain aspects of the participants’ experiencerttidj@ants seemed to feel more
comfortable expressing certain feelings or opinitmmy assistant than to me. In this way,
my assistant was able to provide me with infornmatiootherwise would not have had

access to.

4.3 Site

The site of the study was the Museum of Modern(MAM) in Mexico City. The MAM
holds a collection of Mexican Modern Art producadridg the first half of the twentieth
century and also shows temporary exhibitions ofpasiduced during the XX and XXI,

produced by both Mexican and international artists.

As part of the architectural project of the musewhich is located in the cultural
area of Chapultepec Park, the museum’s garden sagsesmanent collection of Mexican
modern sculpture. The building housing the offiedsthe Department of Education
Services is partly surrounded by it. Often onehef paved pathways of the garden is set-up
with tables and chairs as a space for educatiariteed. The hands-on activities of this
study’s education program, such as drawing, writargl painting, as well as group
interviews, were also carried out in this placetedpretive activities which required

observation of the paintings were carried out iagkte gallery.

4.3.1 The collection

Part of the museum’s collection of Mexican Modemrt i& permanently on display

in one of its galleries. At the time this study wdmne, the show which represented this
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collection was “Disidencias compatibles” (CompatibDissidences). This was the
exhibition in which participants engaged.

The museum’s press release states that the extiibg to draw attention to the
aesthetic and conceptual complexities and contiiad& of modern art in Mexico. This
show also attempts to reconsider how the museuafisction has been shown, presenting
a different group of works based on a historic s@n of how Mexican Modern Art been

thought of and perceived (Disidencias compatil26€38).

The works in the collection are arranged accordindifferent thematic areas. Each
reviews an aspect of modern art in Mexico in relatto social and historical aspects
(Disidencias compatibles, 2008). It is importantrtention that these aspects are related to
the social, economic and political reconstructidntiee country after the Revolution of
1910. Art played a remarkable role in this recamgton, since it served to create an
identity for the country and for its inhabitants; portraying the different traditions and
customs of small towns and indigenous peoples,appdopriating them as heritage of the
nation as a whole, and as part of the Mexican igerRost-revolutionary art also helped
legitimize the Revolution and the new governmertaldshed after it, creating myths
around those who patrticipated in the Revolutionlifany leaders, workers, peasants) and
presenting them as heroes. A new interpretatiothefhistory of Mexico was also built
during this period and art helped to create itsgiesaand to divulge it among the population
through murals. Nevertheless, some artists créttithese processes and confronted the
idealization of the Revolution and the rhetoridfué government with the social, economic
and political reality of the time. These are sorhéhe contradictions and complexities that
the exhibition “Compatible Dissidences” intendseiplore through its different thematic

areas.
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4.3.2 Paintings chosen by participants.

During the education program, each participant etwoee painting to work with. All
participants chose a different painting, excepttéoo brothers, who decided to work with

the same one. The paintings are the following:
 El Vasilon Pulqueria (Pulqueria el Vasilér))919, Jesus Cabrera, oil on canvas.
* The Little Mule (La mulita)1923, Abraham Angel, oil on cardboard.

» Mexico City (La ciudad de Méxicol949, Juan O’'Gorman, tempera on prem-

door.

* The Devil in the Church (El diablo en la iglesid@47, David Alfaro Siqueiros,

mixed media.

The paintings chosen by the participants belonthtee thematic areas of the exhibition.
The Devil in the Churchbelongs to the thematic area which shows art wiitig post-
revolutionary government rhetoric, and points dw& tontradictions between the ideals of
the revolution and the social reality of the cowyrdt the time:El Vasilén” Pulqueria and
The Little Muleare part of the thematic section which exploresdabntradictions between
tradition and modernity, whil®élexico Citybelongs to the one reflecting on the genre of
landscape as a way to create a Mexican identity.

The reason why | chose to work with this collectwais that, since it is a permanent
show, it would allow me and the participants tobgak to the collection as needed during
the development of the research, without time igins. This collection also worked well
with one of the limitations of the education pragrawhich is designed to approach
figurative painting which includes people or othénds of characters as part of its

composition.
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4.4 Methods of data collection.

Data about the experiences of the participantsutiirout the workshop was
collected through audio-recordings, photographspugr interviews, and participant
observation, as well as through drawings and pajstimade by them. | describe below

how and why these methods were used.

4.4.1 Participant observation.

The purpose of participant observation was to ed¢mw participants engaged in
the activities of the program, their behaviour witthe museum, and their interaction with
each other and with the program guides. | refet &s participant observation because |

was the program guide as well as the researclibe @tame time.

My approach to participant observation was basethermmethod | used in my BA
thesis: a variation of an anthropological obseorafournal, which was adapted by my BA
thesis advisor, Dr. Eugenia Macias. The methodistsnsf keeping track of observations in
two columns: in the first one, | described thetadkes and behaviour of participants during
the activities of the program, including information the date, site and activity recorded.
On the second column, | described these obseng#igain, but now in the form of abstract
concepts, such as “appropriation of space,” “imeadion,” or “background.” The purpose
of this conceptual description is to begin to idgnpossible venues of inquiry or findings

to be further developed later.

Participant observation allowed me to record afigéceon the attitudes, behaviour,
body language, interest or lack of it of particifsaras they engaged in the different
activities of the program, and how these changedutihout it. It also allowed me to
register how participants interacted with each gtivith my assistant and with myself, as
well as within the different spaces of the musetime gallery, lobby, garden and education
services area). Participant observation furthewald me to reflect on my own interaction
with participants.
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4.4.2 Photographs

During the program activities, photghns of participants engaging in them were
taken either by myself or by my assistant. The psepof taking photographs was to record
and illustrate participants’ attitudes, body langgiand physical interaction with each other
and with myself or with the assistant. Photograptere used together with audio
recordings during data analysis.

Photographs were taken by my assistant duringdtigtees in which | was actively
working with participants. While participants drewrote or painted, | was able to take the

photographs myself.

4.4.3 Audio recordings

The purpose of audio recordings was to record grooupversations during the
activities of the education program at the muselainly, two kinds of conversations
were recorded: 1) conversations about paintingsciwrepresent an important part of the
interpretive process of participants; 2) convemeiheld during hands-on activities, which
offer relevant information about how the activitiesthe program were experienced by
participants. Other verbal interactions held dutiimg program were also recorded, such as
conversations held at the beginning and end of saskion, as well as explanations of

different activities.

4.4.4 Group interviews.

Group interviews were carried out as informal casaBons with participants in the
space for educational activities of the museum. iArerview guide was elaborated
previously, which served to point out certain aspdcfound relevant to the study. Two

interviews were carried out throughout the programe of them after the last session of
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the program, and a second one a few weeks afterview guides for both interviews are
attached as Appendices C and D.

The first interview was carried out as a conveosativhile children and parents
painted during the last activity of the program.eTihterview started out with questions
about their experience throughout the course whiatirected to the group, without
announcing that we would have an interview, butersrbtly, making it look like a casual
conversation like others we had had during othssisas. My decision to conduct the
interview with this approach was based on a pres/experience: in order to write a paper
for one of the courses of the MA program, | intewwed an acquaintance of mine in
relation to her experience in a museum. The int@&rwas conducted in a space familiar to
her, in a very casual environment, and was held asnversation. This proved to help
gather information from her in a very fluid andhrimanner, and the person interviewed
herself stated that the casual nature of the emwiemt and of the interview helped her feel
comfortable enough to speak about her experienased on this, | though it would be
beneficial to find a time and place to interviewtmdpants that was relatively familiar to
them, and that would help them feel comfortableugihoto share their experience of the

program with me.

In this fashion the first interview was conducteda space within the museum
already familiar to participants, since they ha@érbengaging in different activities in it
through several sessions. The space itself, wisidtose to the museum’s garden, created
an atmosphere of comfort and tranquility. | waiteda moment in which participants were
already looking comfortable painting in order te@ally propose the first question. As they
answered, | began introducing other questions #sopshe discussion. Later on, the need
for prodding ebbed and participants themselves rbagiking about aspects of their
experience they wanted to share, and about th&iraos on the program. Participants also
shared their opinion on museums, and on how theydcestablish contact with their

audiences.
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The second interview was carried out in the sameeplyet, this time participants
were asked to come to the museum in order to ateddsing ceremony, and to have a
conversation about their experience throughouptibgram. | was careful not to talk about
it as an interview, since | thought this could maketicipants feel intimidated or insecure
about how or what to answer. This second intenpesved to be very fluent and rich with
information. Again, some of it was guided on on@davith the help of the interview

guide, and on the other with the issues particpmselves brought forth.

Other elements of group interviews taken from redeaone with focus groups
were taken into consideration in order to carry ouerviews. David Morgan (1996)
defines focus groups as “a research techniquecthilgcts data through group interaction
on a topic determined by the researcher,” and s dldat this definition “locates the
interaction in a group discussion as the sourcehef data” and “acknowledges the
researcher’'s active role in creating the group wision for data collection purposes”
(Morgan, 1996, p. 130). Even though the interacbetween participants was neither the
main source of data nor the focus of this researdiraction within the group during

interviews provided important data.

Jenny Kitzinger (1994) points out that focus growse useful when trying to
“encourage people to engage with one another” amdbally formulate their ideas” (p.
106). Morgan (1996) also indicates one of the strength$oous group interviews, as
opposed to individual ones, as “that the participdroth query each other and explain
themselves to each other” (p. 139). During thisdgtuhese strengths of focus group
interviews were used in order to encourage padrdp to talk about their experience, as

well as to gather data | might not have been abtEbtain through individual interviews.

Morgan (1996) also explains how a comparison madeden individual interviews
and focus groups has “concluded that the dynanfiteeoindividual interviews put more
burden on the informants to explain themselvesh® ihterviewer,” which in the study
proved to be helpful in allowing participants toelfeless intimidated to share their
experience. On the other hand, Morgan also pointstimat group discussions involve

“mutual self-disclosure” (p. 140). During this raseh, some participants, in group
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interviews, did acknowledge that they felt intinteld by speaking in front of the group;
others seemed to be unwilling to disagree with eztbler, or to contradict others. In this
sense, the interviewing technique used duringrédgsarch might have missed information
that could have been registered through individnétrviews. Unfortunately, due to
participants’ time availability, and to the diffity of interviewing children without the
presence of their parents, this was not possible.

4.4.5 Participant’s drawings and paintings

Drawings and paintings made by participants wereqfahe development of the activities
of the program, yet they also served as sourcestaf to help understand the processes of
interpretation experienced during the program. €helsawings and paintings were
photographed and archived digitally. The originaintings were kept by me throughout the
data analysis in order to work directly with them.

4.4.6 Written surveys

A written survey was administered to participant®ider to collect information about their
backgrounds in relation to museum and art expeggenthe survey was also used to learn
about participants’ experience during the progritmsed open-ended questions in order to
gather this information, and also asked other mfdion such as age and gender. It was
printed as a questionnaire and handed out to pmatits to fill out during the closing

session of the program.

Surveys were answered by participants in group tlaeyl talked about their answers
out loud with each other, providing information negistered in the surveys in written

form. This verbal interaction was audio recorded.

| designed two versions of the survey, one for p@arand another one for children.
The information asked of both is the same, thougthesurvey uses a different kind of
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language, taking into consideration the differelmédanguage capabilities between the
young people and their parents. These two versims attached to this thesis in

Appendices B and C.

4.5 Data analysis

Data analysis of this study had two purposes: med to describe the experience of
participants throughout the program, based on their comments and observations about
their experience as recorded in interviews, as alihrough audio recordings, participant
observation and photographs; it also aimed to wtded this experience based on a
hermeneutical approach. | understand the hermeadwtpproach of this research as the
part of my theoretical lenses allowing mdriterpretthe experience, in order to understand
it and relate my comprehension of it to others. Mymeneutical analysis of the data was
guided by my in-depth familiarity with Gadamer’stampretive model, the hermeneutic
circle, as explained in the Theoretical Framework.

Data gathered through the different methods meetiaabove was analyzed in two
stages: during the first one, | read the partidipaivservation and listened to the audio
recordings in order to map the different interpmefprocesses that participant’s experienced
throughout the workshop; during the second stageset sources of data, as well as
photographs, drawings and paintings, and my assistabservations, were used with the
intention to describe and understand collective iadd/idual experiences of the different

processes that were identified in the first stage.

Once these processes were mapped out, part ofahalysis was carried out by
establishing relationships between the philosophicalerstanding of interpretation as
explained in the Theoretical Framework, and theadeadllected on the participants’
interpretive processes. These processes were tegdrd based on the following: 1)

participants’ understanding of their own processggwings, paintings and written
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narratives;? as recorded during group interviews and audio roiegs of the program’s
activities; 2) through my observations and my ustirding of the participants’ processes;
and 3) through my assistant’s observations as dedom the interviews. The analysis of
the participants’ images produced during the waookstvas guided by the following: 1)
their explanations of their drawings and paintirsregistered in audio recordings; and 2)
my analysis of them using a hermeneutical methagoto analyze images, partly guided
by Diego Lizarazo Arias’ (2004) proposal itermeneutics of the Image (Hermenéutiea

las imagenes)

Initially, seven families began to participate e tstudy, though only one was able
to complete the whole program. Therefore, datayarabf this study concentrates on the
information gathered around the experience of thmily. Yet, since some results are
based on the interaction of participants from thieidnt families whom initially attended
the program, certain parts of the report of findingll include data gathered from them as
well.

Data analysis can be metaphorically imagined aatiag a tapestry aspiring to
identify, describe and understand the collective emtlividual processes of interpretation
experienced by participants during the Museum Eilutgporogram. This tapestry was
woven with the threads of data collected and wiih meedles and scissors of theoretical

understandings and perspectives guiding my apprweitiis research.

The findings are presented in Chapter 5, “Art MeGnmething to Us: Analysis of
Participants’ Interpretive Processes”, which dsetdhe kind of interpretive processes
experienced by participants throughout the progreinChapter 6 | also describe briefly
other findings about participant’s experiences doectly related to the interpretive

processes developed by the program.

In the report of findings, | describe both indiveduand collective processes of
interpretation. By individual processes of intetption, | refer to each of the participants’

interpretation of the painting chosen individuallgach one of these processes was

2\vith “written narratives” | refer to an activity efritten storytelling that was part of the program's
activities.Seesubchapter “Telling the story of myself inside ganting” in Chapter VI, “Gadamer’s
Hermeneutics Translated to an Art Museum Educaiagram.”
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analyzed by concentrating on the one aspect of émentic interpretation they best
represented. One of them, “Mdnica artek Little Mule and Raul and’he City of Mexico

is built from data gathered from two siblings wheres unable to complete the education
program at the museum, but whose experience aftersasting and valuable information |
believe is indispensable for this study. Collectexperiences involve other aspects of
hermeneutic interpretation that are lived as grexperiences, such as the experience of
time and of conversation in relation to interprnetat Another phenomenon identified,
appropriation, is presented through informationnfrall the participants’ interpretive

processes, since it was identified in all of them.

Chapter 6 describes other issues brought up duhegprogram, which would
require further studies so as to be understooctjpthd The descriptions of these are based
on my observations, as well as on data gathered frbotographs and audio recordings.
Some sections in this chapter are based primanilihe experience of participants as lived
by them, such as “Appropriation of Space” and apdrtant part of “The Role of the
Workshop Guide.” The rest have their foundationgnhgan my own perspective on these

topics, since they relate to questions beyond #negpants’ own experiences.

The findings of this research consist of descripiof the interpretive processes and
experience of participants, including in certainrtpatranslations of audio recordings
originally spoken in Spanish. The analysis of thgsecesses is interwoven with the
descriptions, and focuses on illuminating intenpeetprocesses from a hermeneutical
approach, and on analyzing the way in which Gadameermeneutics shaped these

processes and experiences.

73



CHAPTER 5 GADAMER’'S HERMENEUTICS TRANSLATED TO AN A RT
MUSEUM EDUCATION PROGRAM

The museum program | present here was first degigizepart of my BA in Cultural
Studies thesis. Its main objective was to “enabldiadogue between works of art and
participants in a way that the latter be able tmgmize the contents of the works and make
them their own through their intelligence, sen#ailintuition and life history” (Estrada,
2005, p.50). Secondary objectives were: 1) to eraatatmosphere where participants can
feel confident working both in the museum gallergesl with the program guides; 2) to
enable an interpretive dialogue through languagagination and creation; 3) to enable an
understanding of what a work of art could say twhigd or parent about their world; 4) to
empower children and parents to approach a workardfas something that could
communicate something about themselves, and tdhgeenuseum as a place where an

individual can go “listen” to art (p. 50).

The objective of my BA thesis was to design thisiation program based on
Gadamer’s hermeneutics, to provide an approachttibayoung people. In the present
study, this program will be expanded by: 1) inchgliparents in the process; 2)
concentrating on the analysis of the interpretik@cpsses experienced by the participants;

3) reporting other findings related to the expereethis program facilitates.

How have Gadamer’s philosophical hermeneutics sea® a basis for the art
Museum Education program? This philosopher’s igdamit art and interpretation allowed
me to understand the art spectator (in this cdsiéjren and their parents) as an active
participant in the work of art, not merely a passobserver or recipient of information.
This spectator that hermeneutics allowed me to ingai$ a co-constructor of the work: in
other words, someone who can understand and ajgeprhat a work communicates
through attentive observation, inner intellectuald amaginative activity, creation and

conversation.
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Gadamer’s hermeneutic circle, as well as his ideaart as play, served as a basis
for activities to stimulate an interpretive movernbetween the spectators and a work of
art!® This movement is a constant coming baclot® work of art, which was chosen
individually by each one of the children and pasewho attended the program. On one
hand, there is the circular movement of interpretatwhich in the program translates to
several different imaginative and creative exesciaowing participants to come back
again and again to the same work of art, aimingetonit them to look at it more attentively
and to continue developing their interpretive pcbjeOn the other hand, there is the
movement of art as play, which is characterizeddadamer as an inner intellectual
movement which participates in the re-constructibrthe work of art* In the education
program | designed, this inner movement is put praxctice through imaginative exercises,

drawing and painting.

There are two other elements of the hermeneutotecand of art as play that were
decisive in the design of the workshop: the quessind the “as if” of play. Both of these
elements work together in the activities of the kgbtwop: the question sets off imaginative
activity in the workshop, which is intended to hphkrticipants begin to pay attention to the
form and content of the work of art by means otgmding to be in interactive situations

with the elements represented in it.

The importance Gadamer gives to verbal languagedar to achieve hermeneutic
interpretation was put into practice by includingadissions between participants in which
they spoke of their imaginative and creative preessto the group, as well as through

verbally sharing imaginative and creative exercises

In his work, Gadamer does not speak of creatiieaods-on activities as part of the
process of interpretation, nor as interpretivedodhus, in order to guide the inclusion of
creative activities in the design of the programimy my previous study, | used the work
of the Mexican educator José Gordillo, as explaimetiis bookThe Child Teaches the
Man. Gordillo's work does not deal with hermeneuticilpdophy, nor with art as

13 Cf. Chapter 3Art as play, Hermeneutic Interpretation, and Intetipg Art.
14 Cf. Chapter 3, Art as play.
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interpretation, yet, his perspective on creatiors waeful to call my attention to the
possibility of incorporating creative activities tine program, in order to reproduce certain
aspects of Gadamer’s hermeneutic circle. Gordill®#9g) points out the importance of
creative activity for children, as well as for ailmpman being. Gordillo argues that
engagement with different artistic activities — meystheater, visual arts, dance — is
fundamental for the development of children’s pptice, as well as of their ability to
know, understand and be critical of their cont&dr him, artistic and creative endeavors
are in themselves a form of knowledge. Based @ thused drawing and painting in the
workshop as a way to enable children to better wbsenake sense of and understand the
work of art each of them selected. One of the fadtivities of the workshop, in fact, is

borrowed from José Gordillo’s work.

The program is structured in four different secsiorall made up of several
activities. | describe them below, adding to thesdiption a few comments about the
objectives of each activity, and making reference the concepts of Gadamer’'s

hermeneutics that support their design.

The program has been designed for collections oftipgs, in which there are
recognizable characters, such as people or anifttaksxecute the activities proposed in
sections 2, 3, and 4. Further research could examiv this workshop works with other

kinds of visual art.

5.1 A walk around the museum

The activities of this first part of the programeantended to make participants feel
confident in the museum, in its galleries, and wita program guidesurthermorethese
activities are designed to encourage participamterngage in creative activity, such as

drawing and imaginative games.
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5.1.1 Musical scribbling

This activity is proposed by Gordillo (1992)Tie Child Teaches the Mgp. 217-219). In

it, children scribble with crayons on a white piemlepaper, while yelling as loudly as

possible. For this program, the activity was adapty asking children and parents to
scribble to the rhythm of music, instead of whikdling. The piece of music chosen was
“Saade” (“I'm Happy”), from the alburRieces of Africaperformed by the Kronos Quartet.
This piece was picked because of its livelinesshénhope that it would allow more diverse
forms and directions of lines.

