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Abstract 

This thesis explores how the aura of the artworks changes in the age of digital reproduction 

through the empirical experiments conducted in Uppsala Konstmuseum. By employing the 

definition of the aura given by Benjamin in The work of art in the age of the mechanical 

reproduction and The arcade project, this thesis conceptualizes the “aura” into eight 

dimensions and then operationalizes the eight dimensions in order to find whether audience’s 

evaluation of the artwork changes when they are given different stimulus in the control 

experiment. From the control experiment, the quantitative data will be obtained from a 

questionnaire and non-participant observation. The qualitative data will be obtained from the 

interviews. By also applying the simulacra theory of Baudrillard to the analysis part, this 

thesis finds that there exists a small difference in the perception of the aura between the 

people who see a digital copy and who see a real painting. The aura still has its power. 

However, such power is really weak, as many dimensions of the aura have been weakened by 

the digital simulacra. Through this study, I suggest the museums to take cautious steps to 

digitalize their artworks though there is no evidence that virtual museums can replace real 

museums. 

Key words: 

Aura, simulacra, artworks, digital museums, reproduction, medium, control experiment, 

Benjamin, Baudrillard. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Why study this 

Shocked by the dismantling of the Opera Arcade in Paris, Benjamin (1935a) had to sigh for 

the rapid changes in the modernity. He saw that the mechanical reproduction was changing 

the superstructure of the society and witnessed how the aura of the artwork started to decay 

(Benjamin, 1935b). The proliferating copies and simulacra flood into the market and daily 

life, which in Baudrillard’s eyes, not only changes the status of the artwork but also affects 

the reality (Baudrillard, 1994). Especially, as mechanical reproduction evolved into digital 

reproduction, the digital simulacra began to replace its originals (Baudrillard, 1994). Trying to 

see the connections between Benjamin and Baudrillard, this thesis uses their theories to 

explore the aura of the artwork in the digitalization age. 

    It seems that artworks cannot avoid trends of digitalization, which integrates the everyday 

life with the digital technologies. For example, the museums extensively apply social media 

and digital technology to their daily work and exhibition. They use Facebook to release their 

exhibition information (Fletcher & Lee, 2012) and they exhibit the artworks on their websites 

(Henning, 2006), which attract people overseas.  

It seems that museums are getting into the trend of digitalization, especially in some 

developed areas, such as North America, where the internet is highly adopted and many 

museums are presenting their exhibitions and collections online (Abbey, 2012). Artworks, as 

a result, cannot avoid being digitalized. The museums start to exhibit the artwork online and 

make them approachable to the public, which also attracts the attention of many researchers 

(Brida, 2014; Bruno & Adam, 2010; Parry, 2005; Hazan, 2002). Especially, researchers like 

Hazan (2002), Walsh (2007), Brida (2014) take out Benjamin’s great masterpiece, The Work 

of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction, again and rethink the decay of the aura in the 

new environment of the digital reproduction (Shaw & Wagelie, 2016). Therefore, how the 

aura changes in the digital reproduction age leaves a great space for discussion in the 

academic field.  

As for this thesis, based on the empirical experiment conducted in Uppsala Konstmuseum, I 

will explore the aura of the artwork under the circumstances of digital reproduction age in a 

different manner. There are mainly two differences from the former studies. Firstly, by 

operationalizing the “aura” through Benjamin’s original texts, this thesis, to my knowledge, 

makes the first attempt of systematically and quantitatively applying Benjamin’s aura 
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concept. Secondly, this thesis applies the simulacra theory of Baudrillard to analyze the data 

from the empirical experiment. Therefore, combing the critical theory of Benjamin and 

postmodern theory of Baudrillard, this thesis will present a picture of the aura in the digital 

age. 

 

1.2 Research questions 

The focus of this thesis is on the effect of extensive adoption of the digitalized artworks by the 

museums. My proposed research questions are whether audience will appreciate a real 

artwork more than a digital copy (RQ1), whether the audience’s evaluation of a real art work 

will change if they have already seen a digital copy (RQ2) and what factors will affect the 

audience's evaluation of the art work when appreciating it on digital devices (RQ3).  

The purpose of the first question is to find out whether the “aura” works in the audience’s 

evaluation of the real artwork and whether a virtual museum can replace a real museum. The 

second question is to find out whether the digital simulacra (Baudrillard, 1994) affects the real 

piece of art and whether the museum should post more real items online. The third question is 

to find out the way to improve audience’s online experience on a museum website. 

 

1.3 Relevance and contribution to the field 

Foucault (1984) regarded museums as a heterotopia, which is outside of time and inaccessible 

to its ravages. Therefore, museums are perpetual places for people to do research. Especially, 

nowadays many museums have their websites where they display their treasure and items 

(Abbey, 2012) so that the influence of such online exhibition is a current and interesting topic 

to discuss. 

This topic is also academically relevant and important. Firstly, in the digital museum 

studies, the effect of digitalization on artworks is a crucial topic and many researchers (Brida, 

2014; Chen & Huang, 2012; Bruno & Adam, 2010; Ho et al., 2010; Srinivasan et al., 2009b; 

Schanda & Lanyi, 2007; Parry, 2005; Hazan, 2002) have already studied. 

 Secondly, in media studies, researchers of Toronto school, such as McLuhan and Innis 

have both emphasized the effect of the medium. They think that different types of the medium 

will influence the society in many aspects: not only determining the participation of the 



10 
 

audience (McLuhan, 1964) but also shaping the culture (Innis, 1951). Therefore, how the 

medium type influences the artwork is also a relevant topic to the media studies. 

Thirdly, in theoretical studies, philosophers, such as Benjamin and Baudrillard have both 

thought about the effect of the reproduction. In this paper, the “aura” concept will be 

operationalized and tested. Baudrillard (1994) argues that the boundary between the virtual 

and the real is blurred in the age of the hyperreality. This article is also relevant to the 

philosophical topic of the relationship between the reality and the virtual, because RQ2 is 

focused on exploring whether virtual copies will affect the real artwork. 

This paper intends to contribute to the field of media and communication studies, though it 

crosses multi-disciplinary field. There are two main contributions of this thesis. The first 

contribution is that this thesis provides a quantitative view of how the medium type influences 

audience’s evaluation of the artwork. The second contribution of this thesis is that this thesis 

uses both critical theory and postmodern theory to analyze the influence of the medium type 

by operationalizing the aura concept through the texts of Benjamin and analyzing the data 

based on Baudrillard’s theory of simulacra. 
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2. Literature review 

In this chapter, the academic works about how media technology relates to the museums and 

artworks will be briefly presented. Firstly, the general picture will be summarized. As theories 

about aura and simulacra are the main theoretical frameworks of my thesis, the second part of 

the literature review will interpret the position of Benjamin and Baudrillard in this academic 

field by focusing on some of the studies from the general picture. In the third part, empirical 

studies, which discusses the relationship between origins and reproduction will be introduced.  

 

2.1 General picture  

When discussing the relationship between the media technology and the museums, there are 

several research directions. Here, limited to space, three main clusters will be summarized. 

One is sociotechnical study, one is management-focused study and another one is critical 

study.  

2.1.1 Sociotechnical and management studies 

Sociotechnical studies are concentrated on whether the museums’ technology and media using 

can improve the users’ experience, but they neglect to discuss the effect of digitalization on 

the digitalized objects. 

For example, Chen & Huang (2012) and Ho (2010) all find that virtual museums 

technology may have a positive effect on student’s education. Other researchers suggest that 

digital technology may enhance the enjoyment when the visitors have a tour in the museum 

(Sylaiou et al., 2010), as well as allow the visitors to be more active (Wojciechowski et al., 

2004) and collaborative (Yatani, 2004). Dawson and his colleagues (2011) find that 3D-

technology-using enhances users’ feeling of connectedness to the past. They even regard 

virtual technologies as new discourses in archaeological interpretation.  

Some scholars (Srinivasan et al., 2009a; Pallas & Economides, 2008; Hinrichs et al., 2008) 

in the sociotechnical studies suggest that the problems such as lack of interactivity and 

usability (Pallas & Economides, 2008) still cannot be solved by digitalization, and museums 

should do some technical improvement (Bimber, 2003). However, these scholars still resort to 

technical solutions. In this sense, they also support technical determinism. 

Management-focused studies are mainly concerned about how the digitalization can help 

the museums maintain a good relationship with their visitors.  
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Mason & McCarthy (2008) find that websites of the museums in New Zealand lack many 

of the features expected, particularly the interactive components related to core functions such 

as collections, exhibitions and programs. They suggest the museums to add more functions in 

order to satisfy the need of the audience. Other studies (Marty, 2007, 2008; Srinivasan et al., 

2009b) are also interested in how museums use Web 2.0 and how visitors react to these new 

digitalized works.  

While some researchers (Capriotti & González-Herrero, 2013; Fletcher & Lee, 2012; 

Srinivasan 2010; Styliani et al., 2009; Dates & Illia, 2009; Marty,2008; Marty,2007) put great 

emphasis on museums’ using digital media to improve their image. They suggest museum to 

work not only on the negative coverage related to scandals but also try to make media talk 

about the museum (Dates & Illia, 2009). Especially, museums should not only be involved 

with one-way communication strategies, such as using Facebook and Twitter to list event 

(Fletcher & Lee, 2012), but also use these social media to interact with the public (Capriotti & 

González-Herrero, 2013). 

Sociotechnical and Management-focused studies all concern about how digital technology 

can satisfy the visitors. However, museums are not only the places for visitors enjoy 

themselves but also complex sites where knowledge, culture and power linger (Forgan, 2005). 

2.1.2 Critical studies 

The former two kinds of studies, which, as we can see, are mainly concentrated on whether 

digitalization can help the real museums. However, the critical studies question the usefulness 

of the technology. Some of the studies find that the copy of the artwork has affected its 

original. 

For example, Michele White (1997) considers online museums “destabilize the spectator's 

ability to access a factual narrative”. Online museums still cannot liberate the viewers’ body 

and they are still “ordering the visitor’s movement, standardizing social routines, and 

reforming manners” (ibid.). 

Some other researchers find that the digitalized culture heritage on the website distorts the 

original color of the artwork (Schanda & Lanyi, 2007), and sometimes may result in cross-

cultural misunderstanding (Grincheva, 2014).  

However, in the critical study, Karlholm and other researchers are interested in the 

relationship between the artwork and the digitalized reproduction. Karlholm (2001), in his 
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article Reading the virtual museum of general art history, points out that the reproduction of 

the object merely is the absence of the object. He discusses a lot about “end of art”, which put 

forward by the Hegelian philosopher Danto. When an art object cannot be differentiated from 

a normal product or a non-art object, as what Danto think about, it is the end of the art. 

    Douglas (1995) though confesses that nowadays there is no apparent distinction between 

the reproduction and the real object, he thinks, on contrary to Karlholm, that the aura of the 

art is persistent. Other researchers (Hazan, 2002; Parry, 2005; Bruno & Adam, 2010; Brida, 

2014) have all researched the topic of reproduction. 

What we should keep in mind is the background of these critical studies: first is the rise of 

the digital museums, which combining with the fact that many museums have digitalized their 

exhibited art on their website (Mason & McCarthy, 2008). Second is the prevalence of the 

postmodern theory (such as simulacra theory of Baudrillard), which makes the researchers 

think about the relationship between the reality and the virtual (Parry, 2005). 

 

2.2 The position of Benjamin and Baudrillard in the field 

In the earlier part, we found that some researchers in the critical studies were focused on the 

relationship between the original artwork and the medium (Karlholm, 2001) of performing the 

original art. As Benjamin and Baudrillard all put forward their consideration on the 

reproduction, many researchers are also drawing on their wisdom. 

How can theories of Benjamin and Baudrillard relate and fit to these studies? In general, 

the position of Benjamin and Baudrillard in the field can be detected by counting how often 

their articles and books are cited. 

When applying the searching strategy: “digital museum” OR “virtual museum” OR “online 

museum” on the Scopus, there are 282 articles in the social science subject area and 

humanities area. Among the top 3034 authors cited by these 282 articles, Benjamin ranks 37th 

citation (see Table 2.1).  

Though Baudrillard is not highly cited in these 282 articles, some researchers (Brida et al., 

2012; Sartori, 2016; Shaw & Wagelie, 2016) also quote Baudrillard when they discuss about 

Benjamin. From Baudrillard’s perspective, Satori (2016) consider the popularity of 

hyperreality and immaterial artworks are threatening the real museums. Waitt (2000) even 

demonstrates that “the direct experience of the original” is prevailed by the simulation. 
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Table 2.1 Most often cited author, exported from Hiscite1 

Author Rank Percentage of all 

cited reference 

Percentage in 

282 articles 

Total global citation 

score 

Van Dijk 2 0.7% 4.96% 1366 

Benjamin W 37 0.2% 1.4% 6982 

Foucault M 97 0.2% 1% 8804 

Baudrillard J 587 0.1% 0.3% 262 

 

Especially Benjamin is quite influential and arouses a heated question: whether the virtual 

technology can provide the aura of the artwork (MacArthur, 2011, cited in Carbonell, B. M., 

2014).  

Early in 1998, Henderson (1998) thinks that the high tech also can have aura. Coincidently, 

Hazan (2001) analyzes three different types of museums’ websites and put forward the notion 

of “virtual aura”. He has studied a virtual museum, which does not have a real counterpart. 

These two scholars both admit that the aura of the real artwork is forfeited in such 

digitalization environment. Hazan considers the rarity and the originality of the artwork give 

the artwork its aura (Hazan, 2002 cited in Trant 2009). 

    Same as Benjamin, Hazan sings high praise of the virtual museums’ spreading information 

and knowledge to the public and he considers the lost aura as the “emergence of the virtual 

aura”, which creatively and positively dealing with the relationship of the reproduction and 

the original artwork. Consequently, he should answer the question of whether the aura can 

exist in the virtual world. 

He finds that the museums are formulating their own identities, features and specialists on 

the websites, which, as he regards, reconstitutes the lost aura and forms another kind of new 

cultural phenomena: the virtual aura.  

He thinks Benjamin’s notion of aura “can be challenged by the technology, the 

reproduction of which are generating new codes of access, perception, and presentation” 

(Parry 2010). Consequently, he does not relate his creative notion of “virtual aura” back to 

Benjamin’s original definition, which in consequence generates a new doubt that whether the 

                                                           
1 Citation information of the 282 articles are exported from Scopus and imported into the Hiscite 
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virtual aura can be considered as a kind of aura or it is just a new creature without any relation 

to Benjamin’s aura.  

