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Introduction
Photography in the Twenty‐first Century

Stephen Bull
 Photography in the Twenty‐first Century
In the twenty‐first century, photography involves everyone. With the use of digital cameras on hand‐held devices to take pictures, and with the distribution of images online, more photographs are being made and viewed than at any other time in history. 
Most people across the world are taking photographs, appear in photographs, are looking at photographs, and are talking about photographs. Simultaneously, certain photographic images have become firmly established as art in the rarefied space of the gallery, and such photographs continue to break records for sales in the auction room. 
In the light of all this, it is appropriate that the study of photography, from schools to undergraduate and postgraduate level, and as an area of scholarly debate in general, has expanded during the past few decades to create a lively and wide‐ranging discussion about the subject. 
This Companion to Photography is a collection of essays covering key contemporary photographic debates. The book is organized into thematic sections, each Part containing chapters newly written for this book by specialists in their areas, representing a diversity of approaches to photography. Many authors will be familiar names to most readers, other authors have emerged as distinct voices in their respective spheres of study over the past few years. A few are publishing their writing in the context of a book for the first time, adding further fresh perspectives to the discussion. As a collection, this volume forms a resource for the central ideas relating to photography in the twenty-first century. 
 Structure of the Book
Themes
While this Companion to Photography is designed so the chapters can be read in any order, there is also a sequence to the chapters and to the six Parts in which they appear. 
These Parts move the reader from more general themes relating to photography through A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
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Introduction
to the final Part VI that focuses on the specifics of photography as art. Most chapters include one or more cross‐references to other chapters in this book, indicating where ideas, imagery, authors, and practitioners overlap (sometimes in harmony, at other times with a stimulating clash of views). Part I, “Themes,” contains six chapters, each introducing and debating a central theme. While these themes require consideration in their own right within the first section they also resonate across other sections throughout the volume. 
Fittingly, Chapter 2, Sabine T. Kriebel’s “Histories,” sets the scene for twenty‐first-century debates by providing a history of histories of photography, from the nineteenth century up to now. Kriebel considers the approaches taken in a number of otherwise rarely discussed histories, such as Gaston Tissandier’s pioneering A History and
Handbook of Photography, first published in the 1870s, and Erich Stenger’s The History
of Photography: Its Relation to Civilization and Practice. The latter book presented a German perspective on photographic history and was translated into English in 1939, a year that marked both the eve of the Second World War and the centenary of the official announcement of photography. Each historical viewpoint that Kriebel analyses tells a differing story: from nationalistic histories, to those emphasizing technical quality, to art‐based perspectives where individual practitioners are foregrounded, and then, at the turn of the millennium, to a broadening out of approaches and a resistance to the fetishizing of artists/photographers as individual authors. 
The histories that Kriebel considers tend to focus on certain areas of the world. In Chapter 3, “Locating Photography,” Christopher Pinney addresses the point that most histories of photography should actually be thought of as “histories of photography in Europe and North America.” In his chapter, Pinney demonstrates how photography was swiftly globalized, both via European and American photographers traveling from the West to the “rest” of the world, and also, vitally, through the rapid dissemination of the technology of photography across the planet. With this in mind, Pinney considers the consistencies and contradictions of what he proposes as a “world system of photography.” 
Along with the spatial context for photographs, another key theme relating to photography is time. Often, Anthony Luvera argues in Chapter 4, “The Participation of Time in Photography,” theoretical discussions around photography and time have focused on ideas such as the brief moment of time in which the photograph is taken and the continuing existence of that image as time around it moves on. While acknowledging the significance of such important elements, Luvera advances these ideas. His chapter argues that the full process of making the photograph is an overlooked area that requires attention. Through the examples of a number of collaborative projects, Luvera suggests that this process often involves the cooperation of many participants and the conjunction of a range of social influences—before, during, and after the period in which the photograph is made. 
In Chapter 5, another aspect of time is considered. Martha Langford takes in references from around the world to survey memory in relation to a wide range of imagery, from snapshots to art photography. Her chapter, “Photographic Acts and Arts of Memory,” is also broad historically, zooming out and then zooming in on photographic works across the decades—from the 1970s until now. With a focus throughout on how photography and memory coalesce and contradict, Langford’s chapter provides an extensive catalog of the vital significance of memory and time to photographic practice. 

Introduction 3
In Chapter 6, David Bate asks a series of questions about an idea and a term that has also seemed central to photography since the 1970s: photography’s perceived “indexicality,” linking the photograph to the world. To suggest answers to his questions, for his chapter “The Indexical Imagination,” Bate goes back to the origins of semiotic terminology (using sources such as Roland Barthes’ Elements of Semiology) and considers how these ideas came to be applied to photography. Bate does this in order to determine the roots of the term indexicality, as well as to suggest an updated and more sophisticated theory of our experience of photographs – one that emphasizes the spectator and their imagination. 
Photographs, Elizabeth Edwards argues in Chapter 7, don’t just relate to the world, they are part of it. Edwards’ “The Thingness of Photography” contends that photographs are real, not just in the physical, material sense, but in relation to a wider range of sensory perception. This includes a discussion of the oral and the aural (as the experience of photographs often involves speaking and listening), as well as silence and gesture. Her chapter concludes with an examination of the physical context of the archive, where even the smell of printed photographs, stored in boxes, becomes important to the experience of the picture. 
While digital images may lack some of the sensory properties that Edwards discusses, the development of the internet has led to a vast increase in archives in the form of databases of virtual information, in which photographs play a central role. In Chapter 8, 
“Beyond Representation? The Database‐Driven Image and the Non‐Human Spectator,” 
Katrina Sluis looks at where and how these digital images are seen. Encountered as part of almost incomprehensibly huge databases and retrieved for onscreen viewing, photographs online become “content” to be processed via metadata (such as information embedded into the file at the time of its making). This is often followed by the image being tagged, “liked,” and/or rated—via social media, for example, or photo‐sharing websites. These images, in terms of both their content and their surrounding contextual data, are, in turn, recognized—sometimes by human interaction, but often automatically. They then become linked and searchable elements of databases. If the “spectator” 
of the image is as likely to be non‐human as they are human, Sluis asks, what is the process by which photographs are now encountered, understood, and interpreted in the twenty‐first century? 
Interpretation
The importance of interpretation provides the focus for Part II of the book. Since the 1960s, the semiotics discussed by Bate in Chapter 6 have become established as central to much of the formal study of photographic meanings. With Chapter 9, “Semiotics,” 
Paul Cobley and David Machin begin Part II by applying the semiotic ideas of “denotation” and “connotation” to a close reading of four photographs. As well as providing a clear case for the significance of elements such as pose, objects, and settings in the interpretation of photographs, Cobley and Machin go further, analyzing ideas from Charles Sanders Peirce to suggest that concepts such as cultural habit and emotional response must be considered too. 
Matthew Lindsey also looks beyond photographs themselves to consider the importance of context and of text found with and within images—as well as the idea of photographs themselves as texts. Along the way, his Chapter 10, “A Culture of Texts,” reflects 
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upon the conception of photography and how photography as a medium is interpreted. 
At the end of Lindsey’s chapter, he examines case studies where text is a vital augmenta-tion to the photographs and, beyond this, instances where words even replace the photographs entirely. 
Case studies are also central to Kathy Kubicki’s Chapter 11, “Psychoanalysis and Photography.” Further shifting the focus of interpretation to the role of the viewer, Kubicki begins by discussing key ideas from psychoanalysis, such as Freud’s concept of 
“the unconscious” and Jacques Lacan’s “mirror stage” (sometimes translated as the 
“mirror phase”) in order to explain the formation of sexuality and the subject. When considering these ideas in relation to the practice of Mary Kelly and Cindy Sherman, artists who experiment with the formation of the self, it is clear, Kubicki’s chapter argues, that concepts from authors using psychoanalysis, such as Julia Kristeva and Laura Mulvey, should be acknowledged and applied to understand the work. 
Mulvey is often associated with her immensely influential work on “the gaze.” Her essay, “Visual Pleasure and Narrative Cinema,” first published in 1975, has continued to be debated and revised throughout the decades. In Chapter 12, “Reviewing the Gaze,” Roberta McGrath considers this essay and many other central concepts relating to looking. Her chapter, drawing upon ideas by authors such as Foucault, takes us from the emergence of photography during the nineteenth century, in a time of increasing spectacle and surveillance, to the development of the idea of the gaze itself. Broadening out from a focus on the individual viewer as subjective reader of an image and text, McGrath’s chapter ends Part II, “Interpretation,” by reconsidering the gaze via debates about the wider sensual and political contexts within which photographs are seen and interpreted. 
Markets
Most photographs have some relation to commerce. In Part III, “Markets,” four authors consider the range of ways in which photographs—and ideas about photography itself—
are marketed. In Chapter 13, Annebella Pollen uses the UK company Boots (founded in Nottingham, UK, in 1849) as a case study in marketing photography to the general public. Studying how Boots advertised its photographic services, and examining revealing ephemera, such as the imagery on the photo wallets in which customers received their prints, Pollen focuses on the ways in which mass photographic practice is shaped by how it is sold. Her chapter, “Marketing Photography: Selling Popular Photography on the British High Street” considers in detail the extent to which consumers’ uses of photography conform with, and break from, those practices that are promoted to us. 
As well as being marketed as a product, photographs are also used to sell other things to consumers. Indeed, as Malcolm Barnard points out in Chapter 14, “Advertising Photography: Rhetoric and Representation,” it is the pervasive advertising images that we barely notice that are central to our lives. Revisiting and expanding upon some of the points analyzed in Part II, Barnard applies concepts from the work of Jacques Derrida to argue that the ubiquitous advertising photograph combines the belief in the photographic image as a truthful document with rhetorical staging. Barnard contends that, “Along with fashion (to which they are conceptually and commercially related), advertising and photography are probably what makes modern western life both modern and western.” 
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Appropriately therefore, it is the photography of fashion that provides the subject for the following chapter, Karen de Perthuis’ Chapter 15, “Fashion Image: The Complex World of the Fashion Photograph.” As a starting point, de Perthuis considers the argument often advanced that the home of fashion photography is the magazine page. 
Things have changed, de Perthuis argues, and the ordered, fixed magazine of printed paper has been overtaken by the algorithmic, shifting context of the online blog. 
Simultaneously, de Perthuis contends, fashion photography’s developing close relationship with art and with gallery exhibitions is further complicating the idea of the centrality of the magazine to the photography of fashion—and this suggests that we should expect more changes. 
Recent developments in art photography, along with those in the commercial sector, are also approached in Francis Hodgson’s consideration of the market for photographs. 
In Chapter 16, “Value Systems in Photography,” Hodgson debates just what the values might be that relate to selling photographs. In an engaging and highly subjective text, Hodgson links the move from analogue to digital in the photography market to parallels in the marketing of other products. It is not just this digital shift that makes photography’s value systems so difficult to pin down, Hodgson argues, it is also the omnipresent protean nature of photography itself. 
Popular Photography
The mass marketing of photography to the public, addressed by Pollen in Part III, led to a wider culture of photography in which the majority of people came to participate. The chapters in Part IV, “Popular Photography,” examine the results of this still‐developing culture. A culture which, considering its prominence in everyday life, remains under-represented in the study of photography. 
Key to this culture are snapshots, which, Catherine Zuromskis argues in Chapter 17, 
“Snapshot Photography: History, Theory, Practice, and Esthetics,” continue to “pose a challenge to scholars.” As the chapter’s subtitle indicates, Zuromskis looks at fundamental debates pertaining to four interrelated areas of discussion around snapshot photography. The chapter centers on the tension between the mass of snapshots and their individual use. While snapshot photography appears an undifferentiated culture, Zuromskis notes that each photograph is also unique to the people who are directly connected to it. 
The culture of snapshots is generally perceived to have undergone a major change in the twenty‐first century via portable digital devices that enable photographs to be made and then made mobile instantly through online networks. In Chapter 18, “Mobile Photography,” Rachel K. Gillies focuses on recent analyses of this apparent shift. Gillies argues that photography was actually conceived as a mobile medium from the start, and that the ongoing modifications in photographic technology are a continuation, rather than a break, with this movement. 
Developments in mobile technology have enabled fans of celebrities to gain an apparently closer relationship to the objects of their fanaticism through photographs and the networking of images. Fan photographs also have a history predating any digital apparatus. Stephen Bull’s Chapter 19, “Famous for a Fifteenth of a Second: Andy Warhol, Celebrity, and Fan Photography,” examines Warhol as a case study of a fan who, as a child and young man, venerated celebrities via photography in the 1930s and 1940s by 
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consuming publicity prints. In the following decades, having used photographs of famous people in his art, Warhol became a photographed celebrity himself. Warhol’s approach to photography and celebrity in the twentieth century prefigures much of the culture of contemporary fan photography. 
The predominance of celebrity culture has seen it blend into the background of everyday life—so mundane that it is barely noticed. With their perceived indexical link to the real world, photographs, Clare Gallagher argues in Chapter 20, “Boring Pictures: Photography as Art of the Everyday,” are a way in which aspects of daily life can be made visible again. This is important, Gallagher posits, because it is quotidian events that are central to existence, not the more unusual disasters and triumphs that tend be the things recorded in photographs. In her chapter, Gallagher looks at examples of photographers who have brought the everyday to our attention. Along with contemporary photographic artists such as Uta Barth and Laura Letinsky, Gallagher also refers to the late nineteenth‐ and early twentieth‐century photographs of Eugène Atget and Lewis Hine. Retrospectively, the work of Atget and Hine has come to be widely regarded as pioneering documentary photography—and it is to the idea of the photograph as document that the next section turns. 
Documents
Ian Walker’s Chapter 21, ‘“Things as They Are’: The Problematic Possibilities of Documentary” begins Part V, “Documents,” by defining the terms “document” and 
“documentary.” The latter, Walker argues, is a much looser term, and one that has been applied to a wide range of photographs over the years. His chapter provides a valuable detailed etymology of “documentary” and its connections to photography—from the term’s earlier application to photographs seen to have an objective approach, to the increasingly subjective documentary work made across the twentieth century, and then to the multivocal methods and art‐based practices of recent decades. Walker’s text is, in itself, an objective description of a developing history as well as a subjective take upon that history. It provides the wider context within which the topics of the following chapters in Part V may be placed. 
It is sometimes argued that the form of documentary photography established within the pages of magazines and books in the twentieth century (where professional photojournalists recorded key historical events) has now been superseded by the amateur photographs of events taken by participants or bystanders—who are often present at the event before any professional photographers might arrive. David Brittain considers this form of photographs as documents in Chapter 22, “Citizens’ Photojournalism: History’s New First Draft.” The chapter debates the changes in who makes these images and, just as significantly, the distribution of the photographs online. Does the power over images that was held by professional photographers, editors, and publishers now lie in the hands of citizens with mobile phones? To reflect upon this, Brittain combines established ideas from Walter Benjamin and John Berger with a wide range of more recent discussions, many drawn, appropriately enough, from online sources. His chapter examines the importance of user‐generated content, an ongoing development in the twenty‐first century that has seen those who were previously the subject of documentary photographs becoming active contributors. 
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Some of the most influential photographic documents of the twenty‐first century have been viewed by very few people. Edward Dowsett, in Chapter 23, examines how, increasingly, it is rarely seen photographs and videos that can have a dramatic impact on society. Deliberately without illustrations, Dowsett’s “Seeing Is Not Believing: On the Irrelevance of Looking in the Age of Operational Images,” considers visual documents made of violent acts, including images of people being killed, where the act has taken place with its recording in mind. Generally, he notes, such documents are not looked at by a mass audience (although they do not go entirely unseen). Nevertheless, they are often widely known about and discussed, prompting responses from politicians, the military, and the public in general. Such “operational images,” Dowsett contends, lead to action. 
By contrast, the photographs Val Williams discusses in Chapter 24, were designed to be enjoyed by a large audience and were extensively distributed in print over many years. In “Travel Books, Photography and National Identity in the 1950s and 1960s Seen Through the Prism of the LIFE World Library,” Williams looks at the image of Britain presented through the photographs in the American LIFE World Library series. These publications form an example of post‐war, post‐imperial subjective documentary, albeit a version under close editorial supervision. Examining them in the broader context of professional travel photography and amateur snapshots, Williams demonstrates how such photographs helped to create a popular and highly partial document of British national identity in the middle of the twentieth century. 
Art
Part VI, the final section of the book, focuses on photographs in the context of art—a focus which may seem familiar. Photography and some of its best‐known histories emerged from the era of modernity (as Kriebel notes in Chapter 2) and many such histories are directly linked with collections and curators of modern art museums. It is therefore unsurprising that the idea of photography as an art is often central when the subject is written about. 
Suitably, the Art section begins with Sarah E. James’ Chapter 25, “Photography’s Conflicting Modernisms and Modernities.” James traces the connections between modernity and photography from the nineteenth century up to the mid‐twentieth century. She argues that different ideas were invested in photographic modernism during this time. James examines how photography was used by the new middle classes as a way of reinforcing bourgeois consumerism, contrasting this with its (apparently) opposing uses by the avant‐garde as a tool of societal critique across the first half of the twentieth century. These seemingly divergent approaches, James argues, are in fact united by ideas of progress and change. 
James’ chapter brings us up to the middle of the twentieth century. David Campbell and Mark Durden take the next few decades as the starting point in Chapter 26. Their chapter, “Spectacle and Anti‐Spectacle: American Art Photography and Consumer Culture,” also considers the idea of art photography in relation to commerce. The shift from modernism to postmodernism provides the context for the case studies of American artists and their work that Campbell and Durden examine. They start with Ed Ruscha, whose photobooks in the 1960s and 1970s, using what the artist himself referred to as “snapshots,” could be seen as representing a halt to the progressive changes 
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of modernism. Campbell and Durden argue that the various artists’ works that they discuss (by Rusha, John Baldessari, Louise Lawler, Richard Prince, Philip‐Lorca diCorcia, and Larry Sultan) represent challenges to commodification and the culture of consumption. 
In Chapter 27, Hilde Van Gelder examines recent art photography from a political perspective in “What Can Photography Do? Considerations on Photography’s Potential as Contemporary Art.” Van Gelder introduces two models for contemporary art photography: the “absorptive” model, based on ideas from Michael Fried, where the viewer is entranced by the esthetics of the photograph; and the “interventionist” model, where the real world is directly engaged with. It may seem that the esthetic model of art photography—in forms such as the constructed tableau—is dominant. But Van Gelder, drawing (like many other authors in this book) upon the writings of Ariella Azoulay, argues that the interventionist model is urgently required in order for contemporary artists working with photography to engage with current issues. 
The majority of voices in this book are those of writers, critics, curators, and academics. 
The kinds of practitioners that Van Gelder refers to, making work in an art context, are often cited as case studies—but are rarely heard from directly. The final chapter in Part VI, and the last chapter in the book, attempts to redress the balance somewhat. 
Fergus Heron’s “Practicing Desires: Authorship in Contemporary Photographic Art” 
centers on a roundtable discussion about authorship in relation to art photography. The participants are the contemporary photographic artists Anna Fox, Tom Hunter, Neeta Madahar, and Martin Parr, the writer and curator Daniel Campbell Blight, and the magazine editor and writer, Richard West, with contributions from Heron (who chairs the discussion and who is also a photographer), and Stephen Bull. The themes relating to authorship that are debated include appropriation, influences, and collaborative work. The subject of appropriation raises many central questions around authorship, and so the group discussion is supplemented by an interview that Bull conducted with Joachim Schmid (a key practitioner of “found photography”) soon after the roundtable, and which was informed by the earlier debates. In concluding the chapter, Heron contextualizes the ideas from the roundtable and the interview by arguing that experimental art practices that involve photographs can reveal as much about photography as theoretical discussion. 
 Conclusion
It is fitting that the final chapter in this Companion to Photography emphasizes photographic practitioners and the importance of the practice of making photographs. 
This is a book about photographs. The writing within it illustrates photographs, rather than the other way around. The 27 chapters that follow are intended to accompany our experience of photography now and in the future, promoting the development of new perspectives on photographs as the twenty‐first century progresses. 
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Sabine T. Kriebel
As a medium of photochemical illusions that is embedded in discourses of authenticity, objectivity, and science, the photograph’s history is characterized by a surprisingly protean combination of emphases, occlusions, and select trajectories. These mutating frameworks of understanding respond to the cultural and intellectual proclivities of a particular historical moment. Thus, in certain periods, photography is a magical technical device that reveals nature’s glory. In others, photography is a medium of canny perception that reveals unconscious drives and desires (or other latent phenomena) with poetic precision. And yet, in other moments, photography represents a manifold phenomenon whose import lies in its practical applications rather than its technical apparatus. This chapter will chart the development of thought about photography and its evolution in the twentieth century, scrutinizing select but prominent accounts of the history of photography in Europe and North America that have affected the way photo history is conceived in the English language. Of interest are the critical priorities in photographic history, with particular attention paid to the waxing or waning stress on photography’s technological development, social and economic application, and meanings as a material, visual object. 
Late nineteenth‐century photography histories were frequently aimed at an audience of potential amateur photographers, combining a history of the medium with an introduction to the practice. Several volumes emphasized their popular, accessible style of delivery, seeking to simplify a complicated chemical and mechanical process. The most extensive of these was the French chemist Gaston Tissandier’s A History and Handbook
of Photography of 1878, originally published in France in 1873 under the straightforward title La photographie. Tissandier’s account brims infectiously with wonder and enthusiasm at the process of invention, with its nascent insights, serendipitous discoveries, dead ends, and human intrigues. As an avid scientist, aviator, and adventurer (he founded and edited the popular scientific journal La Nature), Tissandier relished the centuries‐long story of overcoming obstacles in pursuit of the seemingly impossible, utopian desire to fix an image. His account anticipates the standard structure of histories of photography to come, situating the medium’s origins in pre‐nineteenth‐century practices, though subsequent histories will push those origins earlier than the sixteenth century. 
Tissandier locates the “original principles of photography” in two elemental discoveries of the 1500s: in the Italian philosopher J.B. Porta’s discovery of the camera obscura and A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
12 
Themes
the French alchemist Fabricius’ accidental revelation that silver chloride suddenly turned black when the sunlight hit its surface (Tissandier 1878, pp. 5, 2–8). The history of the medium is thus lodged in an almost magical optical occurrence and fortuitous chemical sorcery. “One fine day,” as Tissandier imagines the course of Fabricius’s discovery, 
buried probably in the confusion of his laboratory, after having conjured up the devil and all the imps of darkness, after having in vain ransacked the books of magic, which swarmed in the middle ages, for the formula of that panacea which was to prolong life, cure all ills, and transmute the metals, he threw some sea salt into a solution of nitrate of silver. 
Thus, he conjured up what alchemists called Luna Cornea (Tissandier 1878, p. 7). 
In 1760, the fantasy writer Tiphaigne de la Roche of Normandy would prophesy photography in Giphantie, a tale of a marvelous island voyage where spirits conjure mirror images on canvas, thus concluding Tissandier’s account of pre‐photographic manifestations. Photographic invention, in this narrative, contains a robust dose of imagination in addition to scientific pursuit. But ultimately, as the opening sentence to his book declares, “The discovery of photography ranks among the most wonderful applications of modern science; we owe it almost solely to the genius of Niépce and Daguerre” 
(Tissandier 1878, p. 1). The second half of Tissandier’s tome explicates in detail the operations and processes of photography, presumably for the interested amateur, including the “arrangement of a good studio,” lighting both the space and the depicted object, the camera, the negatives, photographic manipulation and retouching, theory vs. practice, enlargements, and a section on troubleshooting. Armed with historical inspiration and pragmatic instruction, Tissandier’s readers could embark on a motivated practice of their own. 
Though lively and accessible, Tissandier’s historically informed how‐to volume was substantial, requiring an investment of time to read. This was apparently a quality that saddled many subsequent histories of the medium, prompting Englishman William Shepperley, editor of volumes on poetry, to publish A History of Photography in 1929—a book whose aim was expressly “to offer to those interested in photography a history of the Art which is not lengthy, stodgy nor abstruse” (Shepperley 1929, Foreword) (Figure 2.1). Leisure and access to photographic equipment looked different in 1873 and 1929, impacted not only by technological advance and mass production but also the structures of class. “[M]ost histories already published,” declares Shepperley, “are beyond the purse of the majority and so voluminous as to demand more leisure for perusal than can be spared in this busy age” (1929, Foreword). The accelerated tempo of life that accompanied the rapid developments in capitalist industrialization, mechanization, rationalization, and production made themselves felt in the early twentieth century, with many commentators, from sociologist, Georg Simmel, to cultural critic, Siegfried Kracauer, remarking upon the haste, superficiality, and general breathlessness of the times. The photograph, several observers opined, only reinforced this capitalist culture of speed (Benjamin 1931; Hoernle 1930, p. 152; Kaes 1994, pp. 641–653; Kracauer 1995, pp. 54–61; Kriebel 2007, pp. 8–13). 
Separating Tissandier’s experience of photographic modernity from that of Shepperley was, among other things: the widespread mass replication of the photograph through 
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Figure 2.1 The cover of 
William Shepperley’s A History 

of Photography (1929). Source:

Sabine T. Kriebel. 
photogravure, a market of photo books and illustrated magazines, the birth of photojournalism, and an advertising and information culture centered on the photograph. In addition, significant advances in photographic technology and its mass production facilitated broader access to both photography and photographic equipment. Hence the everyday man or woman of modern life, to whom Shepperley’s photographic history sought to appeal, required something up‐to‐date, succinct, systematic, and understandable. Moreover, these amateur photographers were lay scientists. Far more technical than standard accounts today, Shepperley’s text appeals to a serious reader interested in the physics of light, chemistry, the intrigues of invention, camera types (including cinema cameras), and a technical history of the lens. His history of professional studios, the darkroom, and printing techniques (line, half‐tone, color block, photogravure, photolithography, pantone) educates an amateur photographer in professional practice, while the account of the photographic trade, the photographic press, and a listing of photographic societies prepares the ambitious photographer for, perhaps, his own professional or semi‐professional practice. Shepperley’s discussion of popular photography (the “ubiquitous snap shotter”), would suggest the audience for his history is anyone but the pervasive dilettante (Shepperley 1929, p. 49). 
Shepperley’s predilection for brevity notwithstanding, he shares Tissandier’s awe and wonder at photographic invention. He underscores the idea that, however difficult it may be for the “present generation to realize, when criticizing captiously what is now so 
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commonplace a trifle as the photograph … produced so cheaply and rapidly,” his contemporaries must understand that the invention took “at least thirty centuries of civilization,” a tremendous “travail of the brain,” “patient efforts of genius,” and represents “a story of rebuffs and perseverance, of failure and success” (Shepperley 1929, p. 1). Photography’s gradual discovery resembles a heroic narrative, riddled with obstructions and setbacks to ultimately triumph with the grace of inspiration—one to be measured against the banality, ease, and speed of modern photographic production, implicitly an extension of life under modern capitalism. For Shepperley, photography’s cultural antecedents lie in portraiture, including Egyptian silhouette drawings, the cameo, intaglio, miniature, and engraving. The true genesis of photography, however, lies not in mortal endeavor, or the “genius” (as Tissandier would have it) of Niépce and Daguerre. Indeed, photography is not “the invention of any one man or of any one decade”; rather, “the first great photographer … whose methods are beyond our ken” is Nature (Shepperley 1929, p. 4). Shepperley emphasizes photography as a primarily natural, rather than technical, medium. Nevertheless, he declares the material birth date of photography to be 1822, an event rooted in human revelation, namely in Niépce’s first permanent photograph (Shepperley 1929, p. 8). It is ultimately man who discovers Nature’s talent for making pictures traced by light. 
In view of the preceding technical, scientific, and practice‐based histories of photography, German philosopher Walter Benjamin’s rich and multilayered 1931 essay “Little History of Photography” is all the more unusual in its attention to the conceptual and psychological aspects of photography’s various materialities (Jennings et al. 1999, pp. 507–530). Rather than embrace the speed of modern photographic culture, Benjamin discerns a rather bleak chasm between pre‐ and post‐industrial photographic techniques that make the difference between psychological profundity and saccharine decorum. The mounting capitalist crisis precipitated by the Stock Market Crash of October 1929 and the author’s ever‐growing Marxist sympathies shape this perceptive account. The rapid advances that characterized the heady development of the medium precluded philosophical retrospection, observes Benjamin, a lacuna that his short history aims to rectify (Jennings et al. 1999, p. 515). The commercialization of photography in the nineteenth century propelled its subsequent trajectory into the market, a profit‐motivated constriction that diminished the scope of possibility anticipated by the medium’s early enthusiasts, who imagined a wide range of applications, from astrophysics to philology, to benefit human knowledge, not profit. “In the end … businessmen invaded professional photography from every side,” he wrote mournfully, “and when, later on, the retouched negative, which was the bad painter’s revenge on photography, became ubiquitous, a sharp decline in taste set in” (Jennings et al. 1999, p. 515). The “arty journalism” of the 1920s, for instance, aestheticized experience, providing a world of surfaces and beguiling artifice rather than phenomenological complexity. Such photography, often allied with advertising, can endow any soup can with cosmic significance but cannot grasp a single one of the human connections in which it exists, even when this photography’s most dream‐laden subjects are a forerunner more of its salability than of any knowledge that it might produce. (Jennings et al. 1999, p. 526)
Pre‐industrial photography, by contrast, endowed the subject with gravitas, for the photographed participant and technology became one. Longer exposure times and the 
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deliberate construction of the optical field meant that the human subject confronted the technological apparatus in time, settling into the picture, burning his or her presence into the light‐sensitive emulsion. Early photographic portraits were made by those trained in portrait painting, embedded in the process of observation and recording over time. When portraiture became a business, speed supplanted careful manufacture. 
Portraits were imported to increasingly efficient studios kitted with garish props and eventually pressed between the pages of photograph albums—“leather bound tomes with repellent metal hasps and those gilt‐edged pages as thick as your finger …,” wrote Benjamin with pronounced dismay (Benjamin 1931, p. 515). Rapid technological progress cleaved the once‐symbiotic relationship between subject and technology, such that the “aura” of the subject was suppressed by faster lenses and re‐conjured artificially through retouching enabled by the popular gum print. Decisive for Benjamin, however, was the photographer’s artisanal relation to his techniques, enabling modern practitioners, such as Eugène Atget, virtuoso mastery of the medium. 
Central to Benjamin’s account and its critical afterlife is his notion of the “optical unconscious,” enabled by photography’s capacity, through slow motion and enlargement, to arrest the world and reveal secrets not visible to the naked eye but registered by the unconscious. “It is through photography,” Benjamin muses, “that we first discover the existence of this optical unconscious, just as we discover the instinctual unconscious through psychoanalysis” (Benjamin 1931, p. 512). In this, photography spans science and magic, revealing occult image worlds and conjuring human presences in inert two‐dimensional surfaces such that early witnesses declared, “[we] believed the tiny faces in the picture could see us” (Benjamin 1931, p. 512). The role of language in photography—what Benjamin calls “inscription”—also emerges as a critical variable often overlooked in preceding and subsequent accounts. Language pins down photographic meaning, making explicit and verifiable the manifold, elusive worlds connoted by a picture. Captions accompany photographs most frequently in the mass press, a journalistic and commercial tool that channels multifarious pictorial signification in the service of legible meaning. Mechanical reproduction too is essential to photography’s social role for Benjamin, making objects—or rather, their pictorial copies—available for consumption or possession while rendering artworks objects of collective assimilation. 
Throughout his account, which transverses private consumption, mass culture, and fine art, Benjamin embraces rather than disavows photography’s material‐technological conditions, integrating its shifting materialities into its protean meanings. 
In contrast to Benjamin’s subtle philosophical‐materialist approach, Erich Stenger’s awkwardly translated The History of Photography: Its Relation to Civilization and
Practice of 1939 initially resonates as a portentous, bombastic product of National Socialist ideology (Stenger 1939) (Figure 2.2). Originally published in Germany in 1938, Stenger’s volume was solicited and translated by Edward Epstean, an American photo-engraver, translator, and collector of photographic books and documents, in honor of the centenary of photography. Stenger’s Preface declares: It would be ungrateful on my part and contradictory to the innate sense of justice of the German people, if we failed to acknowledge how much other countries have contributed to the origin and development of photography. We know, however, of the excellent contributions by Germans and we protest against the general belief that photography is a purely foreign invention. It was a German 
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Figure 2.2 Notice in Erich Stenger’s The History of Photography: Its Relationship to Civilization and
Practice (1939). Source: Sabine T. Kriebel. 
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who produced the first image by light. It was a German who first used the word 
“photography” in a newspaper. It was a German who contributed to the perfect-ing of photography and showed the way by which photographic research in the following decades was directed to new problems … which led photography in color to the achievements of today. (Stenger 1939, p. viii) Thus, Johann Heinrich Schulze, not Niépce, first discovered the medium, for he produced a non‐permanent photographic image in 1727. Epstean good‐naturedly excuses Stenger’s robust nationalism in his Preface, noting, 
History, after all, is most difficult to write objectively, and any criticism that might be raised as to the stressed preference of the author for his Fatherland might apply equally to many historical books written by authors of other countries. 
The work is an appropriate contribution at this time to the centenary of photography. 
(Stenger 1939, Preface)
Nationalistic biases do indeed traverse the histories of photography, most often of a Franco‐centric or Anglo‐centric predilection that aim to assert one country’s originary contributions over the other. Thus, France’s Niépce, Daguerre, and Hippolyte Bayard compete with Britain’s John Herschel, Thomas Wedgewood, and William Henry Fox Talbot for the lineage of photographic invention. 
In July of 1939, Epstean understood Stenger’s patriotism to be the German counterpoint to such tendencies. Elsewhere, it may well have read as an emphatic, somewhat defensive attempt to promote the contributions of the German‐speaking realm to photographic history. Once Stenger’s book had rolled off the presses at Pennsylvania’s Mack Printing Company in late summer, however, Epstean had resolutely changed his mind. Hitler and Stalin signed a mutual non‐aggression pact in late August, and Hitler invaded Poland on September 1, officially starting World War II. Stenger’s nationalism took on a different hue. Pasted into the back cover of the book, in both English and German, a typewritten note declares Epstean’s position: NOTICE: This book was on the press and scheduled for publication when the political conditions arising in Europe at the end of August led the publisher to disavow any sponsorship for the book. I feel that I must proceed with the publication of the work as originally planned: FIRST, because of my agreement with the German publisher … SECOND, because I feel that I should not allow personal antipathies to interfere. THIRD, because the English‐speaking student of the history of photography is entitled to a true picture of the present German viewpoint of the subject. 
Stenger’s History might well have been written off as a product of Nazi indoctrination and disappeared into the ephemera of photo history. However, he contributed insights and material unique enough for his volume, in its translation by Epstean, to be reprinted after the war, not once, but twice. The work first appeared as The March of Photography in 1958 by the Focal Press of London and New York and was reprised as The History of
Photography by New York’s Arno Press in 1979. 
Stenger, who served as a professor at Berlin’s Technische Hochschule as a specialist in applied photochemistry, was not only an avid collector of historical photographs, but 
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amassed countless documents pertaining to photography’s reception, including caricatures, brochures, and histories of the medium. The collection was saved from burning in Berlin in 1945, transported west by American soldiers, later purchased by Agfa in the 1950s and is now the basis of a collection in the Museum Ludwig, Cologne. Based on that collection, his comprehensive account Die Photographie in Kultur und Technik of 1938 provided an eclectic, if not downright quirky, cross‐section of photographic practices, socio‐cultural applications, and public responses that amount to an early cultural, material, and reception history of photography. Stenger’s relatively short, popular history offered an alternative to Austrian scholar Josef Maria Eder’s two‐volume technical history of photography, first published in 1905 and then significantly expanded in 1932. 
Epstean would also translate Eder’s volume, this time for publication by Columbia University Press in 1945, with a subsequent printing in 1978 by London Constable. 
Eder, like Stenger, was a specialist in photochemistry, who provided in his Extensive
Handbook of Photography ( Ausführliches Handbuch der Photographie) a detailed documentation of the technical transformations of the medium, which still serves as an important reference point particularly for nineteenth‐century methods. 
In contrast to Eder, Stenger’s primary interest lay in photography’s applicability and social resonance, conceiving the medium as a motor of cultural progress. Science propels culture in this conception. Following the detailed but comparatively short technical history of the medium (noting every Germanic contribution), the bulk of the book is dedicated to photography’s reception in science, commerce, and popular culture. 
Among the fields treated are architectural and landscape photography, mountain and panoramic photography, proof of forgeries in photography, animal, plant, museum, theater, and sport photography, photography on textiles, porcelain, and metal, micro-photography, kite, carrier pigeon and submarine photography, and bibliotechnical photography (Stenger also served as document and portrait librarian in the Prussian State Library). Often overlooked in photo histories as a vulgar popular practice, trick and spirit photography both receive extensive treatment. Stenger was particularly amused by the phenomenon of magic picture postcards, which were metamorphic cards placed in chocolate, cigarette, and other commodity wrappings. In these metamorphic cards, Stenger explains, a death’s head might turn into that of a young girl. 
“Latin America, before the World War, was the best consumer for such pictures, which did not always cater to good taste, nor at first comply with the requirements of decency,” 
leaving to the imagination just what sort of photographs were stashed in consumer items to entice repeated purchase (Stenger 1939, p. 138). 
The volume also addressed the cultural and social history of photography as a profession, with a rather extensive section on the injuries photographic practice caused to health. The photographer’s vulnerable body, in other words, was conceived as essential to the history of the practice as the technological aspects. Most egregious were the chemical hazards of iodine, mercury, and chromic acid baths which led to skin disease and internal organ damage. Potassium cyanide was the primary culprit for many a photographer’s suicide while exploding flashbulbs caused severe injury. Photographers who boldly ventured into foreign cultures were also occasionally victims of their trade: a photographer from Philadelphia was killed and scalped by Native Americans in 1863, for instance (Stenger 1939, p. 148). The tradition of photographing the dead, Stenger notes, often led to infections from communicable diseases, prompting the Austrian government to forbid the transport of corpses wasted by infectious conditions to 
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photography studios in 1891. Cameras also served as life‐saving devices, however, occasionally mistaken for “a dangerous weapon of defense” (Stenger 1939, p. 148). 
Technical history blends with a rudimentary popular social history in this text, as in Stenger’s rather lengthy section on private surveillance cameras designed for non-professional use. Late‐nineteenth‐century cameras were disguised as satchels, locks, pocket books, parcels, books which concealed the lens in the spine, picture albums, opera glasses, telescoping clocks, wristwatches with a lens hidden in the winding knob, cameras fitted into walking sticks, top hats, tie pins, buttonholes, and revolvers. Some of these devices register at the level of a social gag (the photographic revolver, for instance, would hardly be pocketed for self‐protective purposes), while others were constructed for police use. Cylinder hats, opera glasses, and wristwatches, by contrast, suggest an upper‐class clientele and imply a desire for surreptitious pictures that extended to all classes and inclinations. 
Similarly egalitarian is Stenger’s reception history of photography, which examines cultural responses to the medium that incorporate both fine and popular arts, including literature, poetry, theater, painting, as well as jokes, puns, caricature, and an amusing collection of quotes from the preceding 100 years of photography. A special section is dedicated to women photographers. That this discussion is lodged between the sections on wit, puns, and amateur photography is perhaps less salutary, though Stenger accords esteem to a range of daguerreotype photographers largely omitted from present‐day accounts. “The outstanding woman photographer was Julia Margaret Cameron,” Stenger declares, “a pioneer in the violation of the basic convention of photographic sharpness” (1939, p. 159). In 1878, he notes, industry advanced to meet women photographers with the “Ladies Camera,” practical, easy to carry, and weighing only 13 lbs without a tripod, completely equipped for the wet collodion process (1939, p. 159). Amateur photography also receives its due, not as a dilettantish hobby, but notable for its economic impact, which not only surpassed that of professional photography but also prompted further technological invention. What begins as an ostentatious treatise on Germanic invention to mollify Nazi censorship ends up as a rather remarkable compendium of photographic trivia, tales, and observations by a collector of photographic discourse and materials. This may just explain the text’s post‐war afterlife in Allied Britain and the United States, in spite of its origins in questionable ideological territory. 
Certainly, the most influential history of photography in the English language has been Beaumont Newhall’s History of Photography from 1839 to the Present Day (Newhall 1982). This book and Helmut and Alison Gernsheim’s History of Photography (dedicated to Newhall) are considered “classic texts” for mid‐twentieth‐century approaches to photography (Gernsheim and Gernsheim 1955). They serve as critical counterpoints for the subsequent methodological revisionism of the 1980s and onwards. 
First published in 1937, revised in 1938, rewritten in 1949, and reworked and reprinted twice thereafter, Newhall’s volume intertwines technical history, historical anecdote, and aesthetic judgment to appeal to a broad, culturally interested public. In contrast to previous historians of photography, who were largely enthusiastic amateur practitioners, avid collectors, or both, Newhall was also trained as an art historian in the early 1930s, receiving his undergraduate degree at Harvard University. Rejecting the largely archeological approach taught at Harvard, Newhall embraced the thinking of Heinrich Wölfflin, Wilhelm Worringer, and Aloïs Riegl, early theorists of art history who sought 
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to make sense of the visual in the context of a broad cultural world view (Nickels 2001, p. 551). In 1935, Newhall took a job as librarian at the newly‐founded New York Museum of Modern Art (MoMA), where he was invited to write a catalog essay for a major exhibition of photography mounted in 1937 under the directorship of his fellow Harvard graduate, Alfred Barr Jr. This catalog essay developed into what Doug Nickels would call the “urtext for most photo history to follow” (2001, p. 551). 
In keeping with his professional formation, Newhall’s volume differs from the preceding accounts, Benjamin excepted, in his repeated attention to the visual qualities of the photographic image, describing technical development not solely as the progress of science and structural evolution, but in relation to the effects it has on picture quality. 
An improved lens by Peter Friedrich Voigtländer of 1840, for instance, “formed an image twenty‐two times more brilliant than Daguerre’s,” while chemical adjustments affect the durability, luminosity, tonality, and stability of the picture (Newhall 1982, p. 29). In contrast to Benjamin, whose attention to photographic surfaces combines materiality and intersubjectivity, Newhall’s study treats the photographic specimen as an aesthetic object, that is, as a material phenomenon subject to value judgment, artistic scrutiny, and the requisites of conservation in keeping with the discourses of connoisseurship common to museum practice. Ensconcing photography within the rhetoric of art history also served to vindicate its contested presence in institutions of high culture. Thus, integrated into Newhall’s prose are evocative descriptions of the object’s material surface—that the daguerreotype is akin to a butterfly wing, for example, so sensitive that its pigments can be wiped off (1982, p. 30)—as well as the conditions of its making, such as lighting, staging, tonalities, and composition. Not isolated from their social and commercial contexts, individual photographic processes are inserted into utilitarian frameworks: the daguerreotype in portraiture, calotypes in travel photography, albumen prints for architectural photography, and so on. 
Nor is the market alien to his discussion, as one might anticipate of a history that has since been declared conservative and aestheticist, but incorporated into the history of its applications (Bolton 1989, pp. 18–25; Nickels 2001, p. 551; Solomon‐Godeau 1994, pp. xxiv–xxv, 223). In contrast to subsequent Marxist accounts, however, the market remains a benign contextual framework rather than a determinant of complex discursive meaning and power. Politics, by contrast, are conspicuously absent, such that the work of Soviet artist Alexander Rodchenko becomes a matter of dynamic composition, not art in the service of revolution (Newhall 1982, p. 201); the disruptive montages of the Dadaists are a complex “mischmasch” (a term borrowed from the Dadaists themselves), influenced by “fantastic postcards” instead of pillories of capitalism (1982, pp. 201–211); and the photomontages of the “brilliant photomonteur” John Heartfield are “biting political comments” not Marxist critiques of militarism and fascism (1982, p. 211). The radical interwar avant‐gardes, in other words, are “In Quest of Form” as the chapter heading reads, rather than engaged in incisive political art. Newhall’s history of photography, as several critics have noted, corrals the development of the medium into a succession of periods and styles that evolve through adaptation and negation as a modernist quest of photographic form, modeled on dominant models of art historical narrative (Bolton 1989, pp. 18–25; Nickels 2001, pp. 551–553; Sekula 1984, p. 56; Solomon‐Godeau 1994, pp. xxiv–xxv, 223; Tagg 1988, pp. 14–15) (see also Chapter 25). 
It is worth noting, however, that both of these prominent histories of photography authored by Newhall and the Gernsheims underwent several metamorphoses to adapt 
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to changing market demands and the development of thought. As Liz Wells has emphasized, Newhall’s original catalog essay avoided the identification of specific artists that would have been in keeping with standard museum practice, thus refuting MoMA’s expectations of a museum catalog (Wells 2009, p. 52). Only with the third edition of the volume did Newhall proceed through history via individual practitioners, singling out certain photographers as noteworthy and thus establishing the basis for a photographic canon (Wells 2009, p. 52). Wells observes that Newhall also first isolated practices unique to the medium of photography, in this edition, apace with reigning formalist criticism, which evaluated the trajectory of advanced art according to its pursuit of its unique material and formal means (2009, p. 52). Gernsheim, who studied art history and took a degree in applied photography in Munich before fleeing Nazi Germany in 1937, began collecting photography in earnest under the encouragement of Newhall. 
His impressive history, co‐written with his wife Alison, was based on his formidable collection of nineteenth‐century photography. Theirs was virtually an encyclopedic technical history of Western European photography, which in 1969 appeared in two volumes, but it too shifted its emphasis to track the history of photography via specific practitioners. In conforming to standards of art historical narratives that proceeded by way of “master” practitioners, Newhall and Gernsheim established a precedent for subsequent photo‐historical scholarship that foregrounded individual contribution over the complex social, political, and technical conditions that fostered invention in the first place. 
Critical revisions to art historical methodology in the late 1970s and 1980s incorporated, among others, Marxist, psychoanalytic, feminist, post‐structuralist, and post‐colonial approaches to the study of art, and also broadened the scope of inquiry to include a wider material culture of things. New, analytical approaches to photography flourished, expanding the field of inquiry from technical and esthetical objects to its conceptual, theoretical, social, political, and dialogical dimensions. Pluralist approaches either complemented or entirely supplanted the singular technological and historical trajectory, represented in edited volumes such as Richard Bolton’s The Contest of Meaning: Critical
Histories of Photography of 1989, which employs a cross‐section of a significant scholarship on photography to adumbrate a broadly conceived social and political history of modern photography. Emphasized are the social function of both photography and the individual photographer, with particular attention to material, institutional, and ideological impact on photographic practice in discourses of twentieth‐century modernity. 
“These essays,” in Bolton’s words, “describe not only the politics of photographic representation, but also the politics of meaning itself” (Bolton 1989, p. x). Similarly, Jean-Claude Lemagny and André Rouillé’s edited volume A History of Photography: Social
and Cultural Perspectives, translated by Janet Lloyd from the 1986 French edition and published the following year, refuses the single‐author historical narrative in favor of a multiplicity of voices, in addition to the editors’ own. Lemagny served as the chief curator of contemporary photographs at the Bibliothèque Nationale in Paris at the time, while Rouillé was a lecturer in photographic history at the University of Paris. Organized chronologically from pre‐1839 investigations to contemporary practice of the 1980s, the editors solicited thematic and historically discrete contributions from a range of distinguished interdisciplinary scholars, curators, and a director of a photography magazine in Europe and the United States in order to assemble a collection of individual views on that historical trajectory. The volume does not claim to be an exhaustive 
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history, but a history, as the title indicates: one perspective among many. Their contribution differs from earlier models in that the writers are, in one way or another, professional representatives of archival, commercial, and scholarly establishments. 