Gordillo (1992) writes that this activity tries tgenerate an atmosphere of
confidence and trust between children and guidesalsio states that it “allows children to
feel less intimidated by a blank piece of paperwali as to develop a freer, happier and
more enthusiastic creative activity” (p. 219). listprogram, parents also participate in the
activity for the same purposes. This activity atstablishes game and play as desirable and

legitimate practices of the program.

5.1.2 Breaking the barrier of the museum: observation

Once an atmosphere of playfulness has been estadblizetween participants and program
guides, it will be necessary to help the formet fess intimidated by the environment of
the museum. By this | mean that often there isriceatmosphere of solemnity, in which
the required behaviour is silence or whisperingetgabservation, and slow walking, as

though one were walking into a church or anothed laf temple.

The first part of this activity is asking childremd parents if they have been in a
museum before, and if they have seen how peoplavieein it. Some children might have
had previous experiences, while for others this tayheir first time in a museum. During
this group talk, the guide can draw on childremmments to signal certain rules which are

important to follow for the safety of the artworkxplaining the rationale behind it. This
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talk can also be used to set in motion particigdatsiliarity with appropriate behaviour in

museums.

After asking them to observe how people behavig, ithe second part of this
activity is to walk with the group inside the musgs gallery. Some subjects that may
guide their observation are: how do people walidmshe gallery? How do they look at the
art work? How do they talk? It is important to erapize that during this first walk through
the galleries attention is to be concentrated @pleerather than on the art displayed. After
this exploratory walk, another group talk will takéace in which children and parents
share their findings and observations. During ginaup talk, it will be especially important
to help them reflect about why they think peopléote that behaviour.

These activities are intended to help children pawents reflect on the behaviour in
the museum, in order for them to understand itr@ybe even, be critical of it. This also
means to generate a conscious and critical apjptapri of this behaviour, or the
construction of an individual behaviour by each rhemof the group that minds the
necessary conditions for the care and preservafitime artwork, as well as for respect for

other visitors’ experiences.

5.1.3 Breaking the barrier of the museum: mimic

This activity is directed to approach behavioumoseum galleries with a ludic attitude. It
is based on two ideas: 1) Gadamer’'s concept ofdkef” of play,® and 2) Gordillo’s
(1992) ideas about behaviour and humour. The lateges that the representation of adult
behaviour by children leads, first, to laughterg &men to consciousness of it, as well as to
seeing it with refreshed eyes (pp. 309, 314).

The activity consists of a game of mimicry, in whionly children will participate.
They walk through the gallery imitating other vis#’ behaviour. This performance of

humour within the space of the gallery is intendedliminish stiffness in the children’s

15 Cf. Chapter 3, Art as play.
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behaviour, so as to make them feel less intimidbjethe sometimes solemn atmosphere in
the gallery. This activity will also help childrdregin to pay attention to the art work. In

fact, it is important to ask them to commence daogs they walk through the gallery.

Parents might be unwilling or hesitant to partitgm this exercise. Therefore, they
will only be asked to walk around the gallery andK at the work in the manner described
in the next activity, while their children are eged in this game.

5.1.4 Finding the work that calls me.

This activity is linked to the game described abode children walk through the gallery
watching the art work, they will be invited to stbefore a work that attracts their attention.
It is important to remember that children a asked to focus their attention on what they
like, but rather, on whatatchestheir eye. Parents, as they walk, will be askedhtmose a

work of art using the same criteria.

It is important that children and parents find stmmeg thatattracts their attention
or catchesthem because, in this way, a hermeneutic attitaebegin to be established.
This is based on Gadamer’s idea of the “radiatibrmeaning” of the work of art as
explained by Angel Gabilondo (1996).He theorizes that a work of art attracts our
attention because its creation is guided by a qreassked of ourselves, even if we are not
fully aware of it. Thus, if a child or a parent cses a work of art with which they share a
common concern, there is a better chance that algirlife experience will aid them in the

interpretation and understanding of that particplace.

This will work on two hermeneutic levels: 1) thevél be a response to the work’s
“radiation of meaning”, and, in this sense, theréhe possibility to establish a first intuitive
project of meanint; and 2) there will be a common interest betweensthectator and the

work of art, which will facilitate the developmeuaitinterpretation and understanding.

16 Cf. Chapter 3, Interpreting Art.
17 cf. Chapter 3, Hermeneutic Interpretation.
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5.2 Hey, I've got a question

This set of activities intends to begin to deveiaerpretive activity through imagination,
drawing, and conversation. These activities arentpaiooted in Gadamer’s ideas about art
interpretation as a re-construction of the art wioykhe spectator. They follow Gadamer’s
ideas of the “as if” and of the “movement” of pliyof the importance of the question, of
dialogue and of the circular movement of interpietaof the hermeneutic circig as well

as of Gordillo’s ideas around the capacity of evargnan being to creafé.

5.2.1 An imaginary conversation

Through this game, children and parents will begiarpretive activity. In it, they imagine
a conversation with one of the characters repredentthe piece: that is, they begin to ask

questions of the characters, and they imagine titese characters would answer.

Participants who select a work of art through trevus activity will be allowed to
observe it in silence for a few moments. After alleyha workshop guide will approach
them and ask them to imagine questions they camoaske or more characters, as well as
the answers from them. Some queries that can bengte assist in participants’
understanding of the activity are: “What questioowd you pose to one of the people
painted here?” “What do you think they would ans2¥éiWhat other things could you ask

them?” Each participant will be given the necessiang to engage in this conversation.

This activity also helps spectators in reflectivaservation of the work of art, that
is, to carefully observe what is represented iatithe same time they begin to make sense
of it. In this way, the themes or topics childramdgarents begin to observe will be based
on what is actually represented in the work of Bhis reflective observation and this initial
construction of a project of meaning may also beeldaon the relationship between what is

represented and children’s and parents’ life exqoee, previous knowledge, every-day life,

18 Cf. Chapter 3, Art as play.
19 Cf. Chapter 3, Hermeneutic Interpretation
20 Cf. Chapter 3.
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imagination, sensibility or interests. Through thigarticipant’s prejudices and pre-
understandings will begin to be put into play. Tugbh each new question, children and
parents will have a chance to better observe thalsi®f the painting; each question will

also function as a new circle in this hermeneuticversation.

5.2.2 Comic and conversation

Once each child and parent decides that their in@a&giconversation is finished, they will
go to the area assigned for hands-on activitieBimihe museum. There, a guide will give
them paper and markers for them to reproduce theaginary conversation as a comic
strip. The choice of markers as opposed to othatianis deliberate: in Mexico, primary
school children are used to using colour pencildrasving media, often after having first
outlined their drawing with pencil. The use of p#@nd colour pencils allows them to
concentrate on the perfection or realism of theawing, constantly erasing and drawing
again. This, besides extending the exercise fotang, may divert attention away from the
actual representation of the dialogue, and thetifilgation of those parts of the painting’s
composition retained in the memory of the obseriarkers, on the other hand, do not

allow corrections, and therefore help to avoid kel of distraction.

Additionally, drawing this comic strip is a way merform another circle in the
interpretive activity of the workshop, allowing giaipants to return to the painting, as well

as to their first interpretive project, through nognand creative activity.

5.3 Inside the painting

The activities of this third section are intendedurther develop reflective observation, as

well as each participant’s project of meaning.
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5.3.1 Sharing my comic

In this activity, each child and parent sharesrthemic strips with the rest of the group.
This helps participants remember their previouserpretive process, and lets other
members find out about the interpretive procesdestlers. The group goes from one
painting to another, sitting or standing aroundvitjle each participant shares their drawing

and their imaginary conversation.

This activity is guided by the program guide, whidl ask each participant to talk to
others about their drawing or their experiencavilt be important to allow the participant
to lead each talk as much as possible, yet it nsyl#e necessary for the guide to point out
certain aspects about their drawings or experietitais participants might miss. Guides
should be careful not to direct the participarak;t moreover, they should be careful not to
affect their interpretation, or make them feel thas incorrect or insufficientThis also
gives participants a chance to reflect again oir th&erpretive project by verbalizing it;
other members of the group might also point outghkiabout the painting or the comic
strip that could enrich the participants’ obsematiof the painting and their project of

interpretation.

5.3.2 Picturing myself inside the painting

After all the members of the group have shared t@nic strip, each of them will go back
to the painting they chose to perform another imatjye game. While the whole group is
still together, the guide will explain to them thilagy will observe the painting and imagine
that they can walk inside it and move around inTite guide will ask participants to pay
attention to the kind of things they would do ieyhwere inside the painting, as well as to
the things they would hear, smell, touch or taste,things they would see from different
perspectives or would walk through or into, as vealthe things they could say to the

characters represented in it.
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In order to help children and parents rememberethlmgs, the guide will give each of
them a handout with the following questiofis:

. What can you see?
. What can you hear?
. What things can you touch?

. What things can you talk about with other peopléin

. What are you wearing?
. In what part of the painting are you?
. What are you doing?

Again, each of these questions will function agw gircle that allows additional reflective
observation and interpretation to take place. Tginothis activity, attention paid to
characters in the previous game will be diminishedyrder for participants to pay attention
to the rest of the composition. Again, participamisl be allowed to engage in this

imaginary game for as long as they need to.

5.3.3 Writing a story about myself inside the painting.

The purpose of this exercise is, on one hand, tpster the previous imaginative
experience, and, on the other, to help participeerteember what they imagined when they
share it with the group during the next sessiongRim guides will provide paper and pens
or pencils for participants, and will ask them &l twrite about what they imagined, as
though they were telling a story. Participants Wwél encouraged to try to remember and tell

as much as possible about their imaginative exptoraf the painting.

Again, this exercise serves as another turn inhéreneneutic circle. Through it,
participants will reconstruct again, now throughnmoey, the paintings’ composition both

L See Appendix |, “Inside the Painting” Handout.
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through careful observation and using their ownkgemund to aid them in its imaginary

reconstruction.

5.4 Are we speaking about the same thing?

Up to this point, most of the interpretive activity accomplished through imaginative
games, drawings and narrative. At this point, ptetation of the paintings will be

approached through language, in a more reflexierational way. Nevertheless, creative
and imaginative activity won't be left aside, buillvibe used as interpretive tools during

this last part of the process.

In order to be able to guide participants throughk tast stage, it is important that
program guides be familiar with each participam®rpretive process. Therefore, before
this last session, program guides will look atphaeticipants’ comics and narratives, taking
into consideration what each of them commented ach egroup talk, and will try to
identify certain topics that spectators might haeweloped, even if they've not done it
consciously yet. Some examples of these topics tnbghfraternity, identity, maternity,
passing of time, etc. The program guides will work this analysis while also closely
paying attention to the painting and to what istjmperforming a hermeneutic interpretive
exercise themselves, so that they can be as fanaBapossible with the paintings
participants are working with, approaching themniameutically, in order to better guide
them. This can also help program guides come up guestions that they consider could

help each participant reflect on their own intetiweeprocess.

It is important to point out that program guidesowld be careful toguide
participants through this last exercise — thattashelp them make sense of their own
findings through conversation and through a mofiexire approach, rather than imposing

on them contents of the guide’s own interpretatibthe work.

Again, this activity will work as a new circle ité hermeneutic interpretation,

which will allow participants to enrich and finadizheir project of meaning.
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5.4.1 The painting speaks

The purpose of this activity is to review each ggrant’'s process throughout the whole
workshop, in order to approach the painting as $loimg that speaks and communicates in
the hermeneutic sendeThroughout it, participants will begin to reconstr what they've
been discovering about the work of art in a monecoete, rational and reflexive way. The
tacit questions guiding this exercise will be “Whaits the painting told me?” “What have |
been listening to?” “What knowledge have | builgéther with it?” These are tacit
questions in the sense that they will not be eraiadias such during the activity, but the

intention is to arrive at the answers these questiequire.

In this activity, the guide will ask each partiaipao talk to the group about what
they've imagined about the painting with the hefgheeir comic strip and their narrative
piece. As the child or parent talks about theidifngs, the program guide will have them
notice, with the use of questions and conversatdrgt they've discovered together with
the painting. The guide will assist them reflect tese findings, in order to come to a
conclusion. That is, they will arrive at an ideaseries of ideas or statements about their

interpretive reconstruction of the painting.

5.4.2 In my own images

After the conversation of the previous exercisesimpleted, the program guide will invite
participants to imagine how they would transforra gainting in order for it to express the
ideas that they found in it. Participants will ddeato either change the composition of the
painting, or to come up with a completely differemie. The tacit question that will guide
this activity will be “How can | represent what &ve interpreted from the painting in my
own images?” It may be the case that children oernga agree with what they have found
the painting says to them, or it may be that thispgtee with it. Through this variation of
the original painting, children and parents willdape what it communicates, that is, they

2 Cf. Chapter 3, Art as symbol.
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will be able to show what it tells them that isigddior their world and for themselves. In
other words, children will translate the paintingoi their own images.

Participants will be given time to remain in frafttheir painting, so they can think
about and imagine how they could transform it. Othes are ready, participants will paint
their imagined composition. Guides will provide &ihnes, acrylics and suitable paper for
them. The imaginative and creative exercise childead parents have done before will

serve as a basis to build this last composition.

5.4.3 Speaking about my own images

The last exercise of the program will be one fioahversation, in which each participant
will share their painting with the rest of the gpoexplaining in what way they changed the
original painting each of them chose, and what tapt to communicate with their own
composition. This will be the last turn of the irgeetive circle proposed by this program,
which will allow children and parents to concludee tprogram by appropriating the

painting through creation and conversation.
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CHAPTER 6 ART MEANS SOMETHING TO US: ANALYSIS OF
PARTICIPANT’'S INTERPRETIVE PROCESSES

6.1 An overview of the Museum Education program at theMAM

The Museum Education program was carried out irbiseum of Modern Art (MAM), in
Mexico City, during the month of March, 2009. Thegram centered on the exhibition
Disidencias Compatibles (Compatible Dissidenceshiciv showed Modern Mexican

paintings and photographs as part of the museuatisction.

The program was attended by families who had daldretween seven and nine
years old. They were recruited at the Alfonso Hareublic Primary School, located near
the museum. Originally, five families signed up fbe program and began attending it.
Unfortunately, due to time restrictions, only oaenfly, the Hernandez family, was able to
complete the program. The findings that | presesrefocus on the experience of this
family. | also talk about the experience of theldta@n of the Morales family, who were
able to attend about 70% of the program. | usects® of the Morales children to talk
about some of the limitations of the workshop. Vihatore, in some parts of the report |
include data obtained from other participants, esisome activities in which the Hernandez
and the Morales participated were done collectivphrticularly at the beginning of the

program.

The Hernandez family is made up of two childrenjsl.iseven years old, and
Gabriel, nine years old. Luis in thé grade and Gabriel was in th& grade when they
attended the program. Ana and Radul are their pardiftis family had gone to museums
before as part of school homework. Some of the omasehey mentioned they had been to
were the National Museum of Anthropology (Museo iNaal de Antropologia), The
Jewish Historical and Holocaust Museum Tuvie Mai@dluseo Histérico Judio y del
Holocausto Tuvie Maizel), and an exhibition on faostents of torture. The Hernandez

children had taken a Saturday drawing class irLth8alle School. According to what Luis
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said, during this class they learned some drawenfrtiques by copying images selected by
the children.

The Morales family had a very similar structuretlas Hernandez: they have two
children, Samuel, who was 7 years old and, likesLwias in the °i grade and Karla, 9
years old, who was also in th€ 3rade and in the same class as Gabriel. Sindddhales
family wasn’t able to attend any of the interviewsptained less background information
on them. It is possible that they had also goneotteer museums as part of school
homework, since they attended the same school eedddtnandez children. Yet, when
during the first session | asked the group if afythem had been to museums before,
neither Samuel nor Karla answered affirmativelye Whorales family was unable to attend
the last session of the program, when the firgruitw was carried out, and also the last

interview, which also took place on a Sunday atviAevi.

The weekday sessions were attended by Gabriel, Kagda, Samuel, and their
mothers, Ana and Carolina. Gabriel and Luis’'s fgtHeaul, attended both weekend
sessions, while Karla and Samuel’s father, Armandas able to attend one weekend

session.

Three other children from thédagrade class began attending the program: Héctor,
José and Javier, all of them seven years old ak Weése children attended only two
sessions of the program. José’s sister, Vicky, léctor’'s parents also attended the same
number of sessions with them. All the boys in thegpam seemed to get along well with

each other, and most of them are friends in school.

During weekend sessions, the activities that cpoed to the sections “A walk
around the museum,” “Hey, I've got a question” &imside the painting” were carried out.
During the first weekend session, the first partha&f activities of the section “In my own

images” took place, and they were completed ifahewing weekend.

Thus, children and their mothers carried out theiaginative and interpretive
activities during weekday sessions, and duringthimel session, they shared their process
with the fathers. Fathers were able to see whabther members of the family had done
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during the previous sessions, and participatedhéncbnversational and creative activities

of the last section of the interpretive activitida, my own images”.

Below | describe and interpret how the processggédred by the program were
carried out and experienced by participants, byusowy on three different cases: 1)
Gabriel's and Luis’, who chose the same paintinih€’ Devil in the Church” by David
Alfaro Siqueiros; 2) Ana’s and Raul's, who engagedhe interpretation of “El Vasilon
Pulqueria” by Jesus Cabrera; and 3) Karla's andusismprocesses, who chose “The Little

Mule” by Abraham Angel and “The City of Mexico” uan O’Gorman, respectively.

6.2 Gabriel, Luis and “The Devil in the Church”

Gabriel and Luis had been to museums before. Taegnts had taken them because they
had been asked to at school. They recalled beitigetdlational Museum of Anthropology,
and to an exhibition of instruments of torture thats rather popular for a time in Mexico
City. They were both very excited about choosing shme painting — “The Devil in the
Church,” by David Alfaro Siqueiros. The reader e@w an image of Siqueircbhe Devil

in the Church  on the following web page: http://www.all-

art.org/art_20th_century/siqueirosl1.html.

| will begin by focusing on Luis’ and Gabriel's dvang of their imaginary
conversations, and on the explanation of the drqech of them made. This will allow

me to begin analyzing their interpretive process.

Before discussing Luis and Gabriel's interpretatibmould like to point out that
the way in which the figure of the devil is lived Mexican Culture might be quite different
from how it understood in other cultural contexdexican Culture is often referred to with
the word “syncretism,” which in this context reféosdifferent processes through which the
different cultural traditions that inhabited thésritory during the conquest and in following
centuries merged, creating new traditions whickthatsame time preserve and transform

those original cultures. Even when cultures suchthasChinese, French, English, and
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African ones form part of this syncretism, it waainty pre-hispanic cultures that merged
with the Spanish one of the “conquistadors.” Th&gecretic traditions remain to this day,
both in rural and urban areas, and influence the Maxicans relate to Catholicism, among
other things. | am discussing this particular tiiadi because it relates to the contents of
Siqueiro’s painting and to Luis and Gabriel's agmio to it. The figure of the devil in
Mexico is not only lived within what it represerits Christian tradition, but it also forms
part of other non-Catholic festivities and is regamgted in different kinds of crafts, intended
for purposes of decoration and are not considezkgious figures. The devil is also present
in the “pastorelas”: theatrical representationdegus’ birth. In them, the devil’s role is to
unsuccessfully try to stop a group of indigenouaspats from paying tribute to the new-
born, by constantly attempting to deceive them la@ad them out of their way. The devil
here appears together with a group of other “ldt®ils”, and all of them are represented in
a humorous way. Thus, figures of the devil repres@achief in a humorous way, and not
always make reference to the Devil in Christianditran, but rather to mischievous
creatures. Other times, conscience is represehtedgh the figure of an angel and of a
devil, each of whom advice a person to do sometgowy or something bad, as might be
the case in other contexts. While this is not dmaestive analysis of the figure of the devil
within Mexican Culture, | hope this brief discussiwill help the reader understand part of

Luis and Gabriel's horizon of understanding.
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Figure 1. Gabriel, Luis and The Devil in the Church.

The Devil in the Churcliepresents a scene inside a church, seen as tlibagh
viewer were standing on the altar. Therefore, ttee & missing in the painting: instead, we
see a large group of people standing and raisieig &hms, all of them dressed in white; in
between them, we see round figures, dressed inulavhich represent women lying on
the floor. This group fills the first level of thehurch; the way they are dressed indicates
that they are indigenous people, most probablygeasif we look up, we see that there is
a second level in the temple, where we see figofgseople dressed in different colours.
Some of them appear to have hats, and, overajl,give the impression of being somehow
superior to the rest. If we continue our way up, see that the dome of the church is
broken, and that a monstrous creature substittitesuspending itself over the scene by
holding on to the edges of the broken cupola wishhlands and feet; through the spaces in
between his body and the ruins, we can see parbafe sky.
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Luis established an imaginary conversation with afethe characters of the
paintings: one of the figures that can be fountheasecond level within the church, which
he referred to as “the king”. While explaining leismic strip (see Figure 2), Luis told the

group that he had directed three questions atkimg”:

- Here | copied the king, the one up here; this is amel | asked him if he was the
king, and he said yes, — said Luis, pointing atfits¢ box of his comic strip, where
he drew himself as a robust person in green nettteking, whom he identified as

one of the central figures in the upper part ofcherch.