Walsh even criticizing Benjamin’s misunderstanding of the reproduction (Younan & 

Treadaway, 2015), he argues:  

Benjamin has the aura of art exactly the wrong way around. It is the […] reproduction that 

created the aura of the original. (Walsh, 2007: 29) 

Bruno and Adam (2001), instead of criticizing Benjamin radically as Walsh, point out that 

the reproduction confirms “the power of the real artwork”. Emphasizing the quality of the 

copies, they say that poor-quality copies may risk audience’s feeling on the original artwork. 

However, by using experimental method to compare audience’s reflection on the object 

when seeing a digital copy and a real artwork, other researchers (Hubard, 2007; Brida et al., 

2012; Shaw & Wagelie, 2016) cite Benjamin’s theory to argue that the digitalized copies 

cannot replace not only the authentic object but also the building and the environment of the 

real museums. 

As we can see in the critical study, there is also a clear difference between the attitudes 

toward Benjamin’s aura. Hazan and Henderson think that digitalized object can also have 

aura. Walsh, Bruno and Adam think that the digital copies confirm the power of the real 

artwork. While Hubard, Brida, Shaw and Wagelie suggest the aura of the real artwork is 

irreplaceable and unique. 

 

2.3 Empirical study on originals and reproduction 

When using the theories of Benjamin and Baudrillard, some studies apply experiment method 

to get the empirical data and discuss the relationship between the digital copies and the 

original artworks. Normally, they all compare the test results of the preference between 

audiences who see the original artwork and the reproduced copies. However, these studies 

have different results from their experiments. Table 2.2 shows some details of early and 

recent empirical studies about reproduction and the original.  

    What can be concluded from the table above is that firstly, before the widespread of 

digitalization technology, the experiments are more about the printed reproduction. It is not 

until 20th century that the researchers start to focus on the effect of digital copies. 
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Table 2.2 Empirical study on reproduction 

Author Year Sample Experiment object Results 

Dreher  1966 155 partici-

pants in 3 

groups 

Original painting 

Colored 

photographs 

White-black 

photographs 

Participants preference: 

Originals>Colored>White-

black 

Zurmuehlen 1970 Not known Original ceramic 

objects 

Colored slides 

Participants preference: 

No significant difference 

Farley & 

Weinstock 

1980 39 children in 

2 groups 

25 black and white 

woodcuts 

Printed 

reproduction 

Complexity and preference: 

no significant correlations 

Hardiman & 

Zernich 

1984 45 participants 

in 3 groups 

Original painting 

Colored print 

Colored slides 

Artistic style (Degree of 

realism) and preference: 

significant correlation 

Presented format and 

preference: no significant 

effect 

Cason 1998 Students Interactive 

multimedia 

Slide lecture 

Digitalized image enhance 

students’ understanding level  

Hubard 2007 24 14-year-old 

children 

without art 

background 

into 4 groups 

Original painting 

Postcard 

Digitalized image 

Participation Preference: All 

groups prefer the original  

Shaw & 

Wagelie 

 

2016 Students with 

museum study 

background 

Two-dimensional 

artwork 

Three-dimensional 

artwork 

Digitalized images 

Advantage of the original: 

the power of aura  



17 
 

Secondly, only Dreher in his studies uses a big sample size. The sample size of other studies 

is quite small. Students are the main participants of the experiments. Thirdly, there are no 

identical results from the studies above. Some studies (Dreher, 1966, cited from Hardiman & 

Zernich, 1984; Hubard, 2007) show that participants prefer the original. While some studies 

(Farley & Weinstock, 1980; Hardiman & Zernich, 1984) suggest there is no significant 

relation between the participants’ preference and the presented format of the artwork.  

Shaw & Wagelie (2016) on the one hand argue that there is no difference in the general 

impression of the participants on the original artwork and the reproductions, and on the other 

hand, confirm the power of the aura in the originals.  

The experiments of Shaw, Wagelie (2016) and Hubard (2007) are totally based on the 

interviews of the participants, while other researchers such as Hardiman & Zernich, they use 

questionnaire to test the preference (Dreher, 1966; Zurmuehlen, 1970, cited in Hardiman & 

Zernich, 1984), feeling of complexity (Farley & Weinstock, 1980 cited in Hubard, 2007), 

aesthetic evaluation and emotive feeling (Hardiman & Zernich, 1984) of the participants. 

The reason why Shaw, Wagelie (2016) and Hubard (2007) use interview as their mean to 

investigate the participants’ feeling of the artwork is that they think the aesthetic appreciation 

cannot be quantified and the questionnaire cannot truthfully reflect the true feeling of the 

participants.  

Overall, though these articles in the table have a close topic to Benjamin’s notion of aura, 

none of them intend to test whether Benjamin’s discussion about aura stands in the 

digitalization period.  
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3. Theoretical framework 

This chapter mainly introduces Benjamin’s aura concepts and the simulacra theory of 

Baudrillard. Firstly, two definitions of aura given by Benjamin will be separately presented. 

Secondly, According to these two definitions and other studies on aura, eight dimensions of 

aura will be conceptualized. Thirdly, the concept of “simulacra” will be elaborated in order to 

make it an effective theoretical support for the analysis. As Benjamin and Baudrillard belong 

to different time and schools, how Benjamin’s consideration on the reproduction of the 

artwork related to “simulacra” will be briefly interpreted and discussed. 

 

3.1 Benjamin’s first definition of aura 

The technique of photography and film had a great development during the 19th Century. The 

invention of photography opened a new area for commodification, in which myriad pictures 

are sold to the customers (Benjamin, 1935a). Benjamin, like other scholars in Frankfurt 

school, was also concerned about the consequence of commodification (Scannell, 2007), 

especially the consequence on artwork. The major concern behind his series of studies on 

photography and artwork is that he wanted to reconsider the “relationships among technology, 

media, and the human sensory apparatus” (Jennings et al., 2008). Apparently, his famous 

research The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction is one of his case in his 

commodification study. 

3.1.1 Aura in the age of mechanical reproduction 

One of the major argument in the article “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical 

Reproduction” is that as Benjamin deems, the decay of the aura is caused by its reproduction 

(Benjamin, 1935b). Here, in order to understand what Benjamin is arguing in his article, three 

questions are waiting for a solution: From Benjamin’s view, what is “reproduction”, what is 

“aura”, and what is the relationship of “aura” and “reproduction”. 

Reproduction is a technical process of copying an object made by humans. Though 

Benjamin did not give a clear definition of “reproduction”, he claimed that the work of art is 

always reproducible, and objects made by humans could always be copied by humans” (ibid. 

pp.20). Benjamin mentioned lots of manual reproduction technique in history, such as 

Woodcut, Lithography (ibid. pp.20). However, what distinguishes mechanical reproduction 

from the manual reproduction is the invention of photography, which, as Benjamin considers 
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“free the hands from its artistic tasks” (ibid. pp.20). In addition, what seems to be remarkably 

different is the condition resulted from mechanical reproduction. 

Table 3.1 Different condition under different stage of reproduction2 

Condition Manual Reproduction Mechanical Reproduction 

Importance of hands Important Not important 

Reproducing speed Slow Fast 

Reproducing scope Narrow scope All known artwork 

Sensory can be reproduced Vision, touch Speech 

Own artistic presentation None Film 

Authority when meets the 

original 

No authority More independent from the originals 

Instantaneousness Not mention Enable to meet recipients halfway 

Make art approachable  

 

Aura is decayed, as Benjamin considers, under these circumstances of mechanical 

reproduction age (ibid. pp.23).  

What, then, is the aura? A strange tissue of space and time: the unique apparition of a distance, 

however near it may be. (ibid. pp.23) 

    In the article, we can understand such “unique apparition of a distance” from two 

dimensions: space and time.  

In the space dimension, Benjamin considers one of the social basis of present decay of the 

aura lies in masses’ being eager to make things approachable, in other words, “the appearance 

of nearness” (Benjamin, 1935a, pp.447). In contrast to the nearness, aura is “the appearance of 

distance” (ibid. pp.447). 

In the time dimension, historical testimony ranging from the birth of the artwork is 

jeopardized, which results in the destruction of the authority and authenticity (Benjamin, 

1935b, pp.22). Benjamin considers that these jeopardized aspects should also be focused on 

the concept of aura (ibid. pp.22). Meanwhile, the ritual basis, as the same as the historical 

testimony, is also a time-dimensioned characteristic of “aura” (ibid. pp.25).  

                                                           
2 The table is summarized from The Work of Art in the Age of Its Technological Reproducibility, pp.20-22 
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Clearly, there are five pillars, which can be discerned from the definition of aura: “the 

appearance of distance”, “historical testimony”, “authority”, “authenticity” and “ritual 

value”. 

The relationship of “aura” and “reproduction” under the circumstances of mechanical 

period, as I understand, is that the five pillars of “aura” are shaken by the changed conditions. 

Firstly, mechanical reproduction enables artwork to meet recipients halfway and make 

them approachable, which, as a result, replace the distance with the “nearness”. Secondly, 

such approachableness also demolishes the ritual and cult value of the artwork, at the same 

time, replacing with the presentation value (ibid. pp.25). Thirdly, commodified everywhere 

fast-reproducing artwork makes the physical and historical duration of the artwork plays no 

part, which consequently jeopardizes the historical testimony, authority, and authenticity 

(ibid. pp.22). 

3.1.2 Critique on the “Aura” in the Work of Art 

However, there are some criticisms of Benjamin’s aura concept. Walsh (2007) thinks 

Benjamin is on the wrong way to understand the reproduction. He thinks it is the mechanical 

reproduction that creates the aura of the original. Because he thinks it is the mechanical 

reproduced copies that make the manually-produced original artworks precious. The logic 

behind Walsh’s argumentation of the reproduction generating the aura of the origins is that 

Walsh thinks the negative creates the positive and without the negative, the positive cannot 

exist. 

Another criticism is that Benjamin uses the aura concepts without consistency (Benjamin. 

A, 1986). However, such criticism cannot stand. Hansen (2008) argues that such 

misunderstanding is the result of reductive reading of Benjamin. In his essay, he analyzes 

Benjamin's interpretation of aura in various articles and presents his own understanding of the 

aura (Hansen, 2008).  

 

3.2 The second definition of aura 

In the Section 3.1.1, according to the “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical 

Reproduction”, five pillars in the definition of aura have been already recognized. In this part, 

firstly, the second definition of aura employed by Benjamin will be introduced. Secondly, 

whether the “aura” can be perceived, and therefore can be measured will be interpreted in 
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terms of the first and second definition. Thirdly, the operationalized variables will be 

presented. 

3.2.1 Gaze and Aura 

When going through the Arcades Project, another definition of aura was given: “the distance 

of the gaze that awakens in the object [which the audiences] look at” (Benjamin, 1935a, 

pp.314, Hansen, 2008)3. Here exists a reciprocal “gaze” between the subject and the object 

(Conty, 2017). In the reciprocal gaze, the observer first invest his or her gaze on the object, 

which then awakens the “look back” 4of the object (Benjamin, 1936; Hansen, 2008). 

Then comes the question that what is the meaning of the gaze in Benjamin’s consideration? 

In the Dictionary of Media and Communication, there are 10 explanations of “gaze”. The 

most normal explanation of “gaze” is that the “steady and intent look” (Chandler & Rod, 

2016). Although Benjamin is not like Freud, regarding the gaze as the unstable coexistence of 

identification and desire (Chandler & Rod, 2016), he exactly mentioned in his On Some 

Motifs in Baudelaire that the gaze of the observer involves an “implicit expectation”. In the 

observers’ gaze, the subject expects the gaze to be returned by the object. 

3.2.2 Aura: a medium of perception 

However, what is the returning gaze from the object? Hansen (2008) thinks the returning gaze 

is unsettled by Benjamin. Conty (2017) argues from a Lucan’s perspective that the returning 

gaze is a reflection of our lost or forgotten selves. However, these two scholars and Benjamin 

himself have a consensus that the returning gaze can be experienced by the observer. 

 But what is the link among aura, gaze of the observer and the returning gaze from the 

object? 

To perceive the aura of an object we look at means to invest it with the ability to look at us in 

return. (Benjamin, 1940, pp.188) 

From the quotation, the reciprocal gazes are involved in the perception of the aura. The 

observer perceive the aura through their gaze on the objects, in which the observer have an 

                                                           
3 Original Germany version of the second definition is that “meine Definition der Aura als der Ferne des 

imAngeblickten erwachenden Blicks” (Cited from Hansen, 2008). There are two English translations about this 

sentence. One is in the Arcades Project that “my definition of the aura as the aura of distance opened up with the 

look that awakens in an object perceived” (Benjamin, 1935a, translated by Howard Eiland & Kevin 

McLaughlin). Another is Hansen’s own translation from the Germany that “the distance of the gaze that awakens 

in the object look at” (Hansen, 2008). Here I adopt Hansen’s translation.  

4 In Hansen (2008) and Conty (2017), also Benjamin himself always equal the “look back” of the object or 

phenomena as returning gaze. Consequently, the “look back” is specifically referred to “returning gaze” or the 

gaze of the object. 
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expectation that they will get a returning gaze from the object and from their investment 

(Hansen, 2008). The observers experience such returning gaze (or felt captured by the object5) 

through the priority and strangeness of the object (ibid.). 

Here a junction combining the first definition and the second one appears. The observer 

experience the strangeness of the artwork can be referred to the experience of the distance. 

The priority of the artwork is characterized by artwork’s uniqueness, unparalleled authority, 

authenticity, ritual value and historical testimony of an artwork. Therefore, the observers 

experience such returning gaze or feel captured by the object through the five pillars in the 

first definition. 

    Consequently, “aura” is not only a medium of experience, such as experiencing the 

“historical testimony”, “authority”, “authenticity” and “ritual value” of an object but also an 

epistemic model in which the gaze are activated and the experience are perceived(ibid. ). 

3.2.3 Conceptualize the aura 

In the above section, as we can see, the perception of the aura has a reciprocal gaze system, in 

which the observers look at the object and experience the returning gaze from the object. This 

section will separately conceptualize the gaze system from the observers’ look and the 

experience of the returning look. 

In the aspect of observers’ look, there are two key dimensions. First is steady and intent 

look. Though this dimension is from the most common understanding of the “gaze”, 

Benjamin (1940) also consider the perceptibility as a kind of attentiveness. As a result, 

whether a participants pay attention to and focus on an artwork is an important dimension 

when measuring the gaze. And the direct measurements of whether the participants are steady, 

instant and focused when they are gazing is that the time they spent on gazing and how close 

to the artwork when they are gazing. 