A History of Photography nevertheless promotes a particular interpretive history, seeking cohesion in multiplicity, where formalist analysis meets social and economic history of a Marxist inflection. “On the one hand, photography [seeks] its own internal
coherence,” emphasizes Lemagny, “on the other, photography [is] dependent upon everything that surrounds it” (Lemagny and Rouillé 1987, p. 9). He explains: Taken together, technical definition and aesthetic value confer unity upon photography. Without these, it becomes fragmented into as many different sectors as it has uses: information, fashion, leisure, and so on. Silver salts and a questioning of the works through the works themselves: these constitute the two points of anchorage that can prevent photography from fragmenting into a multitude of tiny parasitical stories. (Lemagny and Rouillé 1987, p. 9) The editors conceived of photography history both as outward and inward, centrifugal and centripetal, photography as a self‐referential practice while spreading throughout the world as a medium of mass replication with manifold applications. The breadth of that world, however, favors a North American and European perspective; Asian or African scholarship or practice remains absent. Rather than plow single‐mindedly through the familiar, deterministic trajectory of photographic advance, the historian is meant to operate more like a magnet, attracting evidence of photography’s pluralist condition in a project of assembly, taking up “a central position where they converge from all sides” (Lemagny and Rouillé 1987, p. 9). The book’s project aims to emphasize an open, questioning discourse rather than “a closed domain where dormant problems could be left unexamined” (Lemagny and Rouillé 1987, p. 9). The volume has been subdivided into thematic chapters, from pre‐photographic portrait practices to contemporary art photography of the 1980s. Of particular note are sections dedicated to photography and the mass press as well as photography in the service of the State and radical politics in the interwar period, including the Soviet Union, Fascist Italy, the Weimar Republic, the Third Reich, and the USA. Rather than serving as a colorful backdrop to photography history, politics propels photography and vice versa, demonstrating the mobilization of mass imagery for popular persuasion. 
From the perspective of the late 1980s, the experience of wonderment around the photographic phenomenon has turned into healthy skepticism, for “its power to deceive is now recognized to be as great as its power to communicate” (Lemagny and Rouillé 1987, p. 9). In contrast to Tissandier, who enthused about the serendipitous moments of photographic discovery, Bernard Marbot, Curator of Early Photography at the Bibliothèque Nationale, observes that an invention is seldom a matter of chance, but a response to a profound economic and intellectual necessity and the result of systematic scientific method:
If photography did not see the light of day in the eighteenth century, it was not because the various pieces of the puzzle were too widely dispersed among artists and scholars, mathematicians and chemists, nor was it that the imagination capable of bringing the existing technical knowledge to fruition was lacking. The fact 
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was, rather, that society was not ready for it. The elements of a situation which, thanks to evolutions in the economic position, mentalities and taste, became possible several decades later, still lay latent. Two factors were soon to stretch and complicate the needs of iconography to the point of forcing the emergence of a system capable of satisfying them. They were the rise of the bourgeoisie and the progress of science. (Marbot, in Lemagny and Rouillé 1987, p. 15) After 1789, according to Marbot, the French bourgeoisie embarked on a conquest of power, fueled by a mixture of liberal economic and political policy that led to capitalism and democracy (1987, p. 15). Enlightenment positivism, not late medieval magic, spurred invention, requiring a mode of representation which could swiftly, accurately, and comprehensively render visible and measurable even phenomena that were invisible. 
It was not chance, but political economies and media tactics that nourished the conditions of photography invention in the two most advanced nations in the world, Britain and France. Like Marbot’s essay, Lemagny and Rouillé’s volume as a whole offers a social and economic history of photography in which the medium’s technological development was actively nourished by social conditions, economic demands, and later, political needs. Insofar as photographs are discussed as “image,” they are generally treated as products of technological and market conditions or modernist‐formalist interrogation. 
The durability, efficiency, and viability of photography as a commercial medium most often spur its development and change. 
Mary Warner Marien’s Photography and its Critics: A Cultural History, 1839–1900 of 1997 embarks on an intellectual history of nineteenth‐century photography. Framed by post‐structuralist inquiry that understands histories as constructed discourses, her guiding premise is that photography is particularly compelling as a humanist study when understood as socially symbolic, rather than a scientific history comprised of a genealogy of technical innovations. Photographic history, for Marien, became “the history of the idea of photography” (Marien 1997, p. xii). Photography, she argues, is aligned with the discourse of modernity as rapid social, technological, and economic progress and the accompanying changes in class relations—a modernity that, as she notes, shifted as the century wore on. Her interest in the reception of photography treats the view of contemporary observers as relevant to our understanding of the meaning of photography in a particular historical moment, intertwining social, cultural, and scientific history to produce a rich, multifaceted idea rather than a deterministic narrative trajectory. Photography is understood as a human form of “making sense,” rooted in, but not bound by, the practice of producing photographic images. Moreover, those discourses are shown to be inconsistent, contradictory, and multiple, instead of the rather neat, technologically determined trajectory favored by earlier historical narratives. 
Like the previously discussed texts that simultaneously seek dialogical multiplicity and aim to channel that potential chaos into an alternative, if permeable history, Marien too occasionally bypasses contradictions, eschews multiplicity, and corrals information to fit her particular collection of discursive categories; which include magic, nature, literacy, and modernist mythologies. History writing, in the end, is about taming the informational chaos, making sense of the multiple textures of the past in a narrative form accessible to a heterogeneous readership. As admirable as these open, heterogeneous approaches to history are, they ultimately succumb to a historically contingent meaning‐making of their own that represents the critical concerns of their moment of 
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publication. The discourse of magic, for instance, is one of the central frameworks that Marien winnows out, arguing that the tendency to link photography to magic and alchemy roots the practice in a deeper past, one that portends an anxiety about modern cultural transformation. 
The enduring effect of the marvelous in photographs may borrow the language of magic as an explanation, but, in practice, photography is fundamentally different from magic. Magic achieves its effects through the audience’s ignorance of its means. When the audience is let in on the trick, the magic evaporates. (Marien 1997, p. 14)
The positivistic emphasis on empirical fact and sober analysis, which frames discourses as psychological, social, and cultural construction, occasionally loses sight of the pleasures of modern enchantment—not as a reactionary response to modernity, but as a delight in science variously evidenced in Tissandier, Benjamin, and Stenger (two of whom were trained scientists). Indeed, the gradual manifestation of the phenomenal world on a photographic plate or paper is the product of a chemical reaction, but photographers speak of the “magic” of the darkroom again and again. 
Repeated enchantment with everyday phenomena, from the magic of a airplane, weighing several thousand pounds, lifting almost effortlessly into the air or the wonderment of witnessing shadows dancing on the wall in a room‐sized camera obscura, is not necessarily dampened by the knowledge of their physical operations. Their 
“magic” is not concealed, nor is it visually manifest. Pleasure, delight, wonderment, and occasionally euphoria, in other words, might also be understood as constitutive terms of photography’s reception history. 
Marien’s (2002) Photography: A Cultural History builds on the premises established in her 1997 cultural history of the nineteenth century by offering a broad history of the conception of the medium from Lavater’s silhouette machine to digital photography on a global scale. She manages this impressive sweep of material by focusing on the social reception and applications of photography, explaining how the medium generates meaning in certain historical moments. Sub‐sections on, for example: the use of the stereograph in the nineteenth century; war photography during the period of late‐nineteenth‐century imperialist expansion in the United States, Asia, and the Middle East; photography and ethnography during colonialist exploits (see Chapter 3); photography and cultural self‐assertion in the post‐World War II era; and responses to Cold War alienation and annihilation in the United States, provide critical case studies which allow for depth within historical breadth. Individual practitioners are highlighted as focal points, mixing more canonical artists such as Alfred Stieglitz and Edward Steichen with traditionally overlooked practices such as Lewis Carroll’s photographs of children in England, Shomei Tomatsu’s post‐atomic bomb pictures in Japan, and Manuel Álvarez Bravo’s mythic, folkloric work in Mexico. These have been offset from the narrative flow by framed boxes, so that history does not progress by virtue of these makers as in mid‐century accounts, but the case studies operate as thematically organized highlights within that history. How the photograph looks is generally supplanted by information about how it operates, what it means, and the occasional observation about compositional elements. A sense of the physicality of the thing is replaced by a discussion of the practicality of the image; from its uses in propaganda to personal 
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expression. Similarly, the technological information that used to drive historical accounts is emphasized in bold within the text, setting it off visually from the flow of narrative about human endeavor. A glossary supplies more detailed information not provided in the brief summary in the text. In all, larger publication budgets have enabled photography histories that are emphatically visual, with large illustrations accompanied by informational captions, and separate text boxes, so that the experience of reading a history is complemented by a visual consumption of image and graphic organization of text. 
Ambiguity, instability, multiplicity and simultaneity characterize photography and its history in Michel Frizot’s The New History of Photography of 1998. “Photography is only the fragile product of a black box pointed more or less in the right direction and held more or less steady. The individual working the apparatus varies greatly in the level of skill,” observes the author in his Foreword (Frizot 1998, n.p.). Translated from the French Nouvelle histoire de la photographie of 1994, the English‐language title is more declarative in its peerless novelty as “the” new history rather than one of many. The volume’s contents, however, bespeak a plurality of approaches in its 800 pages, as Frizot has commissioned 28 photography specialists from seven western countries and Japan to complement his own substantive contributions. The ambition of this project is to conceive of the history of photographs—not just the history of photography—as 
“working objects in their own time,” requiring an archeological approach rather than an 
“evolutionary sequence” (Frizot 1998, p. 12). In one of the most refreshing innovations of Frizot’s volume, chapters are titled not according to technological developments, historical events, or stylistic categories as is common in previous histories, but given designations taken from the photographic medium itself. Chapter titles such as 
“Automated Drawing,” “The Transparent Medium,” “Speed of Photography,” “The All Powerful Eye,” “Metamorphosis of the Image,” “Looking at Others,” and “The Sensitive Surface” frame historical subsections. This innovative point of departure succeeds in theory, introducing a thoughtful conceptual and symbolic framework for historicizing photography according to its material properties rather than the predictable frameworks of history or evolving technology. In practice, however, the approaches are uneven, as some authors disregard the potentially productive framing metaphor of the photograph’s physicality and proceed to discuss the manifold social applications of the photograph appropriate to its location in the volume’s deliberately circuitous, but nonetheless discernible, chronology. Nevertheless, such a medium‐specific infrastructure, wielded both as material history and metaphor, offers a compelling point of departure for future histories. 
Frizot, in his introductory chapters on photography’s pluralist beginnings, rejects the notion that photography is the inevitable product of a merger between optics and chemistry, that is, a more‐or‐less uniform trajectory from Lavater’s silhouette machines to camera obscura to daguerreotypes to mass‐replicable calotypes, presaging its present-day applications. Rather, he locates photography somewhere between a scientific machine and the mechanization of drawing, a recording device anticipatory of the gramophone. His technical history aims to debunk standard mythologies about the medium’s invention, noting the “meanderings of history,” not the inspiration of unique genius, gave rise to several near‐simultaneous discoveries of photographic principles; the coincidence of economic, political, and social conditions with the “intuition of a few clever men” facilitated its manifestation in the mid‐nineteenth century (Frizot 1998, p. 23). 
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In contrast to Marbot’s emphasis on scientific systematicity and positivism, Frizot highlights the role of confusion, scattered observation, and an inter‐human conflict in the processes of invention. These contributing factors are then situated within the socio‐economic conditions of the early 1800s that facilitated them. Rather than declare Daguerre’s genius, as did many of his predecessors, Frizot observes that Daguerre, the former conjurer of luminous illusions in the diorama, was well placed in a series of events that coalesced around him (Frizot 1998, p. 21). 
As with Marien, thematic subsections interrupt the flow of narrative to provide intensive case studies of the social reception or cultural manifestations of a photograph. The fact that these sub‐sections are often written by someone other than the chapter author amplifies the experience of polyphonic historical writing. Often organized around a single image, these discussions attend to the esthetics of creation (composition, framing, light and shadow, focus, etc.) rather than photographic materialities and their manifold cultural, semiotic, or psychological meanings. The excellent quality of 1000 images that have been reproduced in this volume begs for further discussion, but the dearth of textual treatment invites the reader to supply his or her own imaginative readings. 
A modestly scaled, yet intrepid counterpart to these ambitious historical reappraisals of the 1980 and 1990s can be found in Ian Jeffrey’s (1999) book ReVisions: An Alternative
History of Photography, which resolutely interweaves materialist analysis with technological invention and social utility. ReVisions provides an account which, at long last, considers how matter means in particular historical contexts. Rooted in the collections of the National Museum of Photography, Film, and Television (now the National Media Museum) in Bradford, England, Jeffrey’s book provides a photographic counter‐history based on the steady state of disruption—of a continuous, simultaneous project of representation and innovation that results in failures, excess, and idiosyncrasies of both object and function—contrary to a teleological trajectory of innovative and rhetorically heroic inventors, artists, and applications. Rather than provide a cultural history, Jeffrey investigates what he calls the “collective unconscious,” a concept drawn from Swiss psychiatrist Carl Jung that represents “a shared state of mind subject to unfathomable wishful thinking and to fears” (Jeffrey 1999, p. 12). 
This, Jeffrey maintains, is the world that preoccupies photography, with one instinctual pole, spurred by survival, attentive to the historically contingent human psyche and the other pole aware of the market, that is, to the viability of those unconscious perceptions in the public arena. “Testing the market, as in the early stereo age around 1860, meant experimenting with new genres in the hope that one would catch on,” Jeffrey argues (1999, p. 12): Sometimes they did, sometimes they didn’t. The result, culturally and archivally speaking, was
the accumulation of an inventory or stock of what might be described as homeless imagery … Given our reluctance to destroy pictures, hordes of them have, as it were, lain in wait for later cultural moments in which they would come into their own as significant motifs. (1999, p. 12)
Based on these conceptually homeless photographic specimens housed in Bradford, Jeffrey assembles an overlapping, simultaneous, constantly shifting montage of photographic history which incorporates experimental audacity, material weight (see Chapter 7 
in this volume), human perception, socially significant iconography and market 
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pragmatism sparked by the banal need for survival. While progressing roughly chronologically, as histories are wont to do, Jeffrey lingers equally on human folly, obsession, and ignorance—that is, instances of stagnation or diversion—as consubstantial with the narrative of scientific progress. Collectivization, ideological infiltration, and other moments of cohesion (social, capitalist) conceal moments of social breakdown, or 
“windows of opportunity,” in the twentieth century. Indeed, photographic motifs proliferated as never before, encompassing the gratuitous and the unfathomable, such as mass annihilation, celebrity culture, and imaginings of the digital age. Combining the richness of materialist observation manifest in Newhall, the psychological force of those shifting materialities redolent of Benjamin, the plurality of both meaningful and arbitrary photographic pursuits evidenced by Stenger, and embedded in the social, ideological, political, and esthetic discourses characteristic of the 1980 and 1990s, Jeffrey’s condensed and therefore circumscribed account takes an approach that endeavors to adroitly juggle several conceptual spheres and still remain grounded in the protean, immoderate, deceptive, banal yet extraordinary, elusive yet manifest, “thingness” of photography. 
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Locating Photography

Christopher Pinney
The specter of global dissemination haunted photography from its very beginning. 
Fox Talbot’s The Art of Photogenic Drawing, originally read as a paper before the Royal Society in January 1839 predicted that “To the traveller in distant lands, who is ignorant, as too many unfortunately are, of the art of drawing, this little invention may prove of real service” (Fox Talbot 1956, p. 70). A decade and half later, Charles Dickens’ Household
Words noted that the far‐away moon had “sat for a full‐face picture” and that “travellers may bring home incontestable transcripts of inscriptions upon monuments, or foreign scenery” (Dickens [attrib.] 1956, p. 89). In a similar manner, the first history of cinema, W.K.L. Dickson and Antonia Dickson’s 1895 History of the Kinetograph, Kinetoscope
and Kineto‐Phonograph exuberantly foresaw the film‐camera’s documentation of 
“riotous Texan cow‐boys and Mexicans, Moors, Arabs and Indians, riding, lassoing, shooting, juggling and sparring,” and noted the unique cinematic interest of “the Omaha war dance” and the Sioux ghost dance, the messianic movement that swept much of Native America (Dickson and Dickson 1895, p. 37). 
Here we see mapped two aspects of photography’s “globalization”: (1) its use as a 
“western” technique to document an increasingly colonized world; and (2) its dissemination around the world and its adoption by local practitioners. The first aspect encompasses the general field of travel or expeditionary photography (Hershkowitz 1980; Osborne 2000) together with more specialist practices of use to colonial regimes (Hight and Sampson 2002) and experimental photographic practices which were developing alongside new academic disciplines such as Archeology (Bohrer 2011), Anthropology (Edwards 1992; Pinney 2011) and Geography (Ryan 1997). This outward expansion of European and North American photographers involves a large number of figures who would figure centrally in any conventional History of Photography (such as Maxime Du Camp, Roger Fenton, Felice Beato, Francis Frith, Eadweard Muybridge, and so on). Du Camp, who learned the calotype process from Gustave Le Gray, famously accompanied Flaubert to Egypt in 1849–1851. Encouraged by the Académie des Inscriptions et Belles Lettres to produce images of use to an emergent archeology, Du Camp deployed his new technique systematically to “create the optimal conditions for securing good views of the inscriptions and relief sculptures,” while also frequently including his Nubian traveling companion as staffage (Foster et al. 2007, p. 59). Fenton traveled to the Crimea in 1855, effectively as the first official war photographer, and at the encouragement of Prince Albert, with the intention of rousing a war‐weary British public. 
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Fenton’s images of the Valley of the Shadow of Death have, through Errol Morris’s detailed discussion (2011) played a significant role in continuing debates about the semiotics of photography. Francis Frith, an English Quaker, made three visits to Egypt and the Near East in 1856, 1857, and finally 1859–1860. His images numbering almost 500—some produced with huge 20 × 16 in. negatives—mobilized a continuing Victorian 
“Egyptomania.” Frith also contributed to the heroic narrative of the photographer abroad (a characteristic detail: “I prepared my pictures by candle light in one of the interior chambers of the temple … from the roofs were suspended groups of fetid bats” 
[cited by Foster et al. 2007, p. 63]). The Italian‐British photographer Felice Beato pursued an exemplary global career accompanying James Robertson to Constantinople in 1851, covering the Crimean conflict following Fenton’s departure, before traveling to India to photograph in the wake of the Indian Rebellion of 1857–1858 (he arrived in India in February 1858) and subsequently voyaging to China where he documented the Second Opium War and then settling in Yokohama in Japan. Beato had arrived in India after the unfolding of the main events of the Rebellion but was present in China to document a new Imperial aggression as it unfolded. Like Fenton, he plays a seminal role in any history of photojournalism (Lacoste 2010). 
Following his acquittal for the murder of his wife’s lover in 1875, the English‐born, but largely US‐resident, Eadweard Muybridge traveled to Central America, at the behest of the Pacific Mail Steamship Company. They commissioned him to produce images that might encourage investment in local agribusiness and it has been argued that his studies of the successive stages of work in the clearing of forests for coffee production prefigured his later studies of animal and human locomotion (Brookman 2010, p. 72). 
Upon his return in 1877, he settled Leland Stanford’s question about the “unsupported transit” of horses when galloping and commenced the stop‐motion photographic investigations that would establish his place in photographic history. Muybridge stands as an interesting figure in relation to the category of the “global.” His travels raise the question of why the transit from San Francisco to Guatemala underlines an aspect of the “global” 
more clearly than his (much longer) journey from Kingston, England (his birthplace) to the United States. Here the space of “Euro‐America” is “ex‐nominated,” rendered un‐marked and un‐located. Muybridge’s career can also perhaps serve as an instance of 
“provincialization” (Chakrabarty 2000), the importation from the “colonial” periphery of a practice that reconfigures the ex‐nominated heartland. The careers of Fenton and Beato also demonstrate how any history of photography inevitably engages the question of photography as a global practice, even if it does not explicitly name itself as global. 
 From Calcutta to Constantinople
Photography’s global dissemination, its “flow” as Bate (2009, p. 149) terms it, was rapid in the extreme. Perhaps it is not surprising that François Gourand, Daguerre’s agent, was promoting the new technique in major cities in the USA in 1840 (Bate 2009, p. 149). 
It may be more striking to note that in October 1839 there were discussions about “the new photogenic drawing” in the Asiatic Society in Calcutta (Pinney 2008, p. 9). Daguerre’s process was examined in three long articles in the Bombay Times in December of the same year and in January 1840 a Calcutta retailer was advertising Daguerreotype cameras for sale. 
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The first photograph made on the continent of Africa can be dated to November 7, 1839. Its authors were the French painter Horace Vernet and his student Frédéric Goupil‐Fesquet, who had been enrolled by the optician (and retailer of camera lenses) Noël‐Marie‐Paymal Lerebours to demonstrate the extraordinary potential of photography. The photograph depicted the Ottoman viceroy Mohammed Ali’s haramlik, the building in which his wives and children lived, “with two indistinct male figures standing in its gateway” (Golia 2010, p. 15). Goupil‐Fesquet provides a memorable account of Mohammed Ali’s reaction:
His beard quivering, puckering his great brows … when the fixed plate was taken from its mysterious bath, the viceroy’s impatience was replaced with astonish-ment and admiration … “It is the work of the devil!” Mohammed Ali exclaimed, examining the image. (cited by Golia 2010, p. 15)
Golia notes how—suitably misinterpreted—the response to this foundational image served to signify a European obsession with “the Muslim injunction against human representation,” despite the fact that Mohammed Ali himself would soon pose for the camera (Golia 2010, p. 15). 
Cameras reached Sub‐Saharan Africa just a few months later. In January 1840, a Captain Bouët used a camera provided by the French government to photograph coastal settlements on the Gold Coast (Haney 2010, pp. 24–25), and, in 1856, the Scottish mis-sionary Daniel West, traveling in the same area, recorded that “it is impossible to describe the excitement and wonder which the photographic process creates” (cited by Haney 2010, p. 25). The African American émigré Augustus Washington established a photographic studio in Monrovia, the capital of Liberia in 1853 and would subsequently extend his operations through Sierra Leone and Senegal: many of the daguerreotypes made by him during this period survive in the archive of the organization which founded Liberia as a haven for freed slaves, the American Colonization Society (Haney 2010, pp. 26–27). 
Vernet and Goupil‐Fesquet’s image, the first photograph made in Africa, was also the first one made in the Ottoman Empire, to which further early daguerreotype images would be added by Goupil‐Fesquet in Constantinople in 1840 (Őztuncay 2000, p. 18). 
Other European photographers stayed in the city: in July 1842, Compa, a student of Daguerre, was to be found earning a living photographing the patrons of the Taksim Beklvű café. The first professional Ottoman photographer, Vassilaki Kargopolou, a Roum (of Greek origin), opened his studio in 1850 on what was then the Grand Rue de Pera in Constantinople’s Beyoğlu (Őztuncay 2000, p. 14). 
An assemblage of the kind presented above is easy to compile. It demonstrates the fluidity of photography from its very inception, and the manner in which it immediately exceeded any geographical confinement within Euro‐America. Within weeks and months of its European announcement, photography became a practice of connections and de‐centered networks: it became what I propose to call “World System Photography.” 
Ex‐Nomination and Location
It is the nature of what Roland Barthes termed “ex‐nomination” that necessitates that a photography which is sometimes addressed under the category of the “global” be 
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engaged instead through the question of “location.” Ex‐nomination is the term Barthes used in Mythologies to describe the process through which an ideological fact disappears. The category he was concerned with was the bourgeoisie, “the social class which does not want to be named” (Barthes 1972b, p. 132). For Barthes, the bourgeoisie was the source of an ideology which “can spread over everything and in so doing lose its name without risk” (1972b, p. 139). This is a set of observations that are quite easy to transpose to conventional histories of photography. For a start, we might begin by noting that most histories of photography should actually be called (for the sake of geographical accuracy) histories of photography in Europe and North America (see Chapter 2 in this volume). These are histories of practices that are not required to mark their location as somewhere specific. Histories of practices outside of the ex‐nominated core are usually presented as “belated” (Chakrabarty 2000), and will have prefixes such as “Peruvian” or suffixes such as “in India” of the kind that are incompatible with ex‐nominated knowledge. 
Some of the dilemmas that confront us as we approach the “location” of photography might be clarified through a brief consideration of the careers of two photographers: one Japanese and one Ceylonese. The first of these, Yasuzo Nojima, was born in 1889 
outside of Tokyo, and established himself as a leading Pictorialist (Figure 3.1). He sponsored and published the leading photographic journal Koga (Light Pictures), which helped introduce Neue Sachlichkeit photography in Japan, and died after a long illness in 1964 (Maggia and Dall’Olio 2011). The second photographer, Lionel Wendt, was Figure 3.1 Yasuzo Nojima, Nude torso (1930). 