- Here | asked him if that was the real devil, andahewered yes, because there it
says “The Devil in the Church” - he said pointirigaaother part of his comic strip,

and at the title of the painting written next tait the gallery wall.

The figure of the king seems to have functioned gsiide that explained to Luis what the
things represented in the painting were. In thst fpart of the drawing, Luis represented
this king with a crown; yet, in subsequent oneg, ¢hown is lacking. Luis represented
himself wearing green clothes and a green hathanappears as a robust figure. This first
imaginary exercise works as an initial recognitadnwhat is represented in the painting,
and as a project of anticipati6h The figure of the king can be associated to ismies

power, which is a theme that was further develdpeduis, Gabriel and other members of

the group during the following sessions.

Luis related the title of the painting to the figuwepresented in the upper part of the
temple, and identified it as the devil. He mentwrieat he had also identified it as such
because his body was monstrous in the sense thasitmade up of different parts of

animals: “A lion’s head, crab’s hands... His feetihk are... dragon or crab...”

In this first exercise, Luis thought that the graafpgpeople in the lower part of the
church were lifeless, since he saw figures lyingtba floor. Yet, during subsequent
exercises and group conversations, he began tdewbal this belief, looking more
attentively and stating that they seemed to bengskir something, and identifying that the

23 Cf. Chapter 3, Hermeneutic Interpretation.
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figures lying down on the floor were female, whilee ones standing up were men. This
speaks of how the simulation of the hermeneuticleiof the design of the program
allowed him to question and change his initial agstion; this is one of the implications of
the hermeneutic circle as explained by Gadaffier.

Figure 2. Luis’ comic strip.

It is particularly important to note how Luis's eimg speaks of a careful
observation of the general composition of the pagathe reproduces its general structure,
and visually describes the figure of the devillie same position as it appears in Siqueiros’
painting; he draws the detail of the columns frofich the curved white line springs, and
remembers that there were human figures both stgradid laying on the ground. It is also
important to take into consideration that this draywvas not made while Luis was in front

of Siqueiros’ painting, but rather, it was drawanfr what he remembered of it; this speaks

24 Cf. Chapter 3, Hermeneutic Interpretation.
93



of how careful and prolonged observation of Siqueiwvork enabled Luis to retain several
details of the painting in his memory.

Gabriel's imaginary exercise has certain similastwith Luis’. It's possible one of
the two brothers imitated the interpretation of ditleer; during one of the sessions, Gabriel

complained that his younger brother had “copied@’itieas, which Luis denied.

Gabriel’'s comic strip (Figure 3) presents two boxearing his explanation to the
group, he told us about other questions he hadimaddut hadn’t had time to draw in his
comic strip. Gabriel's explanation of his drawiraldwed Luis’, and, in fact, he began by

saying “l only drew two [questions].” | told himtas ok, and he continued:

- Well, here you can see the people... the people arshipping the devil, there at
the top, - he said, pointing to the figure of thevitlin Siqueiro’s painting. | asked

him if he was the real devil, and he said yes,duded.
- Ok, what made you think that that was the devil?
- Because of the face. It looks like... like...
- The thing is, he looks like he has fangs... — addsdbtother.
- Mhm - replied Gabriel, assenting.

- Did you form any other questions that you didn'védime to draw? — | asked
Gabiriel.

- Mhm. | asked them why they were making a reverendbe devil.
- And what did they answer?

- That he was their leader.

- Ok. Did you ask them any another questions?

- No.
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Throughout his imaginary conversation with Siqugirpainting, Gabriel approached
different characters through his imaginary conuérsa One of them was the devil, to
whom he directly asked about his identity; yet beaentrated more on the group of people
located in the lower area of the temple in Siqueimainting. Like his brother, he also
identified a figure of power: in this case, it whe devil himself, which Gabriel interpreted
as the leader of the group of people in the lowemnt pf Siqueiros’ painting, who, in

Gabriel’s imagination, were worshipping him.

Figure 3. Gabriel’'s comic strip.

During one of the interviews, Gabriel and Luis stidy felt very nervous when
they talked about their drawings in front of thetref the group. They both acknowledged
they were worried about saying things right, anat thervousness made them forget what

they wanted to say. Therefore, it is possible sdata about the questions and answers they
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imagined might not have been recorded either indtlagvings or in the children’s account
of it.

This exercise served both for Luis and Gabriellesdonstruction of a project of
anticipation. The imaginary conversation and theicostrip representing the conversation,
worked each as a circle of interpretation; thedrkih’s explanation of their comic strips
worked as a third. This constant return to the tpagnallows for a more detailed
observation of it, and it also brings interpretatitack again and again to the painting itself.
In this way, the project of anticipation is foundbdth on what is represented in the
painting and on how it is seen from the horizorunflerstanding of each viewer. In the
following exercises, this project of anticipatioantinues to be developed as a project of

meaning.

During the second set of imaginary and interpretexercises “Inside the

painting,°

the children imagined they could go inside thenpag, walk around and talk
to other characters. Like | lay out in Chaptertds exercise is another return to the work of
art allowing for further observation and for thevel®pment of the project of meaning.

Instead of drawing about their experience, childseite about it in the form of a story.

In his story, Luis now becomes an active participainwhat is happening in the
painting, which through his actions becomes a dattl

At the beginning, I climbed on top of the devil.té&f that, | stole
his crown for the king and made everyone stop pgayo the devil. The
devil smelled bad and the blood did too. The kingfewn was hard. |
screamed a lot to make them stop.

Then he drew a line, separating what he had writsove from what he wrote below it.
This last part was an answer to one of the questidrthe handou®® “If you were inside
the painting, how would you dress yourself?” Hiswar was: “with a cap, t-shirt, trousers

and black tennis shoes.”

%5 Cf., Chapter 5, Inside the painting.
% See Appendix F.
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In this imaginary exercise, the king stops beingsisuguide and becomes an
opposing force. Luis imagined a link between thegkand the devil, and tried fighting both
of them. Luis’ intentions were to stop the peopianf their veneration of the devil, and
therefore tried to dominate the devil and take aweeysymbol of power of the king: his
crown. Even though he didn’t talk about it, thisyn@count for Luis drawing himself as a

robust man in the comic strip.

Luis’ story develops the idea of power: he fightmiast the king and the devil in
order to stop a practice that he considers wrongng desperately to end it in his
imagination. Luis’s interpretation also has certsimilarities with his brother’s, as will be

seen below.

In this exercise, Gabriel’s telling of his imagivat experience within the painting
was structured as an actual story, in which Gabsiethe main character who faces a

conflict solved with an open ending. | impart harganslation of Gabriel’'s story:

| found the kings in the upper level. When theycheal the devil
a very strange sound was heard. | found the peweptehippping him.
Long live the devil, long live. | hid under a tabidere | was very afraid
because the devil was mad and he gave off a hersilell. The devil
realized | was there. So | ran and hid among tlopleeand | spoke to a
man who asked me: What are you doing on the fleam, why are you
touching the crown of the devil's king? Well, siram just a helpless
boy, | have trousers made of rags and a wool west; could | steal the

king’s crown? Traitor, traitor, traitor! Guards!

Like his brother, Gabriel has a confrontation wiie people in the church. Though, unlike
him, he does not deal them openly, but as an altiem he attempts to pass unseen, but is
finally discovered. Gabriel doesn’t clearly stathether he did steal the crown or not, but
he does give us clues to infer he is being searfdretie needs to hide from the devil, who
somehow perceives his presence; he brings in aeceaton with the man who makes

reference to him “touching,” though not “carryingtie king’s crown when he is among the
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crowd, and is finally accused of treason. Here, ithpulse of depriving the king of its
crown is also present. Unlike Luis’ story, Gabiselems to be tragic, in the sense that he
does not accomplish whatever his unspoken intentias: he stops before making its
outcome known to us. In this sense, Gabriel's sty an open ending, since it is only
suggested and left for the reader to complete. Whes talked about his story to the
group, | emphasized how well-structured his writigs, how so much like a story it was

indeed. His mother, Ana, said she had been veryassed when she read it.

In both of the imaginative and creative exercisethese two brothers, the crown
becomes an important asset seeming to represemrpamd in both confrontational events
take place. During this exercise, the theme of paveatinues to be elaborated, now as a
struggle between opposing forces. Both Luis andri@ahttempt to defeat a kingdom that

fosters a practice they oppose.

The third set of interpretive exercises is lessuéed on the participants’
imagination, and more on relating their imaginaxgreises to the painting itself. This is
done through a exchange with the leading questsamgb “What do you think the painting
is about?” Before putting this topic to Luis andb@al this, | asked them to talk to the
group again about their comic strip, and to tejlfasthe first time, about their stories. This
was done for two purposes: 1) it serves as andattion to the work done on the
workshop for the parents who are incorporated theoprogram during this session; 2) it
works as a kind of “summary” of the imaginativeergretive work done so far, serving as

grounds on which to answer this query.

Luis and Gabriel said that they thought the pagm@poke about “the tradition of
people who ask favors” of the devil, and of thogewask favors of God. They thought the
painting spoke about following “good” behaviour agabd thoughts, as opposed to giving
in to “bad” thoughts or behaviour. Both Gabriel angis arrived at this assumption by
relating their interpretations of the painting toeo element of their horizon of
understanding: “they say that the devil stand ouar\shoulder, and he tells you to do bad

things to others,” according to Luis, “Things liteat are not good,” according to Gabriel.
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Luis and Gabriel further explained their understags of the characters
represented in Siqueiros’ painting , stating thay $wo “bad” characters: the devil and the
king, who was the one who “believes in the dewlithom everyone wanted to listen, who
“told” people “to keep praying to the devil.” Up tiinthis point, Gabriel’s and Luis’
interpretation ofThe Devil in the Churcleentered around the opposition of good and bad,
and on a power struggle between the power exerdyethe “king” and the devil and

Gabriel’s and Luis’ effort to end this rule.

The participation of parents during this conversati allowed different
interpretations to arrise, influencing and challeggLuis and Gabriel's initial project of
understanding. During the discussion about Luis @adriel’s interpretation ofhe Deuvil
in the Church Armando, Karla’s and Samuel’s father, and Raulsland Gabriel's father,
developed other meanings based on their own lifeeea&nces, and triggered by the
children’s interpretation. Armando and Raul poihteut what they considered to be
accurate observations on behalf of the childred,edaborated on them.

Armando called attention to the sharp distinctietween social classes in the
painting, making reference to how in the upper pathe church the people seemed to be
well-off and powerful, in contrast with the peomtethe lower part. He also commented on
one of Luis’s ideas: “Like Luis said, there realyno devil, but the reality is that, all those
who are there can be the devil themselves, rightthEand every one of them can be the
devil themselves,” he said, probably taking thddrkn’s idea of “bad” behaviour to other

contexts where it could have more serious consemsen

Raul also commented on the interpretation of Gabaied Luis, how they
emphasized the people in the lower part of the tp@jnpresenting an attitude of
“submission in a situation from which they can @bt certain benefit” were on their knees
and worshipping. He also highlighted the distinctibetween classes in the painting,
stating: “... the difference can be seen in what gkeple wear, which speaks of what
people lack.” Raul further explained the childreafslerstanding of the painting in relation

to Armando’s and his interpretation, which was fednfrom the perspective of adults:
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“...in the case of children, all these things are ssitted in that they see something good
and something bad, but we have a different visionhat is affecting us in that situation.”

Throughout this conversation, the parents’ integiirens of Siqueiros’ paintings
were constructed based on the children’s interpogtaf it: the latter allowed them to pay
more attention to the content of the paintings, @angive a different interpretation based on
their own horizons of understanding. This dialogeenonstrates how parents underscored
the way in which children perceived the paintinglating it to its contents as a
representation of class distinction and power gfiegy and they seemed to recognize that,
even from their understanding, the children hachtad®e to identify elements of what they
considered were the actual contents of the paintmgddition, parents stressed the role
imagination played in their children’s interpretatj and how it sometimes was helpful and

others times it made them imagine things that weteactually portrayed in the painting.

Something common to all interpretations, both thddeen’s and parents’, is a
power struggle within Siqueiros’ painting. It istenesting to note how both Luis and
Gabiriel, in their imaginative exercises, striveoierthrow the rule of the king they see in
the character located in the center of the uppegl lef the painting. It is intriguing to
observe this in relation to Siqueiros’ artistic godhe was a member of the Communist
Party in Mexico, and actively promoted the creat@nunions to protect the rights of
workers and miners. His work is closely relatecoomunist ideas about class struggles,
and is intended to publicly criticize the abusepoiver of the ruling classes, as well as the
failed ideals of the Mexican Revolution, in ordemhake these abuses known to those who
suffered them. He understood art as a force toenite social change. Trhe Devil in the
Church, this denouncement of the sharp differences betwdasses is also present,

associated with his criticism of ecclesiastical pow

The ideas developed during this conversation welaad to some of the issues
raised by Siqueiros in his works, particularly thgh the participation of Armando and
Raul. The children interpreted these contents @fpinting in the form of a power struggle
between good and evil. Both of them, through theiaginative exercises, intended to

liberate the people in the church from the rulghaf king, who was somehow accounted
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with the people in the church worshipping the delR&rents saw this interpretation of the

fight between good and evil as a young perceptigower scuffles between classes.

The last session of the program centered on disgudéise manner in which each
participant would change the composition of thenpag they chose in order to come up
with a composition of their own, in which they shev what the artwork had

communicated to them.

Gabriel began by saying that his brother had thbaghmething about the painting,
regarding his idea of defeating the devil: “Luisdsthat defeating the devil is like in the
“posadas,” when they cover your eyes and sincecgmit see the devil, you have to...
break the pifiata and at the end, the candies camefat and that is the prize for... for
defeating the devil.” Luis added, “you shouldnitén to the little devils that sit on your
shoulder.” | asked: “So, you mean you need to ddfesa devil with force, because it is so
strong?” Both of them said yes, and Gabriel addéd/du say, I'm not gonna do bad
things, if you say it, you won't do it, you won’bdt.” “So you need your will to do it?” |

said. Gabriel said that was correct.

Here, Luis and Gabriel were using two elementseirthorizon of understanding to
interpret the contents of “The Devil in the Chufc@ne of them, a traditional celebration
of the Christmas holiday, called “posada.” Therétdranslation of this word is “lodging”
or “inn”, yet in Spanish the word also refers tdéler,” as when one person receives
another one in his or her house for the night asgcaof help. In “posadas” a representation
of the Christian figures of Mary and Joseph intlsgiarch for a place where Mary could
give birth to Jesus takes place. During this reprtgion, people sing a traditional chant,
and go from one place to another asking for shelidrer people represent those who deny
them shelter, as well as the one who finally giMesy and Joseph a place to stay; these
people also sing their assigned parts of the chambther activity that is part of this
celebration is the breaking of the “pifiata,” a gt that is decorated with coloured tissue
paper and is filled with candy and fruit. Traditedpifiatas have seven paper cones attached
to the clay pot, and each of them represents ortbeo$even capital sins. The tradition is

for people to try to break it with a stick, one gt at a time, while blindfolded. The pifiata
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hangs from a rope held by two men, who move the espund making it more difficult for
someone to break it. When someone finally doegyewe rushes to pick up the candy and
fruit. Breaking the pifiata is a symbol of defeatihg temptations of the devil, and the
candy and fruit represent the reward for it. Luascording to Gabriel, associated the
symbolism of this tradition to his imagined defedt the devil and the king, which
throughout the interpretation of both children esgemted bad actions.

The other element of these children’s horizon afiarstanding used during their
interpretation was the image of a little devil dpeg into a person’s ear. This image is
common and well-known in Mexico, probably takennfregartoons and TV shows which
make use of it. When children brought up this imdgeing the conversation, Raul and
Armando confirmed that they knew what the childwenere referring to. In one of the
interviews, Luis explained that he had seen somegtkimilar in a movie on TV. In it, there
was a girl in a toy store who wanted a toy. Accogdio Luis, a little devil appeared and
urged her to steal the toy. She did it, but thexlized that Santa Claus was looking at her.
In the interview, Luis and Gabriel pointed out tipart of the movie as something that
represented the act of choosing between doing $amgegood or doing something bad.
Again, this, in association with the representabbthe devil in Siqueiros’ painting, lead to
their interpretations of the presence of this fegas an indicator that the people in the
temple were followers of the devil, and hencefaltiers of bad things. This, in turn, led to
their desire to stop them, which they manifestetheir imaginary battles against the king
and the devil. This leads one to think that theylargue in favor of doing good instead
of doing bad.

During this conversation, Gabriel and Luis incogied some of the ideas and
opinions that Armando and his father Raul had alveatpainting, which they had heard
during the last session: they stopped referrinthéofigures they had previously identified
as kings, and began calling them powerful or sopepeople. In this sense, Luis and
Gabriel’'s prejudices were changed by the adultmiops about them. As a result, they
stopped using the word “king” and referred to thgure as “the most important” and

“superior” people, or “the ones with the most powanr this sense, the inclusion of parents
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in the program allowed different horizons of undgnging to come into play and,

therefore, it also allowed for assumptions to bestjoned.

The children elaborated on how they would alterghmting: they both agreed on
taking out the devil and painting a figure of Chiisstead, as well as on representing all of
the people who attended the church on the samé Baériel added that he would place
glass boxes with figures of angels and saints ensdime place where, in Siqueiros’ work,

people of upper classes were represented.

While discussing the painting, Luis, Gabriel andiRadded new contents to their
interpretation, and there was a chance to lookhatpainting in more detail and defy
previous ideas of it, allowing for yet another hemautic circle. At the same time, both
Luis and Gabriel continued to reflect in the waywhich they would change Siqueiros’

composition.

Raul commented on what the children had mentiortsaltathe attitude of the
people in the lower floor of Siqueiro’s paintinge ldaid that more than reverence, it looked
like a plea, like asking for something. He said ti@ children had somehow mentioned it

before, when they said that the people there wekim@ for favors:

Like they said, the people who have their armemded look like they are asking
for something, while the ones that are on the flook like a bundle, as though they

are going through some torment, Raul said.
- Ok, as though they had suffered a lot and they askeng... , | suggested.

- Yes, yes. What's more, look at how they're inclinexd the floor... It can be
interpreted in different ways, not precisely beeatiey are at ease, but rather, they

are all asking, according to their needs, he added.
- Okay. Luis, you were going to say something...

| said, since Luis had attempted to say somethimi¢gvinis father was speaking.
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- It could also be that the people there, you cantlseie clothes are torn, instead of
that, |1 would painted them with good clothes, hid,s&ferring to how else he could

change Siqueiros’ painting in order to create a oaehimself.

- That everyone had the same worth. Not that oneopevgas worth more than
someone else, added Gabriel.

- And that there were sons and daughters, and cqumesuse there, it seems like
there are no couples. It looks like a farm-yard rehiere are many animals, and
the devil is like that for them, as though he wibeone who takes care of them and
could beat them, but that would be terrible! saisL

- Like... that everyone had the same worth, not one mone tihe other, Gabriel

insisted.
- Okay, how would you paint that, Gabriel?

- Well... Putting two people, one with dark skin andeamith white skin one beside

the other, and... like, well... peasants together,rissvared.

Raul's comment on the attitude of people led th&dn to pay more attention to what had
been represented in Siqueiros’ painting. His contnoenthe people’s gesture as a plea,
more than reverence, set the children off in thieation of paying more attention to that
group of people, as well as on developing ideasoafal inequality, as part of what they
thoughtThe Devil in the Churchepresentedn the following part of the conversation, Luis

and Gabriel persisted in focusing on the groupeaite in the lower part of the church:

It looks like the people are offering their liveslie happy, said Gabriel.

What do you think they are asking for?

To have better clothes, said Luis.

To be richer, added Gabriel.
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- Orto have food to eat..., added Luis.
- Orto be happy..., added Gabriel.
- Or to have children..., added Luis.

In the following part of the conversation, Luis, lis@l and | focused on the figures lying
down on the floor. Gabriel argued that they had edwow offered their lives, and were

already dead, yet Luis had a different opinion:

This one 1 think is, like, kissing the floor, vendd Luis, pointing at one of the

figures lying on the floor.
- This one?, | asked.
- No, they are already dead, Gabriel insisted.
- Ok, it could be that they are already dead, ortiiey are very tired, | suggested.
- Orthey fell asleep..., added Luis.
- It could be so... but it tells us about something lik a lot of tiredness, | said.
- They are asking for something but... But nothing teaqsp said Gabriel.