The second is the observers’ expectations of a returning gaze. In the above section, the 

second definition given by Benjamin shows that when the observers are looking at the object, 

they invest the object with the ability of the returning gaze, which means they expect to have 

a returning gaze from their investment. As a result, whether the participants expect they may 

be looked back by the artwork when they are gazing is also a judgment criterion. When 

                                                           
5 “The aura captures the gaze of the observers and takes possession of their look.” Benjamin, 1935a, pp.314,447 
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evaluating the object’s returning gaze. The key point is that whether the participants feel such 

reciprocal gaze, in which they experience the five pillars in the first definition. 

 In the aspect of the experience of the returning look, five pillars of the first definition act 

important roles in the perception system. In the earlier section, I have interpreted that the 

observer experience the returning gaze (or felt captured by the object) through the five pillars: 

“the appearance of distance”, “historical testimony”, “authority”, “authenticity” and 

“ritual value”. 

Benjamin’s second definition provides the framework of the gaze system—a reciprocal 

gaze system. The first definition suggests that how the observers experiences the returning 

gaze of the object. These two definitions complement each other. As a result, they are both 

useful in conceptualizing the aura concept. Figure 3.1 shows the conceptual model of this 

thesis, which is developed from Benjamin and other scholars’ interpretation on “Aura”. 

 

Figure 3.1 Conceptualized model of Aura 

 

3.3 What is simulacra? 

In 1981, Baudrillard published his famous work “simulacra and simulation”. However, before 

the simulation, Baudrillard had already researched on other social systems in his different 
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period (Butler, 1999). From 1976 to 1983, during this period, Baudrillard deepened his 

research on the seduction and thought the reality has been seduced (Smith 2010). “Simulacra 

and simulation” is one of the treatises in this period, in which, he criticized a hyperreal 

society occupied by simulative simulacra— artificial representatives, excluding and 

postponing the reality (Boiral, 2013; Abbinnett, 2008; Macintosh et al., 2000). In this part, 

limited to space, mainly I will explain the definition of simulacra and its characteristics in 

different stages. 

3.3.1 Baudrillard’s interpretation on Simulacra 

Different from the classical understanding of simulacra as resemblance or counterfeit, 

Baudrillard thought simulacra as hiding the non-existence of truth (Pawlatt, 2010). In 1976, 

Baudrillard put forward his classification of “three order of simulacra” and then in 1981, he 

developed his discussion of simulacra into four “successive phases” (Baudrillard, 1994). 

What are simulacra and simulation?  In the Baudrillard Dictionary, Pawlatt (2010) give the 

same definition, as what Baudrillard cited from Ecclesiastes, that the simulacrum is the “truth 

that hides the fact that there is none” (Baudrillard, 1994). Wernic (2010) thinks, the 

simulation refers to not only the Latin connotation of copy but also the modern meaning of 

falseness and analog in the context of Baudrillard, and most importantly, the boundary of the 

copy and the original has disappeared.  

The three orders of simulacra, as summarized in Table 3.2, contains three types of 

simulacra in different stages. In the first order, natural simulacra (Grandy & Mills, 2004), for 

example, a hand-made copy of a painting (Wernic, 2010), though defectively represents the 

reality, is still optimistic and aims at restituting the ideal in the God picture (Baudrillard, 

1994). In the second order, productive simulacra, such as photograph (Wernic, 2010), 

reproduces widely. All the copies look as the same and the difference between the 

reproduction and the original has lost (Pawlatt, 2010; Butler, 1999). In the third order, the 

“simulacra of simulation” (Baudrillard, 1994) exclusively generates the meaning and the 

value in itself, which as Baudrillard innovatively point out as the moment of implosion 

(Pawlatt, 2010; Baudrillard, 1994).  

The four successive phases from another aspect interpret how simulacra murders the reality 

and breaks the sign-real equivalence. The first phase is that the sign is still a good and 

transparent representative of the reality (Macintosh et al., 2000; Baudrillard, 1994). However, 

in the second phase, the simulacra begins to mask and denature the appearance of the reality 
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(Baudrillard, 1994). The third stage is that the simulacra masks the absence of the reality and 

fourthly abolishes the relationship with the reality (ibid.) and itself becomes hyperreal—more 

real than the reality (Merrin, 2001). Baudrillard also describes the condition of the masses 

under the circumstances of the implosion. He thinks though the masses are absorbing the 

proliferating signs and meanings, they do not reflect and think about it (Baudrillard & Gane, 

1993). 

Table 3.2 Three orders of simulacra6 

 Characteristic Obeying Logic Found on Aim 

First order Natural Natural law of 

value 

Imitation 

Counterfeit 

Ideal institution 

of nature 

Second order Productive Market law of 

value 

Energy 

Force Production 

Continues 

expansion of 

liberation of the 

energy 

Third order Simulation Structural law of 

value 

Model 

Information 

Total control 

 

The relationship between the three orders and the four phases, though not have been clear 

mentioned in his text, other scholars have some claims on it. Macintosh (2000) exemplifies 

the “model” as one of the types of simulacra in the fourth phase because the simulation 

exclusively generating itself and become no relations with the real. Wernic (2010) in the 

Baudrillard Dictionary point out that the change into the mechanically reproduced simulacra, 

such as the change from photography to film can correspond to the second and the third 

phase.  

3.3.2 Criticism of the “simulacra” 

Baudrillard’s argumentation on simulacra also faces criticism from some scholars. Hayles et 

al. (1991) think Baudrillard overestimates the unavoidableness and irreversibleness of 

implosion. They think the simulacra is “unevenly dispersed” in contemporary society, for 

example, a farmer who cultivates crops in a remote area is less likely to be saturated by 

simulacra than a middle class living in the city. However, this criticism is put forward quite 

                                                           
6 The table is summarized from Simulacra and Science fiction and Baudrillard Dictionary pp.197 
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early and cannot foresee the saturation of mobile phones and other information 

communication technologies, such as the Virtual Reality technique, which nowadays make 

the public more approachable to advertisements and simulations. 

Macintosh et al. (2000) by focusing on the accounting study, argue that “the order of 

simulacra” lacks universality and Baudrillard exaggerates his ideas, because they think 

accounting is still reliable and helpful to the practice. King (1998) from a Heideggerian 

perspective, argues that the generalization of hyperreality to sociology might be “dialectically 

superseded”, because the notion of hyperreality and its simulacra is itself postmodern, which 

should be cautiously used when analyzing the contemporary society. These two criticism 

think that some elements or aspects in contemporary society still have not advanced into the 

fourth phase of the sign-reality order. In their eyes, as I understand, Baudrillard is more than a 

philosopher but a prophet. 

 

3.4 How Benjamin being related to Baudrillard 

In this paper, Baudrillard’s simulacra theory will be used to analyze the data and the results of 

the aura. However, how can the simulacra theory be used to analyze the aura concept? How 

can a materialist like Benjamin be related to a postmodernist like Baudrillard? 

Firstly, the simulacra theory also includes the phase of the mechanical reproduction based 

on Benjamin and make his theory include a long time span. Baudrillard regards Benjamin and 

McLuhan as pioneers in criticizing the influence brought about by the change of the 

reproduction technology (Gane, 1991). With reference to Benjamin (Wernick, 2010; Lane, 

2010), he reorients what Benjamin (also with McLuhan) has already argued into his historical 

description of simulacra (Merrin, 2001). Therefore, in the simulacra theory, Benjamin’s 

mechanical reproduction can be related to the productive simulacra, which is the second order 

of simulacra.  

Secondly, in addition to these similarities, Baudrillard himself also pointed out once in an 

interview that hyperreality makes people unable to “go back to the source, you can never 

interrogate an event, a character, a discourse about its degree of original reality” (Baudrillard, 

2002, pp.146). As a result, same as “Benjamin’s work of art” (ibid. pp.146), the aura of which 

cannot be compensated by the reproduction, reality also has been lost in the electronic age. 

Baudrillard also suggested that “‘the true’ by having this kind of aura place on it can never be 

simply founded” (ibid. pp.61).  
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Consequently, from Baudrillard’s perspective, the aura is the “trace” which shadows the 

presence of the reality. However, Benjamin and Baudrillard depict totally different pictures of 

the disappearing “trace”. Benjamin saw the potential of the revolution through the decay of 

the aura: the public could use the new technology to change the superstructure, which could 

contribute to the communists’ revolution (Benjamin, 1935b). Nevertheless, what may distress 

Benjamin is that the new technology did not bring the liberation of the public, as Baudrillard 

(1998) points out the media technology constructs a world of spectacle and implosion creates 

a hyperreality society which abolishes the relationship to the reality (Baudrillard, 1983). 

Baudrillard sees the destructing forces of the digital reproduction technology which Benjamin 

has not foreseen.  

Therefore, as this paper aims at studying the aura of the artwork, Benjamin’s discussion 

will be helpful to test the aura. Using the simulacra theory to analyze the results and data will 

be more suitable to this paper because I want to study the influence of the digital reproduction 

technology on the aura of the artwork. The simulacra theory includes the mechanical 

reproduction phase and also is focused on how technology changes the society, as a result, 

Benjamin’s aura concept can be related to Baudrillard’s simulacra theory. 

Though Benjamin and Baudrillard can be related to each other, they still have differences in 

their views on modernity. Tracing back to Max Weber, disenchantment is one of the main 

characteristics of modernity. 

 It means something else, namely, the knowledge or belief that if one but wished one could 

learn it at any time. Hence, it means that principally there are no mysterious incalculable 

forces that come into play… This means that the world is disenchanted. (Weber, 2008) 

The decay of the aura, in another sentence, is “the disenchantment of the artwork”. The 

mechanical reproduction enables the people to meet the artworks halfway, which means the 

participants can meet the artworks at any time (Benjamin, 1935b). The copies make the 

artwork approachable to the public (ibid.), which allows the artwork back to the public from 

the holy temple. Everyone can have a copy of the artwork and the copies of the artwork can 

be occupied and controlled. 

The difference between Benjamin and Baudrillard is that Benjamin sees the revolutionary 

potential of the disenchantment, while Baudrillard like what Adorno (1997) said witnesses 

how the disenchantment and enlightenment went to its opposite and finally become the myths. 
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4. Methodology 

In this chapter, the first section will introduce the method applied in this essay and justifying 

the selection of the methodology. The second part will present the experiment design. In the 

third part, I will make clear of the method for analyzing the data. In the fourth part, reliability, 

credibility, and limitation related to the methodology will be discussed. 

 

4.1 Method  

Based on experiment method, this essay will mainly apply a quantitative method to analyze 

the difference between appreciating a real artwork and a digital copy. To measure such 

difference, this paper operationalizes the concept of “aura” based on Benjamin’s definition. 

At the same time, non-participant observation and interview are also conducted during the 

experiment. 

4.1.1 Why to use control experiment 

The experimental method is a good tool for controlling and testing the causal process (Babbie, 

2013). Especially, by using the control group, the effect of the independent variable on the 

dependent variable can be recognized (ibid.).  

    In this paper, the RQ1 aims to explore whether seeing a copy or a real painting will result in 

different evaluation results. As we can see in Section 2.3, most researchers (Shaw & Wagelie, 

2016; Hubard, 2007; Hardiman & Zernich, 1984) who study under this topic use control 

experiment to test whether audience prefers real painting to the copies.  

The RSQ2 aims to explore whether the previous watching the painting on a digital screen 

will affect audience’s evaluation of the real artwork. By comparing the results of the 

participants who have already seen a painting on a digital screen with the participants who 

have not seen the painting, the control experiment will be useful to confirm the effect of 

independent variable: whether a person have already seen a digital copy on the dependent 

variable: participants’ evaluation on the real painting. 

4.1.2 Why to use quantitative method 

Gilbert (2008) thinks that the quantitative method has advantage of precise measuring. By 

using the statistical tool, systematic summarization of the quantitative data is consequently 

useful to the representative studies (ibid.).  
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In the former studies of the field, though Wagelie (2016) and Hubard (2007) use the 

interviews of the participants, other researchers such as Hardiman & Zernich (1984), apply a 

quantitative method to measure the preference of the audience who are given an original 

painting and a copy. Therefore, in the field, there is no consensus among which methods can 

precisely measure the experience of the participants. As a result, by using a quantitative 

method, this essay can also measure some aspects of audience’s experience after they watch 

the digital copy and real artwork.  

Consequently, combining the experiment method with the quantitative data will make the 

effect of the independent variable more apparent to be recognized. 

4.1.3 Why to use non-participant observation 

In the non-participant observation, researchers observe the actions of the subjects, however, 

do not take part in the activities of the participants (Scott, 2014). In this research, in order to 

find out which factor may affect the appreciation of the users when they watch a painting 

online, this paper uses camera to record their actions when they watching a digital copy. In 

order to record the distance, gazing duration and the action of the participants who are seeing 

a real painting in the museum, researcher observes their actions next to the participants. 

The reason for choosing non-participant observation is that participant observation cannot 

fulfill the need of recording the data (Barnes & Hunter, 1985), such as the watching action, 

gaze distance and gazing time. Non-participant observation is also easy for researchers to 

record the data timely. 

4.1.4 Why to use interview 

Different from the aim of quantitative studies to create a numerical description, qualitative 

study gathers data from the interviews, field notes and analyzing the text (Gilbert, 2008). As a 

result, interview is one of the methods in the qualitative field. Babbie (2013) thinks interview 

can make compensation to the quantitative data from the questionnaires and experiments, 

because the quantitative data sometimes cannot measure the perception of the audience 

exactly, and interview is a good way to provide an understanding of participants’ action and 

experience (Bolderston, 2012). 

As a result, though the quantitative data is the protagonist of this paper, the interview from 

the participants can act as a supporting role to the quantitative data, because the interview can 

examine whether the results from the quantitative data coincides with the interviews. In this 
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sense, the reason for selecting interview method is to examine whether the quantitative results 

can be valid. 

 

4.2 Experiment design 

4.2.1 Selection of the painting, reproduction technology and the digital screen 

There are three painting for participants to watch. The first one is The Meat Stall, which is 

painted by the famous Dutch painter Pieter Aertsen. It is a big size painting and the topic of 

the painting is related to daily life. The second painting is St. Lawrence's Martyrdom, which is 

a medium size painting and apparently related to the religious topic. The painter is Flemish 

painter Jakob Jordaens. The third painting is Moon landscape, which painted by Swedish 

painter Josef Magnus Stäck. This painting is a small size one and is a landscape painting. 