Source: The National Museum of Modern Art, 
Kyoto. Reproduced with permission. 
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born in Colombo in 1900, studied music in London, wrote and narrated Basil Wright’s famous pioneer documentary Song of Ceylon in 1934 (Wright subsequently described him as “one of the world’s best photographers at the time” [cited by Fonseka 2000, p. 26]), exhibited his (both Pictorialist and experimental) photographs in London in 1938 and died in Colombo in 1944. 
Nojima and Wendt both exemplify the complexities of thinking about the relationship between location and photography. Each of their œuvres articulates a distinctive sense of Japanese and Ceylonese lifeworlds and yet both are configured to the core by a photographic cosmopolitanism. They are cosmopolitans dedicated to a certain essentializing localism, although one could perhaps say that of most photographers. Consider Shinji Kohmoto’s observation that: “Yasuzo Nojima was a ‘modern boy’ in the best sense … 
Nojima came to demonstrate his talent in the world of geijutsu shashin (art photography) in Japan, where kaiga shugi shashin (Pictorial photography) was then in full swing” 
(Kohmoto 2011, p. 21). I am interested not so much in the specific information which Kohmoto imparts, but the effect on the reader of the reframing of art photography and Pictorialism in their Japanese transliteration: how does geijutsu shashin differ from “art photography” and what is the Japanese career of Pictorialism? Similarly, with respect to Wendt, how are we to interpret, for instance, Pablo Neruda’s description of him as “the central figure of a cultural life torn between the death rattles of the Empire and a human appraisal of the untapped values of Ceylon” (cited by Fonseka 2000, p. 17)? Wendt was an enthusiast for British modernism (he owned an image by the Vorticist Edward Wadsworth), persuaded the subsequently renowned avant‐garde artist George Keyt to transfer his energies from poetry to painting and would be described in the Ceylon press as one of the “bad boys of modernism.” His subjects ranged from Pictorialist-inflected studies of Ceylonese rural life, ritual scenes characterized by a “Buddhistic” 
contem plativeness, extravagant montages inspired by René Magritte and Giorgio de Chirico, and solarized prints of nudes inspired by Man Ray’s experimentation in the 1930s (see Chapter 25 in this volume) (Figure 3.2). 
Perhaps the best parallel to this complexity would be that large arc of central European Foto‐Modernity which—in Matthew S. Witkovsky’s revelatory and incisive analysis—
unites similar unlikely practices and attitudes: “For all its connotations of urban cosmopolitanism and industrial progress, modernity in central Europe included significant overtures to nonindustrial, rural life” (2007, p. 161). Wendt and Nojima seem much less peripherally constituted and certainly liberated from Neruda’s Manichean dichotomy once read against the background of Witkovsky’s approach, and perhaps even less so when set against Colin Ford’s observation that all hegemonic photographic modernism was (strange but true) Hungarian in origin (Ford 2011). The anomalous and divided location and practices of Nojima and Wendt turn out to be surprisingly easy to suture with similarly complex modernist European practices determined by an “overwhelmingly important agrarian romanticism.” In central Europe, Witkovsky notes, “becoming modern meant in part ‘recovering’ ties to folk wisdom and to the land itself, ties that had supposedly been severed by the incontestable reversals of history” (2007, p. 161). 
Another way of engaging the question of ex‐nomination might involve imagining a spectrum with “photography” at one end and “culture” at the other. What might be called “core” photographic history (by which I mean that which describes Euro-American practices) erases “culture” as a problematic, whereas “peripheral” or “regional” 
histories by virtue of their very regionality tend to foreground “cultural” dimensions of 
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Figure 3.2 Lionel Wendt (1900–
1944), Untitled. n.d. Gelatin silver 
print. Source: Christopher Pinney. 
practice. In part, this reflects the continuing neo‐colonial conditions of global photographic history in which, as Deborah Poole has noted “the non‐European world and its images have been oddly elided from virtually all the photographic histories that attempt to link photography with the history of disciplinary and ideological systems forged during the height of Europe’s colonial era” (1997, p. 140). The “sovereign” Euro‐American Subject of whom Dipesh Chakrabarty wrote (and who, within conventional historiography, has now been largely displaced) remains—within the history of photography—alive and well. The ex‐nomination of the center endures: British and French photography is just 
“photography” whereas African or Indian photography is always configured by an unshakeable “local” specificity. 
Ex‐Nomination Versus Territorialization
This stress on locality is symptomatic of a “territorializing” logic: photography imported into India, or Japan or Peru, presumed in some sense to be French or English, is co‐opted by a new set of Indian, Japanese, or Peruvian practices. These three locations are sites of fast‐growing literatures. Peru, for example, was the subject of a short but significant monograph on early photographic practice by Keith McElroy (1985). McElroy traces the arrival in Lima of the French daguerreotypist Maximiliano Danti in 1842 whose studio, he notes, opened a month earlier than any similar studio in Berlin (1985, p. 5). 
Itinerant daguerreotypists in Lima flourished alongside an enthusiasm for panoramas 
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such as El Gran Cosmorana, El Diorama, and El Gran Gabinete Optico (1985, p. 6). 
Throughout the late 1840s and early 1850s daguerreotypists in Peru were predominantly from France and the United States and within this small part of Latin America we can see the active promotion of an emergent global system of expectation: French practitioners stressed the culture and refinement they were able to offer, whereas US 
photographers stressed “speed, prices, and technical proficiency” (1985, p. 8). Paper photography was introduced in Lima in 1853, by which time, McElroy suggests, the daguerreotype had become “so much a part of public thinking that it was used in a literary sense” in the same way that drawing and painting had informed metaphorical language in earlier epochs. Spanish terms for “daguerreotype” and “photograph” 
replaced the earlier use of “sketch” and “portrait” (1985, pp. 9, 75). 
McElroy presents a portrait of Peru as a space transformed by the presence of photography, a presence which gave rise to various controversies. The popularity of cartes‐de‐visite in the 1860s, for instance, caused a columnist in El Comercio to complain that the demands for a photograph from everyone he met was costing each individual somewhere in the region of 20 US dollars (1985, p. 21). This was a response to the demands of photographs as commodities, a quality uninflected by “Peruvian‐ness.” 
McElroy observes that “Capitalism was the undisputed armature which gave form to the studios and the imagery, and it was the unquestioned creed of every photographer who worked in Peru” (1985, p. 55). 
Note here how—even negatively—the question of location has appeared. Even in its absence (practices uninflected by “Peruvian‐ness”), the demand for a particular nomination makes itself felt. We might explore this pressure in other ways, and in a manner which in its self‐reflexivity about my own earlier thinking reveals the extent to which this current text serves as a kind of exorcism of my own earlier “anthropologized” 
misconceptions. McElroy notes the popularity of post‐mortem photography, practiced as early as 1844 in Peru. In the mid‐1860s, porcelaintypes for mortuary use became very popular, so popular indeed that a Lima journalist wrote about the existence of “another Lima,” a Lima “in effigy”:
The wise and the foolish, the rich and the poor, the great and small, the living and the dead, the thin and the fat, the beautiful and the ugly …! Oh, the showcases of the workshop … are the Valley of Jehoshaphat. (cited by McElroy 1985, p. 82) Since I first read that, over 20 years ago, the account has stuck in my mind as a kind of exotic crystallization of “photography in Peru,” where the proliferation of photography produced a shadow society, a society in effigy. With hindsight I see that it performs (or more accurately, I made it perform) a nominating “anthropological” function of particularization. It seemed to exemplify a localization of practice of the kind that anthropologists (the social‐cultural variety) were traditionally trained to locate. It was this sensibility that underpinned many of the assumptions in Camera Indica, my first book—
an ethnography of popular photography in central India—whose title genuflected to Barthes, but also invoked the hierarchy of Camera as species and Indica as genus (Pinney 1997). It was the same sensibility which informed the introduction to a co‐edited collection (Pinney and Peterson 2003) in which I proclaimed that the volume “refutes … technological histories by revealing long traditions of photographic manipulation and concluding that it is cultural practice that is the true motor of photography” (Pinney 2003, p. 14). 
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McElroy himself does not make an exceptionalist Peruvian claim for this post‐mortem material, choosing instead (wisely) to fold it into a general observation about what he terms photography’s “third state” between life and death; something akin, perhaps to Ernst Jünger’s “second consciousness” or even Walter Benjamin’s “optical unconscious” 
(see Chapter 2 in this volume). Subsequent publications (such as Ruby 1995) have documented the centrality of post‐mortem photography to mid‐nineteenth‐century US 
photography. Pinney (1997) and Strassler (2010) suggest that such practices are likely to be found wherever people die before they have been sufficiently photographically 
“archived” during their life. From this, one might conclude that post‐mortem practices reflect societies’ differential encounters with photography, rather than “cultural” beliefs about death or ancestor worship. 
Deborah Poole’s hugely significant Vision, Race and Modernity (1997) advanced the understanding of photography both as a “technical practice” and as a practice harnessed to local agendas. Both of these are held in creative tension. On the one hand, a Benjaminian argument about photography’s “aesthetics of the same” is advanced, through which the “equivalency or comparability” of the carte‐de‐visite becomes an agent for the possibility of racial “difference.” The uniformity of representation foregrounds somatic variability in ways that earlier technologies did not. It is in this sense that “Andean cartes‐de‐visite … can help us to rethink both the history of photography and the parallel histories of colonialism and racial ideologies” (1997, p. 140). 
Alongside this, Poole explores photography’s mobilization as part of Peru’s indigenismo or new native movement through Juan Manuel Figueroa Aznar and subsequently Martin Chambi (Poole 1997, p. 190ff.). Crucially, however, she positions Andean photographic developments within a world system. Poole does not conjure up a zone of photographic activity which is detached from events elsewhere as a distinct “culture.” 
Rather, she proposes a more encompassing “visual economy” within which local practices are ensnared. She explains how a Bohemianism which was pitted against the bourgeoisie in Europe was refracted in the Andean world into a spatial opposition (in this instance the celebration of Cusco as an Inca citadel, opposed to the colonial center of Lima). A transnational artistic identification was translated through a local category—the walaychu (Poole 1997, p. 177)—into a sentimental attachment to land. 
The indigenismo that this spurred was a pastiche of global borrowings whose “locality” 
was a product of a complex colonial world history. 
Chambi would retain a lifelong adherence to the purity of the photographic image but other indigenista photographers, such as Juan Manuel Figueroa Aznar, would increasingly use paint alongside photography. In part, this was because Andean photographers could not invoke European pedigrees (as could the various European‐run studios in the Andes) to differentiate their commercial products. Overpainting (for instance, in the technique labeled foto‐óleo) managed to deliver “both the aura of an original work of art and the allure of modernity … as an industrial and, above all, imported technology” 
(Poole 1997, p. 172). 
Poole’s exemplary account of how “localization” is in part a function of a world photographic system can be usefully contrasted with Judith Mara Gutman’s pioneering but flawed study Through Indian Eyes (1982). Gutman sought to establish how an imported technology was bent to the purposes of enduring Indian esthetic practices and how photography became, in this context, effectively a form of late painting. 
Gutman’s claim for the “locatedness” of Indian photography is initially articulated 
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within a liberatory paradigm: “Until now we have been so culturally root‐bound that we have generally considered European, or Western, images as the ‘standard’ for all photographic imagery” (Gutman 1982, p. 15). The practice she describes holds the promise of challenging this Euro‐American hegemony but not, unfortunately, its ex‐nomination. Her strategy is instructive because, admirable though it is in many ways, it ends up tracing a journey which ends up nominating Indian photography in all its exceptional particularity. She asks some interesting questions about “what was Indian,” given the complex history of conquest and conversion in the sub‐continent, but in the end she opts for the esthetics of north Indian courts and a set of practices that (when set against Poole’s approach) are stripped of their historicity. The photographs she finds and eulogizes are those that demonstrate continuity between an alien technology and an “indigenous” esthetics and which in this continuity eviscerate history: 
“these Indian images were part of a history of Indian tradition and visual pattern-making. They used the same organization of space as if the model for a photograph had been remembered from a collective unconscious …” (Gutman 1982, p. 15). History in this incarnation denotes a “tradition” produced through the suturing of culture with locality. This is not a history characterized by contingency or the complex mimicry and translation of a world system. 
It is easy to read Gutman’s text as an object lesson in cultural essentialization but it is probably equally important to place it alongside studies of ex‐nominated photography such as Peter Galassi’s influential Before Photography (1981) which sought to explain photography in terms of a pre‐existing set of representational conventions and expectations. One might perhaps view these as politically non‐radical alternatives to the emergent Foucauldian analyses of the time (e.g., Burgin 1982). If the 
“Polytechnic of Central London school” was about the manner in which disciplinary state power informed images, the “school of New York” (both Galassi and Gutman were based in NYC) rejected a radical politics and espoused the tenacity of cultural tradition as the determinant of what happened within photography. Both agreed that photography’s “technology” changed nothing, or at least very little. 
A similar narrative can be developed for Japan. Following Shunnojo‐Tsunetari’s thwarted 1843 attempt and subsequent success in 1848 in importing a daguerreotype camera into Nagasaki, Eliphalet Brown took a daguerreotype camera to Japan as part of Commodore Perry’s 1854 Expedition, and in the same year the first Japanese daguerreotype manual appeared ( Ensei Kikijutsu [Use of Novel Devices from the West]) and it is then only a matter of time before photography appears incarnated in a territorialized guise. Thus, Kinoshita Naoyuki in his extremely interesting account directs our attention to photography’s co‐option as “ihai,” the wooden memorial tablets “on which were written the Buddhist names of the deceased” (Naoyuki 2003, pp. 18–19). 
Within the history of photography, regionalization is, as I’ve suggested, a mark of center‐periphery asymmetries. But it is also evidence of a more general desire to dissolve technical practice in the balm of heroic human activity. Photography in these accounts is simply, or chiefly, a void, waiting to be filled by pre‐existing cultural and historical practice. These stories of photography are like those eighteenth‐century object narratives (“The Story of My Pipe,” etc.) described by Barthes, which he suggested were in fact not the stories of the objects themselves, but of the hands between which those objects passed (Barthes 1972a). These stories of heroic culture and heroic man triumphing over the camera are articulated within a structured choice between 
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what Latour describes as the notion of technology as “neutral tool,” and its obverse, technology as “autonomous destiny,” a dichotomy that might be rephrased as a choice between “culture” versus “technological determinism” (Latour 1999, pp. 178–180). 
 Terra Infirma: Photography Beyond the Nation
Latour opens the way toward a different kind of history of photography, one which allows an escape from the choice of either a technological determinism, on the one hand, or (on the other) a belief in photography’s neutrality in which what matters are remarkable individual practitioners, or photography’s “Indian‐ness” or “Peruvian‐ness,” 
all of which give color to an otherwise blank space. Latour originally explored this problem through a consideration of the relationship between guns and gunmen, which can be seen to bear a starkly analogous relationship to camera and cameraman. The two propositions “guns kill people” and “guns don’t kill people: people kill people” exemplify (in Latour’s admittedly simplistic opposition) the useless choice between technology as 
“autonomous destiny” and its obverse, “neutral tool.” In the first account, the gun acts 
“by virtue of material components irreducible to the social qualities of the gunman”; in the other, the gun is a “neutral carrier of human will.” The alternative, which folds human and non‐humans “into each other,” involves a translation between the essences of subject and objects toward the “hybrid actor comprising … the gun and gunman”: a collective actant (1999, pp. 178–179). 
This provides (potentially) a useful model for thinking about the entangled practice that coheres around the translated forms of camera and cameraman – that “object‐institution” 
(Latour 1999, p. 192), which we might call “camerawork.” But this is only half the story, for 
“entanglement” has to be given a history. Photography is not something that magically drops into society pre‐formed as a determinate “technology.” It is, from the start (and remains to this day) blurred and uncertain. Photography’s potential had to be explored experimental y through engagement with equally blurred and uncertain subjects, and a blurred and uncertain history and temporality that reconstituted all of these terms. 
Latour’s general argument engages the phantasmatic presence of categories enthroned in what he terms the “Modern Constitution,” of which the central ones are subjects and objects. The title of one of Latour’s key texts, We Have Never Been Modern (1993), points to the particular paradoxical space that he evokes: a tenacious modernity which is both present and not present, simultaneously persuasive and improbable. The problem with (“purified”) categories such as subjects and objects is that they have become part of a perceived everyday reality and at the same time are also seen to be increasingly incapable of describing the complex hybridity of the world (Latour 1993, p. 10). 
Much the same might be said about the nation‐state. Arjun Appadurai’s (1996) stress on “scapes” directs our attention to the multiple spaces of the “post‐national.” In a parallel manner, Prasenjit Duara pointed to the manner in which those very technologies (such as “proliferating mass media”) upon which nation‐states depended “to facilitate the nation‐building project” (1995, p. 9) also had the power to undo those projects. 
However, despite this, there is still scholarly resistance to histories that “do not belong to a contemporary nation” (1995, p. 3). 
This continuing attachment to the nation‐state as a location for photography throws up many problems. Justine Carville, discussing the historiography of “Irish Photography,” 
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observes some of the pitfalls. He notes that prior to his recent survey, there were two book‐length histories of photography in Ireland (2011, pp. 13–17). Both retrospectively project onto the nineteenth and early twentieth century the political division between the Free State/Republic of Ireland and Northern Ireland that dates from 1922 onwards. 
Thus, one book presents a story from the South, the other presents a history from the North. A parallel conundrum was confronted by Where Three Dreams Cross, a major exhibition of South Asian photography shown at the Whitechapel Gallery and Fotomuseum Winterthur in 2010 (see Ogg 2010). Originally planned as a show of 
“Indian” photography, it confronted the paradox of having to note that many important images were made in locations which after Independence and Partition in 1947 were no longer in India. The show was accordingly reformatted as engaged with South Asia in general (meaning India, Pakistan, and Bangladesh) and a good deal of important recent and contemporary work from Pakistan and Bangladesh subsequently was included. But this in turn revived an anachronistic possibility that some images made before 1947 
were made in locations that would become Pakistan or Bangladesh. A later political history served to attenuate the “Indian‐ness” of such photographs though they were unquestionably “made in India.” 
The hotly contested political history which led to Partition (creating India and East and West Pakistan) in 1947 and subsequently the independence of East Pakistan as Bangladesh in 1971 underlined the difficulty of exhibiting photography which had not yet been “rescued” from the nation (to recall Duara). Depending on the year of its creation, a photograph could theoretically be labeled with a location that was “India,” 
“East Pakistan,” or “Bangladesh.” Partly in response to this quandary, and with the help of a wonderful title (from T.S. Eliot’s Ash Wednesday), Where Three Dreams Cross completely eschewed such locational conundrums. 
The “crossing” or mixing of these national “dreams” was an imaginative solution to what we might think of as the nation‐state problem. This of course is a problem with a much longer history in the context of photographic exhibitions and it would be remiss not to briefly address that major monument to the extra‐national, Edward Steichen’s 1955 Family of Man which championed what Barthes termed the “solid rock of a universal human nature” (1972b, p. 102) over history and politics (see Chapter 21 in this volume). As befits its time, this was a celebration of an essentialized humanity in what Blake Stimson describes as a “postnationalist, postreligious nuclear world” (2006, p. 64). 
The exhibition’s utopianism had two inter‐related dimensions: placelessness and universality. Place or location would have reintroduced that very history and politics which the exhibition in its commitment to a universal human subject was committed to abolishing. Universalism—what Adorno memorably termed the “bleat not to forget humanity” (cited by Stimson 2006, p. 60) inscribed that central totem of the Modern Constitution, the “human” subject. Steichen, indeed, was given an award by the Urban League for “making mankind proud of its humanity” (Stimson 2006, p. 64). 
 World System Photography
Studies such as Gutman’s are avowedly localizing and establish India as a stable location determined by site‐specific traditions. However, several studies suggest that itinerant, or transnational populations consistently operate in the vanguard of the historical 
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process of what we might term photographization: European colonizers; the Chinese in Indonesia (who contributed to photography’s identification with an “‘alien’ modernity 
[and] translocal circulation” [Strassler 2010, p. 23]); and the group that is relevant to Gutman’s study of photography in India, the Parsis. 
Zoroastrian refugees, long settled largely in Bombay, Parsis were prominent among Indian founder members of the Bombay Photographic Society, and ran many of the earliest commercial photographic studios in the Kalbadevi area of Bombay, the liminal zone between the “whitetown” and “blacktown.” The archive of Indian “sentimental realist” portraiture which is sold in the Chor Bazaar (thieves bazaar), slightly north of Kalbadevi, the thousands of faded and not‐so‐faded cartes‐de‐visite and cabinet cards produced by studios in Bombay, Surat, and other major cities in western India, reveal Parsis’ enthusiasm for what the camera could produce. I would estimate that 80% of the nineteenth‐century photographs to be found at Chor Bazaar depict Parsis (singly, conjugally, or in groups). 
The majority of these photographs were produced by Bombay studios, but the scattering of images from Surat, Baroda, Mhow, and Neemuch provide a glimpse of the commercial interests that drove Parsi entrepreneurs north of Bombay. However, among these Indian‐produced photographs, there is a thinner, but nevertheless regular vein of images that trace longer journeys to Singapore, Batavia, Hong Kong, and Shanghai. 
W.J.T. Mitchell asked, “What would it mean to talk about images as migrants, as immigrants, as emigrants, as travellers, who arrive and depart, who circulate, pass through, thus appear and disappear?” (2004, p. 14). The cartes‐de‐visite and cabinet cards from Hong Kong, Singapore, and elsewhere encourage an easy conflation of the human migrant and the photographic migrant: the condition of photography (in which, as Barthes noted, “I can never deny that the thing has been there” [1982, p. 76]) is that those that appear in these images were in those locations and it is unreasonable not to assume that these images were asked not only to represent and embody the act of travel, but also formed (by virtue of their portability) part of the literal baggage of that travel: that, after all, is how they came to be in Bombay. 
Acknowledging the itineracy that informs much photographic practice can help erode the localizing and territorial boundaries which certain approaches to photography in its nominated forms have sought to establish. We can also do this through a parallel itineracy of method which might encourage us to think about parallels between differently‐located practices of photography. In my own earlier “anthropological” work I stressed the specificity of Indian studio practices and tried to territorialize them through an analysis of local conceptions of personhood and the forensic potential of somatics (or to put this more simply, the extent to which local viewers expected bodies and surfaces to reveal reliable information). In later work, with the benefit of a knowledge of studio practices elsewhere (for example, in Ghana through Tobias Wendl’s work), but also with the benefit of a fuller grasp of a key theoretical breakthrough by Barthes in Camera Lucida (1982), I came to grasp that the detailed ethnographic study of photographic practices should also feed into a broader history of photography, rather than simply provide a nominated footnote to an ex‐nominated history of photography (in other words an account of what photography “In India” [or “Peru” or 
“Japan”] is as opposed to what photography “in general” is). 
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Lessons from the Studio
A more detailed account of this, and of the linkages between locations, might clarify the consequences this could have for theorizing a “world‐system photography.” In India, as elsewhere, the power of the camera has been understood to reside in its ability to capture an event, rather than anything as abstruse as “reality.” In a studio, this event is created by the ensemble of poses and accessories presented to the camera at the moment of exposure. It is marked by the particularity and specificity of what Barthes called the body ( corps), whose singularity he contrasted with the generality of the corpus (1982, p. 4). 
Corpus can here stand in for that problematic concept “reality.” It denotes all those abstracted and normalized concepts that are so often invoked in discussions around photography (is the image “true”? or, conversely, does the camera “lie”?). The realization that a photograph can only ever deliver a singular body—as Barthes puts it “the event is never transcended for the sake of something else” (1982, p. 4), that it is always bound to the specificity of the moment of exposure—can be seen to inform a long lineage of photographic practice within India. The event of each photograph becomes a distinct world, one in which what matters is the rightness of fit within that world. The secondary question of the fit between that world and a wider world (the corpus) is not, countless Indian practitioners seem to have understood, strictly speaking a photographic question. It is a consequence of photography’s technics, and its necessary entanglement in the specificity of time and place, that it can never go beyond the body and toward the corpus. The camera records what is placed in front of it and on its own is incapable of making distinctions about the relationship of its visual trace to psychic, social, or historical normativity. 
Another way of naming the event is “the profilmic.” The celebration of the profilmic as a space of “sovereign Contingency,” where all that matters is rightness of fit within the image (rather than an agreement with a pre‐existing something else), is also apparent in the work of Umrao Singh Sher‐Gil, the philosopher, Sanskritist, Persianist, and photographic‐enthusiast father of India’s great modernist painter, Amrita Sher‐Gil. 
Vivan Sundaram makes a good case that Sher‐Gil was one of the invisible pioneers of modern photography in India. He experimented with autochromes and made stereoscopes, but his most powerful legacy lies in his elaborate self‐presentation through photography. Sundaram notes how these self‐portraits “explore a range of characterisa-tions: an assertion of [Sher‐Gil’s] physical being, his intellectual countenance, his melancholic moods, his liminal being” (2001, p. 5). Sher‐Gil’s physical being is displayed in a number of images where he stands in dhoti or shorts, his arms stretched to display his bare chest. In these images he acts the role of the diffident yogi, self‐regarding but unsure of his worth. Melancholy pervades other self‐portraits where Sher‐Gil presents himself (he was an ardent follower of Tolstoy and had his “attire designed to resemble the tunic in which Tolstoy was usually photographed” [Ananth 2008, p. 224]) as a hybrid Russian intellectual and peasant, his face emerging from a straggling flurry of white beard—by turns resolute, stoical, and seemingly burdened by his country’s own struggle with feudalism and the rule of tyrants. Further self‐portraits relocate meaning away from the face and onto repertoires of other signs. In images where Sher‐Gil appears in front of his library shelves, or posing at a desk on which heaps of learned tomes are 
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stacked, the face is still called upon to signify, but, as an astronomer peering through his telescope, we see simply the body performing the role, and as a writer, seated on his bed, he is just a blur of activity as he hammers away at his typewriter. 
Sher‐Gil’s extensive investigation of his multiple photographic incarnations finds a deep resonance in vernacular portraiture practices. In rural and small‐town central India, the studio retains a central place in most people’s encounters with photography. 
Increasingly cheap and easy to use cameras have yet to sustain serious practices of self‐photography: consumers still opt to surrender themselves to their local studio impresarios, in the hope that under their skilled direction they will “come out better” 
(Pinney 1997, p. 80). This sense of wanting to come out better in their photographs— is se
bhi zyada acchha mera photo ana chahie—is the aspiration of every visitor to the studio. 
They denote by this the desire not to replicate some pre‐existing something else (for instance, that impossible subjectivity of who they really are), but to submit themselves to masterly profilmic technicians who are able, through the use of costume, backgrounds, lighting, and camera angles to produce the desired pose, look, mise‐en‐scène, or expression. One such technician is Vijay Vyas of Sagar Studios who noted that 
“everyone wants to look their best” and then proceeded to catalog the activities and interventions that fed into the transformative zone of the pro‐filmic:
… they hope they will look their best in photos. They don’t want to wear their everyday clothes. Just like you—if you want your photo taken, you’ll brush your hair, wear your best shirt … They don’t want vastavik [realistic] photos. They always say I want to look good … everyone says I am like this but I want to come out better than this in my photo. So we try. (cited in Pinney 1997, p. 80) All these observations might provide the basis for a localizing account which stressed cultural constructions of personhood and of gender and which related these practices to an enduring Hindu ontology and/or commercial cinema esthetics (which inform certain aspects of studio practice). Barthes, however, allows us to extract a conclusion which we can export to other locations: these studio visitors seem very uninterested in the historical record of the “something else,” of the corpus, choosing instead the specificity and freedom offered by the “sovereign Contingency” of the corps. We might want to export this conclusion to France, export it directly back into the heart of the ex‐nominated empire. But instead, let us detour via the anthropologist Tobias Wendl’s examination of Ghanaian photographers’ exploitation of the possibilities of the profilmic. Mobilizing sharply‐styled clothing and fantastic painted backdrops of “an idealized society of mass consumption,” Ghanaian studios celebrate that fact that it is impossible to deny (to recall that previously noted observation by Barthes) that “the thing has been there” (1982, p. 4). Studio backdrops depict luxurious bourgeois domestic interiors, well‐stocked fridges, international airports, and dramatic cityscapes. 
One Kumasi photographer, Alfred Six, described himself as a “king‐maker” and he possessed “all the accessories necessary for transforming ordinary citizens into traditional chiefs of kings, and women into ohemmaa (queen‐mothers). Another photographer, Philip Kwame Apagya, offers a studio backdrop with the ‘traditional royal umbrella of the Ashanti kings’” (Wendl 1998, p. 150). 
The “thing that has been there” produces unstable effects. On the one hand, it is utterly compelling: Apagya narrates how his successful career (“like a jet taking off”) 
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was indebted to his realistic and highly‐colored backgrounds. People saw the resulting photographs and gasped “How beautiful! A roomful of precious items. Whose house is it?” (Wendl 1998, p. 154). Having reluctantly been persuaded that it was taken in a photographic studio, they too flocked to have their portraits taken. Stories circulate of angry husbands who refuse to believe that a studio‐posed photograph was not taken in the commodious home of a wealthy lover. On the other hand, photographs are valued precisely because of their phantasmatic character. Wendl positions them within an Akan culture of semiotic ambivalence. He notes a popular motto to be found on Ghanaian buses and taxis: “Observers are Worried!” Photography enables Ghanaians to wander through “the frontiers between illusion, desire and reality.” Akan notions of 
“reality” invoke a domain that is not visible to the human eye, and it is precisely through 
“lines of fracture with ‘normal’ reality that the universe of Ghanaian photography reveals all its richness and multiplicity” (Wendl 1998, p. 154). 
The practices of small‐town Indian photographers, which share so much with those of Ghana (and elsewhere), are part of the broader repertoire of a popular visuality, upon which the contemporary artist Pushpamala N., working with the photographer Clare Arni, draws. Pushpamala N. recreates earlier images to ask complex questions about the corps that the event deposits. Her carefully staged Flirting, made in 2001, re‐enacts a 1990s Kannada language film still. In the re‐enactment, Pushpamala N. adopts a youth-ful guise and holds a tiffin carrier in her left hand as she flirts with the male bearer of a rose. The viewer immediately apprehends this image as filmi—part of the cinematic grammar of India’s public culture—that references, in some act of secondary homage, a filmic original. 
Pushpamala N. engages the nature of the profilmic, that is, the object or event that is placed in front of the camera. As Pushpamala N.’s captions make clear, however fanciful we might assume the image’s presumed corpus, it is always, ineluctably, a body, tied to the material conditions and its own making. Hence Flirting, a C‐type print on metallic paper, is dependent on numerous physical acts which she meticulously documents. 
Among these are an 8‐foot by 8‐foot set painted by K. Sampath at Pushpamala N.’s studio in Bangalore, canvas cloth from a wholesale market at Okalipura, and linoleum flooring from JC Road. Pushpamala N. documents the source of the studio lights, and of the various costumes and props ( inter alia the man’s wig from Nataraja Dress Co., spectacles from Avenue Road, and tiffin carrier from Gandhi Bazaar market). This insistence on the profilmic—on the body which photography produces—is then subject to a recursive further enframing in The Process Series, subtitled A Complete Record of
the Procedures and Systems Used for Study which documents the creation of each mise‐en‐scène recorded in Clare Arni’s photographs. 
In her Bombay Photo Studio series (2000–2003), Pushpamala N. mimics the conventions of nineteenth‐century portraiture. From the 1860s onwards, numerous studios clustered on and around Kalbadevi Road (see above) pictured customers within highly formalized mises‐en‐scène, frequently conjured by a carpet, table, or pillar, and a vase with flowers. These constitute the repertoire for Pushpamala N.’s Triptych ( Portrait of a
Mohammedan Woman, Portrait of a Hindoo Woman, Portrait of a Christian Woman). 
A refusal within the space of the profilmic by means of veiling and turning away (the Muslim and Christian women are veiled, the Hindu woman sits with her back to us) problematizes our role as viewers and seems to internalize the photograph’s own space. 
The series was photographed by Vimal Thakker, the son of the leading creator of 1950s 
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filmi glamor, J. H. Thakker. Thakker’s India Photo Studio in Dadar was founded in 1948 
and, after a commission to shoot the publicity for the Hindi film Chakori, (dir. Ram Narayan Dave, 1949) established him as the pre‐eminent purveyor of dramatically‐lit images of Bombay cinema’s stars such as Nargis, Meena Kumari, and Guru Dutt. His son’s collaboration in Bombay Photo Studio helps transform Pushpamala N.’s images into commentaries on the act of making the photographs; establishing the mise‐en‐scène, placing furniture, arranging lights and diffusers to create the appropriate mix of stark shadow and brooding depth. This concern with the profilmic—its apparent disinterest in anything outside the space of its own making—is heightened by the occlusion of veiling and turning away which emphasizes the peculiar relation of the sitter to the camera in the act of being photographed, rather than to us the viewer. 
Conclusion: Locating Martín Chambi
Edward Ranney, who was involved in the recuperation of the Chambi archive and its circulation globally from the late 1970s onward, makes the interesting suggestion that we juxtapose Chambi with his broad contemporaries Eugène Atget and August Sander: Like Atget, Chambi devoted a major part of his lifework to documenting with great care the city in which he lived. Like the portraits made in Weimar Germany, the pictures Chambi made of social types and native traditions stand as unique social documents of a culture and place still demanding study and understanding. 
(1993, p. 10)
Ranney’s juxtaposition takes us to the heart of the questions of location and (ex‐) nomination which lie at the heart of this chapter. For Walter Benjamin, famously, Atget and Sander were exemplary practitioners of what “was native” to photography (1999, p. 518). Atget’s work was important for Benjamin because of the way it fragments landscape into symptoms: his pictures “work against the exotic, romantically sonorous names of the cities: they suck the aura out of reality like water from a sinking ship” 
(1999, p. 518). In this respect, his images were the forerunners of Surrealist photography. Ranney’s suggestion is especially interesting for the way it names and locates both Atget and Sander (in relation to Paris and Weimar Germany respectively), rather than proposing that Chambi be added to the ex‐nominated pantheon of (European) photographic greats. 
This may sound reminiscent of the standard choice between the “white cube” decontextualizing logic of high modernism and the context‐rich ethnographic museum that insists on framing objects and practices by territories. In terms of the distinction examined by the philosopher of art, Arthur Danto, Ranney suggests that Chambi, Atget, and Sander be located within a context‐rich “artefactual” field, rather than the utopian space of art. 
A utopia is of course literally a “non‐space,” an impossible location. All photography has a location: there is no magically pure photography, no photography that is not contaminated by its appearance in the world. Equally, locations have to be re‐imagined as (to borrow a phrase from Justine Carville) “Terra Infirma” (2011, p. 13), unstable and complex positions which may have more of the quality of linking sections of a network 
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than of territories. I hope in this brief commentary to have provided some of the tools to facilitate the refusal of such a choice (between Chambi as in some sense the “equal” 
to Atget or Sander, or the “reduction” of Atget and Sander to the status of ethnographers of their respective territories). A World System Photography, seen in networks that fold locally articulated practices into trajectories that fuse technics, history, and culture, can help us think in new ways about the “location” of photography. 
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4
The Participation of Time in Photography