- Like they ask for something and nothing happensthad fall to the floor because

of tiredness, added Luis.

- Or they get bored and they fall... they fall becatls®y’re waiting so long, said
Gabiriel.

- They die without food or water, said Luis.

The ideas of social distinction Armando and Radd kisscussed during the last
session were brought into the interpretations atland Gabriel. As | have pointed out
before, these ideas are an essential part of tisti@work of Siqueiros. In this sense, Luis

and Gabriel's interpretation, together with Armaisdand Radul's, led the group to an
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understanding of part of what Siqueiros’ paintingends to represent. power issues and

social inequality.

Throughout this talk, Gabriel and Luis constandflected on how they would show
their disagreement with that inequality represerite@iqueiros’ work when they made
their own painting. Their interpretations here li®@ed: first, the painting was interpreted
as representing the rule of the bad that needdsk toverthrown so that the good could
reign. After this reading was analyzed and enrichgdrmando’s and Radll’s ideas, Luis
and Gabriel began to see a sharp distinction betwieb and poor people in Siqueiros’

painting, which they felt needed to be changedveoyene could be equal.

It is interesting to note here that these idea®diality are similar to the ones
Siqueiros promoted. Together, adults and childmeived at this conclusion without me
mentioning anything about the painter’s backgroumd, intentions, or scholarly studies
about the painting. In this sense, the use of Gadarhermeneutics proved to be useful in
allowing participants to reflect on issues intenétly brought up by the work itself, as well
as to arrive at an understanding of the work ofwdrich was to a certain extent coherent

with what it intends to communicate.

In his “In my own images painting” (Figure 4) Luignlike Siqueiros, chose to
present the view of his version of the church fribv@ exact opposite perspective: he shows
it as though the viewer were standing in the veagkbof the church, instead of from the
front. It appears as though the viewer were pasgibwithin the entrance of the temple,
which doesn’t lead to the inside of a building but into the open. In the foreground, there
is one long bench where people are sitting. Weordy see their heads: some of them have
black hair and others are blond, as though Luistwasg to allude to the disappearance of
class distinction by having those who representtivggeople (the blond) with those who
represent the lower classes (the ones with blaick Adis stereotyped distinction is part of
everyday life in Mexico, were people with fairerirslare regularly thought to belong to
well-off families, while most people in the lowelasses tend to be thought of as having
darker skin and dark hair. This stereotype is ofimmoted by soap operas, in which the

wealthiest people have white skin and tend to bhexwtal blond, while those who represent
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lower socio-economic classes are represented byteshpeople with dark skin, often
indigenous. Luis draws these people paired, siitingpuples, in sync with his ideas about

what the people in Siqueiros’ painting needed.

Instead of the inside of a church, Luis shows theppe sitting in a landscape where
there are apple trees, birds flying, and a bluengsky. In front of the people sitting on the
bench, Luis drew a person wearing a blue robe amdelach one of them imprinted with a
Christian cross. In front of all of them, there’daage Christian cross. Luis said he had
painted the temple in the country because he likadscapes. He also explained that he
had painted some animals: a deer on the rightitla &bove the edge of the bench and
below an apple tree. He also said that he had dealion, which is on the left side of the
cross. When | asked him what he wanted to exiwébshis painting, he answered: “That
there be peace and that they didn’'t do anything, totoall the devil. And that’s it, and that

there be peace.”

Figure 4. Luis’ “In my own images.
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Gabriels’ painting shows a similar perspective as’ls, even though he does draw
the temple within a building (Figure 5). He alsmwis a bench from the back, situated in
the foreground. Gabriel shows the heads of foupleedhree of them look male and one
looks female. The sizes of the male heads all diffee one on the left is the smallest, then
follows a bigger one, and the biggest one is onriplt. Perhaps Gabriel intended to
represent a family like his: the children on thi, land the parents on the right, though he
didn’t state that this was his intention when hplaxed his painting. Above these people,
there are two squares: one is yellow and the atheris blue. Gabriel clarified that he
intended to represent a glass box with angels amdssthere, but that he hadn’t been able
to paint it well. He explained that the figure witie black and white robe holding a cross
was a priest “teaching the word of God.” The cdnipgper part of the painting are “the feet
of God,” that is, the feet of Christ on the croatich he wasn’t able to represent in its
entirety because there wasn’t enough space onajer pGabriel mentioned he had tried to
represent that there was no one who was worth ordesss than others by putting everyone

on the same level, including the priest.

It is interesting to consider this last elementGabriel’s painting in relation to
Siqueiros’ work. InThe Devil in the Churckhere seems to be a criticism not only of social
inequality, but also of the ecclesiastical instdnt as well as to its use of power. In the
upper level of a church, several figures are sed¢anding their arms and holding each
other, and, in one of the rows in the back, wessmsomething similar to a hat, as one that
forms part of a high priest’'s dress. In this sertBe, painting would be representing the
superiority not only of wealthier classes, but atdecclesiastical figures. Gabriel, in his
painting, decides to represent his idea of equaktgnding it to the priest, who is also set
on the same level as those who attend mass, agdighmeither inferior nor superior to
them.
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Figure 5. Gabriel’'s “In my own images.”

During the last interview | asked Gabriel and Luis:you told your friends or
classmates about the workshop, what would youtheln?” Gabriel answered: “That the
paintings there represent something... Let's see...eHunyg very... like very normally...
Or that has happened... Or that has happened toLuss”replied “No, because each
painting... they say that, each painting has a messagis quite clearly explained what he
thought about what paintings are: something thas“la message”. This is related to

Gadamer’s understanding of art as a form of comoatiuin, as | have explained abdVe.

Still, 1 was puzzled and intrigued by Gabriel's adabout painting, so | asked him
“You mean that it can be normal, that it can hapjoea lot of people?” Gabriel answered:

“Like the one in our painting... That some peopledad in the devil...” Luis interrupted

2T Cf. Chapter 3, Art as symbol.
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him and added: “And some people don’t.” This intpted Gabriel's explanation of his
idea. | didn’t quite understand it, so | asked laigain: “What do you mean by “normally”
Gabriel?”

- That... hmm... Many times that happens, like what hapga “The Devil in the
Church.” That, we all have a devil inside...

- Like a movie that | saw about Santa... or somethiizput Santa and the devil that
we saw... That a girl wanted a doll and a big deppeared and told her... - added

Luis.
- Ah, yes! - said Gabiriel.

- “Here, it's yours. Take it!” And the girl took itnal Santa was looking. And

something like that... But it was horrible!

- Like they give you advice to do bad things. Théte Imy mom’s painting... How
things change. If before there was peace and gadm, not so much. — concluded
Gabiriel.

It seemed that Gabriel, after the program, thowgfdt is represented in paintings
relates to events in people’s lives. This idea teslato Gadamer’'s notion of self-
understanding, one of the outcomes of hermeneutcgretation according to Gadamer. In
“The play of art” Gadamer (1986b) explains:

... the play of art is a mirror that through the ceigs constantly
rises anew, and in which we catch sight of ourseinea way that is often
unexpected or unfamiliar: what we are, what we iinbgh and what we are
about. (p. 130)

In this sense, Gabriel’s understanding of art seketoebe related to what we can be,
perhaps we may all “have a devil inside,” or bengr@o carry out actions that we know
may cause negative outcomes, and that we mighbleeta fight that tendency through a

strong will. Gabriel also seemed to see in art & twaunderstand how life in the city has
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changed, compared to how it was before, throughmum'’s interpretation of the painting
“El Vasilon Pulqueria,” which will be analyzed ihg following chapter. Thus, for Gabriel

art became a mirror in a similar sense to how Gadalascribes it.

Similarly, Luis related the contents of the paigtiparticularly the figure of the
devil, to something that was familiar to him: a neofaie had seen on TV. The association
between what he saw in the painting and what he desh in the movie helped him
construct a meaning about the painting having iocagilbns about ethical behaviour, or, to
put it in Gabriel's terms, “That we all have a demside” who “gives you advice about bad
things.” This relates to Gadamer’s model of intetation, particularly to how the
prejudices that make up the horizon of understandire part of the basis that enables
interpretation and understanding to be achieved. Lins’s case, his horizon of
understanding was partly made up of the content$\gfincluding movies targeted to
children. This particular movie he talked aboutewlbrought into his on-going project of
understanding, helped him build a new meaning ler figure of the devil in Siqueiros’
painting, one that reflected on “good” and “badti@as, not only for the people inside the

painting, but to anyone, including his brother andself.

The study of this interpretive process illustrabesv participants engaged in the
reflection of issues of social justice and ethizahaviour, in such a way allowing them to

imagine new possibilities of social coexistence.

6.3 Ana, Raul and “El Vasilon Pulqueria”

Ana is Gabriel and Luis’ mother. She is a sales@®in her forties. She said she had never
taken art lessons, but she had gone to some musasipart of her children’s school
homework. Some of the museums she mentioned goingete the National Museum of
Anthropology (Museo Nacional de Antropologia), asewm of electricity and a museum
of wax figures; she also mentioned going to theexwent of the Desert of the Lions (Ex-
convento del Desierto de los Leones), which is icemed part of Mexico’s Cultural
Heritage. Raul, her husband, is also in his mitiderand is an employee. Like his wife, he
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commented that he hadn’'t taken art lessons bettooegh he had been to some museums,
like the National Museum of Anthropology, the Waxi8éum, the Ripley’s Museum, and
the Jewish Historical and Holocaust Museum. He a&rpld that he had gone to some of

these museums as part of one of his sons’ schtuites.

Ana chose a painting called “El Vasilon Pulquer{@Pulqueria el Vasilén”),
painted by Jesus Cabrera in 1919. The title of ghigting refers to the name of a kind of
bar, similar to a saloon or “cantina”, where a Kraalled “pulque” is sold. This drink is of
a pre-hispanic origin: the myth goes that the deafdiow it is made was revealed to a
woman by a god, and it was then drunk by both tagh low social classes. After the
conquest and up until today, it has been considarédnk common among lower classes,
peasants or indigenous people and it is very chElap.“pulquerias” generally are places
only men go to, and they are primarily popular ma#l towns or in rural areas, though
some “pulquerias” can also be found in cities. hme of this “pulqueria,” “El Vasilén,”
refers to a word that is a Mexican idiom, referrtoghaving a good time, having fun or

making jokes.

The painting represents several scenes from a.tthwenters on a long street that
runs next to a river. The street and river can éensfrom the perspective of someone
looking at it from the left: things on this sidetbe painting look closer, while the ones that
run along the street, extending itself towardsdpposite angle, grow smaller and smaller.
There are several buildings placed on the stresgng which a colonial building with
archways, a church, and the “Pulqueria El Vasiléai be identified, among others. The
street appears unpaved, and the streetcar’s trackall the way through it. There are
several people on this street: musicians playingicpyeople dancing to it, walking,
carrying goods, selling things, men going in andaftthe pulqueria, and people riding on
boats, among others. In addition, the painting sheame vegetation, noticeably along the
river, and behind the buildings. In the right catreepatch of grass can be seen, as though it
were the opposite bank of the river; in it theramsadvertisement that reads: “Pure pulque

at 6 cents a liter.”
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Figure 6. Ana, Raul and El Vasilon Pulqueria.

In her imaginary conversation (See Figure 7), Asked questions to some of the
objects portrayed in it, such as a building antteetcar, as well as to some people, such as
the ones who were in the boats or “chinampas:’hthgicians, a woman selling food and a
dog that was near her. Throughout it, she begaayaattention to the general atmosphere
represented in the painting, as well as to somts aharacters and the activities they were
engaged in. She first spoke to a colonial buildRgther than asking something of him, she
spoke to it, stating: “What tranquility this placespires! You must have been built many
years ago.” When she explained her comic strip, Artculated that the front of the
building was similar to those seen in “rancheria®;,”in small towns. With these two
statements, she began developing an idea of aerdrmace, filled with an atmosphere of

idleness, which she continued to develop in theaker imaginary conversation.
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The second question was directed to the streéf¢hen she explained her comic
strip, she stated that she had noted how the eanesto be just arriving to the town, and
had written on it the word “Ixtapalapa.” This isetimame of a place now absorbed by
Mexico City, though it used to be a town on itsskirts. “What distance did you travel to
get here?” Ana asked the streetcar. Even when ishead write an answer in her comic
strip, with this question she was already refertioghis place as one that was in some

sense distant, a place to which one had to travelder to get to it.

The third question she drew in her comic strip @aected to a woman who was
selling food, to whom she asks: “What are your thi@s” made of?” “Gorditas” are a
traditional food made of corn flour and filled wibeans, cheese or other ingredients. Ana
said that, in her imaginary exercise, she had @cethis question to the woman to get her
attention, because the woman was distracted, Igakisomething else. Ana didn’t write an
answer to this question either, yet she did wnite for the question she made to a dog who
seemed to be stealing something from next to tloishan’s street stand: “Are you hungry,

little dog?” “Of course | am,” he answered, “thatly | took this chicken from the table.”

The next and last box in Ana’s comic strip shows tiver with two boats in it.
These boats are called “chinampas,” and are sirtolaianoes in their structure; they are
moved in a way similar to Italian gondolas: a maopells them with a long stick hitting
the floor of the river, pushing the boat forwardhe$e “chinampas” are sometimes covered
with a roof held by four posts. In Cabrera’s paigti there are two “chinampas” with
people in them. Ana directed her last two questionthe people inside: “Do you like the
ride?” “Of course,” the person answered, “you cajo this beautiful landscape.” What's
more, she directed a query to a musician who waagmy a guitar for a couple: “What tune
are you playing?” she asked. “A romantic song,’dmswered. When she explained her
comic strip, Ana didn’t talk about any other imaain questions she might have made to

people in the painting, which she might not have thme to draw.
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Figure 7. Ana’s comic strip.

With this imaginative-interpretive exercise, Anavd®ped a project of anticipation
which began to explain the scene represented impémating as a place of leisure and
idleness, where everyone seemed to be enjoyingsilees. There were two conditions
that seemed necessary for this idleness to exisane hand, that it was removed (away
from the city, as she would explain in one of tl@ersations), and, on the other, that it
was a small town. These conditions were associtatesituations that happened during
holidays or vacation time, that is, not the acigtof everyday life.

During the following set of activities, “Inside thpainting,” Ana imagined walking

around the avenue. In her piece of writing shearpl

| see a town and I'm going towards the center,|lalso observe in
front of it there is a lake, | feel curious andd mpside the church, | see

images; on the wall there are religious paintingsalk back out on the
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street and | see a lot of people, each one of tbeoupied in their
activities, | hear voices and in front of me | seeanoe that takes a couple
who are taking a ride on the lake, a man playingng on a guitar, | see
two people dancing since they are playing a trunapet harp for them. |
smell food since there is a lady selling food agdrditas”. | can touch the
plants someone carries in a canoe, the fruitsarain the stand, | ask a
man what is the flavor of the “pulque” he’s dringirhow do you prepare

the dish that is so delicious!

Like her son Luis, at the end of her writing Anaswarred one of the questions of the
handout | gave participants to guide this activity:you were inside the painting, what

would you wear?” She answered: “Comfortable clatiesns, ‘huaraches’ or tennis shoes,
and a blouse made of ‘manta.’ | would like to betle canoe and then eat ‘antojitos’

because the taste of food in ‘provincia’ can’t batched.”

Before | continue detailing Ana’s process, | wikpéain the meaning of some
regional words she uses that do not have a préesslation to English. One of them is
“huaraches,” which are similar to sandals, madedfueather. They are of pre-Hispanic
origin and are worn by indigenous people, thoughrthse is now popular among the rest
of the Mexican population. “Manta” is a kind of fabmade of cotton which is used in
many traditional indigenous clothes. It also isagfre-Hispanic origin, and is now used to
make other clothes not belonging to indigenousiticats, but that have some similarities
with them, often in the embroidery designs useca U$e of these clothes is not restricted to
indigenous groups, and all different types of peopbwadays wear clothes made of
“manta”. “Antojitos” is a word used for a certaiind of snack or appetizer, often made of
fried corn, and can be easily found in street statgbrditas” are a kind of “antojito.” And,
finally, “provincia,” which is a word used to refay any part of the country outside Mexico
City. For people in the city, this word has sp@&cdonnotations, among them, a place where
life is quieter and less stressful.

After Ana explained her comic strip and story te tjroup, | asked her what she

thought the painting was about. Ana, together hih rest of the group, identified three
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different themes in the painting: an idealized ppton of rural life, a reflection on social
life, and topics related to differences betweenwiealthy and the needy, as well as ethical
issues around this. Based on their observations, gitoup began to reflect on the
transformation of the town of Ixtapalapa (which Imasv been absorbed by Mexico City)

throughout the last century, and on the differefedseen rural life and city life.

At the beginning of the conversation, Ana contindegteloping her initial idea: that
the painting represented a place of leisure angation, emphasizing the aspects of social
interaction and tranquility. Ana stated that thenpag spoke to her “About the social life
of the place, of the traditions the town has, whkatround it and what things one can take
advantage of there.” And then she added: “It gaesense of tranquility, people are very

calm.”

When she finished commenting on other people sgoted in the painting, she
remained silent and kept looking at the painting dowhile, and then added: “It looks
pretty, doesn'’t it? Because there is a lot of vaiyen, trees, you can see a sky that is clear,

and here in our city it's grey, black, and one $eghnting to be there.”

Ana reflected on the transformations the town ofapalapa had undergone
throughout the last century: “It looks like a notrt@wvn, but, Ixtapalapa... Well, that is a
place here [in Mexico City] but maybe before it veatown..” As Mexico city grew, the
town of Iztapalapa, like several other areas, vimoided by the city, and is now a rather
poor and dirty area. It seemed as though it wdgcdliif for Ana to believe the Ixtapalapa
she knew could be the same as the Ixtapalapa egeesin the painting, that it once had
been a small, picturesque town. Ana referred taldte of the painting, 1919, and began to
consider the passage of time and how it had tram&fd this place. Furthermore, this
discussion led the group to reflect on the diffessn between rural life and city life,
remarking on the way in which the painting spokeuwla life with “no worries and less

stress.”

They pointed out the differences between Ixtapathpa and today, and how the

city and life in it had changed. Luis and Gabrigblee about the tranquility before, unlike
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today. Raul spoke of how Ixtapalapa, accordinghtodainting, used to be a place to visit,
and how now it is very dirty. They talked about hthe river became polluted, when the
river in the painting appeared to be clear, “asugfioone could swim in it.” They talked
about the overall pollution of the city, and thdfidulty of finding a peaceful place. Raul
began telling us a little bit about the historystfeetcars in Mexico City: how they were
used originally to connect the city with other guty communities with the Center of
Mexico City. He spoke about products from othercpfatransported to the Center of
Mexico City in boats through different waterwaytsdidn’t occur to me then to ask him if
he had done some research about this subjectt Biinteresting to note that he hadn’t
talked about this information in the previous casegion about the painting, so this might

be a possibility.

The group pointed out the festive environment @& plainting, where people are
dancing, singing, playing music, eating, drinkimgldalking a walk. Raul indicated that the
painting “expresses that in that time of celebratiaf coexistence, there are no differences
among people, it's simply the pleasure of beinghweiach other, spending time together, or
the pleasure of enjoying the food, the pleasurengdying one another...” Ana agreed with
Raul, and added a remark in relation to Siqueipaghting: “There you can’t see what we
were talking about in the other paintinbh Devil in the Churdhthat you could see the
differences, here all people look the same, addesn’t matter what each one is wearing or

doing, everyone is just concentrated on what tleegting.”

In relation to these comments, Armando, Karla 8achuel’s father, argued that the
painting did not intend to represent social classes differences among them. In response
to this, I called their attention to a group repréged in the painting: an old man wearing a
black suit, black hat, white socks and black shedsy walked with his hand on the
shoulder of a young boy who was dressed with winitesers, black shoes, a white shirt, a
blue suit, a red tie and a blue hat. They were Isatiling, and the man rested his other
hand on his pocket. Near them, and walking awam fleem, was another boy, who wore
torn black trousers, a torn white shirt, a torn &adl had no shoes. He had a mischievous

smile and was holding a clock from the chain frohich it hanged.
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Ana explained that in the painting people weregj¢cting the boy that was wearing

torn clothes, affirming her idea about the lacldidferences among the people represented

in Cabrera’s painting. | called attention to thedhaf the boy, who was carrying a pocket

watch, which triggered a conversation around ethimhaviour and about distinction

between social classes. Raul stated that the boyirng the watch could be a thief, to

which | replied:

Yes, he could be a thief. So maybe these diffeermeze a bit more hidden, the

painting talks about them but more discreetly....

As though he had a wallet in his hand... said Lugshpps translating this situation

to one that was more familiar to him.