 

 

Image 4.1 The Meat Stall, Pieter Aertsen 
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Image 4.2 St. Lawrence's Martyrdom, Jakob Jordaens 

 

 

Image 4.3 Moon landscape, Josef Magnus Stäck 

 

The digital copy of the first painting is from Wikipedia, the second and the third painting is 

copied by IPhone 7. IPhone 7 has a ƒ/1.8 aperture and a six-element lens which can make the 

photo better in the low light (Apple, 2016). In addition, IPhone 7 has an improved 

Apple‑designed image signal processor built into the A10 Fusion chip. When taking a photo 

or video, the ISP powers over 100 billion operations and even uses machine learning to make 

the images look amazing (ibid.). 
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    The digital copies of these three paintings will be presented on the IPad mini2. In Image 

4.4, the white-line scope is the color range which human eyes can recognize. The yellow-line 

scope is the color range of IPad mini. From the picture, we can see that the color gamut of the 

digital screen used in this experiment still cannot catch up with the human eyes. 

 

Image 4.4 Color gamut scope, Displaymate7 

 

4.2.2 Sample of the participants 

Sample collection in this study follows the snowball sampling, which is a non-probabilistic 

sampling that is often used (Babbie, 2013). Firstly, I spread the experimental information on 

Facebook and WeChat and recruit 23 participants. Then these members help me to 

disseminate the information to their social network and introduce the other fourteen 

participants into the experiment. Other two participants are accidentally sampled, which 

means they are accidentally met in a place and become the participants (ibid.).  

There are 39 people, who are from Bangladesh, China, Germany, Greece, Japan, 

Kazakhstan, Kenya, Netherlands, Pakistan, Romania, Spain, Sweden and Turkey, participate 

in the experiment. Three of the 39 people participate in the preparatory experiment. The 

remaining 36 participants are randomly and equally divided into two groups. Moreover, none 

of the participants have seen the three painting before. 

                                                           
7 http://bbs.feng.com/read-htm-tid-7282670.html 
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In the first group, 18 participants at first go to the laboratory to see the digital copies of the 

three paintings. After at least one day, they go to the museum to see the real paintings. The 

age of the participants in this group ranges from 22-36 and the average age is 26. Seven are 

male participants and eleven are female participants.  

The second group is a control group. All eighteen participants in this group directly go to 

the museum and see the real painting. The age of the participants in this group ranges from 

21-39. The average age is also 26. Nine participants are male and ten participants are female. 

Table 4.1 Results of the art background test 

Score 0-1 2-3 4-5 Above 6 

First group 4 5 5 4 

Second group 4 4 6 4 

 

The test results distribution of the art background can be found in Table 4.1. Apparently, the 

distribution of art background between the experimental group and the control group is quite 

the same. In addition, Chi-square Test shows that there is no significant difference in the art 

background between the different groups (P=0.977). 

4.2.3 Operationalization and the questionnaire 

In the Section 3.2.3, the thesis recognizes eight dimensions of the aura through the two 

definitions given by Benjamin. However, how to make these eight aspects into a measurable 

way? Table 4.2 shows the measurements operationalized from the eight dimensions. As you 

can see from the Section 2.3, there is no empirical study on the reproduction, which has 

operationalized the aura concept. This research, to my knowledge, makes the first try of 

operationalizing Benjamin’s aura in the field and tests it under the topic of digital 

reproduction. Therefore, there is no literature to prove the connection between the 

operationalized variables and the eight dimensions.      

    However, these operationalized variables, as you can see, mainly follow the description of 

the eight dimensions in the original text. For example, the dimensions of the “authenticity”, 

“authority” and “historical testimony” are operationalized into whether the participants can 

experience these dimensions. In Section 3.2, through introducing “aura is a medium of 

perception” which is argued by Hansen (2008), I have interpreted that the observer experience 

the returning gaze (or felt captured by the object) through the five pillars in the first definition. 



34 
 

Table 4.2 Operationalizing the eight dimensions 

Eight dimensions Operationalized variables 

1.The expectation of 

receiving the returning 

gaze 

Whether I think the painting is looking at me too 

Whether I expect the painting can influence me 

Whether the painting has changed my way I look at it 

Whether I expect the painting can give a returning look 

2.The duration of the gaze The time participants spend on looking a painting 

3.How close to the painting Observe the viewers’ distance to the digital screen and the 

painting. 

4.Appearance of the 

distance 

Whether I think the painting is far away from me in time 

Whether I think the painting is far away from me in space 

5Historical testimony Whether I can experience a sense of history and antiqueness 

6.Authority Whether I can experience a sense of authority 

Whether I think the painting is unique 

7.Authenticity Whether I can experience a sense of authenticity and realness 

8.Ritual value Whether the painting can give me an impression of old 

tradition 

Whether I think go to the museum to see a painting has a 

ritual aspect or element in it 

 

As a result, the measurement of the five pillars is to ask the participants whether they have 

experienced the five pillars. Meanwhile, synonyms of the five pillars also become one of the 

measurements in the corresponding dimension.  

4.2.4 Procedure 

Three people participate in the preparatory experiment, which aims at improving the 

questionnaire and experiment procedures. In the first group, 18 participants evaluate the 

digital copy of the artwork in the laboratory.  

    In the laboratory, they have a pre-test for their art background and they are asked to write 

down their age, occupation, educational background and how often they enjoy a painting 

online at first. Next, they sit in a room and watch the three paintings on a digital screen. They 

are told to use a full period, as long as they want, to watch each picture on the digital screen. 

After they finish watching one picture, they are given a questionnaire containing 15 questions 
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to score. During the evaluation of the artwork, participants’ operating actions are recorded on 

a digital device in order to find out the common operating habits.  

After the evaluation in the laboratory, these 18 participants go to the Uppsala 

Konstmuseum to see the real artwork. In the museum, they are two or three in groups. Before 

they watch the painting, they are informed to use a full period, as long as they want, to see a 

painting. After they finish watching one painting, questionnaire is given to them. During their 

evaluation in the museum, I will observe and record their actions on notebooks and photos.  

    The second dimension: duration of the gaze in the laboratory will be calculated through the 

video. In the museum, the second dimension will be calculated manually by the timekeeper. 

The third dimension: how close to the painting will be observed when the participants are 

looking at the pictures. The distance will be recorded into a five-scale rating8. 

Finally, at the end of the evaluation in the museum, a small interview is conducted. 

In the second group, 18 participants are directly, 2 in pairs, taken to the Uppsala 

Konstmuseum to evaluate the real artwork. In the museum, they are given the same 

questionnaire as the first group and evaluate the same three paintings in the same procedures 

as the first group. 

The usage of the data from different experiment groups can be found in Table 4.3. For the 

RSQ1, scores, the observation notes, and the photos of the participant group 2 will be 

compared with the scores and videos of the participants group 1 in the laboratory. Two scores 

given by the two groups in the museum will be used to analyze the RSQ2. Videos recorded in 

the laboratory will be used to the analysis of the RSQ3. 

Table 4.3 Usage of the data 

Research question The data used for analysis 

RQ1 Scores of group 2 in the museum, 

observation notes and photos 

Scores of group 1 in the 

laboratory and recorded videos 

RQ2 Scores of group 2 in the museum, 

observation notes and photos 

Scores of group 1 in the museum, 

observation notes and photos 

RQ3 Recorded videos of participants’ operational habits on digital screen 

 

                                                           
8 1-very close, 2-close, 3-middle, 4-far away, 5-very far away 
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4.2.5 Ethics 

Babbie (2013), in his book, thinks that all forms of social research will have their own ethical 

issues, especially for some field research. The consent of the participants is important when 

regarding the ethics issue of the research (Flicker, 2002). In this study, all participants are 

willing to participate in this experiment. In addition, before they start to see the paintings and 

pictures, they all have noticed the instructions of the experiment, in which assures the 

confidentiality of their information (Babbie, 2013). 

Another ethics issue in this paper is the art background test. In the experiment, all 

questionnaire is anonymous, every participant has a random number. As a result, it is difficult 

to trace the score of the art background test to the name of the participant. Additionally, 

Participants did not know the results of the art background test in case of they feel unhappy 

with the bad results. 

 

4.3 Method of data analysis 

In this paper, I will use both quantitative analysis and qualitative analysis to explore the 

condition of the aura in the digitalization age. In this section, the analysis method of 

quantitative data and qualitative data will be introduced. Quantitative data is mainly from the 

questionnaire and the non-participant observation. Qualitative data is from the interviews. 

4.3.1 Quantitative data analysis 

Mann-Whitney U test, as Kasuya (2001) consider, is “one of the most widely used tests in 

studies of the behavior”. Mann-Whitney U test is a non-parametric equivalent test of T-test, 

which aims to compare the equality of the two populations (Porta, 2014; Dodge, 2008).  

In this thesis, whether it is equal or different in audience’s experience when given a digital 

copy or a real artwork is waiting for examination, as a result, Mann-Whitney test is helpful to 

find out the difference of participants’ experience between the control group and the 

experimental. 

The T-test requires a large sample or a normally distributed sample (Moore et al., 2012). 

However, in this thesis, the sample size is small and through the test of normality, the 

distribution of the sample in some variables do not satisfy the normal distribution. Therefore, 

a non-parametric test is required to process the data from two small samples (Zimmerman, 

1987). 
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The criterion of judging the equality or difference from the test results is that if the p-value 

larger than the significant level, I assume it is equal between two populations. Otherwise, I 

assume there is a difference between the two populations. In this thesis, I will choose 0.05 as 

the significant level.  

4.3.2 Qualitative data analysis 

When discussing the interpretation of the qualitative data, Creswell (2003) and Patton (2002) 

both emphasize that the researchers need to pay close attention to some significant statements, 

sentences, and quotes because these significant materials can clearly reflect how the 

participants and interviewees understand the phenomenon (Eisikovits & Koren, 2010). 

Creswell (2007) thinks these significant materials are key to analyze the phenomenological 

data, such as the interviews. 

In this thesis, I have interviewed the first group of the participants. These participants first 

see the digital copy in the laboratory and then go to the museum to see the real paintings. I 

will select some of the significant statements, which directly express the feeling of the 

participants, and use these materials to analyze how they think about the digital copy and the 

real painting. Kvale & Brinkmann (2009) in their book mention three kinds of simple analysis 

method. Gist analysis is one of the three methods, which focuses on the general meaning of 

the materials. In the analysis part, gist analysis will be used to interpret the significant 

statements from the participants. 

 

4.4 Reliability, validity and limitation 

Gilbert (2008) points out that commonly researchers hope their indicators to be “as good as 

possible”. In consequence, it is important to consider about the reliability and validity of the 

methodology. Reality refers to the quality of the measurement method, which means that 

whether the researcher can get the same result if he or she repeatedly observe and measure the 

same phenomenon (Babbie, 2013). Validity refers to whether the measurement can accurately 

reflect the measured concept (ibid.).  

In this part, I will explain the reliability and validity of the methodology through two 

aspects: sample and experiment procedure. At the end of this part, the limitation of the 

methodology will be discussed. 
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4.4.1 Sample 

One of the most important issues related to reliability and validity is the sample collection. In 

this paper, the snowball sampling may result in the homogeneity among the participants 

(Babbie, 2013). However, in order to assure that the control group and the experimental group 

are comparable, the two groups of the samples need to be close in some characteristic, such as 

art background, age, gender, the frequency of visiting the museums and so on. Additionally, 

Babbie (ibid.) also comments that, in general, it is not important for a group of subjects to 

represent a larger population than a similarity between the experimental and control groups. 

Therefore, the characteristic of the two groups is crucial to the repetition of the experiment. 

Choosing another group of people with different characteristics, such as choosing old citizens 

as participants, may result in different results, because in this thesis, as you can see, the age of 

the sample ranges from 21-39.  

4.4.2 Experiment and questionnaire 

When discussing the validity of the experiment method, Babbie (ibid.) mentions two kinds of 

invalidity put forward by Cook & Campbell. First is the internal invalidity, which means the 

results of the experiment do not correctly reflect the experiment itself (Babbie, 2013). For 

example, the internal invalidity happens, when the dependent variable is affected by some 

other factors, such as testing and sample selection biases.  

Sample selection means the division of the control group and the experimental group 

should be without bias, and these two groups should be comparable (ibid.). In this thesis, the 

two groups of the sample are divided randomly and equally in order to avoid the internal 

invalidity. 

Another factor may result in the internal invalidity is the testing. Repeated testing of the 

same person may also have an effect on the action of the participants (ibid.). As a result, the 

interview is arranged at the end of the experiment instead of in the laboratory, in order to 

assure the later test of the experimental group in the museum is valid and is not affected by 

the interview. 

The second kind of invalidity is the external invalidity, which means the experiment results 

cannot be generalized to the real world (ibid.). Though this experiment is only focused on the 

painting and the sample are mainly the teenage, it can still reflect how people react differently 

to the digital copies and real artwork in some extent. For the reliability, the interviews are 

used to exam whether the results from the quantitative data reliable. 
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4.4.3 Limitation 

In this experiment, there are three limitations, which can be improved in future studies. First, 

though the participants may have a buffet ticket or a cinema ticket at the end of the 

experiment, the sample size in this study is still small because of lack of researching funding. 

A big sample size can avoid sampling error and can be more representative. 

Secondly, because of lack of research funding, there is no space for me to do the repeated 

experiment to make the results more solid. In addition, Solomon four-group design can be 

applied in the future study, as it can be more efficient to avoid the external invalidity (Babbie, 

2013). 

Thirdly, during the experiment, because different participants come to the laboratory and 

the museum in a different time. The light intensity in the laboratory and the museum is 

different. As a result, the experiment cannot control the light intensity, which is one of the 

limitations of the studies. 
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5. Quantitative Results and analysis 

This chapter mainly presents the results from the experiment by following the order of the 

research questions. In each research questions, quantitative data will be respectively 

presented.  

 

5.1 Aura still exists 

The research question 1 is whether the audience will appreciate a real artwork more than a 

digital copy. In response to this question, the participants who only see the real painting will 

be compared with the participants who see the digital copy. 

In Table 5.2, the results of the whole 3 painting show that the participants who see the real 

painting has a higher score in the “perception of aura” than the participants who see a digital 

copy and such difference is significant (p=0.049). In addition, “expectation to the returning 

gaze” (p=0.000), “the duration of the gaze” (p=0.000) and “how close the participant to the 

artwork when watching” (p=0.000) all have significant results. Participants who see the real 

painting expect an interactive look from the painting more than the participants who see the 

digital copy. People spend a short time and keep close to the digital screen when they see a 

digital copy. 