Anthony Luvera
Time, much like language or money, is a carrier of significance, a form through which we define the content of relations between the Self and the Other. 
Johannes Fabian (1983, p. ix)
In other words, time derives its efficacy from the state of the structure of relations within which it comes to play; which does not imply that the model of that structure can leave it out of account. 
Pierre Bourdieu (1980, p. 106)
The Western conception of time is one of the most pervasive social norms, naturalized to such a degree that its cultural construction can often seem imperceptible. Essential for organization and orientation, time developed to enable society to regulate itself and for individuals to play a role within this. However, analysis of the production of time by twentieth‐century social theorists such as Emmanuel Levinas, Émile Durkheim, Norbert Elias, Pierre Bourdieu, and Johannes Fabian, has shown that time can be considered not only in terms of measurement, but as a process of engaging in the social world in relation to cultural values. Despite the apparent objectivity of mechanical timekeeping by clocks and calendars, the experience of time is always subjective. The French Marxist philosopher, Henri Lefebvre argued:
Each moment, which is a partial totality, reflects or refracts a totality (global praxis), including the dialectical relationships of society with itself, and the relations of social man with nature (in and around him). Each moment perceives the others and is distinguished from them by the modality of apperception. 
(Lefebvre 1959, p. 172)
Here, Lefebvre points out that as a dimension of human activity, time is both a resource and a medium of meaning, filled and defined by intersubjective exchange. Our experience of the world and events shapes our experience of time, and vice versa. Central to this is our experience of social relationships with individuals and institutions formed by groups of people. Comprised of moments of communication, power relations, and the exercise (and limits) of agency, the dynamic of time is an ethical space characterized by A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
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encounter and exchange through which the self is defined in relation to the Other (Elias 1992; Fabian 1983; Levinas 1947). As such, time is inherently ideological. 
Time has always held a stake in photography. Despite exposures often involving durations of up to 20 minutes or more, one of the triumphs of the early photographic apparatus was its apparent capability of reproducing the “instant.” While histories of the medium are largely underpinned by the implications of technological progression reducing shutter speeds to fractions of a second, consideration of the temporal qualities of photographs has advanced with degrees of approximation. For although the creation of a photograph is dependent upon gauging measurements of exposure, locating the characteristics of time in a photograph is something a little more complicated to calculate. Incapable of depicting the actual experience of time, the photograph appears able to suggest more than it can show, and discourse focused on the relationship between photography and time is predominantly characterized by enquiries in regard to instantaneity, temporality, and indexicality. 
The work of Roland Barthes, perhaps more than any other writer on photography, has exercised a profound influence on interpretations of time in the photographic medium. 
Ultimately, for Barthes, the photograph is a representation of a singular unrepeatable event, and this is its intractable essence, or its noeme (Barthes 1981, pp. 76–77). 
Extracted from a linear progression of time, the photograph seemingly resurrects a slice of the past in which the depicted lived and advanced toward death. Barthes described the relationship between the spatial and temporal aspects of photographic representation as an “illogical conjunction of here‐now and there‐then.” The “reality” depicted by the photograph is contingent in the “having‐been‐there,” purportedly giving evidence of 
“this is how it was” (Barthes 1977, p. 44). Using the French grammatical term for the future perfect tense, “futur antérieur,” Barthes described the temporality of the photograph as a depiction of the subject or referent frozen somewhere between “this will be” 
and “this has been.” He declared, “There is always a defeat of Time in them: that is dead and that is going to die” (Barthes 1981, p. 96). Viewed in the present, the photograph records an indexical imprint of life as a latent register of the death of the subject. Similar observations, if somewhat less melancholic, were made two decades earlier by the French film theorist André Bazin in his essay, “The Ontology of the Photographic Image,” where he posited, “photography does not create eternity, as art does, it embalms time, rescuing it simply from its proper corruption” (1960, p. 8). Where Barthes spoke of temporality in the photograph as a harbinger of death, Bazin saw it as a form of preservation of the living. Lifted from the temporality it bears witness to, the index of the photograph forms, as Susan Sontag likened it to, “a trace, something directly stenciled off the real, like a footprint, or a death mask” (Sontag 1977, p. 154). 
The writings of Barthes, Bazin, and Sontag, to varying degrees, have swayed ensuing theoretical discussions examining temporality in the photographic medium to carry on with past tense metaphors and analogies of mortality. Yet, Peter Wollen points out that by avoiding the notion of tense and using the semantic category of “aspect” instead, there is a different way to consider the relationship between time and photography. In this way, time can be considered either in terms of “state,” “event,” or “process”: whereby a state is an unchanging situation; an event is comprised of a fixed duration; and process is an ongoing situation in flux. He argues that photographs “cannot be seen as narratives in themselves, but as elements of narrative. Different types of still photograph correspond to different types of narrative element … within durative situations and sequences 
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of situations” (Wollen 1984, p. 76–80). To read temporality in the photograph is to see the image as a narrative form lifted from a process of duration and change, that doesn’t necessarily correspond to a linear connection between past and present. 
The drive that urged William Henry Fox Talbot and other proto‐photographers to perform their experiments was symptomatic of the broader reconceptualization of knowledge and subjectivity that defined the development of industrial modernity in the early part of the nineteenth century (Batchen 1997). Apparently able to freeze time, the photograph was seen as a parcel of temporality extracted from a parade of successive moments, advocating a unilinear progression of time. This, in turn, would have wider implications on the formulation of history, the apprehension of the mechanics of movement, and the conception of cinema, as well as providing new insights into the notion of time itself. Geoffrey Batchen has argued that their endeavors were born out of attempts to understand the relationship between time and space (Batchen 1997). 
Batchen paraphrased Fox Talbot’s account of his inventions as a “peculiar articulation of temporal and spatial coordinates” that drew attention to the “temporal implications of its own process of representation” (Batchen 1997, pp. 91–93). In addition to the periodicity of what the photograph shows, its indexical imprint of instantaneity, or a past tense indication of mortality, Fox Talbot’s observations signal that temporality can also be read through the technical means of production and the mode of practice employed by the photographer or artist. 
The creation of a photograph typically involves technical, methodological, and conceptual processes, that proceed from the conception of an idea or the depiction of a point of view, through to the resolution of a finished artifact for circulation in specific contexts. While part of the problem of instantaneity can result in the obfuscation of these preparatory phases and the contribution of individuals involved in the process of production—not least the subject of the image—they are often further suppressed to give way to esthetic and representational concerns that pitch in favor of the authorship claim of the photographer or artist. However, in recent decades there has been a surge of photographic practices that articulate the process of production and the role of participants involved as key characteristics of the work. In these types of practices, time spent giving rise to the creation of the image is prioritized as just as important, if not more so, than the finished photographs. 
Variously described as socially‐engaged, collaborative, or otherwise contingent on forms of facilitation or co‐production, these participatory practices re‐gauge the conventions by which time is ordinarily considered in photography. The “there” in the 
“having been there” of Barthes’s reading of temporality becomes seen not only as a depiction of duration, indexicality, or periodicity, but as a moment formed through social relations. “There” is a site of intersubjectivity, and the social condition of this process can be considered another dimension to the temporal qualities of the work. 
That is, a temporality which is contingent on the interplay of relations between the photographer, subject, and medium, in the context of their engagement before, during, and after the moment of photographic exposure. The register of traces of this temporality can be read in the imagery, and in the narratives that circulate around it, to contextualize the process and duration of its creation. 
As a genre of photographic practice, participatory photography has gathered momentum since the 1970s. To varying degrees, it can be seen to have arisen in relation to community photography, the Worker Photography movement, critiques of 
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documentary photography, conceptual art’s dematerialization of the object, and the rise of social practice in contemporary art. While the intentions underpinning participatory practices can be as varied as there are artists undertaking this type of work, often there is a desire expressed to consciously use time to impart the development of certain skills, effect personal change for the participant, promote activism, present information or elicit responses in relation to a particular (often local) issue, or challenge dominant preconceptions about an experience, group of people or situation. The artist may also intend to undertake a process to redefine or counter traditional esthetics or methodologies, and the intentions underpinning their work may be positioned to create active subjects, recast as “participants,” by apparently offering involvement, empowerment, and ownership. This work can be seen to take place at an intersection of community organizing, pedagogy, and activism, and it often bears a relationship to visual research methodologies utilized by the social sciences, sociology, and ethnography. In particular, techniques such as “auto photography” (subject takes photographs which are then used/
re‐presented by ethnographer/photographer) and “photo elicitation” (subject and ethnographer/photographer discuss and interpret photographs together) often underpin the process of production. 
The American artist Wendy Ewald is a key point of reference within this field of practice. For over 40 years, Ewald has collaborated with children and other groups of people around the world, in countries as diverse as India, Canada, Mexico, the United Kingdom, and Saudi Arabia. In each place, Ewald applies co‐productive strategies to create photographs, texts, and other supporting material, produced independently or together by Ewald and her participants, to comprise a representation of the circumstances particular to the individuals and their communities. In one example from her extensive portfolio, Towards a Promised Land (Ewald 2006), developed between 2004 
and 2006, Ewald collaborated with 20 refugee children living in Margate, a mix of British migrant children from within the UK and asylum seekers from diverse places around the world. Ewald taught her participants how to use large format positive/negative camera equipment, and invited them to photograph their families, living environments, dreams, and the possessions that accompanied them on their journey to Margate (Figure 4.1). In addition, she made portraits of the children and facilitated the production of accompanying texts through interviews, drawing, and writing, excerpts from which are inscribed by the participants directly on the images. Ewald has described her way of working as both a rethinking of the relationship between subject and photographer, and a blurring of subject matter and process. By asking participants to photograph their own lives, she states, “this approach [is] more immediate than the stance of a traditional photographer and perhaps more revealing” (Ewald 1997, p. 54). 
The time Ewald spends working with participants can be seen as a process undertaken to register their active contributions in opposition to the passivity assigned to the subject in a conventional transaction between photographer and subject. In the opening pages of Towards a Promised Land, Ewald’s process of working with participants is introduced through a series of quotes on migration and asylum, an aerial view of Margate, and headshots of the individuals. In the following chapters, stories by and about each participant are presented through a combination of portraits and still lives, photographs made by the subject, and the story of their relocation, pieced together from interviews, anecdotes, and writings. Told in the first‐person narrative voice of the participant, these stories range from endearing, commonplace accounts of leaving 
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Figure 4.1 Documentation of the making of Towards a Promised Land by Wendy Ewald. Photograph by Pete Mauney. Source: Courtesy of Wendy Ewald. 
friends, family, and school in one part of the UK and ending up in another, to astounding and moving testimonies of international human trafficking and survival. 
The photographs made by Ewald’s participants are stylistically constructed within the technical parameters set out for their image making: black and white depiction, rectan-gular framing, and harsh frontal flash. These images evoke the evidentiary products of the traditional tropes of photojournalism and documentary photography, drawing endorsement from their historical claims to the framing of the real. Often the representation of the abject state of those depicted is exacerbated by the disarming and potent intimacy achievable only through the proximity of the lens of a family member. 
However, the child‐like language and first‐person narrative of the captions anchor the viewer’s primary attention to tangential details and quotidian actions of those depicted, inverting this association and mocking the configuration of traditional “slice‐of‐life” 
truth‐telling modes as child’s play. For example, an image created by Elisio of a jumble of objects on utilitarian furniture in a spartan room is captioned, “My ad for a new kind
of clock”; and an image of a glum family group crammed in an institutional dormitory stuffed with bunk bedding made by Rabbie is accompanied by, “My family that I love.” 
Facilitating specific activities to cultivate the contribution of participants over time, or a methodology, can serve a number of purposes. This process can enable the practitioner to gain access and insight into the participant’s habitat, and the socio‐political forces that shape their environment. Spending time in the “field” can allow rapport to develop, trust to be engendered, for the participant and artist to become familiar with each other, and for the terms of the invitation issued by the artist to be negotiated. Time can be used as a means to locate, infiltrate, observe, organize, consult, listen, and 
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converse. Time is spent driving and expanding conversations, researching, and collecting ephemera. Throughout this process, learning from failure, reflexive decision-making, reasoning, and adjustments can take place. This can all enable the artist to elicit more, or different, information that might otherwise be inaccessible or influenced by their direct presence. In a participatory practice, time is a tool for intersubjective relations to shape the esthetic and representational value of the work. 
In 2006, the artist Eugenie Dolberg invited 12 women from the Iraqi cities of Baghdad, Basra, Fallujah, Kirkuk, and Mosul, to stay with her for a month in a house in Damascus, Syria, to create the body of work, Open Shutters Iraq. Dolberg has said she was prompted to undertake this work in response to frustration with her experience of working as a photojournalist and the mechanisms of media representation. She stated, “The people with whom I was working, who were my ‘passive subjects’ in a way, were brilliant and articulate and very, very capable of representing themselves” (Burbridge et al. 2014, p. 132). Her intention behind inviting the women to spend time living with her was to create an immersive residential experience. This, she says, was to “give them the space, trust and creative tools to reflect on their lives” (Dolberg 2010, p. 3). 
While living with the women, Dolberg undertook a methodology centered around the creation of “life maps.” Comprised of elements such as poems, observations, quotes, snapshots, family photographs, and other personal documents, a life map is visual representation that enables an individual to analyze or tell stories about their life experiences and feelings. Dolberg began this process by sharing her own life map and telling participants about her personal experiences, “to establish a sense of equality, trust and openness” (Dolberg 2010, p. 3). The participants were then invited to create their own life maps, which they presented and discussed with Dolberg and the rest of the group (Figure 4.2). Alongside the life‐mapping exercises and discussions, Dolberg facilitated photography skills workshops, placing emphasis on the question: “How does the photograph create emotions in the viewer?” (personal interview with Dolberg, March 15, 2013). After living and working together for the month, the women returned to their homes to photograph and write about their lives. Six weeks later they returned to Syria to meet with Dolberg to edit their images and writing, to complete photo‐stories about their lives during the time of the invasion and occupation of Iraq. 
The photo‐stories created by Dolberg’s participants explore personal experiences of the devastation of conflict. With titles ranging from Friendship, Motherhood, and Sleepless, to Detached, Caged, Deserted, and Stripped Bare, the women’s photo‐stories present narratives of the violence and impact of war they have witnessed, and the displacement and trauma they, their families, friends, and neighbors were subjected to. 
Imagery of kitchens, living rooms, and playgrounds are contrasted with fortifications, bomb‐damaged buildings in once‐bustling streets, coffins strapped to cars, and guns propped up in a child’s bedroom. Extended captions written in the first person anchor the depiction of these scenes with the immediacy of personal testimony. The overall effect of this work provides a nuanced perspective on the civilian experience of living through war that runs counter to the spectacular narratives circulated by mainstream media. 
The strategic use of time to provide participants tools for self‐reflection, and the technical skills to photograph and write about their lives, enable degrees of distance to be bridged for the artist to see into their worlds. By apparently handing over or relinquishing control, the participant’s experience is exchanged as raw material to be 
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Figure 4.2 Documentation of the making of Open Shutters by Eugenie Dolberg. Source: Courtesy of Eugenie Dolberg. 
co‐opted for the artist’s work. In participatory practices, Claire Bishop notes “authenticity is invoked, but then questioned and reformulated, by the indexical presence of a particular social group, who are both individuated and metonymic, live and mediated, determined and autonomous” (Bishop 2012, p. 237). While the display of photographs and other materials created by participants may appear to enable an unmediated or more authentic view of “reality,” what it effectively does is assert the subjectivity of the participant more directly in the artist’s representation of themselves as subjects. This affirmation of presence conjures a more resolute impression of “the real” through the situatedness of the participant in a particular place and time, displaying their “having been there,” evidencing “this is how it was.” The instant depicted is also infused with the temporality of their participation in the process of the artist’s practice. 
Working with participants over an extended period of time to facilitate a methodology that seeks to challenge traditional uses of photography, and the types of representation they can achieve, is shared by another artist invested in participatory practice, Eric Gottesman. In 1999, in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, Gottesman was introduced to six Ethiopian children who were orphaned after their parents had died of AIDS. The methodology he employed to work with the children was propelled by critical awareness of the legacy of colonialism and the problematic role photography played within this. He has stated; 
The advent of photography in the time of colonial rule led to a certain set of image making practices that were disenfranchising, manipulative and exploitative. My interest is in how the camera can be used today to address that history, 
56 
Themes
to figure out how to undo those practices. And in order to undo them, I feel like you need to create new ways of imagining what role the camera can play and how the camera can be reappropriated for the purpose of creating rather than stripping agency from people. (personal interview with author, June 21, 2016) Interested in psychological trauma and curious about how children grieve, when Gottesman told the children he wanted to use photography with them to “understand their parents’ disease and their experiences as orphans,” they replied, “We will get back to you.” After considering his proposal for three days they confirmed they were interested in working with him, with the proviso that the pictures they create, “be used to help other children like us, left on the street, with no one to help them” (Gottesman 2014, p. 132). Gottesman agreed and left a tape recorder with the children asking them to record themselves talking about their parents. Over the following years he regularly met with them, providing Polaroid cameras, and other materials and equipment, to carry out activities to create photographs and writing about their lives. He also brought visual material to the children, such as magazine cuttings containing pictures of Ethiopia, to focus discussions about “how Ethiopian children like them had been represented before” (Gottesman 2014, p. 133). 
In one of the activities, entitled Past / Present / Future, the participants re‐enacted their memories and played out imagined future events. In another, Hilmoch, the participants made images that visualized their dreams. For Letters, the participants wrote notes to their deceased parents to accompany their photographs. One of the participants suggested their collective be called “Sudden Flowers,” which Gottesman also used as the title for the 2014 publication that surveys his 15‐year collaboration with the children. 
He described the process of co‐production underpinning the creation of the work in a statement in this book; “Sometimes the participants photographed themselves, sometimes I was holding the camera, sometimes we passed the camera around and who tripped the shutter was not clear.” He goes on to address the implications this has with regards to the authorship of the work stating, “I really do not remember who made some of these photographs … The definition of authorship expanded, blurred, and, in some cases, became irrelevant” (Gottesman 2014, pp. 133–134). 
The use of time to harness multiple perspectives in Gottesman’s work is emblematic of how participatory practices can both enrich and challenge conventional understandings of authorship. As the British art historian John Roberts has observed, when artists work collaboratively, their identity can become dissolved into the “artist‐collective,” and 
“authorship is defined as multiple and diffuse” (Roberts 2004, p. 557). For Roberts, part of the worth of collaboration in art is in the critique it inherently poses for the production and consumption of cultural objects, the judgment of esthetics, and alternative uses of technology. By handing over degrees of control, power, and ownership to the participant through the process of the creation of the work, temporality in a participatory practice may be seen as a space in which ideological divisions between photographer and participants can be renegotiated. However, despite intentions to infer equality through undertaking a co‐productive methodology, participatory practices are unavoidably contained within a hierarchy. Distinctions can always be made between the artist and their participants, and dissemination of the work after its creation will largely be driven by the artist, albeit with degrees of consent and consultation with participants. A “real” 
collaboration by the artist with his or her participants would be equal to collectivism or 
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co‐authorship, which is unlikely outside of a partnership of peers who equally co‐join in the ambition and realization of a project at every stage from inception and invention, through to production, dissemination, and reception, as is the case in partnerships by artist‐duos such as Jane and Louise Wilson, Adam Chanarin and Oliver Broomberg, or Gilbert and George. 
In this sense, the temporality of a participatory practice is predicated upon the terms of an invitation proposed by the artist and the dialog they forge to create the work. As the Brazilian education theorist Paolo Friere observed, “Dialogue does not take place within a political vacuum. It is not a ‘free space’ where you say what you want. 
Dialogue takes place inside some program and content. These conditioning factors create tension in achieving goals …” (Friere and Shor 1987, p. 102). The position and subjectivity of the participant are, to varying degrees, predetermined by the conditions of the artist’s invitation and the way it manifests over time, which may be shaped by practical constraints, such as travel, budget, and equipment, as well as the conceptual, thematic, and contextual frameworks pursued by the artist. Issues of agency, control, and power balance cast a different set of questions for the outcomes of the work, and the accounts and documentation of the temporal processes that gave rise to its creation. 
The artist and writer Dave Beech points out, “technical questions about how to participate must always be preceded by questions about what sort of activity, and subjectivity, people are being invited to participate in” (Beech 2008, p. 4). Matters of intention, context, and representation are particularly heightened in participatory practices. 
To varying degrees, in ways particular to the practice, the time spent undertaking a co‐productive methodology will register in the compositional elements, or the esthetics, of the work created by the artist with participants. This can be seen in the handwritten texts by Ewald’s participants on their portraits; in the personal testimonies provided through image and text in the photo‐stories created by Dolberg’s participants; and in the performative photographs made by the children Gottesman collaborated with. 
Ewald states, “The aesthetic of process is as important as the aesthetic of the finished piece and they both work together.” She goes on to say, “By working with others, the finished piece contains several layers that wouldn’t exist if it was made by a solo artist” 
(Ewald and Luvera 2013, p. 53). The esthetic of participation is inextricably woven into the work, and the intersubjectivity of time spent developing specific interactions is as much the work as the materials created and displayed to an audience. However, interpretation of imagery in terms of formal esthetic qualities only can have the effect of overlooking the dynamics of the temporality at the core of the practice. Time spent facilitating a methodology to harness the agency of participants inscribes different sites of meaning in the work, and the critical vocabulary for gauging skill, materiality, and presentation strategies needs to be recalibrated in order to account for the temporality of the engagement of the practice. The structures, relationships, and dialog through which the methodology is realized mostly remain invisible, and need to be communicated in order for the temporal dynamics of participation to be perceived. 
One of the challenges for participatory practices, then, is conveying information about the dynamic of the time spent giving rise to the creation of the work. Accounting for this process is often reliant on forms of mediation and contextualization, usually by the artist, participant, or commissioned third parties, in the form of written commentaries, photographs, online social media platforms, and documentary films. It is through this documentation that the audience is able to gain purchase on the temporality of the 
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practice, and the ethics of the encounter and exchange between artist and participant. 
Yet, the nuance and complexity of the social relationships the work is founded upon can only be partly accounted for, particularly if these accounts exclude testimony or other forms of contribution by the participant. Ideally, the function of documentation will do more than affirm pre‐conceived intentions of the artist to reinforce their authorial claim, and avoid disabling, obscuring or eliminating dissensual points of view, counter-narratives, and critical representations of the process of participation. As the artist and writer Pablo Helguera notes, “in their own descriptions, artists commonly blur the line between what actually happened and what he or she wished had happened” (Helguera 2011, p. 74). Accounts of the duration of participation are most effectively formed through reflexive, poly‐vocal accounts evolved throughout the process of co‐production, enabling perception of the structures, relationships, decisions, and dialog that shape the dynamic of time spent creating the work. 
Critical interpretation of temporality in participatory practices pivots on the representation of process as much as on the artifacts created by the artist and participant. While there may be an inclination to pose value judgments in terms of the length of duration (short term = “bad”; long term = “good”), it is more pertinent to render lines of inquiry regarding the qualities of the intersubjective dynamic sustained over time. Questions can be asked of the terms of the invitation issued by the artist and the ensuing dialog sustained throughout the duration of participation: to what ends the “insider/outsider” positions of the artist and participant are negotiated; how the methodology employed by the artist acknowledges the balance of power and distributes agency; and how the artist “frames” 
and disseminates materials co‐produced through the practice. What is the intention of the artist? How are the participants elicited and acknowledged? How does the methodology employed by the artist enable or limit the agency of the participant? How does the artist reflexively address their own assumptions, and challenge dominant preconceptions about the participant and the subjects of their imagery? Where does the artist disseminate the work, and how do these contexts affect the representation of the participant? How has the artist used models of documentation to make the questions, problems, constraints, and subjectivities explored throughout the duration of the practice explicit? 
Questions such as these pull the ethics of the work into focus, highlighting what Martha Rosler calls the “representational responsibility of the artist” (Rosler 2004, p. 226). When an artist’s practice is commissioned or supported by funding agencies, consideration of how institutional agendas ideologically predetermine the subject position of both the participant and the artist can also be interrogated. As Rosler points out, “Relying on giving the camera to the subjects underestimates the shaping effects of institutions and the context of reception, which are likely to re‐impose the unequal power relationship banished from the photographic transaction” (Rosler 2004, p. 228). 
Intentions by an organization to parade “corporate social responsibility” may not necessarily correlate to the individualized experience of the participant or reflect the complexity of the dialog developed over time by the artist. When considering the ethics and esthetics of temporality in participatory practices, rather than viewing time as a means to uncover an essentialized authenticity, reality, or truth, it is more productive to see the use of time as a way to harness and present a plurality of perspectives. Yet, as a symbolic act of emancipation that seeks to forge collective subjectivity, the participation of time in photography does not enable a utopian negation of the problems of representation inherent in the act of speaking for another. 
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As a socially produced construct, time is contingent on relationships. Comprised of the exercise of agency and intersubjectivity, time is an ethical dimension, and temporality is a product of face‐to‐face relations between the self and the Other. Time is a process of engaging in the world, a form of self‐reference determined by the power relations of individuals and institutions. As a methodological tool, time in a participatory practice is both a resource and a praxis employed within a particular framework, setting, or encounter to produce agency and meaning. Unpacking the register of this temporality in photography poses a challenge to visual language in terms of the politics of esthetics and ethics of representation. For if time makes its mark in photography as a record of a particular moment, the photograph in a participatory practice is the embodiment not only of the temporality of the duration of exposure, but of an intersubjective process which produces, challenges, or reinforces power relations. 
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5
Photographic Acts and Arts of Memory