Like the other painting, that... Like they say that ®all have the devil inside, said
Gabiriel, referring td’he Devil in the Church

The devil in this case is his necessity.mean... he stole the watch. But in reality it
is his need, it is not because of wanting to doetbing bad, argued Radl.

But the man and the boy are walking calmly, but beatghe boy took out the man’s

wallet out of his pocket, said Luis.

Or maybe it was also... That the boy if he doesmiehilne need to steal, it is better
for him to work, stated Gabriel.

Or his parents. Or maybe he could ask for monegelthigum, added Luis.

The identification of themes around the paintingads of how, through conversation

and further of observation, the group was ableisien to part of what the painting told

them, and consider aspects of their everyday Wfich allow them to notice certain

aspects of their context in a different light.

It was intriguing to watch participants engagedhe discussion about the painting,

relating its contents to other paintings, such®se“Devil in the Church.” Even when | did

not ask participants to pay attention to the curalfcstructure of the exhibition, some
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relationships among the works in the collection tueatorial program dealt with were
pointed out, emphasized, and discussed by the gitbwpugh the comparison of both
paintings. This was done without my direction, @&a&t it was the participants who
established connections between the different jpgstin the exhibition. In this sense, the
application of Gadamer’s hermeneutic circle wa® dbllead participants to listen both to
what the painting said, and to some aspects of Wietcuratorial program intended to

communicate.

Unlike Gabriel's and Luis’ interpretive process, iethwas led more by their and
the group’s participation, Ana’s interpretive exses needed more of my participation in
order to lead the group to pay more attention t® plinting, in the hope that both

description and interpretation could be deepened.

It was fascinating to note that during the conviéosa Luis and Gabriel sometimes
struggled to participate while their parents wgreaking. Luis kept insisting on joining in
until he was able to say what he wanted to saylewBabriel waited for a chance to speak,
but at times each forgot what he wanted to sayiroply refrained from saying it. While
Luis was speaking about the boy stealing the wateta whispered something to Radl
about how parents sometimes stop children fromigiaating. Raul's answer wasn’t
clearly recorded, but this comment helps to focnghe interaction between parents and
children during group conversations, and how it wasceived by parents: Ana seemed to
be very aware of how her children tried to par@t# in the discussion but couldn't,
because the adults kept talking. Raul seemed tmaware that his children were trying to

add something while he was speaking.

After this conversation, | asked Ana how she watlldnge the painting in order to
turn her ideas about the painting into a compasiob her own. She said that she didn’t
think she’d change anything about it, but then noseid several things she would like to
see differently in the painting: she would pairg¢ tipulqueria” further behind, as though
hiding it; she would take the drunken people arelghople who were fighting out of the
painting. She said she would also change the fatieedboy who was stealing the watch,

making it more agreeable and taking out the watocinfhis hands. It seemed that, after the
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conversation, Ana identified certain elements i@ painting that disturbed the tranquility

and peaceful social coexistence represented ipdhging, and wanted to take them out. |

asked her why she would make these changes. Sh@&abnikl tried to answer at the same

time. Then they both remained quiet, waiting fa tther one to speak. Finally, Ana asked

her boy to go ahead:

Because it is very close to the church, and it wdnd like... disrespectful, he said.

Well, I'd change it because we see that theredkild... well, two children, and it

looks like it is a family-friendly environment, pele who go shopping, and it gives
it a bad appearance to have it [the “pulqueria’§ithe them and, like Gabriel says,
so close to the church. And the boy, he also ldi#as.. | mean, | would add more
good values to it [the painting], so they [her dhgin] learn from the beginning not

to do such things.

Both Ana and Gabriel seemed to disagree with certahaviour they considered

inappropriate, disrespectful, or lacking good valuBy taking these out, Ana hoped to

come up with a composition that would be able &ziegood values. Ana added:

| would also take the stands from being right ionfrof the church, | would put

them aside, | mean, to...
Why?, asked Luis

Because... Even if it's closed, it doesn’t look righat there are people there...

explained Ana.

Or close it down..., Luis added

Close down... what? The stands? | asked.

No, the “pulqueria”..., Luis clarified, and we allighed.

Everyone agrees on taking out the pulqueria, wasked Radul.
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- Why? Because it doesn’t look right for people tothere, that person fighting, the
other one drinking... It is... And, is that an officeho’s also there? asked Ana,
referring to a man in a uniform walking towards thdqueria. He’s also... doing

the same thing, she added.

- Well, that's what it promotes, right? It is whats somehow telling us, what that
kind of places is all about..., argued Radl.

- Which is something common in all places, in allcgsthat is common ... But it is
always in more distant places, nowadays, mayberdefince everything was

concentrated in the center, then it is right therdna added.

- And when you drink “pulque”, your brain is affecteahd then things like those can

happen..., stated Gabriel.

Ok, so you may start doing things..., | tried tolnegse.

That you shouldn’t, Ana finished the sentence.

| then called their attention to how indeed moskrgagne wanted to take out the
“pulqueria,” when the very title of the painting svéEl Vasilon Pulqueria.” It would be
called “The Little Town of Ixtapalapa” ventured Geh. Ana said that she would definitely
change the title of the painting. Luis added trainould take out all the drunk people, the
poor people and the thief. Gabriel pointed out ti@atvould take out the thief because he
could “ruin everyone”: “I mean, he could say ‘Lodkstole a watch,’ to his friend, and
that’'s how there are more and more and more thievaasd if he is a child and then an
adult, then he begins telling his children to de #ame thing and so on’.added Luis.
“Like a chain, that doesn’'t end?” | suggested. Baftthem nodded.

During the conversation, we concluded that evemughothe painting seemed to
represent a very peaceful and agreeable environriere were things that made us see
that not everything was as it might seem at fiigits Ana noted that the overall style of the
painting made people think that this could be Xotluo, another place in the city that

used to be a town on the outskirts, built on a,lakeere people to this day still go to buy
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flowers and to take rides on “trajineras.” She gh@mt she overheard a person saying that
the painting could be a portrait of this place,utjo she pointed out that close observation

lead us to have doubts about this first impresaiwhidentify the place as Ixtapalapa.

During this conversation, another possibility oérineneutic interpretation as
envisioned by Gadamer (1986a)lihe Relevance of the Beautjfaegan to take shape: the
festive nature of art (in the terms explained big tphilosopher when he refers to art as
“festival”), as “the place where the communicatioh everyone with everyone else is
regained®® (p. 45). During the last sessions of the progréme, group became a small
community of interpretation, in which participam®&re able to communicate with others,
and in which everyone communicated with the worlawf and the work of art with them.
This interpretive community was able to engage oy with one painting but with
several, and thus also began to establish commtiv@ceelationships between different
works of art, in such a way that this community waade up not only of several
participants, but also of several paintings. Thstife character of art could also be
appreciated during this conversation through thpeggnce of time: most participants
stopped being concerned about how much time hadedasand began suspending the
calculating perception of time in order to expecernt through tarrying. This experience of
time is another element of the festival mentiongdladamer (1986a).

In her last painting, “In my own images” (Figure &na draw a representation of
the composition she had already thought about duthre conversation. In it, she
reproduces some elements of Cabrera’s painting:hthech and two buildings, the streetcar
with the name “Ixtapalapa” written on it, sevenaes, a couple of people near the tracks

and people in the “chinampas,” and left the “pulipieout. She pointed out that she had

28 | am citing here the Spanish versiorTtie Relevance of the Beautjfwhich informs the understanding of
of this work of Gadamer in the Spanish-speakingdvd his translation of the festive seems to mbda
more fitting description of how this concept wasrigal out in the program than its translation irgksh,
which seems to me refers to something more absfraetEnglish version explains the festival “as the
inclusive concept for regaining the idea of uniatmmunication.” It seems to me that seeingi¢kéval
as a “place” rather than as an “inclusive concépthore appropriate to explain what happened dwgiogp
conversations in the museum. Also, the Spanistsiation emphasizes the relationship between indais]
while the English version presents a more absegalianation of the activity of communication bylig it
“universal communication”. The translation of fn@gment in Spanish is mine, the original readsid...
fiesta como el lugar donde se recupera la comuidicate todos con todos.”
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intended to draw more people dancing, the womakingd‘antojitos,” and people selling

their merchandise, and explained that she hadd'enaugh time and space on the paper to
do it. She also revealed she wanted to add morselspand mountains in the background.
She shared that she had intended to emphasizedbregy. She said she wasn't sure yet

about the title of her painting, but she stated thaould be something similar to “The

Town” or “The District” of Ixtapalapa.

Figure 8. Ana’s “In my own images.”

It is interesting to note how Ana’s and the groupiterpretation of Cabrera’s
painting relate, to a certain extent, to Gadamigl&m about the simultaneity of past and
present in art. IThe Relevance of the Beautjif@adamer (1986a) states that both present
and past co-exist in the work of art, and are siam@ously present in it. This simultaneity
of the present and past is also a condition ofiritexpreter: “In our daily life we proceed
constantly through the coexistence of past andrétt(p. 10). “El Vasilon Pulqueria”

represented, for the group, an entry into the pad¥lexico City. Through the group’s
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interpretation of the painting, this past waswafld to enter into dialogue with our present,
when they both appeared at the same time in theecsation: as a result, the group
launched a reflection about how the city and Iifetihad changed, and defined what life in
the city is like now in contrast to how it was be&forelating it to other works in the
exhibition —Mexico CityandLa Mulita — which | talk about in the following section. hi
discussion allowed the group to envision a placeich the tribulations of both worlds
would disappear, thus imagining perhaps not thesipiisy of a future, but an idealized

present (and past).

Raul engaged in the interpretative activity of gregram first by listening to the
children’s and mothers’ interpretations, and bytipgoating in interpretation through these
conversations. Afterwards, he choose one of thetipgs among those selected by other
participants, in order to communicate what he r@athd out in the last exercise, “In my

own images”.

Figure 9. Radl's “In my own images.”
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Raul's “In my own images” (Figure 9) represents raygbuilding in a natural
setting: there is a large tree beside it and a fieavs in front of it. The sky appears to be
blue and he painted a boat-like figure with flowelige one of the “chinampas” in
Cabrera’s painting. He transformed the scene irclwi@abrera had depicted part of the
town life of Ixtapalapa, removing elements fromiiit,order to emphasize the nature in it.
The building Raul painted follows the architectustyle of one of the buildings from
Cabrera’s painting, though the palette is much nsoteer, made up of green, blue and grey

tones, and there are no people in it. He explaiheddea of his painting had been:

... to express something about... that we don’'t nec#gseeed
big buildings, we don't really need a lot of urbeation, and that the
painting is referring to something pleasant, somngthwe can enjoy,
something that we have been gradually losing tayoénd what people
really need is space, a place to live, to coexestlithily, something that
does not require great luxury... Simply by having lacp, a space,
well... It is enough to have one’s food and watensth are the only
things one needs. They don’t need to be conquenmghing, because
really... what mankind really has to conquer is hilfpsi& order to
appreciate what he has, and not necessarily tdogetin... Well, he
wouldn’t have to, let's say... ambition to anythingoma than what's

necessary to live.

Raull's reflection helps one to understand another of the guidelines of Gadamer’s
hermeneutics: to find the universal through theipalar. By listening to and engaging in
his wife’s interpretive process, and by construgtnpainting of his own, he arrived at an
interesting conclusion about the purpose of hunrahkand about the way of life we ought
to pursue. This implies criticism of the state bings in the world today, particularly

interests fueled by ambition and excessive urbéniza

Like Gabriel and Luis, Ana and Raul connected thetents of the painting to an
understanding of their everyday life, or of thespaations for it: in contrast with the sped-

up pace of their life in the city, full of activéts, stressful and surrounded by pollution, they

126



imagined a more peaceful life: Ana, one similarthe life of “provincia,” where people
could enjoy themselves and the landscape withdlindanto vices or corruption; Raul, a
much more quiet, humble and introspective life. iAgahis is also related to Gadamer’s

idea of self-understanding as one of the outcorhgonterpretive proposal:

The experience of the Thou also manifests the paratat
something standing over against me asserts itsraylats and requires
absolute recognition; and in that very processusdérstood.” But |
believe that | have shown correctly that what isuederstood is not the
Thou but the truth of what the Thou says to us.ebmspecifically the
truth that becomes visible to me only through tihed, and only by my
letting myself be told something by it. It is thanse with historical
tradition. It would not deserve the interest weetak it if it did not have
something to teach us that we could not know byselues. (Gadamer,
1975, xxxii)

Gadamer’s observation about his idea of hermeneaticinterpretation draws
attention to one of the specificities of the intetjve process of participants: that what they
“heard” from the artwork is what it tellhem that they were able to discover something
about their world that they probably would not haaed attention to had they not engaged

with those particular artwork.

6.4 Karla and The Little Mule and Samuel andThe City of Mexico

Karla and Samuel are siblings. Karla is nine, amel attended the same class as Gabriel.
Samuel is seven, and he attended the same classsaBoth of their parents, Carolina and
Armando, attended the program, though, like I'vplaxed above, the family wasn'’t able
to complete the program, nor to attend intervielweerefore, | have less information about
them. Based on conversations during the activiifethe program, it is probable none of
them had attended art lessons previously. Theyrrmyeamented on having gone to other

museums before either.
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During the first session, it was hard for Karlacttoose a painting she liked that
could work well with the design of the program. Sfiginally chose a still life painted by

Frida Kahlo. When | explained the “An imaginary gersation”*

activity to the group,
she waited until everyone was gone to ask me: ‘Bt if it's not a person and it's
something else?” “You could imagine questions tio thait something,” | suggested. She
replied: “But what if it's a fruit?” “Mmm...” | thouft. | knew, from the previous study,
that the program had this limitation: it could wavkll with figurative painting, particularly
with that which represents characters that cankspech as people or perhaps animals,
since this facilitates imagining a conversationhvitte painting. When 1 tried out the first
version of the program for my BA thesis, two gid&l engage in conversations with an
object that in reality doesn’t talk in human langeaone of them with a bird, and another
one with a building. | remembered and tried, firsi, encourage Karla to imagine a
conversation with the still life, asking her if sbeuld think of any questions she could ask.
She said she liked it very much, but she couldnd 2 way to engage with it through an
imaginary conversation. There was silence: she'dkiow what things she could talk
about with a group of fruits; | didn’t know whatselto suggest for her to engage with that
still life she had liked so much. So | said: “I'nfrad you’ll have to choose another one,

Karla.”

| asked Karla if there was another painting she litatl. She pointed to a large
canvas which represented human-like figures objdws resembled a fair, callethe
Ballad of Frida Kahlo,by surrealist painter Alice Rahon. We walked tadgait and |
suggested a few questions she could ask: “Imagmecan ask questions to these things
that look like people, you can ask them what aeetlings here, or what is going on... All
right?” Mhm, she replied, moving her head up andmoKarla worked with that painting
during that first session, but during the secone sime ended up choosing another painting,
The Little Mule,by Abraham Angel. This difficulty becomes relevaior Karla's
interpretive process in the light of what Gadani®&76) explains is one of the conditions
for hermeneutic interpretation: that the text dwark grabs the attention of the interpreter.

Gabilondo (1996) explains this idea by relatingpitGadamer’s notion of the “radiance of

29 Cf., Chapter 5, Comic strip and conversation.
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meaning” of a text. According to Gabilondo, a wark art gets the attention of an
interpreter because it echoes a question he dnafat resonates with some subject matter
the interpreter is already engaged with, even ihagn't become consciously aware of it.
This sets a common ground between the artwork atedpreter, and, in the case of the
program, this common ground can facilitate therprgtation and increase the possibility
of understanding the work of art form the interprit horizon. Since Karla wasn’t able to
engage with the artwork that caught her attenteord chose another one she might not
have felt so attracted to, she might have foundhate difficult to find something in
common withThe Little Mule she might have lacked a common ground betweeselfer
and the artwork, which resulted in the difficultyesexperienced to develop a project of

meaning with it.

The Little Mule painted by Abraham Angel, depicts a scene inighbeurhood
street. The street is paved with stones and flatkettees; the houses look old, but are
very colourful; at a distance, we see the dome eharch, and further beyond, some
mountains. In the middle of this setting, we sewam driving a cart pulled by a mule. An
image of this painting can be found in the follogin webpage:
http://www.virtualmuseum.ca/Exhibitions/Landscapegup.php3?language=1&image=im
gl3mbm.
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Figure 10. Karla and The Little Mule.

When she drew her comic strip, Karla, like Gabreglis and Samuel, divided the
piece of paper in four and wrote down four questifffigure 11). Unlike other participants,
she recreated the setting where the painting haniger comic strip: it hangs from the
gallery wall, and, in the first box, there are zgdines representing the title of the painting
and the name of the artist. Karla drew herselfditapnnext to the painting. She represented
the overall composition of “The Little Mule”: theultddings on the back, including a
“cantina,” houses, and the main street in whichddwe carried by the mule stands. During
her imaginary conversation, Karla talked with trexrgon driving the cart. In the boxes,
marked 1 and 2 by Karla, she asked the driver #mesquestion: “What do you have
there?” “Food,” the man answered in both cases.i\he talked about her comic strip to
the group, she explained she had made a mistakangvthe same question twice, and
added that she had intended that the man’s seawiea was “Fruit” instead of “Food.”
She also explained how in box 3 she asked the rdriVould you give me some?” “Of
course,” the man answered. In box 4, Karla leftdisdogue balloons empty. During the
conversation about her comic strip, she explaihatl $he had forgotten to write down the
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last dialogue: she had imagined the man said thavds carrying bananas. | asked her if
she had asked another question she hadn’t haddimeaw and write down. She said that

she had also asked the man for a banana, and thbadaanswered “Of course.”

Figure 11. Karla’s comic strip.

Karla seemed a bit nervous explaining her comip,stispecially after becoming aware
that she had made a mistake in the order in whiclbbxes were arranged: after describing
the first one, she continued with the third onej after reading it, she realized she had
proceeded in the wrong order. She remained sitana fwhile, and then went back to the
second one, then realizing she had written thetmgurewvice. She explained she had made
a mistake, and seemed confused about her own dyawiold her that it was okay, and
called her attention to the last box. Then sheess®d to having forgotten to write the last

guestion, and went on telling what it was.
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Karla’'s imaginary conversation concentrated on $laene object: the cart and its
contents. Sharing her comic strip, she verbalirad $he thought the contents of the cart
could be food or fruit because she imagined theplgeliving in the surroundings houses
would need to buy food. During this conversatiotrjdd to indicate other elements in the
painting, asking “What kind of place do you thirtkstis?” Other participants agreed that
the place looked like a street in a small town ‘@ese of the he fagade of the buildings, and

because we can see the volcanoes in the backoaghtlit were ‘provincia,” according to
Ana. Other children added that it looked like a Brtewvn because there were hills, and
because in cities there usually aren’t carts pulletiorses. Yet, Karla did not participate in

this conversation.

After this session, my assistant told me that shd hoticed that Karla seemed
particularly insecure about what she was suppasei for each activity, and had told her
she was worried about doing things right. This rhiglive accounted for her nervousness
and confusion, as well as for the difficulty to fpapate in group conversations: she might
have been anxious about answering in front of the or she might not have understood

what | meant.

These difficulties Karla faced are useful to sew liwe program does require certain
abilities from the participants, such as an abilayexpress ideas verbally, and a certain
amount of self-confidence. It could also be thaivées were not clearly explained by me,
and therefore | would need to find other ways t&endem more explicit, clear and simple

for participants to understand.

The following activity was “Inside the painting”in which participants imagined
that they could go inside the painting, walk aroitrehd talk to its characters. Karla spoke
in a very low voice and | had to ask her to trgpeak up so that the rest of the group could
hear her. At a certain point, her father ratheratigmtly asked her to speak up, at which
Karla laughed nervously. | would like to mentiorrdv@nother one of the issues that arise
from bringing children and parents together. Somes$, parents tried to point out to

children how they should or shouldn’t perform ativaty: speak loudly, write with correct

%0 Cf., Chapter 5, Inside the painting.
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spelling, use less or more paint in the brush, dvapaint something in a particular way, or
sit down correctly, for example. Often, this inbéa children’s performance, making them
more self-conscious when speaking, and unsure erhgblves as they were speaking,
drawing or writing. This is an issue hard to resdirom the position of the workshop guide
or assistant, who, even if leading the activitemnot interfere in the relationship between
parents and children. In this case, judging fromldsa reaction, she became uneasy after

hearing her father’s request.

In order to provide imaginary possibilities, | gawach participant a handout with
some question¥. When she wrote about her imaginary experience)aKdike other

participants, chose to answer the questions oreby
What do you see? Houses, donkey and men.
What do you hear? So many people | don’'t know wihaty.
What do you smell? A lot of food and “antojitos.”
What things can you touch? Trees and houses.