Table 5.1 Effect of “seeing a real artwork” 

 Whole 3 paintings  Painting 1 Painting 2 Painting 3 

Appearance of distance -0.04 1.03 -0.67 -0.47 

Historical testimony -0.98 -0.39 0.39 -2.94* 

Authority 0.98 0.44 0.89 1.61 

Authenticity 0.54 -1.33 2.22* 0.72 

Ritual value 0.63 0.50 0.50 0.89 

Expectation to the returning gaze 2.69** 2.67* 1.86 3.56** 

The duration of the gaze 57s** 64s**  62s* 46s** 

How close to the painting 0.80** 1.22** 0.83** 0.33 

Aura 0.64* 0.70 0.74 0.49 

Note.The results are the scores of the control group minus the experimental group, *p≤0.05, **p≤0.01 
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 In the first painting, the significant results are the “expectation to the returning gaze” 

(p=0.024), “the duration of the gaze” (p=0.000) and “how close the participant to the artwork 

when watching” (p=0.002).  

    In the second painting, the significant results are “authenticity” (p=0.04), “the duration of 

the gaze” (p=0.000) and “how close the participant to the artwork when watching” (p=0.008). 

    In the third painting, the significant results are “historical testimony” (p=0.031), 

“expectation to the returning gaze” (p=0.006) and “the duration of the gaze” (p=0.000). 

However, the participants who see the digital copies give 2.94 points higher in the “historical 

testimony” than the participants who see a real artwork. 

The results show that people who see a real artwork may have a better perception of aura 

than the people who see a digital copy. Especially, seeing a real artwork make people expect 

more interaction with the artwork than the people who see the digital copies. People spend 

more time on seeing the real artworks than the digital copies. When seeing a digital copy, 

people closely look at the pictures on digital devices. While in the museums, people keep a 

distance from the real artwork. At the same time, most of the dimensions of the aura do not 

show a significant difference. 

 

5.2 Effect of seeing a copy before  

The research question 2 is whether the audience’s evaluation of a real artwork will change if 

they have already seen a digital copy. In response to this question, the participants who have 

already seen the digital copies in the laboratory will go to the museum to see the real painting. 

Their score given to the real painting will be compared with the control group, in which 

participants directly go to the museum to see the painting. 

In Table 5.2, the results of the whole 3 painting show that compared with the participants 

who have already seen the digital copies, the participants who have never seen the digital 

copies may have a significant increase in the “expectation to the returning gaze” (p=0.011) 

and “the duration of the gaze”(p=0.000). The score of aura though also has a slight increase, 

the Mann-Whitney Test shows that the increase is not significant.  

Each painting has a significant result in “The duration of the gaze”, which means that the 

participants who have never seen a digital copy before spend more time on looking at the 

painting than the participants who have already seen a digital copy. 
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Table 5.2 Effect of “having not seen a digital copy before” 

 Whole 3 paintings  Painting 1 Painting 2 Painting 3 

Appearance of distance 0.78 1.39 1.06 -0.11 

Historical testimony -1.07 -0.89 0.39 -2.72 

Authority -0.52 -1.67 0.06 0.06 

Authenticity 0.20 -0.44 1.00 0.06 

Ritual value -0.22 -1.50 0.94 -0.11 

Expectation to the returning gaze 1.57* 1.39 0.97 2.36 

The duration of the gaze 43s** 53s** 44s* 32s** 

How close to the painting 0.19 0.22 0.11 0.22 

Aura 0.32 0.09 0.86 0.02 

Note. The results is the scores of the control group minus the experimental group, *p≤0.05, **p≤0.01 

However, other dimensions of the aura do not show a significant result, which means whether 

a participant has seen a digital copy before may not affect the audience’s perception of the 

aura. 

 

5.3 Factors affecting the evaluation 

Research question 3 is what factors will affect the audiences’ evaluation of the art work when 

they look it on the digital devices. In response to this research question, the action of the 

participants when they watch a picture on the digital device will be recorded and quantified.  

    In Table 5.3, the results of the whole three paintings show that the participants zoom in and 

zoom out on the digital screen. They frequently use their fingers to move the pictures on the 

digital screen. Above half of the participants adjust the brightness on the screen. 

Only 38.9% of the participants change their distance to the digital screen when they are 

watching the picture on a digital device. 18.5% of the participants rotate the screen when 

watching the digital copies. 

 However, from the results from each painting, there are some differences between the 3 

paintings. Participants use the fingers to move the pictures of Painting 1 more frequently than 

other two paintings because Painting 1 is a large size painting. More participants rotate the 

screen and change their distance to the screen when watching the Painting 2 and Painting 3. 
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Table 5.3 Actions of the participants when they are watching the pictures on digital device 

 Whole 3 painting  Painting 1 Painting 2 Painting 3 

Zoom in and out 

 (frequency per person) 

5.5 5.2 5.2 6.3 

Fingers move 

(frequency per person) 

10.5 15.1 8.0 8.5 

Rotate the screen 

(Percentage) 

18.5% 5.6% 22.2% 33.3% 

Adjust the brightness 

(Percentage) 

67.7% - - - 

Change distance to the screen 

(Percentage) 

38.9% 33.3% 44.4% 38.9% 
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6. Qualitative data and analysis 

This chapter mainly presents the results from the interviews by following the order of the 

research questions. In each research questions, some of the significant statements will be 

respectively presented and analyzed.  

 

6.1 Aura is being weakened 

In this part, the former two sections are mainly focused on why the aura still exists in the real 

painting. The third section is mainly about why the aura is being weakened. 

6.1.1 Less gaze, less aura  

In the Section 5.1.1, compared with the participants who see a digital copy, the quantitative 

results show that participants who see a real artwork have a better perception of the aura. 

However, such difference is quite small. In addition, audiences have a higher expectation of 

the returning gaze, spend more time on seeing the paintings and keep more distance to the 

artwork when they see the real painting. 

Especially, when comparing the feeling of the participants who see a digital copy and who 

see a real painting, an interesting contrast between them can be seen. 

I feel seeing the painting on IPad, just like seeing pictures on Facebook, you just click [the 

picture], zoom in and out, then you see the next, it’s pretty quick! (A from China) 

When I looking at the characters in the painting, sometimes I feel these characters are looking at 

me too. Hmm, the returning look? I can feel that they are looking at me in return and I also want 

to interact more with the painting to have a better understanding of it (B from China) 

Yeah, exactly, the expectation to know more [when seeing a real painting…] know more about, 

such as the relationship between the characters, the historical background, and hmm […] the 

emotion of the painter […]. (C from Greek) 

These three comments are all about the “look and gaze”. However, we can identify some 

differences from the comments. When describing the feeling of seeing the real artwork, 

interviewee B and C both mention getting something from the painting. They use “want to” 

and “expect to”, which shows that these two interviewees expect to get something from the 

real painting (a better understanding, historical background, story behind the characters). 

However, when seeing a digital copy, the most impressive experience of Participant A is 

her actions on the digital screen (click, zoom in, zoom out). Different from the B and C, the 
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interviewee A does not mention anything about her expectations. Her only word about her 

feeling is “quick”. Consequently, there is a difference in their expectation for the painting. 

At the same time, the interviewee A feels that it is same to see paintings on the digital 

device and watch pictures on Facebook. This does not mean that it is really no difference 

between seeing a painting on a digital device and seeing photos shared by Facebook friends. 

On account of what she says below—“it’s pretty quick”, we can infer that the looking habits 

cultivated by daily use of social media and digital devices (you just click [the picture], zoom 

in and out, then you see the next) have been extended into watching the digital copy of the 

artwork.  

And such habits apparently influence “the duration of the gaze”, as quantitative results tell 

us that the participants on average spend 43s less on seeing a digital copy than seeing a real 

painting. They watch more quickly on the digital screen. Therefore, when the participants 

watch the digital copy, they are not as focused and serious as they are when watching the real 

painting. Seeing a painting on digital devices has no difference with seeing pictures on 

Facebook  

Baudrillard thinks that in the hyperreality environment, though the masses are absorbing 

the proliferating signs and meanings, they do not reflect and think about it (Baudrillard, 1983, 

pp.28).  

  We are in the screen stage. That is to say we are at a point where we have no gaze on the 

screen… You are no longer in a state to judge, and no potential to reflect. You are taken into the 

screen, you are a gaze-simulacrum. (Baudrillard & Gane, 1993, pp.84) 

In this quotation, he thinks that masses and the audiences nowadays lose the ability to 

reflect and think about what they have seen on the screen though they have seen the signs on 

the screen. As a result, the gaze is no longer the gaze as before. When seeing the simulacra on 

the screen, the gaze also becomes a gaze-simulacrum. As masses do not reflect, judge and 

think about what they are seeing and absorbing when they are gazing the screen, there is no 

gaze on the screen, there only exists the simulation of the gaze—a gaze simulacrum.  

The audiences absorb the proliferating signs and the meanings (Baudrillard, 1983). They 

have to watch quickly on the digital screen in order to absorb the proliferating signs and the 

meanings because they only have 24 hours a day. Quantitative results show that they spend 

less time on looking the pictures on a digital screen. 
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The audiences are “taken into the screen” (Baudrillard, 1983), as the quantitative results 

also suggest that they keep a close distance to the screen. And they do not reflect and judge on 

what they have seen on the screen (Baudrillard, 1983). The interviews show that Participant A 

does not reflect what she has looked on the digital screen but think that it is the same to see 

the paintings on the digital screen and watch pictures on Facebook. Audiences are both 

physically and psychologically taken into the screen. 

The participants watch quickly on the digital screen instead of expecting to have a better 

understanding and interaction with the painting. In Baudrillard’s term, such gaze is no longer 

the real gaze, but the gaze-simulacrum, which masks the absence of the real gaze. In this 

sense, such simulacrum is in the third phase of the simulation.  

Benjamin (1940) thinks that the best way for perceiving the aura is to invest the object with 

the ability to look at us in return when gazing it. However, from Baudrillard’s perspective, the 

gaze itself becomes the simulacra and is no longer the real gaze. As a result, the investment of 

the expectation for the returning look also disappeared, because there is no gaze exists in the 

screen stage. The audiences are not gazing at the pictures on digital devices. 

    Consequently, the worse perception of aura on the digital screen may result from the gaze-

simulacrum (the less investment of the gazing time and the expectation), because it masks the 

absence of the real gaze. Quantitative results also show that there is a significant decline in 

these two dimensions when the participants see a digital copy. 

6.1.2 Lost Authenticity 

From the quantitative results of the second painting, participants think the real painting is 

more authentic than the digital copies. However, in the other two paintings, there is no 

significant difference between the digital copy and the real painting in this dimension. 

Hmm, why I think this is more authentic than the digital copy? Of course, in the museum, I will 

suppose these paintings are the authentic work…The second painting seems not well preserved 

and some color has been damaged. However, such damage tells me that this painting is a quite 

old one and exactly it seems authentic than the [picture on] IPad […] I cannot recognize the 

color loss of this painting on IPad, it’s too small. (D from Sweden) 

I cannot imagine the first painting is such a huge size. At first, on IPad, I think it will be a small 

size one, but here it is a really big one, it is actually more real than the copies on IPad…I think 

the second painting seems better on IPad […] however, when you see the real one, even though 

the color is not better than the picture on IPad, you can still feel that it is more real than the 
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copy, because, as you know, you can apparently see the color loss, the painting strokes, and the 

canvas. (C from Greek) 

    These comments show that when the two participants see the digital copy of the second 

painting, they are not aware of the second painting is not well preserved. Participant D does 

not recognize and notice that this painting has color loss. Participant C consider the color on 

the digital screen is better than the real one.  

However, though the digital copy seems much better in color than the real painting, these 

participants all think that the real painting is more authentic. There are two reasons. 

 Firstly, they both think that the digital screen cannot tell the real size of the painting. 

Participant D thinks the digital copy is too small and Participant C feels that she cannot 

imagine the real painting has a larger size than the copy on the digital screen. Two 

participants both think that the digital copy on the screen is too small. Secondly, because the 

size of the painting on the digital screen is not as large as the real one, the participants cannot 

catch the lost color. When they see the real large painting, it is easy to find the color lost in 

the larger size real painting. Additionally, participant C thinks that the digital copy cannot tell 

the painting strokes and its canvas material. 

The digital screen cannot tell the real size, which makes the audience feel inauthentic. At 

the same time, the digital reproduction technology also contributes to their feeling of 

inauthenticity. 

    In Section 4.2.1, I have introduced some basic information about the digital reproduction 

technology which is used in this experiment. IPhone 7 is used to take the digital copies of 

these paintings. By using the advanced technologies (f/1.8 aperture, six-element lens), 

reproduced copies could be even better than the real painting. 

The advanced lens, aperture, machine learning technology and Fusion chip could make the 

copy seems better and amazing (Apple, 2016). Through the calculation in the fusion chips, it 

will automatically compensate the light exposure and adjust the brightness of the photo 

(ibid.). The shutter speed and the aperture control the incoming light (Encyclopedia 

Britannica, 2016), which means that the copy is totally different from what you have seen in 

the low light environment. The copy is calculated and improved by the technology. The copy 

will be “better”. However, such “better”, to some extent, is not authentic and even destroys 

the authenticity, because the brightness is revised and calculated by the technology. The 
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reproduction technology makes the color different from what you have seen in the museum. 

The digital copy is different from the real painting in its color and size.  

In conclusion, from the interview, we can see that the digital copy hides the real size of the 

painting, which as a result, makes the audiences neglect some flaws (color lost) in the real 

painting. At the same time, the reproduction technologies revise the brightness and make the 

copy seems much “better” than the real painting, but on the other side, destroy the 

authenticity. 

Therefore, this kind of simulacra is trying to improve the real, however, it is totally 

different from the real. Baudrillard (1994) thinks that the fourth stage of simulacra abolishes 

the relationship with the reality and itself becomes hyperreal—more real than the reality 

(Merrin, 2001). Nevertheless, in this case, some participants think that such hyperreal 

simulacra has destroyed the authenticity, which as a result, decreases the perception of the 

aura. 