Martha Langford
Memory is a capacious word, variously defined as a mode of consciousness, a storehouse of identity, a social practice, and a moral duty. Communities forming “remembrance environments” (Zerubavel 1996, p. 284) treat “memory” with respect, and often with affection, but “memory” is also a technical term that refers to the superabundance of data in our daily lives. Photographs are a huge part of the toolkit of memory, unselfconsciously used in both the private and the public realms. 
Drawing on a wide variety of photographic works, this chapter considers the expression of memory as a recurrent theme in contemporary art. How does memory materialize in a photographic image? Formally, in many ways, but the common denominator is familiarity. A photographic art of memory must somehow resemble the mental act of remembering—how a memory enters our thoughts and inhabits our minds, the shape it takes; its sharpness, its nebulousness, its affectiveness, its veracity, and its trickiness. 
The photographic image is no less complex and slippery, and many artists have struggled with the paradox that a photographic representation of memory immobilizes and historicizes a mental image that is sensed quite differently as something fleeting and vividly of the present. While some photographic works romanticize the link between photography and memory, many others explore the tensions in this relationship, some treating personal photographs as unreliable witnesses, others creating images whose memorable qualities are acts of the imagination. Art made under the sign of memory is sometimes inspired and invariably contextualized by current beliefs about memory, products of psychological, social, and political theory which are increasingly inflected by technology and mediation. 
Memory works exhibit a range of photographies, from snapshots that function transparently (denotatively) or symbolically (connotatively) to iconic images that trigger collective and cohesive associations. The various scaffoldings of memory, such as photographic albums, monuments, installations, bookworks, or series, lend both knowledge and effect. Photography may also function as a tool for forgetting, screening, or camouflaging painful life stories. Political movements and intellectual trends should not go uncredited. Memory’s late twentieth‐century moment—its ascendance over history—can be seen as a transfer of authority from the center to the margins, from official to “unofficial” knowledge (Samuel 1994, pp. 3–48, 337–377). Photographic images have both precipitated and commemorated that shift. 