Karla wrote down all the questions of the handoubhér piece of paper, but left some of
them unanswered. When she talked about her imagtoar inside the painting with the
group, she added more details: she had heard liseobthe church and the man yelling the
names of the things he sold. She also added tkeatath smelled the food the man carried,
and the smell of some shops, “if there were amdgr’t know, it occurred to me that there
could be,” she pointed out quite conscientiouslpasked her what she had been able to

touch: “Well... the walls of the houses... Trees... Ahd Donkey.”

Once Karla had summarized her imaginative exertiiseugh her drawing and
writing, | asked her, like | had done with the rebthe participants, what the painting said
to her. She uttered a prolonged “Hmm...” | then ssggd “Or maybe it doesn’'t say

%1 See Appendix E. Inside the painting handout.
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anything, maybe it is just a painting about a mdm wells fruit?” She agreed, and added
she wasn’t sure about what the man sold.

During this conversation, Gabriel had continuousigd to suggest the use of the
word “merchandise,” particularly when Karla triem find a word to say that the man sold
something, but that she couldn’'t know whether itsweuit, food, or something else.
Gabriel’s linguistic precision, compared to Karl@suggle to make herself understood,
serves to explain another limitation of the progréime benefit of participants being able to
use verbal and written language in order to engagthe activities successfully. Karla
might have felt frustrated at being unable to eixplaerself, and this might have had a
contradictory effect: instead of helping her feebren comfortable about talking about
paintings based on her own imagination, sensibditg intelligence, she might have felt

intimidated or unable to do so.

During this second set of imaginary activities, lldgraid attention to other elements
in the The Little Muleshe hadn’t mentioned in the last exercise. Unfately, her
approach to these exercises did not allow for geptoof interpretation in hermeneutic
terms. In fact, her agreement with the idea that ghinting didn’t really communicate
anything, but was just a picture of the man, helpsee another limitation of the program:
not all visitors will necessarily engage in an iptetive process, nor all choices of

paintings will lead to one.

Nonetheless, during the remainder of the convensathe rest of the group was
able to identify certain themes within the paintinagd to compare its contents with those of
other paintings chosen by participants. They bdganomparingThe Little Mulewith El
Vasilon Pulqueriapased on someone’s observation that the word lbrdswas included
in both paintings. Raul commented that many of plaéntings chosen by the group
represented very traditional places, such as clesrohcertain kinds of architecture, as well
as the peaceful life of the outskirts of the city‘provincia.” Armando and Luis reflected
on how the formal aspects of the painting couldaggociated to its content by calling our
attention to the fact that the buildings in thenpiaig looked old, broken or somehow

abandoned, and venturing the style used in theipgimade the scene look picturesque or
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pretty, somehow hiding how the place was detemokaRaul argued that perhaps the
intention of the artist had been to represent aéiqudar value in relation to the roots or
identity of younger generations. One of the intexyes some of the artists included in the
exhibition was to try to find what was essentiathie identity of Mexico by turning to the
representation of popular scenes and traditiondiftdérent parts of the country. In this
sense, it is noteworthy how other participants waske to develop these themes around

The Little Mule in comparison to how Karla’s process developdti trie same painting.

Samuel, Karla’'s brother, had a harder time tharcheosing a painting. Overall, he
seemed rather distracted when we had a talk bgforg into the gallery for the first time,
when | asked the group about their previous expeeén museums. Samuel moved around
a lot, and constantly whispered things to his ftenWhile the children were walking
around the gallery to choose an artwork that catigtit attention, he walked next to his
friend Luis, and looked at some paintings Luis wadsrested in, but he hadn’'t shown an
interest of his own in any. Samuel followed Kartedane from a distance while we were
trying to find a painting for her. When she begar lmaginary conversation withihe
Ballad of Frida Kahlg | turned to him and asked, “What about you Safuglthere a
painting that catches your attention?” He shook ead from one side to the other,
meaning no. | told him, “Let's see. Let's walk tdiger from the entrance.” We began
walking together. Samuel wasn’t looking at the pags, instead, he looked straight in
front of him. So | started pointing at paintingsit lsamuel didn’t seem interested in any.
After a while, | suggested he worked wilthe Football Players, (La&utbolistas) by
Angel Zarraga, which he had stopped and lookede&tré with Luis and Héctor. The
painting shows a group of three women in socceioums standing next to a bench and in
the distance, three women playing in the field barseen. “Do you like this one?” | asked

him, but he was indifferent.

Finally, Samuel worked witiThe City of Mexicoby architect and painter Juan
O’Gorman. After the session was over, my assistddtme that she and Karla had tried to
help Samuel choose a painting. Karla had commethtad Samuel liked maps, so they

chose this painting which shows a map of Mexicy.CNly assistant assisted Samuel to try
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to develop his imaginary conversation, suggestinigva questions and inviting him to

observe and identify what was represented in tirgipg.

Figure 12. Samuel and The City of Mexico.

Samuel’s comic strip is intriguing (Figure 13).ift,fact, is not properly a comic strip, since
there are no dialogues written in it. During a cengation with his mother, she explained
that it was difficult for Samuel to write, and theg had been having problems learning how
to do it. Yet, his drawings show a good visual ustinding of O’Gorman’s painting,
which shows two images of Mexico City: in the foregnd, a map of the city held by a
man, of whom we only see his hands holding it; behi, there’s a view of the city seen
from the top of a monument, the Monumento de ladR@idn (The Monument of the
Revolution). An image ofMexico City can be found in the following webpage:
http://www.virtualmuseum.ca/Exhibitions/Landscapegup.php3?language=1&image=im

g21lmcm
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In the first box of Samuel’s comic strip, he shawvserson holding something like a
piece of paper with drawings in it. When he expddirhis drawing to the group, he
confirmed he was the man holding the map in O’Gersigainting: in his drawing,
Samuel translated the absence of this man infrésence, showing him standing, looking
at us, and holding the map in his hand. He alsoemsbered several elements of the
composition, and he was able to place them as d@pegar in O’'Gorman’s painting: the
Mexican flag held by two angels on the upper rightner, which Samuel shows as two
people, and, beside them, to the left, an eagleaasrtbke, the symbols of the flag. Below
them, on the left corner, he drew a man, the coostm worker who stands in the same

place of the composition in O’Gorman’s painting.

Figure 13. Samuel’'s comic strip.

In the two other boxes, he recalled other elemehthe painting, like the buildings and
two characters: one of them is the constructiorkeowho holds a diagram in his hand. In
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the fourth box, he drew a view of the city, incluglibuildings, trees and cars, which were
also part of the composition iffthe City of Mexico.lt was exciting to see how he
reproduced the view of the city from the heighttbé monument, as it is shown in

O’Gorman’s painting.

When it was Samuel’s turn to explain his comigpsta the group, he was very shy:
hesitant to speak and to show his comic strip. dfagnsider that Luis, Gabriel and their
mother Ana all admitted that they had felt nervabeut speaking in front of the group, it is
probable Samuel felt the same way too. At the beg@of the conversation, he stood with
one hand near his mouth, and he rocked himself foom side to the other, holding his
drawing in his hand. He sometimes spoke in a higtirgone and quickly, so it was hard
for me to understand what he was saying. | hadltohém several times to repeat what he

said in order for others to be able to hear him.

| asked him “What is the name of your painting, 8ad” He whispered, pointing
at the title of the painting in the wall “The City,"..he stopped for a while, and then
resumed “of Mexico.” His voice was so low | hadl@éan down in order to hear him, and |
had to repeat what he said so the others would khtven asked him if he could show us
his painting, but he shook his head and rocked dilimk gently insisted and suggested |
could hold his comic strip for him. | began deskrgoit and confirming what Samuel had
drawn in it, asking him questions in order to guiden through his description. Through
short answers, he identified certain elements ef ghinting he had reproduced in his
comic, such as those represented as part of tharit its surroundings, and also identified
the construction man. Throughout the conversatiner children called attention to the
building plan the construction man carried in hégdh, which Samuel also recreated in his
drawing. The group identified important aspectshef landscape representedrime City of
Mexicqg such as the two volcanoes seen from the citgtéatin the south: the Iztacihuatl
volcano, which in the language of the Aztecs medbkeeping Woman”, and the
Popocatépetl volcano, which in the same languagesmtmoking Mountain”.
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Through these activities, Samuel and the grouptifiesh what was characterized in
the painting, but a project of meaning didn’t begnbe developed there. This would be

developed during the following conversation by giheup as a whole.

The exercise “Inside my painting” was also importenSamuel’s case. Since his
mother had already talked about his difficulty intiwug, | decided to record his account of
what he had imagined instead of asking him to wafieut it. But Samuel was reluctant to
tell about what he had imagined. Therefore, | dettitb walk him through the exercise,

using the questions in the handout as a guide.

We sat in front of the painting and | asked Sanquedstions about his imaginary
tour. He imagined he would be dressed as a comistnuworker and would look at the city
from the top of the building. He imagined he wolikten to the sound of construction
machines, but that, because of the height, he woolde able to hear the sounds of the
city, except maybe for someone selling food. Hegimad the man holding the map was
trying to find directions to go to certain placesthe city, such as the park. He said that if
he were in the painting, he would eat or sleep texhe wall that was being built. During
this conversation, Samuel was able to focus onqodat features of the painting. Some of
his answers seemed to be tied to the painting itseh his perspective, others, it appears
as though he came up with answers because heofakh®w obliged to respond to my
questions. Other answers could be more associatihgs he would've liked to be doing

independently of what was represented in the pajnsuch as eating or sleeping.

Throughout the conversation, Samuel remained gittinfront of the painting; at
times, he would move around. At one point, towatlis end of the conversation, he
actually lay down on the floor, and | had to asikn o sit to look closer at the painting.
From this it can be inferred that he had begurose lattention or interest, or that he might
have been tired, or needed to be engaged in mowestkietic activities. In this sense,
Samuel’s case helps identify another limitatiortte# program: it is focused on a limited
number of abilities, mainly visual and verbal, asliwvas imaginative and musical, but
leaves out others that might help other visitorgagye in the interpretation. In this sense,

other activities could be designed in order to rpooate a broader range of abilities into
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the program. Samuel’'s case makes us consider eathigant’s experienced time in the
program: it could be that, since a great amourineé is dedicated to a single work of art,

Samuel grew restless or disinterested in it.

When going over his previous imaginary exercisesroer to set the groundwork
for the question: “What do you think this paintisggeaks about?,” Samuel continued to be
shy and reluctant to speak. As | had done befodkrectly guided the account of his
experience, partly through my understanding adini] partly by confirming with Samuel if
what | explained about his painting was correctthis session, Samuel’s confidence to
speak grew, and, eventually, he even began torupteme or others, or to take advantage
of moments of silence, in order to add things ab@UGorman’s painting, such as
explaining how the eagle and the snake painted hen upper part of the painting

represented the symbol of the flag, even when ediatitside of it.

As in Karla’s case, to develop a project of meamirag a difficult task for Samuel,
though he was able to develop careful observatmhaadetailed description @he City of
Mexico, and he eventually began to gain confidence to qpéie in the conversation,

pointing out aspects of the painting relevant sghoup discussion.

Again, as in the case of his sister, other pawicip were able to develop themes
around modernity and tradition, thinking about fineject of modernization of Mexico City
based on O’'Gorman’s painting, and reflecting on thkations between this and other
paintings in the exhibition. Gabriel pointed ouattithe map could indicate how the city
would be constructed, as a design for how it wdadk like in the end. Both Gabriel and
Luis talked about the idea of building a city thdatn’t have old or damaged buildings, but,
instead, looked new and pretty. Samuel pointedheun¢ there were three buildings under

construction in the painting, emphasizing this idea

Participants compared O’Gorman’s painting to thesentations of small towns in
The Little Muleand inEl Vasilon Pulqueriaafter | pointed out how differently buildings
were represented ifhe City of Mexiceompared witirhe Little Mule Gabriel pointed out

how Mexico Cityspoke of an idea closer to the present than whathamvas represented in
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The Little Mule and Ana commented this difference could speakitabow the city had
changed over time. The interpretation of the pagqtby the group was related to
O’Gorman’s profession: he was both a painter andrahitect, and he participated in some
of the many projects of the city during the postetationary period which aimed to

modernize it.

Throughout this subchapter, | have pointed out re¢\initations of the program
which might have caused Samuel and Karla frusmabioboredom while engaging in the
program. Again, this can only be inferred, sineeak not able to ask them about how they
actually experienced it. The comparison betweernakand Samuel's case, in relation to
Gabriel and Luis’s, shows children who have moreettgped verbal, writing or drawing
abilities are able to engage in the activitiesh® program more successfully than others
who do not. In this sense, it should be considareeéther the program would need to help
participants develop some of these abilities beérrgaging in the imaginative-interpretive
activity.

| would like to note there were positive outcomé®w the experience of these
siblings as well: they were able to observe thetpais they worked with in more detail
than perhaps they would’'ve done otherwise. Sanpsetjcularly, was able to eventually
gain more confidence when speaking about his owaginary and creative exercises.
Compared to the extreme lack of interest Samuelvetioduring the first session of the
program, in the last conversation about his pajntia showed a much more active and at
times genuinely eager participation in it. Both kKaand Samuel were able to gain
confidence when moving around the galleries ofiuseum.

Overall, I conclude that, in Karla’s and Samuebse, the program wasn't able to
help them develop a project of meaning about thecak and, therefore, it would be
difficult to presume hermeneutic interpretationumderstanding in their experience. This
could also be due to the difficulty to fulfill a keondition for hermeneutic understanding
according to Gadamer: the interpreter's responsthéoartwork’s radiation of meaning,
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manifested in the fact that the artwork attraces alttention of the vieweéf. It would be

interesting to ponder whether the results couldehasen different for Karla and Samuel
had they engaged with a painting that actually batigeir attention. On the other hand, it
could also be true that not every viewer, nor exatwork, calls for a hermeneutic-based

mode of understanding.

6.5 Knowledge gained from data analysis

In this section | reconsider my analysis in orderdflect on the knowledge | gained from

this study.

| believe this analysis shows the use of Gadaméesmeneutics allowed
participants to develop a careful and reflectivesesiation of paintings. In most cases,
children were able to remember the general straaitithe painting, as well as details from
it, for a considerable amount of time after havegen it. Children were also able to
reproduce the overall composition and details efghinting in their comic strips. This is
partly due to the extensive period of time whiclntipgpants dedicated to the interpretation
of one single work of art - around three and a halirs. This kind of attention to a work of
art is related to Gadamer's (1986a) understandihdhe experience of time during

interpretation, which he considers must necesshelgmple.

The description and analysis of the interpretivecpsses of Luis, Gabriel, Ana and
Raul show the way in which the use of Gadamer'sneeeutics — particularly of his
conception of art — led these participants to artovan interpretation and understanding of
the work of art. What is referred to as interptietain their case is related to two ways of
understanding. There was self-understanding wheticipants were able to reflect on
aspects of the world, of human beings, or of hystefated to their lives or their context,
through their engagement with the work of art. Tilesa is related to self-understanding as
one of the outcomes of Gadamer’'s model of hermenautierpretation, as he specifies
(1986b).

%2 Cf. Chapter 3, Hermeneutic Interpretation.
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Furthermore, interpretation relates to how, in edffierent case, participants
identified and elaborated definite themes in relatio the paintings: power issues, social
justice, social equality and ethical behaviourthe case of Luis, Gabriel arfithe Devil in
the Church coexistence, festivity, spirituality, and changeshe landscape and lifestyle of
Mexico City through the passage of time, in theeca$ Ana, Raul andEl Vasilon
Pulquerig modernity, tradition and, again, changes in dredscape of Mexico City over
time in the case offhe City of MexicoThe Little Muleand the group. This idea of
interpretation is based on Gadamer’'s (1986a) definiof his understanding of the
concepts of “representation” and “recognition”: whepeaking about a portrait of Charles
V, he explains that recognizing does not consistdehtifying him as Charles V, but,
rather, recognition depends upon “constructing” planting, so it “comes together as a
picture resonant with meaning.” Gadamer gives éxismple of meaning in the following
terms, referring to this painting: “It portrays @sd ruler upon whose empire the sun never
sets” (pp. 27-28).

In the same work, Gadamer (1986b) speaks of whainderstands as “reading” a

work of art and “understanding” it:

“What is reading? We know we are able to read sbhimgtwhen we cease to
notice the letters as such and allow the sensehat v8 said to emerge. In every
case, it is only the constitution of coherent megrthat lets us claim that we have

understood what is said. (p. 48)

| believe the interpretations developed by thesé@qgyaants achieved the development of a
“coherent meaning,” in the sense that the themeswared by them were based on what
the paintings represented and on what they intetmledmmunicate, rather than on merely

subjective or arbitrary appreciations.

On the other hand, the cases of Karla and Samuel she use of Gadamer’s
hermeneutics in the design of interpretive stra®gl've proposed not always led
participants to interpretive processes. This migat due to the fact that hermeneutic

interpretation in Gadamer’'s model calls for a galedelopment of the ability to express
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oneself in verbal and written language, which is ality that not all participants
possessed. The use of this language ability, dsasehe ability to draw and paint, proved
to be essential for participants to engage in tvies of the program. According to the
analysis, Karla’'s and Samuel’'s engagement witlwibik of art was limited by their lack of

these fully developed abilities.

Through the use of Gadamer’'s hermeneutics, somgcipants developed an
understanding of art as that which has a messadege tanderstood, and is related to
everyday life. These ideas are related to Gadamerderstanding of art as play and

symbol, as well as to his conception of self-un@erding.

Another condition that might have limited KarlalsdaRaul's interpretive process is
related to Gadamer’s (1975) idea that one of tmalitions for hermeneutic interpretation is
that the entity that we are about to interpretscalir attention. Gabilondo (1996) explains
this idea in relation to Gadamer’s concept of trediation of meaning” of the work of art.
He explains a work of art “radiates” its meaningpieth we perceive, consciously or
subconsciously, and are drawn to it because itsde#@h a similar issue that the viewer is,
either consciously or subconsciously, dealing withis sets a common ground between
participant and artwork and establishes the pdagibof understanding based on a
comparable previous experience. In this sensefatttethat the artwork chosen by Karla
and Radul didn’t arrest their attention from the ihaghg of the interpretive process might

account for this absence of a project of interpi@ta

Throughout the case studies | have presented abbeee identified other aspects
of Gadamer’'s hermeneutics in relation to the imtipe processes of the participants.
Summarizing them, they relate to the manner in twhgpects of each participants’ horizon
of understanding gave meaning to the work of artyall as to how their understanding of
the work of art is the result of what each painttogl them that is, what it told each
participant based on their own horizon of undetasn and about their own context.
Again, these are aspects of hermeneutic interjpoatgtat Gadamer (Gadamer, 1975, 1992;
Lizarazo 2004) himself points out. Group interptieta as a realization of part of

Gadamer’s conception of the “festive” characteradf was one of the outcomes of the
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analysis. In the case of Ana, Raul dldvasilon Pulqueriathere was an reflection on the
relationship between past and present, which cbeldissociated to Gadamer’'s (1986a)
notion of the simultaneity of past and presenhmwork of art; this idea could be extended
to the group’s consideration of modernity and tiadithrough their interpretations dhe
City of MexicoandThe Little Mule.

The analysis of these cases shows, as | haverdtadt above, interpretation and
understanding throughout the program were centeoed self-understanding and
understanding as that which the artwork informsadiqular interpreter. Contemplation of
the prejudices which might lead to misunderstargliog the artwork, as well as of
confrontation of the participant’s prejudices, wad given as much importance throughout

the program as the aspects I've mentioned above.

| would ruminate here about a possible pedagogygcested to the application of
Gadamer’s hermeneutic philosophy. Gadamer’s heruatieseallows to center learning on
things or objects that caught the attention of [dener. In this sense, what is learned
becomes the choice of the learner, and is closgffed to an aspect of himself or herself

and/or of his or her context that is relevant @ lor her.

Gadamer’s hermeneutics spells out the amount ¢ tledicated to one particular
object of learning: as this philosopher places emsEhon dedicating as much time as
necessary to one work of art to achieve understgndhe amount of time regularly
dedicated to one same object during learning wadégtically vary; in this sense, depth

would become more important than the scope of wbialid be approached.

A pedagogy based on Gadamer’s philosophy would wgilse the learner as an
interpreter, who would actively and consideratedels understanding of that which he
approaches to be involved in self-understandingthia kind of pedagogy, knowledge
would be understood as constantly changing, coctsiiu upon the horizons of
understanding of the entities in play during thé afclearning, teaching or producing
knowledge. In this sense, to teach with a pedagogied in these positions of Gadamer’s

philosophy would mean to pass on a reflection aivWedge as something that does not
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have a universal validity but, rather, is someththgt is transitory and based on the
historical horizons of each different context. Adagogy founded upon Gadamer’s
hermeneutics would allow for the recognition andlestion of those aspects of the
learner’s horizon of understanding that lead thenmarrive to certain awareness of the

world.