In the Section 3.1.1, authenticity is also one of the most important dimensions when we talk 

about the aura. Benjamin (1935b) thinks that the mechanical reproduction threatens the 

authenticity of the real painting. Here we see that the digital reproduction also destroys the 

authenticity like the mechanical reproduction. However, the digital reproduced simulacra tries 

to be “better” than the real, which is not foreseen by Benjamin. 

    Nevertheless, from the quantitative results, the other two paintings do not show a 

significant difference between seeing a copy and a real painting in “authenticity”. 

Consequently, the boundary of the hyperreal simulacra and the reality becomes blurred 

(Baudrillard, 1994) and in the next part, I will mainly explain why there is a small difference 

between the real one and the simulacra one. 

6.1.3 Real is not so important 

When Baudrillard talks about the third phase of the simulacra, he considers the simulacra in 

this phase as masking the absence of the reality, which means that it is not easy to recognize 

whether the reality still exists when the simulacra replaces the presence of the reality. 

In the experiment, the quantitative results show that there is only a small difference in the 

perception of the aura between the participants who see a digital copy and the participants 

who see a real painting. Most of the dimensions of the aura do not show a significant 

difference between seeing a digital copy and seeing a real artwork. The perception of the 
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“historical testimony” of the third painting even have a decline when the participants see the 

real painting. There are two reasons for why the difference being small. 

The first reason is that when seeing a reproduction, many participants emphasize more on 

the content of the painting but consider less on the format of the presentation. Hubard (2007) 

in his study also finds that the participants remark more about the scene and the content which 

the painting depicts. 

I don’t think watch the digital copy will affect my evaluation, normally the contents of the 

painting can influence me more. (E from China) 

It is a landscape painting. I do not think it is historical even though I see the real painting. (F 

from Turkey) 

Interviewee E thinks his evaluation of the artworks is mainly based on the content of the 

painting. Watching the digital copy is enough for him to understand the content of the 

painting. When interviewee F sees the digital copy of the third painting, her evaluation of the 

“historical testimony” is mainly from her understanding of the content—it is a landscape. 

These two interviewees show that some participants’ evaluation of the painting is mainly from 

the general content on the digital screen. 

The second reason is that the quality of the painting on digital devices is enough for them to 

have an evaluation, sometimes they think the quality of the digital copy is even better than the 

real painting. Whether the painting is a digital copy or a real one is not important. 

    I think the second painting seems better on IPad. (C from Greek) 

    I think the picture on the IPad seems very well in its color contrast and saturation, however, 

compared with the picture on the IPad the real painting seems a little bit dark. (A from China) 

In the section 6.1.2, I have already pointed out the advanced reproduction technology can 

make the copy “better” than what it was by using the advanced lens, computer programming 

and fusion chips. However, in the Section 4.2.1, I have introduced that the color gamut of the 

digital screen still cannot catch up the human eyes and researchers strive to develop a wider 

gamut system satisfy the need of enjoying the colorful images (Murdoch et al., 2014). 

Though the reproduction technology can make the copies better, it still cannot catch up the 

human eyes. However, some participants think that the copies on the digital devices are better 

than the original paintings. In fact, the digital copy is not better than the real painting. It 
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makes the participants think that it is better than the real painting. “Being better” is an 

illusion. 

The possible explanation of this illusion is that the quality of the digital copy on digital 

screen, to some participants, can totally satisfy them. From the interview, we can see that the 

digital copy can tell the content of the painting and the audiences are satisfied with the quality 

of the pictures. Therefore, seeing a real painting or seeing a copy is not very important to 

some audiences, because the copies on the digital screen can totally satisfy their need of 

evaluating the painting. Additionally, all participants use the digital devices daily, they may 

be accustomed to the color on the digital screen. 

Baudrillard once argues that the gulf war never took place, because the looking is only 

taken place on the level of the screen (Baudrillard, 1994) and the media presentation cannot 

compensate the experience of the real happening events (Baudrillard, 1991). In this case, 

appreciating the painting has never happened too, the audiences who see the digital copy 

cannot experience the real size, real color in the museum because the size and the color are 

hidden by the reproduction technologies. The audiences are seeing the simulacra on the 

screen, which makes them feel that they are seeing the painting. The participants are satisfied 

with the quality of the simulacra. The simulacra is enough for them to understand the content 

of the painting and do the evaluation.  

As a result, whether the real painting is absent is not important, because the simulacra can 

meet the demands of the viewers, which undermines the importance of the real painting. 

 

6.2 Simulacra cannot replace the real 

6.2.1 Freshness and time 

The quantitative results show that there is no significant difference in the perception of aura 

between participants who have already seen the digital copy and the participants who have 

not. However, seeing the digital copy before can shorten the visiting time of the real painting. 

All in all, participants who never saw the digital copies spent 43s more on seeing the real 

painting than those who have already seen the digital copy. 

I don’t think there is still a sense of freshness when seeing the real painting. (B from China) 
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There will certainly be an impact because it is clear that when you see this picture again, 

freshness disappears so that I watch these painting very fast […] I don’t think it is boring to see 

the painting again, I mean that the first impression is the most important. (J from Sweden) 

Some participants put more emphasizes on the first impression of this painting and think 

that the freshness has disappeared. Therefore, they watch quickly when seeing the real 

painting. As a result, people who have never seen the digital copy before may have an 

experience of freshness from the painting, which may prolong their visiting time in front of 

the painting in the museum. 

6.2.2 Two reasons 

Baudrillard (1994) thinks in the hyperreality, the boundary of the reality and the virtual has 

been blurred which implies that the reality has been invaded by the hyperreal simulacra. 

Especially in The Perfect Crime, he concerned more about the “murder of the reality”, which 

resulted from the replacement of the reality with simulacra (Baudrillard, 1996). The unlimited 

ability of reproduction is destroying the reality and constructs the order based on the hyperreal 

simulacra (ibid.). However, in the artwork field, it seems that there is no significant effect of 

the simulacra on aura perception of the real artwork. The reality has not been totally invaded 

or murdered by the simulacrum. 

    There are two reasons of why the reality has not been totally murdered. First is that the 

digital copy on the digital screen cannot imitate the environment of the museum. The 

reproduction technology has not reached the stage of imitating the environment. 

The only thing that the copy on IPad cannot compensate is the environment of the museum so 

that when I seeing the real painting in the museum, such experience is totally fresh from seeing 

the IPad in the lab. (H from China) 

Here [in the museum], other paintings surrounds you, the feeling is really different. (L from 

Germany) 

Interviewee H think that the experience of watching a digital copy is totally different from 

seeing the real artwork in the museum because the museum environment cannot be restored 

by the digital copy. In the museums, the architectural and exhibition arrangements organize 

the visitors’ actions and set the agenda for the tour of the visitors (White, 1997). As a result, 

in the Uppsala Konstmuseum, the exhibition puts paintings together on the wall, which has an 

influence on the experience of the visitors and makes them feel that the paintings are 

surrounding them and such experience is totally different from the copy on the IPad. 



52 
 

Therefore, some participants think that the digital copy will not influence their perception of 

the real painting. 

Though I have seen the painting before on IPad, the real painting is still very different from the 

digital one. Especially the first painting. Therefore, I don’t think it will change my view on the 

real one. The copy and the real one is two things. (G from Spain) 

The second reason is that some participants can recognize the simulacra is not real. In the 

section 3.3.2, I have introduced some criticisms on Baudrillard, one of the criticisms given by 

Hayles et al. (1991) argues that Baudrillard overestimates the unavoidableness and 

irreversibleness of the implosion. They think the simulacra is “unevenly dispersed” in the 

contemporary society, and the audiences are not homogenous. In this experiment, some of the 

interviewees also recognize that the digital copy cannot replace the real painting. Interviewee 

G even points out that the copy and the real painting are not the same things. 

These participants who have already seen the copies before consider the experience of 

seeing the real painting in the museum is totally different from watching the copy. They think 

the copy cannot tell the size and imitate the environment of the museum, which makes seeing 

a real painting and seeing a copy different. They think the copy and the real painting is not the 

same. Different from interviewee E and F in the section 6.1.3, interviewee G and H can 

recognize simulacra is not real. The simulacra cannot copy the real experience when seeing a 

real painting in the museum, which, as a result, may not affect the perception of the aura when 

someone has already seen a digital copy before. 

 

6.3 Factors affecting the evaluation 

6.3.1 Size and brightness 

From the quantitative results, on average, every participant zooms in and zooms out on digital 

screen 5.5 times when seeing a digital copy. 67.7% of the participants adjust the brightness 

button.  

In the section 6.1.2, I have already shown that the digital copy cannot tell the size of the 

real painting which may affect the perception of the aura. On the digital screen, Participants 

zoom in and zoom out on the screen in order to see the details. Zoom out can make the size 

smaller. Zoom in can make the size of the copy larger than the screen. However, participants 

have to use their fingers to move the enlarged pictures on the screen in order to see the other 
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enlarged part. Quantitative results show that participants on average move their fingers on 

screen 10.5 times when seeing a digital copy. Consequently, we can see that size is one of the 

factors that may affect the evaluation of the artwork on digital screen. 

   The screen is too small and too close to me. (K from Japan) 

I cannot imagine the first painting is such a huge size. At first, on IPad, I think it will be a small 

size one, but here it is a really big one, it is actually more real than the copies on IPad. (C from 

Greek) 

Because of the limited size of the digital screen, it cannot tell the true size of the painting. 

By zooming in and zooming out, the participants see the details of the separated part, which 

lowers the users’ experience on digital screen and as a result, affects their evaluation of the 

artwork. 

Brightness is really important. When you see the digital copy on IPad, though you can adjust the 

brightness it is difficult to adjust the brightness as real as in the museum and sometimes it may 

even distort the color. (H from China) 

     Brightness is also another factor that may affect the evaluation of the copy, as 67.7% of the 

participants adjust the brightness on the digital screen in order to have a good visual 

experience. However, the digital screen cannot imitate the brightness of the museums.  

Sometimes adjusting the brightness too dark or too bright will make the color change, which 

may affect the evaluation. Consequently, in the artwork field, the simulacra still cannot 

replace the real artwork. 

6.3.2 Flexibility and nearness: A strategy of deterrence 

Flexibility and nearness, in participants’ eyes, are two factors which facilitate their evaluation 

of the artwork on digital screen. Zoom in and zoom out not only change the size of the 

pictures but make the participants feel a sense of nearness. Quantitative results also show that 

the distance of watching pictures on the digital screen is nearer than seeing a real painting in 

the museum. 

The advantage of [seeing the painting on] the IPad is that it may make you feel very near to the 

painting, you can zoom in and out, you can touch it. However, in the museum, you need to keep 

a certain distance from the artwork. (M from China) 
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Benjamin (1935b) also regard the appearance of the distance is important to the aura, as a 

result, the nearness is one of the factors which may affect the audience’s evaluation of the 

artwork on digital devices. 

 Sometimes, for example, van Gogh’s sunflower, I need to buy a flight ticket to the Netherland 

and queue for 3 or 4 hours. It is too expensive, and the digital copy can allows me to watch the 

painting at home, in any places… flexibility is still an advantage of seeing the picture online. (L 

from Germany) 

    Authentically, the digital devices and the digital copies make the audiences flexible in time 

and space, which also save their cost of the art appreciation. Digital copies can save their time 

of going to the museum and save the money of buying the ticket. However, digital copies may 

discourage the audiences to see the real painting, because compared with a digital copy, to see 

a real painting cost more on the audience. 

Baudrillard considers the universal production of the simulacra as “a strategy of the 

deterrence”, which means that the simulacra aims to prevent the occurrence of the real 

(Baudrillard, 1994). 

Quantitative results show that there is a tiny difference between watching a copy and a real 

painting. Though the simulacra sacrifices some aspects of the aura perception, it still saves the 

money and time for the audiences. As a result, if an audience thinks it is not worthy of buying 

flight tickets and queuing for 3 hours to see van Gogh’s sunflower, he or she might choose to 

see the digital copy. And in this case, the strategy of the simulacra successfully deter the 

audiences to meet the real painting. 
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7. Discussion and Conclusion 

7.1 Conclusion: Aura in the digitalization age 

Benjamin (1935b) saw the decay of the aura in the age of the mechanical reproduction. In this 

essay, the aura of the artwork endures a further recession, though still has its power.  

From the quantitative results, we can see that it still has a difference in the perception of the 

aura between the people who see a digital copy and the people who see a real painting and 

seeing a digital copy before will not affect the aura perception of the audiences. Especially 

when we have a close look at the eight dimensions of the aura, “the expectation of the 

returning look” and” the time of gazing” both have a higher score when the participants see 

the real painting.  

From the qualitative results, there are three reasons for why the aura still having its power. 

Firstly, the daily use habit of the digital devices and the digital reproduction technology may 

result in low aura perception of the audience who see a digital copy, which shows that the 

aura of the real artwork still has its power.  

Secondly, different from Baudrillard’s theory, some people have a clear mind of 

recognizing the simulacra, which also contributes to a better perception of the aura when 

seeing a real artwork. 

Thirdly, the digital copy cannot compensate the environment of the museums—the 

architectural and knowledge discourse generated by the exhibition designs. The quantitative 

results of the second research question show that there is no significant difference between the 

people who have already seen the digital copy before and those who have not seen the copy 

before. 

However, the power of the aura is really weak. The perception of aura has a weak 

difference between people who see the real artwork and the digital copy. From the 

quantitative data, above half of the eight dimensions do not show significant results, which 

means most of the dimensions of the aura has decayed. From the qualitative analysis, the 

boundary of the real and the virtual is blurring, because the real is not so important to the 

audiences, the reproduction technology nowadays can make participants have an illusion that 

the quality of the copy is better than the real painting though the digital reproduction 

technology still cannot catch up with the human eyes. The quality of the copy is enough to 
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satisfy the need of the audiences which makes the real not so important to the audiences. 

Therefore, the power of the aura is weakened. 

Size, brightness, flexibility and nearness are the four factors, which may influence the 

audience's evaluation of the art work when appreciating it on digital devices. Flexibility and 

nearness, in Baudrillard’s terms, are the strategy of deterrence, which may hinder the 

audiences from meeting the real. 

 

7.2 Discussion 

7.2.1 Earlier research 

Hubard (2007) and Dreher (1966, cited in Hardiman & Zernich, 1984) both have a significant 

result, which shows that the participants prefer the original to the copy. In this thesis, we find 

that such difference is not much significant. Because only when putting the data of the whole 

three paintings together do the results of the “aura perception” show a significant difference. 