A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
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This chapter endeavors to sample the variety of images associated with memory, their translation into photographic works, and through selective close analysis, those sometimes subtle prompts that draw the spectator into this mode of photographic experience. 
Memory Rising
The connection between photography and memory is almost automatic. When in 1859, Oliver Wendell Holmes called photography “the mirror with a memory,” readers of the Atlantic Magazine needed no further explanation (Holmes 1859, in Trachtenberg 1980). 
Both inventors and admirers understood photographic process as the mechanical capture of nature, as a picture drawn by the sun. To hold onto such an image was obviously desirable, or so our nineteenth‐century forebears believed, never dreaming of the flood of images that would cease to support memory, but begin to trouble and supplant it. 
By 1927, Siegfried Kracauer was looking at illustrated magazines and grimly warning that “the flood of photos sweeps away the dams of memory” (Kracauer 1993, p. 432). 
Stories, novels, and films are replete with photographically induced crises of memory, their plots turning on the discovery of a private photograph whose import can be sensed, but whose purpose has been forgotten. An image of the past, found stubbornly rooted in the present, is a puzzle and a reproach. Mechanically, it repeats, “you must remember this,” and so the quest begins. In Western literature, W.G. Sebald’s interlac-ing of everyday images, chance encounters, and intense, inchoate memories is the paragon, his novel Austerlitz (2001) still pregnant with interpretation (Kouvaros 2005) (Figure 5.1). In the same year, television audiences in Britain were led by a similar sense of intrigue, the plot of Stephen Poliakoff’s Perfect Strangers (2001) turning on the recovery of memories embedded in the snapshots of a single dysfunctional family. Key images in both the book and the film pictured a male child in fancy dress, a portrait whose overt theatricality increases the main protagonists’ feelings that something ought to be remembered. 
In the common culture of photographic memory, the very opposite end of the scale is represented by the use of personal photographs in Cradle to Grave (2005), an art installation by Susie Freeman, Liz Lee, and David Critchley at the British Museum (Figure 5.2). 
Part of a larger body of work, Pharmacopeia, the commissioned project Cradle to Grave maps “the illness narratives of a contemporary British man and woman.” Their individual, if typical, life courses are literally encapsulated by two colorful quilts displaying in chronological order every pill prescribed and ingested over the protagonist’s life. 
Scripted annotations on the display case guide the viewer as to the medical treatment (preventive or curative) underway. The specificity of this information is contrasted by a generalizing use of photographs drawn from over one hundred family albums, pictures 
“selected to reflect moments in life relating to the experience of health and well being as well as to times of ill health” (British Museum 2005). These images cut across generational, economic, and ethnic lines. They are inscribed with brief captions that name the subjects and identify life passages, achievements, and milestones, as well as mishaps, crises, illnesses, and deaths. The captions are mainly retrospective, as though a monumental British family album were being presented to a knowing stranger. Cradle to
Grave’s appeal to collective memory through personal photographs is not uncommon 


Figure 5.1 Cover of Austerlitz by W.G. 
Sebald (2001). 
Figure 5.2 Susie Freeman, Liz Lee, and David Critchley, Cradle to Grave installation at the British Museum (2005). Source: © Susie Freeman, Liz Lee and David Critchley. Source: Image courtesy of Susie Freeman. 
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in the contemporary art world, but encountering such a work in the context of a museum dedicated to the monuments of human culture suggests that the photographic image, seen through the optic of memory, is both anecdotal and epic, in terms of duration. 
Any picture may excite memories in a viewer, and these may be autobiographical or personal memories, even when there is no previous history or direct link with the image. Memories arise from recognition and association; the former is enhanced by realism, and the latter, by abstraction. Realism prompts thick description of the image, which may include names, dates, locations, and other circumstantial detail in the frame, as well as invisible agents and factors, such as the identity of the photographer, his or her motivations, and the larger context, whether wedding or war. An equally detailed image, deprived of its context, can only be thinly described. It shifts into the realm of abstraction, prompting reverie or narrative that has nothing to do with its particular history. Pictures alienated from their original communities of memory—an anonymous bridal party or an unknown returning soldier—appeal to collective memory as generic representations of affective moments. By blurring difference, they universalize experience: Cradle to Grave is supposed to function in this manner. Its composite biography is designed to build an “imagined community,” a term coined by Benedict Anderson to capture the modern phenomenon of nation‐building though technologically‐facilitated constructions of communal heritage and belonging (1991). To this end, Cradle to Grave prompts memory work in individual visitors whose life experiences may differ dramatically from those glimpsed through its photographic windows. 
Memory is a state of consciousness whose correlation with photography requires both scientific and cultural theory. There are many kinds of memories, functioning in basic and complex ways to keep the human animal going (Boyer 2009). Our definitions of memory—what laypersons mean when we talk about remembering—have one reliable feature in common, which is the belief that a mental image forming in the present belongs to the past, and not just any past, but one to which we can somehow lay claim. 
Myriad possibilities—factual and fanciful—are opened up by the conviction that we are in fact remembering, rather than performing other mental gymnastics, such as perceiving, imagining, dreaming, or hallucinating. Memories may be refreshed, but they are not by definition fresh sensations or new information, even when they arise involuntarily in unexpected ways—the perfume of the tea‐soaked madeleine being Marcel Proust’s now classic example in À la recherche du temps perdu (Proust 1913). Memory may surprise us—in cases of trauma, it may deceive or elude us—but to experience memory is to know it when it comes. What the various disciplines that attend to memory have shown us is that its recognition is processed differently, depending on the force of encoding and the circumstances of recovery, and that its interpretation is just as variable. Memory is a very hard‐working and productive concept; the trick in contemporary culture is remembering to locate memory in individual experience. There is such a thing as collective memory, or collective amnesia for that matter, but even the developer of this concept, sociologist Maurice Halbwachs, underscored the point that it is individuals who remember (Halbwachs 1980 [1950], p. 48). The urge to dip every photograph in Proust’s tea is something to be resisted. 
Another problematic aspect of the connection between photography and memory is the medium’s primary relationship with external reality—do we see a photograph or do we see through the photograph to its recorded contents? In the second entry of Camera
Lucida, Roland Barthes’s reflexive meditation on the nature of photography, he writes 
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of the inseparability of photography and reality—the lamination of the windowpane and the landscape (Barthes 1981, p. 6). The photographic image had already been explicated by Barthes, Umberto Eco, and other semioticians as both indexical—a product of light and chemistry, the message without a code—and rhetorical—not a description, but an argument (Barthes 1961; Eco 1977). The same science developed theories of photographic representation, teaching us to read the photograph as a flexible illustration whose meaning depended on the fluid and manipulatable contexts of production and circulation. Under these terms, the photographic object is understood to emerge from the specific conditions of a photographic act. The contextual history of that event and the material history of the resultant object are crucial aspects of documentation and interpretation. The method of interpretation might be Marxism, feminism, postcolonial theory, Cold War or decommunization studies, or more typically, combinations thereof. The study of photography and memory builds on the same structures, also relying on psychoanalysis, cognitive psychology, sociology, visual anthropology, linguistics, and oral history, as well as the cognate disciplines of media studies and literature. 
Photography’s appeal to memory derives from its indissociable relation to time, an extended present that is both backward‐ and forward‐looking, which is also a relationship to death (Benjamin 1931; Bazin 1967; Barthes 1981). Many photographic acts are spurred by the desire to preserve a moment of heightened perception—to send a facsimile of this moment into the future. But the precise object of this photographic act may not be recognized in the moment—the afterlife of the photograph is unpredictable, both in terms of anecdote and difficult knowledge (Cadava 1997). A variety of approaches is necessary because memory bubbles up in unpredictable ways that significantly broaden the definition of photographic experience. 
A tireless producer and infinite storehouse of memory, photographic experience is incurred in the taking of a photograph and is unceasingly multiplied over the life of that photograph as it performs its many functions. It includes, but is not limited to, the multiple perspectives of those photographing, those being photographed, and those watching the photographic act take place. All of these things may be remembered in relation to the photographic act, as well as the circumstances in which it occurred. 
But this is only the beginning. Photographic experience is constituted by incalculable variations on photographic dissemination in the seeing, describing, remembering, and misremembering (or re‐imagining) of the image. 
Building communities of memory, photographs are “relational objects” that can be correlated with performative social practices and knowledge transmission through their affective materiality and oral recitation (Langford 2001; Batchen 2004; Edwards 2005). 
Photographic experience also includes photographic culture, its protocols, and its ethics: situations are colored by the way they do or do not lend themselves to be photographed—
those that do not have to be remembered in other ways (Langford and Langford 2011). 
A photograph is an indexical, iconic, and symbolic representation (see Chapter 9 in this volume), as well as a spatial and temporal place‐holder from which radiate all kinds of memories, visible and invisible (Berger 1978). In the latter mode, a photographic image and its visible contents function as caches for invisible knowledge (memory) that is retrieved by visual association. This is the ancient art of memory, a system of memoriza-tion devised by Roman orators and adapted in modern times to both classrooms and secret societies (Yates 1966). Technologies of memory, such as photographic albums and social networking sites, can be seen to operate in similar ways. 
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 Objects of Memory
A private photograph is a repository of personal or autobiographical memory whose vividness may fade over time, even if the images do not. A photographic album, a scrapbook, or even a shoebox, slows this inexorable process by maintaining a structure—a system of relations—whose decoding activates the past in the present. In family groups, the showing, telling, and adding to albums are sometimes used as a rite of initiation for a new friend or future in‐law; outside the family, former schoolmates gather around their albums at reunions as a way of regenerating connections. These things occur during face‐to‐face encounters, but they are active in other ways, as well. Personal photographs circulate widely; they are the glue that unifies globally dispersed families and friends, whether mailed with holiday greetings or posted on web‐based circuits (Rose 2010). 
Albums unlock memories as gerontologists, therapists, sociologists, and oral historians have found, though such experiences are not always pleasant. Personal photographs have the power to summon the forgotten, the discarded, or the repressed—to bring bad memories, the stories behind the pictures, to light. So common are these familial and social practices that poets and novelists use dog‐eared family albums as metaphors for stability and affection, while others less fortunate confess their shame at the messiness or 
“gappiness” of their family’s photographic trove. Social networking services build their memberships from the same engines of yearning and mortification. 
Within these economies of feeling, old‐fashioned photographic albums—the ones with crackling paper prints and fragile bindings—are held precious. In an ideal world, they should remain forever in their communities of memory, to be told and retold by successive generations, and jealously guarded as heirlooms. So it is that finding a personal album at a flea market, an archive, or even in a museum prompts a certain degree of sadness mixed with curiosity about the history of this object, the identity of its makers, and the particular circumstances of its alienation from the family. These histories are generally impossible to reconstruct. But even if the details of a particular album’s genesis and original function are lost, the structure of feeling that constructed it still lingers. In the pages of an album, traces of the compiler’s desire to preserve and produce memory are embedded in inscriptions, groupings, sequences, repetitions, and signs of wear and tear. Both the visible and the touchable construct a scaffolding of memory for the recitation of the album, for cooperative storytelling, for the performative reactivation of suspended conversations (Langford 2001; Batchen 2004). 
Framing both popular exhibitions and scholarly books, fascination with “unofficial” 
or “vernacular photographies” (Batchen 2000)—the snapshot, the postcard, the album, and the scrapbook—forms a leading edge in photographic research. The “vernacular turn” can now be seen as part of the much broader “archival turn” in contemporary art and cultural theory (Cunningham 2006), though one could certainly argue that photographic practice and research lit, if not led, the way. During the last two decades, in both discreet and monumental ways, artists and curators have actively repurposed personal, found, and appropriated photographs, using them as touchstones in their work (see Chapter 17 in this volume). As we see with Cradle to Grave, the trend is firmly established across the common culture and shows little sign of abating. Contemporary social movements, breaking down barriers between private and public life, are obviously at work, but it must also be said that interest in the photographic vernacular as a 
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symbol, a style, and a spark for certain kinds of visual experience extends over a much longer span of time. 
In the early twentieth century, the Cubists, the Surrealists, and the Dadaists were fascinated with everyday photography and the fragmentary nature of photographic experience as expressions of modernity and manifestations of the subconscious through mechanism and chance. Expressions of states of consciousness—memory and imagination in endless combinations—were made possible by the proliferation of illustrated magazines and books. Photomontage, collage, three‐dimensional assemblage in the studio, and amateur scrapbooking in the parlor flourished accordingly. Nourished by psychoanalytic theory and warmed by the common touch, a belief in the photograph as both recorder and producer of the symbolic and the uncanny persists in Western culture (Krauss and Livingston 1985; Walker 2002; Bate 2004). The intuitive methodology applied by contemporary British artist Tacita Dean to Floh (2001), a bookwork created from anonymous found photographs (see Chapter 17 in this volume), has been compared to Surrealist operations (Godfrey 2005, pp. 96–102), except that today’s flea markets include eBay. 
The ability of the human mind to bring together incongruous elements (self and other) and different temporal registers (now and then) is easily evoked by combinatory photographic works, such as books or installations. But the same impulses, traceable to Symbolist poetry and Surrealist writing, are also detectable in the single frames of straight photography, including social documentary projects. Brassaï’s creative use of mirrors to insert one image into another (a mise en abyme) has been analyzed for its efficient underscoring of the photographic condition through reduplication (Owens 1978). In Brassaï’s Groupe joyeux au Bal Musette (1932) the figures seated on a bistrot banquette with their backs to the mirror appear at first glance to be reflected frontally in that mirror—the figures are doubled. This is a trick of false recognition that played by Brassaï becomes hallucinatory, as though two split‐seconds, one past, one present, were being recorded in the same split‐second exposure. The effect is a subtle conflation of immediacy and déja‐vu (Langford 2007, pp. 41–56). Walker Evans, the American paragon of straight photography, was also attentive to temporal layers of photographic experience in the subjects that he photographed: snapshots pinned to an Alabama sharecropper’s cabin wall injected his subjects’ memories into Evans’s plain photographic interiors. 
Still effective as a device, the photograph within a photograph functions as a kernel story: it imbeds different voices in the image—the very opposite of a still life. Latin American specialist Andrea Noble detected this phenomenon in family photographs exhibited as part of a photo opportunity marking an Argentinian court ruling of compensation for the adult child of the pictured victims—the disappeared. Employing a relational framework, Noble attributed agency to the object‐images; she called them “actors” (Noble 2009). Palestinian‐born artist Ahlam Shibli, sensitized by her own history of displacement, recorded photographic keepsakes found in Palestinian homes in Irbid Refugee Camp and Baq’a Refugee Camp in Amman, Jordan, for her documentary series, Arab al-Sbaih (2007). Here again, family photographs within photographs are not there for sentimental reasons, but as bearers of territorial claims and politics. 
Beginning in the late‐1960s, second-wave feminism challenged gendered perceptions and barriers, including the boundaries of domesticity. Understanding the personal 
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circumstances of women as politically determined, some women artists expressed their solidarity with past generations by adapting “women’s work,” such as sewing, embroidering, and quilting, to their art practices. These recuperative projects remember in their making the circumstances of women’s art production, the intergenerational transmission of artisanal skills—practical instruction interwoven with storytelling. Soft
Daguerreotype (1973), part of a series by Betty Hahn, can be understood in these terms, as a restrained, intimate response to the boisterous presence of Pop sculpture. Hahn’s alternative is a unique, hand‐crafted object that fuses women’s domestic labor with nineteenth‐century photographic technology. It is a fiction, since there is no daguerreotype involved, and it is also perhaps ironic, since women did find employment in nineteenth‐century photographic studios as printers and mounters, as well as groomers and dressers of the clients. In the 1960s, Hahn herself worked in the photographic industry, while attending courses at the Visual Studies Workshop in Rochester, New York, where Nathan Lyons included vernacular photography in his curriculum. So Hahn’s backward look at photographic technology as a craft also encapsulates the rise of photographic education: the creation of photographic programs in art colleges and universities, where obsolete photographic technology was recuperated and taught, and the founding of photographic galleries and museum collections, which encouraged research on forgotten community‐based studio practices as well as private snapshooters. 
At the same time, both the Snapshot Aesthetic and Conceptual Art began their deskilling of photographic production, with artists opting for the fluid and improvisational effects of Instamatic and Polaroid cameras. Robert Frank belongs to neither of these movements, but having largely abandoned still photography in the 1960s, he resumed his activity with a series of collages combining snapshots, keepsakes, personal papers, and oracular phrases—visual, material, textual, and mental souvenirs. Works such as Mailbox + Letters, Winter, 1976 (1976) and In Mabou—Wonderful Time—With June (1977) captured glimpses of daily life on Cape Breton Island, Nova Scotia, his refuge from the New York art scene. Sometime earlier, Duane Michals had lost confidence in straight photography as an expression of experience and had begun to supplement his photographs and photo‐sequences with inscribed text, his private recollections. The photographic component of Michals’s A Letter from My Father (1960/75) is the tense representation of an apparently troubled family: father, mother, and son. A text that begins “As long as I can remember,” contains the writer’s hopes for a “special letter,” a missive promised, but never written. The writer’s account of his long wait fills the vacuum opened up by the family portrait. 
Taking the image as an idea, as well as an index, these photographic artists and others were fully engaged in the combinatory and copious practices of memory work. A monumental example is the work of Gerhard Richter who began compiling his Atlas in 1962. 
The Atlas contains source material for Richter’s paintings, but he also exhibited the sheets, beginning in 1972. The first sheets are mainly snapshots, with some studio portraits mixed in, and they are identified as “album photographs.” By the fifth sheet, excerpts from albums and newspaper clippings are being mixed, and as Atlas continues, clippings from mass media begin to dominate until overtaken by photographs from books. The eclecticism of the sources grows, but the organizing principles of content and form remain true, allowing sheets of drawings to cohabit the Atlas with sheets of postcards, or as his interest turns to death, two sheets simply entitled “Hitler” followed by one sheet featuring sensational shots of lions attacking a human, “Tod im Safari‐Park” 
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[Death in Safari Park]. This 1974 photostory, published in Der Stern, inspired a series of paintings entitled Tourist (1975). As the compilation continued, the sheets came to be dominated by Richter’s own color photographs, some touristic, others domestic. 
The motive force had shifted from the public to the private, even as Atlas was being confirmed as a significant aspect of Richter’s œuvre. What these formally quite different examples from Hahn, Frank, Michals, and Richter share are references to everyday technologies of memory, whether storytelling, collecting, or scrapbooking. 
Memories Lost and Found
By the late twentieth century, the collecting patterns of amateurs, archivists, and artists were beginning to converge. The album‐works that have since emerged sometimes take the form of books and installations, while others incorporate not just images and stories, but the domestic settings of personal objects of memory. 
Collector‐artist and photographer Hans‐Peter Feldmann has produced both books and installations from image‐objects that he has saved or found. These can be Duchampian gestures, the artist’s recognition of certain types or a particular clutch of images raising them above the crowd. Feldmann’s sources can be mysterious, and especially so when he is dealing with private lives. Examples include Porträt (1994) reproducing 324 snapshot images, all featuring one anonymous woman whose existence has been recorded for some 50 years, and Ferien (1994), which consists of a nearly empty book and loose reproductions of over 100 snapshots taken in tourist locations all over the world, most featuring a single female protagonist. These objects conduct a kind of transfer of memory, through the gaze and, in the case of Ferien, through the hand of the owner-spectator. This sense of possession is intensified in a bookwork by visual artist Michael Snow, Scraps for the Soldiers (2007), which faithfully reproduces a scrapbook‐album assembled by his aunt, Dimple Snow, and signed by her in 1921. The materiality of this object is charismatic—every little wrinkle and tear carries the memory of a spectator’s touch. An intriguing aspect of the source object is its presence among Dimple Snow’s effects, for the scrapbook was marketed during World War I to be filled with tokens of affection and sent to soldiers fighting overseas. This one (pictures dated 1913 to 1921), was filled up with images of camaraderie and summer pleasure, and kept at home. 
Since 1982, Joachim Schmid has been accumulating the images of his Bilder von der
Straße [Pictures from the Street], not as a street photographer in the traditional sense, but as a gatherer of pictures that their owners have thrown away. A meticulous archivist, Schmid catalogs these finds by date and location of their recovery from oblivion. The photographs are otherwise unmoored from their original community of memory; they are vessels for the memories of the spectator. It is worth remembering, however, that Schmid’s program is not driven by sentimentality, but by politics, his anti‐capitalist manifesto summed up in the slogan: “No new photographs until the old ones are used up!” (Schmid 1994, p. 11) (see Chapter 28 in this volume). One might see his project as ecological, and in 1990, Schmid recognized this aspect of his mission by launching “The Institute for the Reprocessing of Used Photographs,” which promoted a service of safe disposal for photographic images and negatives. Schmid had invited Kracauer’s worst nightmare and he was overwhelmed with packages of images—memories too precious to destroy and too copious to cope with any longer. 
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Ongoing projects by Erik Kessels deal with found photographs as well as the continuous outpouring of the blogosphere. Kessels comes at the photo‐sharing phenomenon from two different angles. As editor of the limited‐edition book series In Almost Every
Picture (inaugurated 2002), he underscores the idiosyncratic nature of photographic pursuits, whether trying (and failing) to capture the expressions of a black dog, posing a pet rabbit, or, in a guest‐edited volume by Michel Campeau, condensing the photographic annals of a Montreal restaurant’s highly popular, and somewhat bizarre social ritual – posing for a group photo at table with one member, usually a woman, feeding a baby bottle to a piglet. Such souvenir photography, however gimmicky, constitutes a vast community of shared experience: consider the memories captured by one photographer, working those restaurant tables 364 days a year for a quarter‐century, then think of other multipliers, such as the number of resorts and cruise ships. To this one can add all the amateur snaps taken in the same locations: the numbers are simply mind‐boggling. Another project by Kessels, aptly named Photography in Abundance (2011), presents the partial results of one day’s photographic memory work: for an installation at the Foam gallery in Amsterdam, Kessels printed a million photographs that had been uploaded for public consumption to Flickr, Facebook, and Google over a 24‐hour period. Views of his mountainous installation partake of the grandeur and terror of the sublime. 
A significant number of projects by artists have used mass‐circulated icons of print culture against the grain to communicate a sense of non‐belonging, a feeling of exclusion. In 1989, African American artist Clarissa Sligh published an artist’s book, Reading Dick and Jane with Me, based on the “Dick and Jane” series of readers, which in the 1950 and 1960s presented white, upper middle‐class children as the norms of American life. Inserting images from her family album and inscribing her childhood impressions of difference into the book deconstructed its racism and economic falsehoods. In the following year, Sligh extended the series into a suite of cyanotypes, using similar combinations of words and images, and supplying crayons for viewers to add their comments and colors. 
As a first‐generation Canadian, photographic artist Vid Ingelevics sought to counter another form of amnesia, the mists surrounding his family’s escape from Latvia in 1944 
and their arduous passage through various hiding places to a displaced‐persons camp in Bavaria. His seven‐piece installation, Places of Repose: Stories of Displacement (1989), focuses on the experiences of his mother and her two sisters. The work combines transcriptions of their stories with some snapshots and ID photographs, as well as his own images of places in Latvia and Germany where the refugees were housed at various stages of their journey. These elements were secreted in pieces of household furniture, such as clothes cupboards and dresser drawers, so that viewers must participate in bringing them to light. 
In her dramatic installation, Birth and Death (2003), Lindy Lee tells another family history of migration, this one from post‐revolutionary China to postwar Australia. The work consists of approximately one hundred Chinese accordion books, fully opened and arranged across the gallery floor. Each book is the multiple presentation of a single family portrait, printed poppy red in digital variations that express migration’s metamorphosis. This is the collective portrait and story of a Chinese family, whose photographic legacy returns to nineteenth‐century images of Lee’s great‐grandmother, comes 
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forward in time through Lee’s immediate family, ending in a present of mixed Chinese and European heritage. 
Pepón Osorio also makes copious use of photography in sculptural objects and large‐scale installations that form contact points between Latino communities and the broader culture. Born in Puerto Rico, the artist is also a social worker in Philadelphia. His work draws specifically on his own childhood memories, and more generally on the struggles that he witnesses daily. Elaborately decorated objects, such as The Bed (La Cama) (1987), and multi‐layered, multi‐media installations, such as No Crying Allowed in the Barbershop (En la Barbería no se llora) (1994) immerse the spectator in feelings of loss, misunderstanding, difference, and displacement. 
Photographic images are combined with the material culture of family life, its public rituals and closely held secrets. 
For all is not always perfect within the family, despite its generally sunny representation, and significant bodies of photographic work have endeavored to bring this reality to light, whether through autobiographical excavation or clinical practice. Photo therapy is an international movement whose early exponents, notably Judy Weiser and David Krauss, developed their insights in clinical practice, then shared their findings through scientific channels (Loewenthal 2013). Some basic techniques involve using personal photographs to encourage reminiscence, recover difficult conditions and feelings, and sometimes stage their re‐enactment as a way of working through. It must be stressed that photo therapy’s clinical and cultural practices are not restricted to memory: enactments of hopes and dreams, as methods of positive self‐imaging, are also staged. Clinical experimentation predated by decades the movement’s recognition within cultural communities, and the status of images produced as photo therapy has long been studied and debated in terms of clinical efficacy and artistic value. Could such heavily coded or searingly candid expositions of the personal engage audiences? Some certainly did, creating performative works, that is, images that prompted the sharing of submerged feelings. In the 1980s, the powerful image‐making of photographers such as Jo Spence and Rosy Martin bridged the disciplinary divide, and influential studies of family photographs by cultural theorists such as Julia Hirsch (1981), Patricia Holland, and Annette Kuhn (1995) created spaces of inquiry that would be further informed by Marianne Hirsch’s recognition of “postmemory,” an intense identification with the traumatic memories of one’s family or cultural community (Hirsch 1997). 
The mobilization of memory by photographs that appear to show nothing of violence, want, or psychological struggle, has been unforgettably captured by projects such as Paul O’Neill’s A Picture That Hangs Upon Your Wall (1995), a searing collection of letters written by survivors of sexual abuse to their tormentors, which are overlaid on their happy family snaps. The traumatic memories and postmemories of First Nations people who were submitted by coercion or brute force to the Canadian residential and industrial system—that is, taken from their homes as children to be forcibly assimilated, beaten, malnourished, exposed to epidemics, and sexually abused—are located in photographic archives by Sherry Farrell Racette, in an article appropriately entitled 
“Haunted” (2009). The bulk of her study extracting memories from the official photographic records of this shameful chapter in Canadian history, Racette also refers to contemporary art works by First Nations artists Robert Houle and Edward Poitras, in which seemingly benign images are deconstructed. 
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Memorable Moments
How shall we remember Eastman Kodak? In advertising phrases that became social dictums, prescribing photography on every memorable occasion: “the snapshot as memory; the camera as storyteller; photography’s ability to ‘capture’ time and extend the experience of the moment” (Paster 1992, p. 138). From the beginning of the twentieth century, and with particular intensity in times of war, Kodak and its competitors taught consumers to recognize certain types of experiences as memorable and, like insurance salesmen, encouraged them to bank photographic images against mishap or tragedy, whether forgetting the details of a family picnic or forgetting the features of a loved one reported missing. However crassly promoted, private photographic practices did deliver as promised, and some public photographies do as well, at state funerals, for example, where portraits of beloved dictators provide similar doses of private and collective memories. 
There is more to the memorable moment, however. Photographs bring information or evidence of circumstances that we have not personally witnessed but feel that we have seen through photographic illustration. Circulated through print media and across the Web, so‐called iconic images create communities of shared visual experience. These may be triumphal moments, such as soldiers raising a flag, or catastrophic ones, such as the collapse of the World Trade Center. As symbols, or sites of memory, such images have immense potential for ideological shaping or propaganda; such is the case of Dorothea Lange’s Depression‐era photograph for the Farm Security Administration, Migrant Mother (1936) (see Chapter 21 in this volume). Iconic images spawn imitations that sometimes increase the prestige of the iconic image, but may also critique it, through strategies of appropriation. The Migrant Mother has been re‐cropped and colorized, as well as recast in a variety of racial, ethnic, and economic variations in countless photographs, drawings, and posters (Hariman and Lucaitis 2007, pp. 53–67). 
In June 1979, a photographer named Bill Ganzel visited the central figure, Florence Thompson and her daughters, Norma Rydlewski, Katherine McIntosh, and Ruby Sprague, in Modesto, California, where he re‐photographed the group in a manner reminiscent of the original and recorded the mother’s memories of her circumstances and brief encounter with Dorothea Lange. More adulatory than critical, Ganzel’s project, published as Dust Bowl Descent (1984) followed this formula, one photograph 
“remembering” another in the poses, if not the circumstances, and with photographic portraits standing in for the dead. 