Gadamer’s hermeneutics shows us aspects of leameiated to the attitude a
learner or interpreter has towards knowledge. ABilGado (1996) points out, this attitude
has to do, mainly, with humility — that is, the ogaition that an object or other person can
inform me of that which | am not aware of yet, d¢ratt | ignore (intentionally or
unintentionally). This attitude of humility is alselated to developing the ability of

listening and of engaging in dialogue with an other
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CHAPTER 7 OTHER FINDINGS

In this chapter | will attend to the other outconwsthe study, related to the use of
Gadamer’s hermeneutics in the program and to tiperesnce of participants throughout
the program, particularly in sections “What did tgapants think they obtained from the
program” and in “The possibility for future engagams with art,” as well as to other
aspects | would like to include about this studighsas the use of reimbursements as a way
to extend the experience of the program. In additio this section, | briefly describe other
findings not directly related to participants’ expace in relation to Gadamer’s
hermeneutics, such as the role of the workshopegudrticipants’ appropriation of space,

and gender issues.

7.1 What did participants think they obtained from the program?

A few weeks after the program was completed, | @agiaticipants to go to the museum to
have a conversation about it. | asked both of #meilies whose cases I've studied here to
attend, but only one of them was able to do soS#wechez family: Gabriel and Luis, and
their parents Ana and Raul. This section consiftsomments from this interview, and

from a previous one, held during the last sessfaheoprogram with the same participants.

During this conversation Ana and Raul emphasized tweir experience in the
museum during the program had been very differnanh fother visits to other museums.
They both explained they had gone to museums béfecause it was an activity required
by school teachers, but they hadn’'t found them \gatysfactory since they didn’t know
exactly what they were supposed to do in the museomhow to approach the exhibitions.

Referring to the program, she said:

It is remarkable because you made us think and rpaye
attention [to the paintings]. Because, for examplieen they send them

[to museums] from school, well, you do go and ithisir homework and
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you copy [the information] and look around, butytleally don't tell you
what you need to do so that maybe you become mteested, to make
it more interesting or learn more. So, it wouldifp@ortant that... maybe

all schools did something similar.

Raul added he had noticed a difference betweerggoimuseums “out of pleasure and not
because it is an obligation.” Gabriel and Ana itegslst was crucial for similar programs to
work as part of school activities, in order to eesthat students and their parents visited
museums together. Ana was adamant about the inmgertaf schools becoming involved
in sending students and parents to museums in giayar to the program, stating that

“Only then we realize what we’re missing.”

Ana commented on how her perception of painting bhdnged through her
experience in the program: “Well, we now understtdram... | mean, by having come to
this activity. Before, well, one only looked at aiqting and said ‘ah, well, they're kind of
pretty,” but you never look at them in-depth, yand... you don’t try to see that there is
more to a painting, right? Try to interpret themd this, Gabriel added: “To see what the
painting expresses.” Both Ana and Gabriel seemenhdierstand paintings in a comparable
way after the program. Ana put it in the followitgyms: “The painting wants to express
something.”

Raul talked about what he thought they all hadnledr “We are somehow learning,
each of us in our own way, each of us accordingutounderstanding, the artworks that are
being exhibited.” He also pointed out “the diffecenbetween seeing a painting without
much interest, and seeing it more in detail. To enialyours. Like the children were doing,
right? If | see the painting and imagine that | #drere, how would | interpret it. | make it

mine.”

Raul added that he thought the workshop allowedchikiren to see “that it is
necessary to visit these kind of places,” becabsg tbegin to have a broader view of
things.” Raul pointed out, in relation to a visit the National Museum of Anthropology
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with his kids, that it would allow them “to havarare concrete idea of history.” He added
that it was a way for children to see images tloattccome from advertising or television.

Raul said that he had particularly liked the waywihich children interacted with
other people, sharing their opinions. Both Gabaiet Luis said that they had enjoyed
discussing paintings with others. Luis stated thlad been “as if we were going to vote...
but giving our opinions about paintings.” Gabriddad “And about what we were doing.”
Ana said that she had found it “very interestingcduse it got the attention of a lot of
people,” referring to how some people would comaset to the group while we were
discussing a painting, and remained listening farhdle. She said that it was amazing to
look at paintings in more detail, to see a diffeeretween looking at paintings on a

superficial level and looking at them in detail.id.then contributed:
- And there are people who don’t know how to apptecasat.

- Well, yes... Sometimes they just ask us to come fsohool, but we come
only because we feel obliged, said Ana.

- Not because we want to..., added Gabiriel.

When | asked them how to appreciate art, there avpsolonged silence. After a while,

Gabiriel ventured:
- By practicing it.
- No, by looking at it, right? By looking at it, whats..., argued Ana.

- By looking at it. By looking at it and... And... And s®thing that we
like... that is art for that person, Luis explained.

Ana, Raul and Gabriel said that the activitieshaf workshop made them feel more relaxed
and at ease. “When we left, after the program, eedgood, relaxed, happy... Different,

with a clear mind.”

149



Ana explained going through the same activitiebexschildren - particularly those
when they had to speak in front of the group, whieky found difficult because of nerves
and insecurity-, she was able to understand theterbend to be more considerate of the

challenges they faced:

If one as an adult feels nervous, then, we needntterstand
children, because we might as well say ‘Why dowt yspeak loud’ or
say other things they should or shouldn’t do... Ihed the same when
you are actually doing them, than just to be tgllihem what to do, so,

we need to understand them a bit more, to be madren with them.

Thus, this benefit Ana saw in the program extendgobhd its objectives, indirectly
promoting a different attitude from parents towartkeir children, based on the

understanding of what they go through in certaimagions.

7.2 The possibility for future engagements with art

During one of the interviews, Ana told me that blad arrived earlier to one of the sessions
because she wanted to take Gabriel and Luis tdahgeartwork in the gallery next to the
exhibit we were working with, a retrospective oraAlGlass’ work. She said she had had a
chance to see it during the first session at theemon, and wanted her children to see it too.
She was very surprised at how the artist had ubgects like buttons, or bee’s wax, or
other every-day objects in the compositions. Lu@swenthusiastic about this uses of

objects, and said he would like to do somethingljks it.

At the end of the last session of the program, poated out that she hadn’t had
time to add some things to her painting: “Maybéd&t more paint and color them later,”

she said. “Yes!” exclaimed Luis right away, excitdzbut the idea of painting at home.

Raul said that listening to what his children séiding the activities of the program
gave him the opportunity “be enriched from whatytsay.” He said that this also gave him
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an opportunity to see how he could nurture the@stein art his children had shown during

the program.

Gabriel suggested museums could be made knownilarerh through television,
since “all children watch a lot of television.” Heiggested the paintings and other objects

exhibited in museums could be advertised, so adnldould become more aware of them.

During this interview, | asked the family if theyggb back to the museum. Gabriel
answered he would, provided that he had enoughttinge. This seemed to be an issue for
the family: in several occasions, they had expkgserest in going to museums, but that
it was difficult for them to find the time to do.sBGabriel pointed out that it would require a
lot of time to go back to the museum to do what/thad done during the program. Raul

added, referring to his children:

| was just telling Luis that... It is nice, it is mdo see how you
arrive to a museum and even when you don’t go wiibt of enthusiasm,
that yes, it is nice to see the chidren and lidgterhow they express
themselves, how surprised they are about the issuesan, about what
they can find... in a museum and that, it is worthtiis worth it to come.
One learns as well, but more than anything theysame way... Well,

learn, and appreciate more what a museum is.

Gabriel added “The thing is that when you go butehaever been to a museum
you think, that... that they are a simple paintingt.b when you see it is, it is

more than a simple painting.” Luis said he woukeklito return and to see a
squirrel in the garden and to paint it there. Aa@ she’d come back to look at
the exhibitions at a slower pace, and “to try te sach... thing, | mean, find an
interpretation, not just pass by them. This isaso@ | would like to come back,”

and she added: “And if | had more time, | woulcelito go to other museums.

Because if here we find interesting things, waellpthers there will be more.”

Moreover, | had asked participants the same questiothe written

surveys | asked them to fill before the start af thst interview. In his, Raul
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stated that he would go back to a museum becausiéut€ is important for the

development of society”; Ana answered that she @gal back because “There
are many things to learn, one learns to interptetvis expressed in art, and to
enjoy everything that is exhibited, it is a waykimow more since there is so
much variety.” Gabriel and Luis also respondedh® $ame question. Gabriel
wrote he would like to go back to an art museum SEe new things, to learn

how things were before”; Luis recorded he wouldtdd o learn more things.”

After the last interview at the museum, | gave eawbmber of the
Sanchez family a diploma, as well as a set of tbosks for all of them, in order
to show them my appreciation for participating e study. After this, we said
good-bye and they left. My assistant and | watctiedin walk away and stayed
in the Education Services area for a while longesyranging tables and chairs,
making sure everything was clean and packing thieagay. After about 15
minutes, we headed for the museum’s exit. As wekedhby the entrance of a
gallery, Ana called us. They were walking out ofother exhibition, a
retrospective on the work of French-Mexican sursegdainter Alice Rahon. |
was very glad to see they had taken the time istthe museum, even when
they had a family reunion and were in a rush tededt seemed they had also
seen another exhibit on Mexican abstract paintisg im the museum, since Ana
asked me “Ursula, we have a question, are thoseipgs with lines and things
like that also art?” | explained to them that itsy#hat it was called abstract art. |
talked to them a little bit about Kandinsky’s boBkint and Line to Planeand
how he explained how certain kinds of lines, cqloshapes and their
arrangement in a canvas could communicate certaiotiens or ideas. They
looked at me with certain disbelief. | then tolderth that they could find
information about abstract art in one of the bodksad given to them as
reimbursementArte para comprender el mundart to Understand the Wor)d
by Veronique Antoine-Andersé&hand pointed at some chapters and pages in the

book. The children took it, sat in some nearbyrstand began looking at the

% The English version of the title is mine. The ara title in French id.’Art pour comprendre le monde.
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book. Ana and Radul talked with me for a while longehey asked me what |
thought about the way of life of an artist, theynted to know if it was really as
hard as they had heard it was. They explainedtiiegtposed this question to me
because they noticed one of their children hactdle painting, he showed a
lot of interest in art and they were consideringtthe might, at some point, be

interested in pursuing a career in the arts.

7.3 Reimbursement as a way to extend the experiencetbk education program

In order to thank them for their time and effortielp me carry out the research, | gave the
Hernandez and the Montes families two art bookscfoldren: El juego de las miradas
(The game of gazé$) by Gabriela Olmos, andrte para comprender al mundo (Art to
Understand the Worlgf? by Veronique Antoine-Andersen. | chose these tvomkb
because they related to the activities of the @mogand to the understanding of art it

promotes.

In El juego de las miradagDImos introduces works of art from the perspecty a
little child. The book begins: “When they talkedoab art in school | thought that
Egyptians walk sideways, and that they had verymyusodies.” This first line is illustrated
with a fragment of a mural in the tomb of Tutmogis which represents “the creation of
the solar disc.” About the@/inged Victory de Samothradée narrator says “[I thought] that
Greek women didn’t have arms, nor heads,” and aBotitelli's The Birth of Venu&that
pretty women were born from oysters.” The book @nés in a similar fashion works from
the Mexican Barroque period, Impressionism, art&tasso and Dali, among others. The
book ends in the following way: “Then | found otiat the world has really changed, but
what has changed the most is the way we look dt found] That art exists because
everyone’s gaze is different. And that all gazesiaportant. Also mine.” | chose this book

because it emphasizes gazes as points of viewsatiteg are various reaffirming the idea

% Translationis mine. Gabriela Olmos’ book is illustrated by VaterGallo and was published by
CONACULTA (the National Council for the Culture amts), its program “Alas y Raices a los nifios”
(“Wings and Roots for Children”), and the editoti@muse Artes de México (Arts of Mexico).
% The original title in French is’Art pour comprendre le monde.
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that each of the participants’ perspectives araalde. It underscores what a child can see
in a work of art from his or her own perspectivifeds from the way an adult would look at
it. In this way, the book gives a chance to thillow art as viewed by children, and to
realize that personal perceptions, understandingd @ngagements with art change

throughout a person’s lifetime.

In the Introduction toArt to Understand the WorJdAntoine-Andersen (2005)
explains that through her book she tries to provagportunities to answer the question
“What is art for’? Part of her reply is to demoastr that art was not always found in
museums: “What were those images, paintings angtsices for before they were exposed
in museums? What intention did their creators haye?3). Antoine-Andersen explores
five different possibilities: “Art to act in the wid,” “Art to conquer beauty,” “Art to
represent the world,” “Art to give testimony, teaahd reflect,” and “Art to express
emotions.” In each section, she presents spe@besfrom the History of Art in Occident
and in the Ancient World. The texts in each sechoa simple to understand and are not
lengthy, and Antoine-Andersen provides several gtasn Thus, it works as a good way to
introduce participants to contextual and art hisedrknowledge about art, at the same time
facilitating thought on the different purposes dndctions art has fulfilled over the course
of history of different parts of the world. | thduigthis book could be appealing and useful

both for children and for parents.

7.4 Other issues about the program and participants’ gperience

In this section | point out certain issues about pinogram and participants’ experiences.
Some of these are directly related to the resegueltion, others less so. | briefly describe

them here, and suggest they could be further relsedras independent studies.
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7.4.1 The role of the workshop guide

| intended my guidance of the workshop to be astrnsive as possible: | tried to limit
myself to explaining the activities of the programthe hope that they alone would be able
to provide the basis for imaginative, creative artdrpretive activity. In this sense, one of
my roles was to give participants instructions atehr up any doubts or questions. | also
acted as a mediator during group conversationsouldvmoderate participation, or point
out portions of someone’s comments about the pajnstressing an issue or establishing

relationships with other paintings.

| tried to be particularly careful not to influenparticipants’ interpretations, since
one the objectives of the research was to findhmwt non-specialized participants with
little or no knowledge about an artwork would engayg its interpretation. Therefore, |
refrained from sharing information about the artky@nd only brought that information in

when participants’ interpretation or group discassiled in that direction.

| often repeated or paraphrased what participaaits $or several purposes: 1) to
make sure everyone had heard what each particgpahtand so keep the group engaged in
the conversation; 2) to clear up the meaning ochrigpant’'s comment; 3) to try to avoid
making remarks that would put me in the positionjuafging whether observations or
comments were right or wrong. While listening te tlecordings, though, | found that |
often used the words “Okay” or “Good,” and thushably didn’t fully accomplish this last
objective, since these might have been understeapproval; at other times, | realized |
did sometimes use these phrases to show my agreemitbn someone’s comment or

creative work.

| strived to foster confidence in the members @& group to engage in creative
activity and in conversations. | sought to achi¢vis by letting them present their own
understanding and experience of the activitiesh# droup, allowing themselves be the
ones to guide group conversations as much as pesaitd by accentuating that hands-on
activities were not focused on technical perfectonwere a means to record imaginative

exercises and to practice memory and observatigraiotings. Yet, some participants did
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feel unsure about their performance at certain nrmwsnef the program. At times this
nervousness arouse from the activity itself, suck@eaking in front of a group of people,
which made many of them tense and worried aboungayhat they wanted to in the
correct way. My assistant informed me that somégipants felt confused about what they
were supposed to do during the activities anddisitouraged. My assistant suggested that |
motivate these participants, emphasizing their mgdishments, in order to make them feel
confident about their process. It might be impadrtarreview how instructions were given,

in order to find a way to make them clearer tgoaliticipants.

Overall, I envisioned the role of the workshop guas someone who would point
out directions to participants, but would let thearry out those instructions at their own
pace, permitting them to arrive at their own firghnFrom the data gathered, it seemed that
this approach worked well for some participantd, fou others it presented difficulties. So
as to contemplate further on the role of the wooksbuide in this program, it would be
necessary to learn more about how participantsrequeed this guidance to identify both

strengths and weaknesses, as well as to developoss for them.

7.4.2 Appropriation of space

Throughout the workshop, the differences amongigyaints’ movement through the
gallery and in the museum were observed. Partiguldne children, during the first
sessions, tended to walk in pairs or in groups)enby the end they walked on their own
and more at ease. This could be due to them begomare familiar with different spaces
in the museum: the gallery, the lobby, the garded #he education services area. This
confidence was also manifested through more eamggbehaviour on behalf of the
children, as well as from parents. At the beginnofighe program, some of them looked
awkward and self-conscious: they crossed their annmfront of them and children sat close
to their parents. By the end of the program, thewd in front of the paintings in more
relaxed positions; children sat on the floor cortdbly, and at times stood up to point at a

certain element in the painting of their own irtittes. Children and parents began to speak
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more loudly, more fluently and with more confidenc&he fact that some of them went
into other galleries after or before the sessidnth® program, accounts for them feeling
comfortable in the space of the museum, showing thesire to be in it. These changes
were observed in several participants, though whemrviewed, some of them stated that

they hadn'’t felt any change in this respect thraughhe workshop.

| found children behaved quite differently in diéat parts of the museum. In the
gardens they would run or walk quickly or with dared pace, they would speak loudly
and express their ideas and feelings more frealy tlaey also spoke to others. However, in
the gallery, behaviour was more controlled, bodywemoent was more restricted, as was the
volume of the voice and the possibility of speakomenly to others. This is positively
related to the behaviour proper to museum gallerresvhich walking slowly, speaking
softly and being careful of one’s own movementsrider not to put the artwork in danger

is standard.

In the last interview, | asked the Sanchez faniithey felt more comfortable in one
part of the museum than in another. They remarlaaling comfortable both in the
galleries and in the garden. The children commetitatithere had been moments in which
they had felt awkward, particularly when galleryagis had asked them to stay away from
the paintings, or to speak in a quiet voice. Thiédodn said this had made them feel bad.
Because of this, their behaviour in the gallery \abgays regulated so its appropriation

happened within the limits of these rules.

It would be interesting to dedicate an entire sttmlyparticipants’ experience of
being in the different spaces of the museum dutfwegprogram, focusing on whether the

space of the museum becomes more familiar through@nd if so, how.

7.4.3 Differences on gender approaches to the programagctivities

Throughout the program | noticed undeniable difiees between how fathers and mothers
engaged in the program’s activities, particulariygroup conversations. There was a sharp
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contrast between the frequency and manner of gaation of fathers and mothers: the
former expressed their thoughts and opinions qaften throughout the conversation,
while the latter did it less frequently or neveatlirers tended to articulate their ideas with
confidence, and tended to use a more sophisticateabulary. On the other hand, mothers
were inclined to excuse themselves before any kastacould be made, and had a
propensity to disqualify or doubt their own opimoras soon as they had finished
expressing them. These are general observatioiine dfehaviour of mothers and fathers in
the group; surely, these attitudes varied accordingach participant’s personality and

interest in the conversation, yet the contrast ncdgeable.

Other differences were identified by comparing éxperience of the program as
carried out during my BA thesis with the presenidgt While participants in the former
were mostly girls, in this study most of the chédrwho participated were boys. | noticed
differences among these genders in their engagewiémthands-on activities: in my BA
study, girls tended to be more careful about thewings, and added more details to them,
while boys in this research made less careful essttletailed drawings. Another difference
was that, during the “Comic strip and conversati@ttivity, girls recorded several
imaginary questions in their comic strip, on ocoastlose to or more than ten, while boys
asked if they could draw only a few of them, conmed about having to draw many of
them, and tried to deceive me about the numbeues$tipns they had actually imagined in

order to draw less.

A detailed analysis on this issue could inquir® igénder approaches to art. In this
sense, the program could be used to develop réseaotind gender studies that could

explore differences in both childhood and in adudith
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CHAPTER 8 CONCLUSIONS

The question that guided this research was “Howmawo-specialized publics with little or
no knowledge about art engage in the interpretasfoone work of art through a program
based on H.G. Gadamer’'s hermeneutics?” There snybe answer to this question, since
all participants had an individual experience, neractly the same as the others. Some of
them went through similar processes, like Luis, @&hb Ana and Raul, while the

development of others differed enormously from theach as Karla’'s and Samuel’s.

According to the study, the use of Gadamer’s undeding of art as play, as
symbol and as festivity, as well as of conceptsigthermeneutic circle, such as the horizon
of understanding, the question, the radiation oamigy, and the constant return to the
artwork itself, developed processes of understandih artwork based on participants’
imagination, intelligence and life experience, whied to self-understanding and to the
identification of themes in paintings as outcomepanticipants’ interpretive processes. In
this way, participants pondered issues such asisteeke, social justice, social equality,
power, ethical behaviour, modernity, tradition, mpes within the landscape of Mexico
City throughout the passage of time, and differeays of inhabiting the world.