However, I find the results from the experiment of Shaw & Wagelie (2016) can be proved 

from this study. Shaw & Wagelie (ibid.) find that the power of the aura is still the advantage 

of seeing the original artwork. In this paper, from the quantitative results, there is still a 

difference in the aura perception between seeing a copy and seeing a real painting, which 

means the real artwork still has its advantage of having the power of aura. Additionally, 

Hubard, Shaw and Wagelie in their studies all talk about the disadvantage of the copy. The 

copy cannot tell the real size of the painting. In this thesis, participants also think that the 

digital screen cannot tell the size of the real painting. 

    Some former experiments (Zurmuehlen, 1970, cited in Hardiman & Zernich, 1984; Farley 

& Weinstock, 1980, cited in Hubard, 2007; Hardiman & Zernich, 1984) show that there is no 

relationship between the preference of the audience and the presented format. In this thesis, 

we can see that with the development of the reproduction technology, the gap between the 

real painting and the copies is narrowing. Some participants even think that the copies are 

better. However, through the quantitative results and the interviews from other participants, 

we should admit that there still exists a distinction between the real and the virtual, though the 

boundary is blurring. 

7.2.2 Museum’s choice in the digitalization age 

As for the museums, the results of the first research question show that the virtual museums 

still cannot replace the position of the real museums, because aura still works among the 
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audiences who see the real painting. Therefore, seeing a real artwork is still different in 

viewer’s experience from seeing a digital copy. Especially, seeing a digital copy on the digital 

screen cannot compensate the environment of seeing a real painting in the museums. 

Additionally, the digital copies cannot tell the size of the real painting, which, as a result, 

decreases the perception of the aura. 

The second research question shows that there is no significant relationship between the 

perception of the aura and whether a visitor has or has not seen a digital copy before. People 

who have seen the copy before spend less time in the museums which shows a great potential 

of receipting more tourists from the world and can promote the massive consumption of the 

artwork.  

The irruption of the mass even into aesthetic consumption changes, in my opinion, the status of the 

art work. Can we still talk of a “work”? It’s becoming something else. It is not exactly a commodity 

but it passes into the condition of a sign which must be able to circulate like any other. Therefore its 

own time and place, its uniqueness, is effectively removed. (Baudrillard & Gane, 1993, p.147) 

    The digital media technology reproduces thousands of copies and images of the artwork, 

which allows the circulation of the consumption. The millions and thousands of visitors which 

crowded into the museums also act as the same function of the digital media (Baudrillard, 

1983)—banalizes the artwork and destroys its uniqueness. 

   The results of the RQ3 shows that brightness, size, flexibility and nearness may influence 

the audiences’ art appreciation when they watch an artwork on the digital devices. If the 

museums want to improve the experience of the users, the online museums need to imitate the 

brightness of the artwork in the museums and give the users a real impression of the size of 

the artwork. In addition, the flexibility and the nearness give the chance of seeing an artwork 

from a remote place to the users. 

From the above results, I think the museums can take steps of digitalizing and exhibiting 

their artworks online because the virtual museums still cannot threaten the position of the real 

museums and such online exhibition actually gives the audiences the chance of knowing a 

new artwork. However, with the development of the virtual reality, whether the aura will 

totally disappear from the real is still unknown. As a result, museums need to be cautiously 

when they decide to introduce new technology to digitalize their artwork, though many 

studies find that applying the advanced technology to the museums has a lot of advantages, 

such as enhancing user’s enjoyment (Sylaiou et al., 2010). 
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7.2.3 Reflection, Limitation and future studies 

As this paper makes the first attempt to conceptualize and operationalize the aura concept, 

there are also some limitations in this study. Firstly, in Section 3.2, from Benjamin’s second 

definition and Hansen’s discussion of the aura, I have interpreted that the aura is a medium of 

perception and can be perceived by the audiences. However, in the academic field, some 

researchers such as Conty (2017) think that the perception of the aura is unconscious. As a 

result, whether the aura can be perceived is still in discussion.  

    Secondly, this thesis is mainly built on the quantitative results from testing the aura. 

However, restricted by the funding, this sample size of this study is quite small. As we can see 

in Section 2.3, samples of all the former experiments are mainly students. Tough in this study, 

three participants are workers, the remaining 37 participants are all students. As a result, the 

sample bias may affect the validity of this paper. 

Thirdly, according to the response of three participants who joined in the preparatory 

experiment, I have revised the questionnaire and made the questions as clear as possible. 

However, when doing the experiment, three of the participants have asked me to explain some 

of the questions. In order to strictly follow the definition of the aura, some of the designed 

questions in the questionnaire are a little bit uncommon, which make participants cannot 

understand some of the questions. 

There are two aspects that future studies can be focused on. Firstly, this thesis uses a 

medium-size digital screen for the experiment. Future study can use other digital screens to 

test whether there is a difference in audience’s perception of the aura when the digital screen 

is changed into a small-size or a large-size screen. 

    Secondly, with the development of the virtual reality technology, in the future, the 

reproduction technology can imitate the environment of the museums and further improve the 

quality of the simulacra. In the future, the recognition of the reality and the virtual will be 

more difficult than today, which as a result may have an effect on the perception of the aura. 

Therefore, future studies need to pay close attention to the virtual reality technology and study 

on its effect on the artworks. Especially, future studies should find out whether virtual reality 

technology can compensate the audience’s experience in the real museums as well as whether 

the museum environment and the size of the artworks can be compensated by the virtual 

reality technology, because in this study we found that the reproduction technology today still 
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cannot imitate the environment in the museum and give the audiences a clear figure of the real 

size of the real painting.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



60 
 

Reference 

Abbey, Heidi N. 2012. Does a decade make a difference? Comparing the web presence of 

North American art museum libraries and archives in 1999 and 2011. Art Libraries Journal 37 

(3): 34-40. 

Abbinnett, R. 2008, "The Spectre and the Simulacrum: History after Baudrillard", Theory, 

Culture & Society, vol. 25, no. 6, pp. 69-87. 

Adorno, T.W. & Horkheimer, M., 1997, Dialectic of enlightenment, Verso, London. 

Apple, 2016, https://www.apple.com/lae/iPhone-7/ 

Babbie Earl. The practice of social research. 13., International ed. Belmont, Calif: 

Wadsworth/Cengage Learning; 2013. 

Barnes, M. 1985, "Staff/user interaction in public libraries: A non-participation observation 

study", Social Science Information Studies, vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 69-79. 

Baudrillard, J, 1983, In the shadow of the silent majority, Columbia University, New York 

https://monoskop.org/images/c/c4/Baudrillard_Jean_In_the_Shadow_of_the_Silent_Majoritie

s_or_The_End_of_the_Social_and_Other_Essays.pdf 

Baudrillard, J, 1991, The Gulf War did not take place, Indiana University Press, 

http://halliejones.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Baudrillard-The-Gulf-War-did-not-Take-

Place.pdf  

Baudrillard, J., 1993, Symbolic exchange and death, Sage Publications, London. 

Baudrillard, J. & Gane, M. 1993, Baudrillard live: selected interviews, 1st edn, Routledge, 

New York;London;. 

Baudrillard, J., 1994, Simulacra and simulation, University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor. 

http://halliejones.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/Baudrillard-The-Gulf-War-did-not-Take-

Place.pdf 

Baudrillard, J., 1929-2007 & Turner, C. 2008, The perfect crime, New edn, Verso, London.  

Baudrillard, J., 1998, The consumer society: myths and structures, SAGE, London. 

Benjamin, A. 1986, "The decline of art: Benjamin’s aura", Oxford Art Journal, vol. 9, no. 2, 

pp. 30-35. 

https://www.apple.com/lae/iphone-7/


61 
 

Benjamin, W., 1935a, The Arcades Project, Translated by Howard Eiland & Kevin 

McLaughlin, 2002, Harvard University Press. 

Benjamin, W., 1935b, The work of art in the age of its technological reproducibility, from 

Jennings, M.W., Doherty, B., Levin, T.Y. & Jephcott, E.F.N. 2008, The work of art in the age 

of its technological reproducibility, and other writings on media, Belknap Press of Harvard 

University Press, Cambridge, Mass. 

Bimber, O., Encarnação, L.M. & Schmalstieg, D. 2003, "The Virtual Showcase as a new 

platform for augmented reality digital storytelling", Proceedings of the Workshop on Virtual 

Environments, EGVE'03, pp. 87. 

Boiral, O. 2013, "Sustainability reports as simulacra? A counter-account of A and A+ GRI 

reports", Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, vol. 26, no. 7, pp. 1036-1071. 

Bolderston, Amanda. 2012. "Conducting A Research Interview". Journal of Medical Imaging 

And Radiation Sciences 43 (1): 66-76. Accessed January 15, 2016. 

Brida, J., Disegna, M. & Scuderi, R. 2014, "The visitors' perception of authenticity at the 

museums: archaeology versus modern art", CURRENT ISSUES IN TOURISM, vol. 17, no. 

6, pp. 518-538. 

Bruno L. & Adam L. 2010, “The migration of the aura or how to explore the original through 

its facsimiles” Switching codes: thinking through digital technology in the humanities and the 

arts, University of Chicago Press, Chicago;London; p.275-298. 

Burgard, W., Cremers, A.B., Fox, D., Hähnel, D., Lakemeyer, G., Schulz, D., Steiner, W. & 

Thrun, S. 1999, "Experiences with an interactive museum tour-guide robot", Artificial 

Intelligence, vol. 114, no. 1-2, pp. 3-55. 

Butler, R. 1999; 2013;, Jean Baudrillard: the defence of the real, Sage, Thousand Oaks, 

Calif;London;. 

Carbonell, B.M. 2014, "An open invitation? : Adding links to the  epistemology of   historical 

representations", History and Theory, vol. 53, no. 1, pp. 130-149. 

Capriotti, P. & González-Herrero, A. 2013, "Managing media relations in museums through 

the Internet: A model of analysis for online pressrooms in museums", Museum Management 

and Curatorship, vol. 28, no. 4, pp. 413-429. 



62 
 

Cason, N.F. 1998, "Interactive multimedia: An alternative context for studying works of art", 

Studies in Art Education, vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 336. 

Chandler, D. & Munday, R. 2016, A Dictionary of Media and Communication, Oxford 

University Press, Oxford. 

Chen, C. & Huang, T. 2012, "Learning in a u-Museum: Developing a context-aware 

ubiquitous learning environment", Computers and Education, vol. 59, no. 3, pp. 873-883. 

Clarke, 2010, Value + Structural law of value, from Smith, R.G., Dr 2010, The Baudrillard 

dictionary, Edinburgh University Press, Edinburgh. 

Creswell, J.W. 2013, Qualitative inquiry and research design: choosing among five 

approaches, 3., [updat] edn, SAGE Publications, Thousand Oaks. 

Dates, M. & Illia, L. 2009, "The audit and management of a museum's media image", 

Museum Management and Curatorship, vol. 24, no. 1, pp. 47-71. 

Davis, D. 1995, "The Work of Art in the Age of Digital Reproduction (An Evolving Thesis: 

1991-1995)", Leonardo, vol. 28, no. 5, pp. 381-386. 

Dawson, P., Levy, R. & Lyons, N. 2011, "‘Breaking the fourth wall’: 3D virtual worlds as 

tools for knowledge repatriation in archaeology", Journal of Social Archaeology, vol. 11, no. 

3, pp. 387-402. 

Dodge, Y. 2008, The concise encyclopedia of statistics, 1st. edn, Springer, New York. 

Eisikovits, Z. & Koren, C. 2010, "Approaches to and Outcomes of Dyadic Interview 

Analysis", Qualitative Health Research, vol. 20, no. 12, pp. 1642-1655. 

Encyclopaedia Britannnica, I. & Encyclopaedia Britannica, i. 2006, Britannica concise 

encyclopedia, Rev. and expand edn, Encyclopaedia Britannica, Chicago. 

Fletcher, A. & Lee, M.J. 2012, "Current social media uses and evaluations in American 

museums", Museum Management and Curatorship, vol. 27, no. 5, pp. 505-521. 

Flicker, Uwe. 2002. An Introduction to Qualitative Research. London: Sage.   

Foucault, Michel (October 1984). "Des Espace Autres". Architecture, Mouvement, 

Continuité. 5: 46–49 Translated from the French by Jay Miskowiec, 

http://web.mit.edu/allanmc/www/foucault1.pdf 

http://web.mit.edu/allanmc/www/foucault1.pdf


63 
 

Forgan, S. 2005, "Building the Museum: Knowledge, Conflict, and the Power of Place", Isis, 

vol. 96, no. 4, pp. 572-585. 

Gane, M. 1991;2002;, Baudrillard's bestiary: Baudrillard and culture, Routledge, New 

York;London;. 

Gilbert, Nigel, “Research, Theory and Method”, in Researching Social Life ed. Nigel Gilbert, 

Sage, 2008 

Grincheva, N. 2014, "Epistemological clashes in digital preservation: Virtual "hospitals for 

objects" Versus online "meeting houses"", International Journal of Critical Cultural Studies, 

vol. 12, no. 2, pp. 13-22. 

Grandy, G. & Mills, A.J. 2004, "Strategy as Simulacra? A Radical Reflexive Look at the 

Discipline and Practice of Strategy", Journal of Management Studies, vol. 41, no. 7, pp. 1153-

1170. 

Hayles, N.K., Porush, D., Landon, B., Sobchack, V. & Ballard, J.G. 1991, "In Response to 

Jean Baudrillard", Science Fiction Studies, vol. 18, no. 3, pp. 321. 

Hansen, M.B. 2008, "Benjamin's aura", Critical Inquiry, vol. 34, no. 2, pp. 336-375. 

Hazan, S. 2001, The virtual aura: is there space for enchantment in a technological world? In 

Museums and the Web 2001. Retrieved June 17, 2005, from 

http://www.archimuse.com/mw2001/paper/hazan/hazan.html. 

Hardiman, G.W. & Zernich, T. 1982, “The Relative Influence of Parts and Wholes in Shaping 

Preference Responses to Paintings.” Studies in Art Education, vol. 23, no. 3, pp. 31–38.  

Hardiman, G.W. & Zernich, T. 1984, "Subjective Responses to Paintings as Originals, 

Colored Slides, and Colored Prints", Studies in Art Education, vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 104-108. 

Henderson, K. 1998, "The Aura of "High Tech" in a World of Messy Practice", The 

Sociological Quarterly, vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 645-672. 

Henning, M. 2011. New media. A companion to museum studies, 1st edn, Blackwell Pub, 

Malden, MA. Hubard, Olga M. 2007. Originals and reproductions: The influence of 

presentation format in adolescents' responses to a renaissance painting. Studies in Art 

Education 48 (3): 247-64. 



64 
 

Ho, C.M.L., Nelson, M.E. & Müeller-Wittig, W. 2011, "Design and implementation of a 

student-generated virtual museum in a language curriculum to enhance collaborative 

multimodal meaning-making", Computers & Education, vol. 57, no. 1, pp. 1083-1097. 

Hinrichs, U., Schmidt, H. & Carpendale, S. 2008, "EMDialog: Bringing information 

visualization into the museum", IEEE Transactions on Visualization and Computer Graphics, 

vol. 14, no. 6, pp. 1181-1188. 

Huang, C., Chen, C. & Chung, P. 2005, "Tangible photorealistic virtual museum", IEEE 

Computer Graphics and Applications, vol. 25, no. 1, pp. 15-17. 

Hubard, O.M. 2007, "Originals and Reproductions: The Influence of Presentation Format in 

Adolescents' Responses to a Renaissance Painting", Studies in Art Education, vol. 48, no. 3, 

pp. 247-264. 

Innis, H.A. 1951, The bias of communication, University of Toronto Press, Toronto. 

Jennings, M.W., Doherty, B., Levin, T.Y. & Jephcott, E.F.N. 2008, The work of art in the age 

of its technological reproducibility, and other writings on media, Belknap Press of Harvard 

University Press, Cambridge, Mass. 

Karlholm, D. 2001, "Reading the virtual museum of general art history", Art History, vol. 24, 

no. 4. 

Kasuya, E. 2001, "Mann–Whitney U test when variances are unequal", Animal Behaviour, 

vol. 61, no. 6, pp. 1247-1249. 

Kvale, S & Brinkmann, S., 2009, InterViews: learning the craft of qualitative research 

interviewing, 2.th edn, Sage Publications, Los Angeles. 

King, A. 1998, "A critique of Baudrillard's hyperreality: towards a sociology of 

postmodernism", Philosophy & Social Criticism, vol. 24, no. 6, pp. 47-66. 

Lane, 2010, Culture, from Smith, R.G., Dr 2010, The Baudrillard dictionary, Edinburgh 

University Press, Edinburgh. 

Lepouras, G. & Vassilakis, C. 2004; 2005;, "Virtual museums for all: employing game 

technology for edutainment", Virtual Reality, vol. 8, no. 2, pp. 96-106. 

Macintosh, N.B. & Shearer, T. 2000, "The accounting profession today: A poststructuralist 

critique", Critical Perspectives on Accounting, vol. 11, no. 5, pp. 607-626. 



65 
 

Macintosh, N.B., Shearer, T., Thornton, D.B. & Welker, M. 2000, "Accounting as 

simulacrum and hyperreality: perspectives on income and capital", Accounting, Organizations 

and Society, vol. 25, no. 1, pp. 13-50. 

Mahaldar, O. & Bhadra, K. 2015, "ICT: A magic wand for social change in rural India" in 

Handbook of Research on Cultural and Economic Impacts of the Information Society, pp. 

501-525. 

Marty, P.F. 2007, "Museum websites and museum visitors: Before and after the museum 

visit", Museum Management and Curatorship, vol. 22, no. 4, pp. 337-360. 

Marty, P.F. 2008, "Museum websites and museum visitors: Digital museum resources and 

their use", Museum Management and Curatorship, vol. 23, no. 1, pp. 81-99. 

Mason, D.D.M. & McCarthy, C. 2008, "Museums and the culture of new media: an empirical 

model of New Zealand museum websites", Museum Management and Curatorship, vol. 23, 

no. 1, pp. 63-80. 

McLuhan, M. & Gordon, W.T., 1964, 2003, Understanding media: the extensions of man, 

Critical edn, Gingko Press, Corte Madera, CA. 

Merrin, W. 2001, "To play with phantoms : Jean Baudrillard and the evil demon of the 

simulacrum", Economy and Society, vol. 30, no. 1, pp. 85-111. 

Moore, D.S., McCabe, G.P. & Craig, B.A. 2012, Introduction to the practice of statistics, 7.th 

edn, W. H. Freeman, New York. 

Murdoch, M.J., Sekulovski, D. & Heynderickx, I. 2014, "Preferred color gamut boundaries 

for wide‐gamut and multiprimary displays", Color Research & Application, vol. 39, no. 2, 

pp. 169-178. 

Pallas, J. & Economides, A.A. 2008, "Evaluation of art museums' web sites worldwide", 

Information Services and Use, vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 45-57. 

Parry, R. 2005, "Digital heritage and the rise of theory in museum computing", Museum 

Management and Curatorship, vol. 20, no. 4, pp. 333-348. 

Patton, M.Q. 2002, Qualitative research & evaluation methods, 3.th edn, SAGE, London. 

Pawlatt, 2010, Simulacra + Simulacrum, from Smith, R.G., Dr 2010, The Baudrillard 

dictionary, Edinburgh University Press, Edinburgh. 



66 
 

Porta, M.S. & International Epidemiological Association 2014, A dictionary of epidemiology, 

Sixth edn, Oxford University Press, New York. 

Sartori, A. 2016, "Towards an intellectual history of digitization: Myths, dystopias, and 

discursive shifts in museum computing", Digital Scholarship in The Humanities, vol. 31, no. 

2, pp. 428-440. 

Scannell, P. 2007, Media and communication, Sage, Lodon pp.40-48 

Schanda, J. & Lanyi, C.S. 2007, "Colour correct digital museum on the internet", , pp. 708. 

Scott, J. 2014, A dictionary of sociology, Fourth edn, Oxford University Press, New York, 

NY, United States of America;Oxford, United Kingdom;. 

Skov, M. & Ingwersen, P. 2008, "Exploring information seeking behaviour in a digital 

museum context", ACM, , pp. 110. 

Shaw, D. & Wagelie, J. 2016, "Studying artworks and their digital copies: Valuing the artist’s 

aura", International Journal of Education through Art, vol. 12, no. 1, pp. 57-69. 

Smith, R.G., Dr 2010, The Baudrillard dictionary, Edinburgh University Press, Edinburgh. 

Srinivasan, R., Boast, R., Becvar, K.M. & Furner, J. 2009, "Blobgects: Digital museum 

catalogs and diverse user communities", Journal of the American Society for Information 

Science and Technology, vol. 60, no. 4, pp. 666-678. 

Srinivasan, R., Boast, R., Furner, J. & Becvar, K.M. 2009, "Digital museums and diverse 

cultural knowledges: Moving past the traditional catalog", Information Society, vol. 25, no. 4, 

pp. 265-278. 

Srinivasan, R., Becvar, K.M., Boast, R. & Enote, J. 2010, "Diverse knowledges and contact 

zones within the digital museum", Science Technology and Human Values, vol. 35, no. 5, pp. 

735-768. 

Styliani, S., Fotis, L., Kostas, K. & Petros, P. 2009, "Virtual museums, a survey and some 

issues for consideration", Journal of Cultural Heritage, vol. 10, no. 4, pp. 520-528. 

Sylaiou, S., Mania, K., Karoulis, A. & White, M. 2010, "Exploring the relationship between 

presence and enjoyment in a virtual museum", International Journal of Human - Computer 

Studies, vol. 68, no. 5, pp. 243-253. 



67 
 

Trant, J. 2009, "Emerging convergence? Thoughts on museums, archives, libraries, and 

professional training", Museum Management and Curatorship, vol. 24, no. 4, pp. 369-387. 

Waitt, G. 2000, "Consuming heritage: Perceived historical authenticity", Annals of Tourism 

Research, vol. 27, no. 4, pp. 835-862. 

Walsh, P. 2007, "Rise and Fall of the Post-Photographic Museum: Technology and the 

Transformation of Art" in The MIT Press. 

Weber, M. & Dreijmanis, J. 2008, Max Weber's Complete Writings on Academic and 

Political Vocations, Algora Publishing, New York. 

Wernic, 2010, Simulation, from Smith, R.G., 2010, The Baudrillard dictionary, Edinburgh 

University Press, Edinburgh. 

White, M. 1997, "Cabinet of curiosity: Finding the viewer in a virtual museum", 

Convergence, vol. 3, no. 3, pp. 29-71. 

Wojciechowski, R., Walczak, K., White, M. & Cellary, W. 2004, "Building virtual and 

augmented reality museum exhibitions", Web3D Symposium Proceedings, pp. 135. 

Yatani, K., Onuma, M., Sugimoto, M. & Kusunoki, F. 2004, "Musex: A system for 

supporting children's collaborative learning in a museum with PDAs", Systems and 

Computers in Japan, vol. 35, no. 14, pp. 54-63. 

Younan, S. & Treadaway, C. 2015, "Digital 3D models of heritage artefacts: Towards a 

digital dream space", Digital Applications in Archaeology and Cultural Heritage, vol. 2, no. 4, 

pp. 240-247. 

Zimmerman, D.W. 1987, "Comparative Power of Student T Test and Mann-Whitney U Test 

for Unequal Sample Sizes and Variances", The Journal of Experimental Education, vol. 55, 

no. 3, pp. 171-174. 

 

 

 

 

 



68 
 

Appendix 

1. Biographical information of the participants 

Participants in the first group 

No. Age Gender Major Nationality Interview 

1 21 Female Social Science 

and Humanities 

Turkey Participant F 

2 30 Male Social Science 

and Humanities 

China  

3 36 Male Worker China Participant E 

4 23 Female Social Science 

and Humanities 

China Participant H 

5 25 Female Nature science 

and technology 

Bangladesh  

6 27 Female Nature science 

and technology 

China Participant A 

7 24 Female Nature science 

and technology 

China Participant M 

8 29 Male Nature science 

and technology 

Sweden Participant D 

9 26 Male Nature science 

and technology 

Sweden Participant J 

10 24 Female Social Science 

and Humanities 

Romania  

11 27 Female Nature science 

and technology 

Germany Participant L 

12 22 Female Nature science 

and technology 

China  



69 
 

13 30 Male Nature science 

and technology 

Kenya  

14 23 Male Social Science 

and Humanities 

Spain Participant G 

15 23 Female Nature science 

and technology 

Japan Participant K 

16 23 Female Nature science 

and technology 

China Participant B 

17 27 Female Social Science 

and Humanities 

Greek Participant C 

18 25 Male Social Science 

and Humanities 

Netherland  

 

Participants in the second group 

No. Age Gender Major Nationality 

1 27 Male Nature science and technology China 

2 25 Female Nature science and technology China 

3 29 Male Social Science and Humanities China 

4 28 Female Nature science and technology Sweden 

5 23 Female Nature science and technology Sweden 

6 39 Female Worker China 

7 22 Female Social Science and Humanities Kazakhstan 

8 21 Male Social Science and Humanities Spain 

9 29 Male Nature science and technology China 

10 23 Male Nature science and technology China 
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11 23 Female Nature science and technology China 

12 24 Male Nature science and technology China 

13 26 Female Social Science and Humanities China 

14 23 Female Social Science and Humanities Sweden 

15 30 Male Social Science and Humanities China 

16 29 Male Nature science and technology Sweden 

17 26 Female Nature science and technology China 

18 27 Female Social Science and Humanities China 

 

Participants of preparatory experiment 

No. Age Gender Major Nationality 

1 27 Female Nature science and technology China 

2 29 Female Social Science and Humanities Pakistan 

3 31 Male Nature science and technology Sweden 

 

2. Questionnaire 

1. Age   ________________ 

      2. Specify your gender 

      3. What’s your major or job?  ________________ 

      4. What’s your nationality? ________________ 

      5. How frequently you surf online? Daily, Weekly, Monthly, Yearly? 

      6.  How frequently you see a painting online? Daily, Weekly, Monthly, Yearly? 

7. How often do you go to the museum? Daily, Weekly, Monthly, Yearly? 

8.  Please connect the artist's name correctly to his or her corresponding school 
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Berthe Morisot 

Marcel Duchamp 

Claude Monet 

Eugène Delacroix 

Pierre-Auguste Renoir 

Raffaello Sanzio 

Sandro Botticelli 

Renaissance 

Romanticism 

Impressionism 

Dadaism 

9. Please correct the painting with its corresponding school 

                                                  Renaissance 

                                                   Romanticism 

                                                               Impressionism 

                                                                Cubism 

                                                                      Dadaism 
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1. I think the picture of the painting is far away from me in space 

(Least agree 1----------9 strongest agree) 

2. I think the picture of the painting is far away from me in time 

(Least agree 1----------9 strongest agree) 

3. In general, how do you think about your relationship to the picture of the painting?  

(Closest to me 1----------9 farthest to me) 

4. I experience a sense of history from the picture of the painting  

(Least agree 1----------9 strongest agree) 

5. I experience a sense of antiqueness from the picture of the painting  

(Least agree 1----------9 strongest agree) 

6. I experience a sense of authority from the picture of the painting  

 (Least agree 1----------9 strongest agree) 

7 .I experience a sense of authenticity from the picture of the painting 

(Least agree 1----------9 strongest agree) 

8 .I experience a sense of realness from the picture of the painting 

 (Least agree 1----------9 strongest agree) 

9. I experience a sense of uniqueness from the picture of the painting 

(Least agree 1----------9 strongest agree) 

10. The picture of the painting gives me an impression of old tradition 

(Least agree 1----------9 strongest agree) 

11. I think seeing a painting on IPad has a ritual aspect /or element in it 

(Least agree 1----------9 strongest agree) 

12. Do you expect the picture of the painting can influence on you? 

(Least expect 1----------9 strongest expect) 
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13. I think the picture of the painting has changed the way I look at it  

(Least agree 1----------9 strongest agree) 

14. I think the picture of the painting is looking at me too when I look at it. 

(Least agree 1----------9 strongest agree) 

15. Do you expect the picture of the painting can give you a look? 

(Least expect 1----------9 strongest expect) 

 

 

3. Interview outline 

1. Why or why not do you think you are far away from the picture of painting on digital 

devices? 

2. Why or why not do you think you can experience a sense of authenticity /or realness from 

the picture of the painting on IPad? 

3. Why or why not do you think you can experience a sense of uniqueness from the picture of 

the painting on IPad? 

4. Why do you (or not) expect the painting can give you a look. Why do you (or not) expect 

the picture of the painting on IPad can give you a look 

5. What do you think is the advantage of enjoying art on digital devices? And shortcoming? 

What do you think of the difference between enjoying the painting in a museum and on a 

computer or on a mobile device? 