The use of Gadamer’s hermeneutics in the desidineoprogram proved to promote
Gadamer’s (1986a) understanding of art among maatits, without these ideas being
enunciated in any form during the program. A fewtipgants, by the end of the program,
understood art as a message needing to be inedpeeid as an object related to everyday
life. Other participants spoke about art intergieta and appropriation as part of their
experience. The use of Gadamer’s hermeneuticstumaited as a way for art to stop being

“otherworldly” and start becoming familiar, and paps even necessary, to participants.

On the other hand, the attention that Gadamer'§§,19994) model pays to the
importance of verbal and written language in thecpss of interpretation, followed in the
design of the program, constrained the performaoicesome participants, who had

difficulty expressing themselves verbally or thrbugriting. The ability to draw or paint
159



was established as relevant for participants t@geagn creative activities, and was a skill
not all participants possessed. Participants vinése limitations were unable to develop a
project of meaning about the artwork they chosel, terefore, did not develop a theme
around the artwork nor arrived to notions of selflerstanding. This absence of an
interpretive process could also be due to the tfzatt one of the conditions that Gadamer
(1975) points out as necessary to engage in heutieneterpretation was absent, that is,
that the work of art has to catch the eye of trever. These participants had difficulties
choosing a painting that caught their attentiord ao engaged with paintings that didn’t
necessarily do so. This condition of hermeneutierpretation which lays common ground

to connect the artwork and the interpreter wasrabse

Some aspects of Gadamer’'s (1986a) conception ohsrtfestivity” were also
observed during group conversations, which alloi@dthe group to become a small
community of interpreters participating in the douastion of the work of art, sharing their
different understandings of it. The festive chagadf art was put into practice through the
experience of time, as a time of tarrying in theamter with the work of art and in

conversations about it with others.

One of the elements of hermeneutic interpretatiat perhaps needs to be focused
on in the program is the confrontation of the ipteter’'s prejudices through interpretation,
as well as a more conscious revision of interpséteroject of meaning. Though some
prejudices were questioned and altered by sevendicipants after listening to others’
opinions and interpretations of paintings, thisied an objective that was intended in the
design of the activities. The way in which | triexdincorporate this element in the program
was by asking participants to describe selecteérgbsons which gave the impression of
not being based on close observation of the cortipnsif the painting, challenging them
with the painting itself. But, through data anadysirealized | was not always able to
identify them during the program, and that somesinge clearer opposition between
participants’ prejudice and what was representethé painting was called for. In this
sense, the program pulls away from Gadamer’s miodedlation to contesting prejudices

through hermeneutic interpretation.
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One likeness among participants’ experiences waisat developed a careful and
reflective observation of the painting each on¢heim chose: the whole group was able to
remember the general structure of the paintingr dfte first imaginative activity of the
program, even though drawings were done withouinlgathe originals nearby. Participants
memorized a number of details of the painting. $eeond imaginative experience helped
participants discover new particulars, look morestidly and, in a few cases, to change
their ideas about what they had originally seentandght about the painting.

Not only did participants remember their own paigs well even a few weeks after
the program was finished, but they were also ableetall details about other people’s
paintings. During the last interview, both Gabaeld Luis described in detail their painting
and their mother’s, and Gabriel said he didn’t haverd time painting his comic, since the
painting had been imprinted onto his memory. Thigswachieved by the program’s
intention to reproduce Gadamer’s hermeneutic ciasl@ constant return to observing the
paintings; imagination was the tool allowing obsd¢ion. This constant revisiting took
place in the form of drawings, story-writing or pi@ng; through these exercises,
participants described the painting visually andba#ly by recollecting what they had
imagined about it. The constant return to the wofkart was guided through group
conversations, in which participants recalled oreentime their imaginative exercises by
sharing them with the group, and received commaiisut their painting from other
participants, improving their observation. This aorhe can be associated with the
prolonged amount of time each participant engagild s or her selected work of art,
following Gadamer's (1986a) understanding of thepesience of time during art

interpretation.

Remarkable to note is the style of group convessatideveloping more thorough
and careful observation of the paintings, due ® different opinions and perspectives
shared by participants. As the group became moke@hied with each painting,
conversations around it became richer. As a reswintually more and more people began
to become oocupied in examining and comprehendihgt was represented in another
participant’s painting and its interpretation. histway, even though participants worked

closely with one painting, they also had the chandearn about other artwork.
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This kind of group commitment did not take placeewltthe program was carried
out with children alone. Then, group interactionsviianited to children explaining briefly
what they had imagined or had a conversation onllg the program guide. In this new
version of the program, the participation of pasemtned out to be key in order to develop
both observation and interpretation further. Acaogdo the data gathered from the cases
of the two families analyzed in this study, it whs participation of fathers which seemed
to motivate additional comments from other par@cifs the most, though it is true that a
number of children participated actively and cdnited to the observation and
interpretation of artwork as well. In group conaisns, both children and parents served
as interpretive tools for one another, since tlseimments built upon what others said.
Particularly in the case of Raul and Armando, comim&vere based on what their children
and wives had described, imagined, interpreted bserved about the paintings during
previous activities. Without this, fathers most lpably would not have been able to
comment the paintings in the way they did. Thenirggather's comments, and the
directions in which they led conversations, enabtddldren and mothers to gain
perspectives on the paintings they hadn’t imagibefbre and, therefore, altered and

enriched their projects of meaning.

According to the results of the analysis, it se¢mas children who had already been
to museums or had had certain engagement with dgaaii painting, were more able to
develop the activities of the program successfulycontrast, children who hadn’t been to
museums before or hadn’'t ever approached drawingainting had a harder time
completing the activities, and were not able tdicale a project of meaning around the
artwork they chose, as I've mentioned before. Q: dther hand, these participants did
show progress in the way they observed the paintind at times gained confidence and
interest to participate more in group conversatiémem this, | would suggest the program
have to become part of a lengthier plan, one wikmhid begin by improving drawing,
painting and story-telling skills, in order to pegp children and parents for imaginative-
interpretive activities. The program could be egth to incorporate curatorial and

academic knowledge into the observation and ineé¢agion abilities the program develops.
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The use of Gadamer's hermeneutics as I've congiddrem here adds to the
understanding of how heremeneutics helps engag@rgisvith artwork in museums. By
focusing on specific cases of participants, theyvijole detailed analysis of methods for
visitors to engage with works of art through thisilpsophical perspective, while other

studies focus on participant’s interpretive proeess less detail.

The program differs from other Museum Educationppsals that use Gadamer’s
hermeneutics as a theoretical framework (Burnhaita&Kee, 2007b; Meszaros, 2007a,
2006). In the texts examined during the literatengew, | was not able to find information
on the specific concepts on which these authoebbsh their understandings of the use of
hermeneutics for Museum Education. From my undedstg, Burnham and Kai-Kee’s use
of Gadamer’s philosophy centers on the dialectieets of the hermeneutic circle, and also
involves the understanding of the artwork in relatito Gadamer's concepts of
“representation” and “recognition,” as well as orlfsinderstanding. From my
understanding of Meszaros’ use of hermeneutics, @hecentrates on hermeneutic
reflection on interpretation itself and on the contation of the interpreter's prejudice
through the hermeneutic circle. The research Ines@nted here focuses on several aspects
of Gadamer’s hermeneutics that are not expressinded to by these authors, such as the
philosopher’s conception of art as play, symbol &stivity. Plus, it deliberates on the
importance of the artwork’s “radiation of meaninghd its importance to establish an
interpretive dialogue. In this sense, this studersfthe use of other aspects of Gadamer’s

hermeneutics not previously approached by othdraasiin Museum Education.

The application of hermeneutics in this investigatidiffers from Kai-Kee's,
Burnham’s and Meszaros’ in other aspects. WhileZzdess concentrates on the aspects of
hermeneutics that reflect on the act of interprataitself and stresses this reflection in her
Museum Education proposal, this study pays lesntabin to this reflection on the act of
interpretation. Instead, it focuses on hermeneatic interpretation in relation to the
autonomous character of art, as explained by Gadéra86a, 1986b). Thus, it accents the
possibility of engaging publics with little or nowéwledge about art in art interpretation
through their own intelligence and life experienatjch the autonomous character of art,

together with Gadamer’s understanding of art ag, jglow.
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There are similarities and differences between Kes's and Burnham’s use of
hermeneutics with the one I've developed here. Tdwl attend to linguistic aspects of the
hermeneutic circle, and remain faithful to his cgpton of “representation” and
“recognition.” This can lead to notions of self-@nstanding as an outcome of the
interpretive process. Kai-Kee and Burnham propos&drk with a selection of artwork, as
| do here. Yet, this study argues for this selectto be performed by participants
themselves, based on Gadamer’s conception of #tkdtion of meaning,” while Burnham
and Kai-Kee choose the artwork a group will engai. Kai-Kee and Burnham insist
upon the inclusion of pertinent art-historical kriedge in the interpretation process, while
| focus on the autonomous character of the workrbin order to provide publics with little
or no knowledge about art the opportunity to depeda interpretation based on their own
intelligence, imagination, creativity and life ex@mce, as well as to the development of
the ability “to listen” to the work of art. Kai-Keand Burnham focus on language and
conversation as interpretive tools, while | propbsee the use of imagination, hand-on

activities, and written language as other possitikrpretive tools.

The application of Gadamer’s hermeneutics I've pemal in this paper adds to
Museum Education by proposing different ways of nemting participants with art.
Regarding the amount of pieces that Museum Edutairograms tend to cover in one
visit, this program suggests that each participalates closely to one, and indirectly to a
few others. In relation to the amount of time pap@nts engage with a single work of art, |
propose that participants focus around three amalfehours total in the interpretation of a
single work of art, although this is not commonMiseum Education programs. Finally,
the program requires that participants attend s¢gessions, as opposed to one day school-

visits, guided tours or after-visit workshops, whitave a shorter duration.

The idea that participants focus in depth on alsingprk of art, instead of on
several, allows for more detailed observation, aemmofound understanding of it, and
perhaps even the possibility that the painting ddadcome a dear, personal memory for
participants, to be visited again. This was thescagh a child who attended the program
during the study for my BA thesis: Zoé, seven yeddsat the time, asked her father to take

her back to the museum, referring to it &&r‘museum” with the intention to “visier
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painting.” Dedicating time to a single work of amtirtures a close encounter with it and
may help participants regard it as more than mepdition. Furthermore, it may aid in
visitors becoming familiar with art in museums, nmakthem be perceived as meaningful,
relevant, or even necessary, as some of the pgemits perceived. In this fashion, the
application of Gadamer’s hermeneutics as | progwse supports a necessity within the
field of Museum Education identified by Kai-Kee aBdirnham (2005), that is, to the
development of interpretive strategies that helpitmis connect with paintings both

emotionally and intellectually.

As pointed out by Busquets (2005), in relation he emphasis being placed on
interpreters’ voices within Museum Education, thetfthat the application of Gadamer’s
hermeneutics | propose here does not necessatéliydato art historical knowledge does
not mean it seeks to displace art historical oatmrral discourse “from its place to give it
to the public,” but rather, it seeks to value ipteters’ voices in order to make the museum

more accessible and to bring visitors closer.

The application of Gadamer’s hermeneutics | puivéod presents both advantages
and disadvantages: it offers a challenge for theeumn to be able to ensure the assistance
of families to several sessions. It could be prataiec for parents to find the time to be able
to take part in the program. Alternatively, accaglto the results of the study regarding the
possibility of future visits to museums, the pragraould become a way to attract new
visitors and to create new audiences, based odethelopment of a genuine interest in art.
Hence, the application of Gadamer’'s hermeneuticstha potential to create assiduous
visitors for museums, who might be interested iterating other programs or events

organized by these institutions.

As | have mentioned before, during the program isé\vgarticipants developed an
understanding of art as something that communicatesessage, or that expresses a
message. These ideas are related to some aspeBtsdamer’s understanding of art: he
speaks of the work of art as something that speakssomething that communicatés.

Gadamer does not use the word “message” in ordeefer to what the work of art

% Cf. Chapter 3, Art as symbol.
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communicates. As | explain in the Theoretical Frawork, Gadamer’s understanding of

how an artwork communicates is complex, and inwl#ee concepts of “imitation,”

“representation,” “recognition,” “symbol,” “play” rad “fesitivity” as understood by him.
Gadamer even warns about understanding his congpt communication as though the
artwork was merely the bearer of a message; insteadays that the work of art is that
which it communicates, and that it contains inlite¥erything that it needs in order to
communicate. Yet, in spite of participants’ usdref word “message,” some of them were
able to experience and recognize art as effectispgaking and it spoke to them. In this
sense, many participants were able to “listen’h®work of art as it spoke them based

on their horizons of understanding.

It is important to underscore Gadamer’s understendf interpretation as never
final, subject to revisions and to each interprstarstoricity. He often reminds the reader
that there is no final or absolute interpretatiéa avork, but rather, a multiplicity of them.
Again, this does not have to do with interpretatita@ing mere occurrences or projections
of the subjectivity of participants. More preciselyith this Gadamer wants to says what is
considered objective knowledge is subject to aiqddr view of the world, and thus, all
knowledge will be produced based on the ideas omeaptions or prejudices of that world
view. In the program, participants “listened” tetivork of art from their historicity, from
their “moment of being” (Gadamer, 1974, xxii); théigtened” to what it toldhem With
this 1 do not intend to be apologetic of what thegpam might or might not be able to
achieve in terms of developing a hermeneutic ime&tghion of the work of art. Rather, |
think this indicates a questioning of the epistesgmal ground of education, of Museum
Education precisely, that has also been done bgrahthors before (Hooper-Greenhill,
2000, 1992). Gadamer places interpretation upoalagital and epistemological ground:
knowledge is interpretation. In this sense, pgréiots’ interpretations of artwork, however
far they may be from widely accepted information lorowledge about art, can be
considered a form of knowledge. During the progrguite a few participants arrived at an
understanding of an aspect of their everyday tifdguman beings or of the world through

their interpretation of a group of paintings, tdamer refers to as self-understanding.
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| would like to invite the reader to consider timsrelation to what the program |
propose here and other interpretive programs ineomas foster: is it really just personal
projections or occurrences what non-specializedigailsan achieve through them? What
roles do these visitors’ intelligence, life expede, prior knowledge, sensibility,
imagination and creative capacities have in ratatiowhat can be said about art? What do
we consider valid knowledge, and why? Have all efoes and cultures, present and past,
understood it in the same way? Should differerd eéknowledge take on a battle for the
conquest of validity, or is it possible to recogntfifferent ways to explain, understand and

make sense of the world—and also of art?

From my perspective, there are different pathsnowkedge that lead to different
destinations that might intersect. Walkers maydt@none or another point in these paths,
and each one of them goes according to his or werpace. Like all routes, the starting
point and the goal depend on where each journejn®egsomeone’s introduction might be
someone else’s finish, or one more place to stogretis no definite say as to what is the
first and the last. Through the application of Gadds hermeneutics I've proposed here, |
have intended to build not only a trail, but a badhat leads to other ways: one that may
link up some of the gaps preventing visitors unaagped with art to enjoy and learn from
the fine arts in museums. | offer up a passagedd to new paths of wisdom about art for

museum visitors in the future.

Burnham and Kai-Kee (2005) call attention to theseum educator’s responsibility
to create “structures of engagement” as “meansneuiting people to appreciate and
understand” artwork in museums (p. 68). The useésaflamer’'s hermeneutics | have
proposed and studied here ultimately attends te: tioi invite visitors to connect with
artwork, by building an interpretive strategy toveeas a gateway between families and

works of art through Gadamer’s hermeneutics.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A. PARENTS PROFILE SURVEY

ENGLISH VERSION
Participant’s profile
Parents

The following information will help us understand your experience in the workshop

better. Thank you!
Age: Sex: Female Male

Occupation:

Have you been to other museums before? YESNO

If your answer is yes, do you remember which?

Have you taken art lessons before? YES ~ NO

If your are answer was yes, could you describe it?

Would you be interested in visiting a museum agaig3 NO

Why?

Thank you for your assistance.
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SPANISH VERSION

Perfil del participante
Padres de Familia.

La siguiente informacidén nos ayudara a entender mej su experiencia en el taller. Le

agradeceremos que nos proporcione los siguientestols

Edad: Sexo: Feneenin__ Masculino
Ocupacion
Habia asistido antes a algun museo? Si No

Si su respuesta fue si, recuerda a cual o cuales?

Usted o sus hijos habian tomado otro taller deupand arte antes de asistir a éste? Si
No

Si su respuesta fue si, a cual o cudles? DondecuBbto tiempo?

Le interesaria regresar con sus hijos a un museo®i_ No

Por qué?

Agradecemos su colaboracion.
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APPENDIX B. CHILDREN’S SURVEY

ENGLISH VERSION
Participant’s profile
Children

The following questions will help us understand bégr your experience in the

program.
How old are you?

Youare: Agirl _ Aboy

Is this the first time you’'ve been to a museum?Yes ~ No

If you have, do you remember their names?

Have you taken art lessons before? Yes No

If you have taken art lessons before, do you reneembat you learned?

Would you like to come back to the museum? __ Yes No Why?

Thank you!

175



SPANISH VERSION

Perfil del Participante

Nifios

Las siguientes preguntas nos van a ayudar a entemdeejor tu experiencia en el

taller. Te agradecemos que nos ayudes a contestala
Cuantos afios tienes?
Eres: Nifa Nifio

Es la primera vez que vienes a un museo? Si_No

Si has ido a otros museos antes, recuerdas a 2uales

Has tomado otros cursos de pintura o dibujo antes?Si No

Si has tomado cursos de dibujo antes, recuerdateqrésefniaron?

Te gustaria regresar a un museo de arte? SiN

Por qué?

jGracias por participar con nosotros!
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APPENDIX C. INTERVIEW GUIDELINES

INTERVIEW GUIDELINE 1 FOR PARTICIPANTS

How did you feel when you first entered the museum?
How did you feel when you first entered the gaftery
Do you feel different now? If so, how?

Did you think differently about it after the imagiry games and the drawings you did about

it? If so, how did your thoughts changed?
What do you think about it now?
What did you feel when you first saw the paintiroychose?

Did you feel differently after the imaginary ganaexl the drawings you did about it? If so,

how did your feelings changed?

How do you feel about it now?

What was engaging in these imaginary games likgdaf?
What was engaging in these drawing activities idteyou?
Did you enjoy some of the activities more than cdReNhy?

Did you feel uncomfortable with any of the actiggl? Why?
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INTERVIEW GUIDELINE 2 FOR PARTICIPANTS

What caught your attention about the painting yoose?

Was it difficult for you to imagine things aboutip@ngs?

How would you describe what we did in the worksiop few words?
Did you feel different after the activities of theogram?

What things did you talk about after the program?

In your opinion, what is art?

Was your idea about art different before you attehithe program?

Would you go back to a museum? Why or why not?
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INTERVIEW GUIDELINE 1 FOR ASSISTANT

Do you remember how parents and children movednarthe gallery at the beginning of

the program?
Do you remember how they moved around the galematds the end of the program?
Did you notice any changes in behaviour betweesetihwo stages?

Did you notice any differences of behaviour betwadults who attended the program and

other adults you saw visiting the exhibition?

Is there anything that got your attention aboutvag children and parents engaged in the

different activities of the first stage of the pragn?

According to what you could observe, how would gagcribe the way in which parents

and children interacted during the activities & gfrogram?

According to what you could observe, what attitudieschildren and parents adopt

throughout the program?

Did you notice any differences in the way differéarnilies who attended the program

engaged in the activities?

Do you recall any other groups of children andrtparents that you saw attending the

exhibition before?

Do you notice any differences between the intevastiof families attending the program
and other families you saw attending the exhibibefore?

Is there anything else you would like to add?
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INTERVIEW GUIDELINE 2 FOR ASSISTANT

From what you could observe of participants, wordd say that they showed interest
during conversations about the paintings?

Do you think that, at times, my performance asidemade participants feel unsure,

intimidated or insecure?

Why do you think some participants were unsure aiabat they wanted to do?
How did you help Samuel engage with the paintinghnese?

How did Karla help you achieve this?

What did you talk about with him?

Is there anything else you would like to add?
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APPENDIX D. “INSIDE THE PAINTING” HANDOUT

ENGLISH VERSION

Imagine that you can walk inside the painting, #vat you can move around in it. Try to

imagine...

What can you see?

What can you hear?

What things can you touch?

What things can you talk about with other peoplammals in it?
If you could enter the painting, what would you wea

In what part of the painting would you be?

What would you do?
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SPANISH VERSION

Imagina que puedes entrar al cuadro y que puedesrtealentro de lo que esta pasando en

él. Imagina lo siguiente:

¢, Qué ves?

¢, Qué escuchas?

¢, Qué hueles?

¢, Qué cosas puedes tocar?

¢, Qué cosas puedes platicar con otras personamalasique estan pintados en el cuadro?

Si pudieras ser parte de la pintura, ¢,como iriaBde® ¢ En qué parte de la pintura estarias?

¢, Qué estarias haciendo?
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