The Best of Life (1996), a photographic series by Vik Muniz was based on drawings, or memory renderings, of iconic news images published in a book that the artist had owned and lost. The source images included Eddie Adams’s picture of the summary execution of a Viet Cong prisoner in Saigon (Ho Chi Minh City), Vietnam (1968) and Jeff Widener’s dramatic image of the lone man facing down tanks in Tiananmen Square, Beijing (1989). Photographs of the drawings were printed through a duotone screen to emulate the graininess of mechanical reproduction, thereby alluding to the circumstances of repeated encounter that had inscribed the images in Muniz’s memory and allowed him to replicate them. Cast in autobiographical memory, Muniz’s project should also be exposed to Eco’s point that the photographs that “go down in history” and “appear in a thousand books” are rhetorical instruments (Eco 1986 
[1977], p. 216). The appeal of their artistic re‐presentation suggests that collective 
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response to these mediations—the bonding‐effect of cultural memory—is of greater moment than the events depicted. 
Some studies suggest that there are negative consequences in being prompted to remember certain images too often. Overuse of the iconic image drains it of specificity and meaning—it becomes a cue to feel good or to feel bad. Barbie Zelizer traces visual references to the Holocaust in contemporary art installations and newspaper articles representing present‐day atrocities. As she writes, “The Holocaust cues atrocity memory in three ways – through the words that guide us through the images, through parallels in the images, and through a pattern of substitutional representation.” One of many examples is drawn from The New York Times (January 14, 1996), in which two photographs of emaciated Bosnian prisoners conform to what Zelizer calls “the familiar Holocaust aesthetic.” A banner headline strengthens the allusion: “After the Peace, the War Against Memory,” while a sub‐heading cries out, “Never Again, Again” (Zelizer 1998, pp. 220–221). Words and images are exhortations to remember. The difficulty, according to Zelizer, is that focusing on the past through indelible memories of the Holocaust as pictured offers an escape route from the horrors of the present. She worries that “we may remember earlier atrocities so as to forget the contemporary ones” (Zelizer 1998, p. 227). 
In contemporary art, the work of French artist Christian Boltanski is often interpreted as alluding to the Holocaust, or more precisely, to the impossibility of representing it (Gumpert 1994). Such abstract commemorations include Monument: Les Enfants de
Dijon (1985) and Archives (1987). His multi‐media works of the 1970 and 1980s include considerable photographic material, appropriated, found, and repurposed. Nearly 1000 
images from his stock are brought together in his extraordinarily compelling, though nearly overwhelming, artist’s book Menschlich (1994). As cultural theorist Ernst van Alphen has explained, Boltanski’s adoption of an archival mode has created a body of work that, regardless of the authenticity of his source images, evokes the Nazi genocide, in part by emulating certain of its administrative practices—its production of lists—and ultimate objective—the erasure of its tormented victims, even from memory, which is enacted in the blurring or dissolving of the face, as well as its abusive lightbulb lighting. 
This “radical emptying out of subjectivity” lends Boltanski’s work what van Alphen calls its “Holocaust‐effect” (van Alphen 1997, pp. 96–100). A unifying, somewhat numbing factor of Boltanski’s “monuments” is their use of formulaic portraiture. School pictures are indistinguishable from the images of death camp survivors. In the vast compendium that is Menschlich, grainy photo‐mechanical reproduction may remind its reader of the global circulation of Holocaust imagery after the liberation of the camps, as a way of locating relatives, and, still today, as a way of locating memory. The life of these images has also generated memorable moments, whether in Holocaust museums, or in unexpected locations. 
Susan Sontag’s clear and visceral recollection of her first encounter with photographs of Bergen‐Belsen and Dachau in a Santa Monica bookstore in July 1945 is a crucial passage of her influential essay “In Plato’s Cave” (Sontag 1977). Sontag does not describe the iconic photographs themselves, but her autobiographical memory of seeing them. 
So powerful was this photographic experience that she divided her life into two parts: life before she saw the pictures of the camps (she was then 12), and life afterwards as she revisited the memory and began to understand what she had seen. This memory was much rehearsed, and arguably forms the basis of Sontag’s two major photographic 
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studies: On Photography (1977) and Regarding the Pain of Others (2003), in which she insists on the personal nature of memory: “All memory is individual, irreproducible – it dies with each person. What is called collectivememory is not a remembering but a stipulating: that this is important, and that this is the storyabout how it happened, with the pictures that lock the story in our minds”. (Sontag 2003, p. 86) Sontag’s story is indeed strictly personal and also represents a certain type of memory. The circumstances in which she received this shock are well remembered—she locates it in the bookstore (likely a congenial place for this avid reader) and describes the sensation, rather than the actual pictures. This is an example of a “flashbulb memory,” an unforgettable memory of the circumstances in which one learns shocking news. Flashbulb memories are so called because they burn bright in their holder’s psyches, not because they derive from photographic images, though this might be the case and was apparently the case with Sontag. But personal circumstances dominate, and this is well illustrated in the case of Sontag who writes without specific detail of 
“photographs” in On Photography (Sontag 1977, pp. 19–20) and in Regarding the Pain
of Others, says that “there is no signature picture of the Nazi death camps” (Sontag 2003, p. 86). 
Without encumbering a photographic exhibition with a long narrative of explanation, the photographic expression of a flashbulb memory may be difficult to achieve. The circumstances in which a subject learns shocking news may be quite banal; indeed, this is the very force of the effect, a sudden collision between extraordinary, consequential information and everyday life; history collides with memory. This is the effect of the now iconic image by photojournalist Thomas Hoepker, which circulated globally under the title Young New Yorkers on the Brooklyn Waterfront on 9/11 (2001). This image of a comely group, apparently relaxing in the sun as the Twin Towers burn in the background, aroused controversy as evidence of indifference. Critics lashed out at a generation of Americans seen as too quick to “move on,” while the protagonists, who claimed to be unaware of the photographer, felt completely misrepresented. Having experienced shock and disbelief, they had their own flashbulb memories and could account for their every move on the day of the attack. What is interesting in the various discussions of the image is the stress on the Towers as background, as through two moments in time were somehow being depicted simultaneously. The image of a group of people sitting with their backs to the burning Towers seems somehow to symbolize, even to predict, the relegation of this memorable moment to the past. The split is really between history and memory, the former registered in the distance, the latter expressed by the snapshot‐feel of the people in the foreground. Collective memories imprinted by shock and disbelief may be teetering on the brink of repression, but indifference is not what is at play in Hoepker’s lucky shot. 
Screen memories, which Freudian psychoanalysis defines as the substitution of a puzzlingly disturbing recurrent memory for a traumatic memory that has been repressed, are painful to endure and just as challenging to represent. A successful work in this vein is a work by Stan Denniston, Dealy Plaza/Recognition and Mnemonic (1983), in which representations of the site and iconic images of John F. Kennedy’s assassination in Dallas are paralleled with the murder of a suspected homosexual that also took place in 1963 in Denniston’s home town of Victoria, British Columbia. In this case, the collective memory of the assassination effectively screened what was for Denniston a 
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traumatic event, and he forgot about the local murder for almost two decades. The two memories are brought together in a vast photomontage. On a much lighter note, Cockroach Diary (1996–1999), an installation and bookwork by Anna Fox, is similarly developed along two parallel lines. The work correlates Fox’s futile attempts to photograph an infestation of cockroaches with entries in her private journal that comment on the increasingly fraught relationships inside the house—her “failed” pictures function as place‐holders and covers for the un‐picturable emotional chaos. 
 Sights of Memory

Pierre Nora’s concept of “realms of memory” ( lieux de mémoire, sometimes translated as “sites of memory”) complexifies the notion of “place.” As Nora explains, these are 
“lieux in three senses of the word – material, symbolic, and functional” (Nora 1989, p. 19). The constant oscillation between memory and history is the key to Nora’s historiographical framework, which he and his colleagues systematically applied to studying the national memory of the French. As Nora argued, the freighted sites and symbolic objects that they identified needed his fellow citizens’ individual attention because the twentieth century’s overbearing historical consciousness was stifling memory. The import of Nora’s theory, or one might say its export from France, did not so much influence the narratives of history as their modes of absorption and representation. 
And while the phrase “sites of memory” seems to describe an entire sub‐genre of photographic landscape projects in the late twentieth century, these are not all attribut-able to Nora. Alternative accounts were already being envisioned through the optics of feminism, postmodernism, and postcolonialism. 
Many of these projects stood at the crossroads of memory and history. An important project in this vein was photographic historian Val Williams’s Warworks: Women,
Photography and the Iconography of War (1994). Her research turned up a great range of forms, from memoir albums to multi‐media gallery installations, and a variety of approaches to image‐making, from the playful posing of three WAAF nurses to large-scale cyanotypes based on photographic records of damage inflicted on London during World War II bombing ( Evidence in the Street: War Damage Volumes (1984) by Hannah Collins). The different intentions of the photographers are considered by Williams, who correlates the politically motivated Battlefield Panoramas (1981) of Deborah Bright with an illustrated guidebook, Before Endeavours Fade: A Guide to the Battlefields of the
First World War (1976) written by Rose E.B. Coombs of the Imperial War Museum. 
Sometimes appealing to the same audiences, both sets of images want to preserve history and activate memory, though possibly to different ends. Warworks appears at a moment of cultural shift, one not without paradox and uncertainty. A tutored disenchantment with graphic depictions of violence was leading to more aftermath photographs, though these images might be judged equally harshly, as photographic icons of disaster tourism. Many official places of commemoration offered nothing but emptiness to see, so that visitors, including photographic artists, were refining an esthetic of erasure—the very opposite effect of the site’s exhortation to remember. 
The most enduring memory work on historic conflict seems to have embraced these contradictions by considering place as palimpsest and taking note of historical markers 
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as they so often exist, sunk into the background and barely noticed in the rush of life. 
One might thus describe the series Troubled Land: The Social Landscape of Northern
Ireland (1984–1986) by Paul Graham. Recent violent history litters the landscape, but curious outsiders need captions to identify and interpret its marks and messages, whether tattered posters, warning graffiti, color‐coded demarcation lines, or Lilliputian military checkpoints. 

On this Site: Landscape
in Memoriam (1986–1997) by Joel Sternfeld is a photographic catalog of violent acts that took place in the United States. Sternfeld began by photographing the spot in Central Park, Manhattan, where a young woman, Jennifer Levin, had been found brutally murdered. There is a scene, but no trace of the crime, and this curiously doubled sense of loss persists across the series. Sternfeld visits the sites of racial and sexual violence, a lone shooter’s mayhem, deadly industrial pollution, a fire in a factory that killed all the workers who had been locked in to prevent petty theft. The accompanying texts reconnect the collective memory of what happened there to an otherwise silent place. In the second part of her two‐part series German Images—

Looking for Evidence (1992–1994/2006–2008), Eva Leitolf has adopted similar strategies, attending the sites of racist crimes of violence, whether by street gangs, political extremists, or xenophobic authorities, and combining her images with explanatory texts, including details of the offense, its reporting by the media, and sometimes outrageously lenient punishment. Her work of emplacement situates episodes of violence that otherwise are remembered only within their communities of memory: asylum‐seekers, migrant workers, and German citizens of non‐European origin. 
Site memories may be highly personal, communicating performatively rather than descriptively. The viewer is led to feel the artist’s associations with places and like spaces. In Sentimental Journey, Winter Journey (1991), prolific book maker Nobuyoshi Araki brings together a short excerpt from an extended portrait of his wife Yoko, which he had self‐published in the early years of their marriage, with a photographic diary kept from the time of her diagnosis with cancer until her death, and for a few days after. 
Including the creation date in the image, the black and white series records the otherwise banal and forgettable urban landscape through which the photographer walks to and from the hospital, or emotionally unmoored, with no particular destination. This melancholic series is all the more wrenching for viewers familiar with Araki’s entire œuvre which is often edgy and violent. Something similar is at work in the urban landscape images of Richard Billingham, whose quiet and emptiness seem to come from a different artistic sensibility than the one that produced the brash and claustrophobic study of his family, Ray’s a Laugh (1996). But here again, contrasts within the œuvre make sense, and especially when Billingham identifies the playgrounds and streets as childhood memories. However dull and featureless they may appear, they must have functioned for the child as places of retreat and recovery. 
Site memories may also intertwine with collective cultural memories as spaces experienced in the cinema. Vivid recollections of dramatic moments, re‐entering these sites in our recountings and our dreams, or projecting their shapes onto the external world are common psychological occurrences. The unusual response to this phenomenon by media artist Cindy Bernard was to seek out these unforgettable locations and photograph them. For the series ultimately entitled Ask the Dust (1989–1992), Bernard researched and traveled to locations of 21 mainstream American films, released between 1954 and 1974. The timeline spans the science fiction classic Them!  (Gordon Douglas, 
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1954) and the deeply noir detective story Five Easy Pieces (Roman Polanski, 1974). 
For cinema‐goers of the post‐war generation, these were the places of their lives. 
 Commemoration and Repossession
The migration of photography into private memorial practices is preserved in syncretic objects that combine wreaths, dried flowers, locks of hair, elegiac verse, and religious expression with photographic portraits. The practice is both local and transnational, as photographic technology is deeply imbedded in personal, cultural, and national sym-bologies (Batchen 2004, pp. 77–94). Such objects belong to the private realm; they are delicate and intimate in scale. Rather more imposing and ostentatious as displays, though plainly meaningful to their commissioners, are the so‐called Russian‐style photographic monuments that began to appear in Ukraine and other decommunizing countries in the 1990s. These photographic objects are massive reproductions, engraved in granite, of a snapshot of the deceased. 
An understanding of photography as a “technology of memory” emphasizes its capacity to excite feelings of identity and community in perfect strangers. When an object of private commemoration shifts into the public realm, the image becomes a memorial—a cultural artifact of collective memory (Sturken 1999). The phenomenon occurs when photographs are left at official monuments, such as the Vietnam Veterans Memorial in Washington, DC. The posting of a victim’s picture on the spot of a fatal accident or incident of violence, such as the Twin Towers in New York, can be read psychologically as an early stage of grief, which is searching for the lost loved one, but may also function as a way of letting go and moving on, by releasing the loved one to the public realm of collective memory. There are works of art that are similarly performative, though perhaps more complicated by context and politics than initially meets the eye. 
A monumental collage (213.6 × 374.1 cm) by Ojibway artist Carl Beam, The North
American Iceberg (1985), combines archival and personal photographs with applied color and elliptical phrases that simultaneously evoke past injustice, current resistance, and future release. On the same surface are enlarged newspaper clippings of the capture and escape of a nineteenth‐century Apache warrior, Geronimo, and the dramatic news photo of the assassination of Egyptian president Anwar Sadat. Beam is not making simple comparisons but evoking the sensation of time travel that the recollection of one event through another can spark. For Beam, memory, as opposed to history, had the power to keep the past alive and active as a motive force in the present. Beam made this work as a righteous response to German artist Lothar Baumgarten’s Monument for the
Native People of Ontario (1984–1985), an elegiac frieze commissioned by the Art Gallery of Ontario, which consisted of a list of tribal names—an ignorant gesture that deeply offended the First Nations by violating their taboos and burying them alive. 
Asserting the vitality of his community and himself, Beam’s work functions as a counter-monument whose acts of memory are performative in the present. 
In her series of photomontages, Portraits Against Amnesia, Seminole/Muskogee/
Diné photographer Hulleah J. Tsinhnahjinnie uses images of aboriginal people to counter stereotypes, underscoring the agency of the subjects in constructing their self‐images. 
Referring to her practice as a means of “photographic sovereignty,” Tsinhnahjinnie acquires the pictures that few collectors want: the ones that are neither theatrical, nor 
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exotic, but simply show Native people, alone or in kinship groups, facing the camera for posterity. The portraits are separated from their studio backdrops, the subjects given fantastic plastic or planetary settings intended to liberate them from prescribed conditions. Considerations of the future of memory also shape the work of Darren Siwes, an artist of indigenous and Dutch descent, whose technique of very long exposures al ows him to inhabit his photographs of South Australian and British landmarks as a shimmering ghostly image. This male figure, very much of the present in its smart suit and tie, addresses the camera forcefully, standing its haunted ground. 
The layered histories of place are called to memory by the public art projects of Shimon Attie, realized in Europe between 1991 and 1996. The Writing on the Wall (Berlin 1991–1993) was a series of slide projections of archival images that fleetingly, imagistically, restored life to the former Jewish quarter. Scheunenviertel. Brick by Brick (Cologne 1995) made visible the connection between the Cologne Fair Building, a site of contemporary art activity, and the persecution of the Jews who labored in the building and were also deported from it, and whose confiscated possessions were warehoused and auctioned inside. Attie projected on the columns of the building images of household goods that might have been redistributed in this manner. For The Neighbour Next
Door (Amsterdam 1995), Attie projected footage shot surreptitiously from Jewish hiding places during World War II, allusions to Dutch collaboration intensified by current events and debates over asylum seekers. His subsequent installation of lightboxes in the Børsgraven canal, Portraits of Exile (Copenhagen 1995), combined portraits of Danish Jews saved during World War II with portraits of the recent influx of refugees from the Balkans and the former Soviet Union. Attie’s on‐location slide and film projections are both ephemeral and emplaced; his underwater light‐boxes give form to the fluidity of human thought—Attie’s memory work is paradigmatic in these respects. But the artist also photographs his installations, making ghostly images that convey the same unforgettable impressions. 
Acting the Art
Photographic expressions of memory considered to this point have been found nesting in representations of the visible world, whether recorded from life or layered in mediation. Not everything is a memory, but the varieties of mnemonic experience and their imbrication with photography have generated much photographic activity and continue to inspire research. Two complementary factors recurrent in this chapter are confidence and resilience. It would be foolish to say that memory is trustworthy and history is a sham, but a great deal of late‐twentieth‐century and early twenty‐first‐century cultural production has put audiences on notice that neglected or misrepresented histories have the potential to spring back through technologies of memory, and that these narratives should have a greater claim on our attention. It should be obvious, however, that neither memory, nor history, can be swallowed whole, and as this chapter has tried to show, the most nuanced expressions of memory incorporate signs of the instability of meaning. 
The visual expression of memory is performative—the spectator has to feel its motive force. Employing the devices of theater and cinema, a certain kind of memory work has emerged from political and critical practice through the body. These works are riven 
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with ambivalence, which paradoxically may be the source of their magnetism. Photographic documents of Anselm Kiefer performing his Nazi salute—actions that took place in the 1960s in France, Italy, and Switzerland—circulated as exhortations to his fellow Germans to remember the excesses of the Third Reich. Kiefer’s dramatic gesture, performed for the camera, seems somewhat pathetic, but it is not unconvincing in its activation of national memory and quixotic zeal. 
The performances mounted by Cindy Sherman for her Untitled Film Stills series (1977–1980) initially excited both admiration and confusion. The erroneous assumption that the black and white images were her faithful re‐enactments of specific B 
movies led many viewers astray, for the female protagonist voyeuristically observed at the sink, or daydreaming on her pillow, was a composite character. The artist was also kept busy refuting speculations that the scenarios represented aspects of her own personality, making them self‐portraits. What Sherman had tapped into was cultural memory; her works were not replications, but actions recognizable for both form and effect. Pitch‐perfect in their stereotypical characterizations and settings, the melodramatic scenes were framed to divide her audience by sexual predilection: those who would invite the pleasures of the gaze; those who would violate the other through voyeurism. 
Sherman produces a fictional familiarity, which brings us to a further complication, as well as the source of significant photographic production: the re‐staging of cultural memory, and sometimes false cultural memory, as a way of conjuring up images that resonate with current conditions. Fertile grounds for this contemporary art practice are issues of difference, hybridity, and mutability, with both local and global consequences. 
The elaborately staged photographs of British‐Nigerian artist Yinka Shonibare CBE, such as Diary of a Victorian Dandy (1998) and Dorian Gray (2001), are visual fantasies whose decoding depends on a certain degree of reconstruction and resistance from his audience, who must draw on cultural memory to gauge the likelihood of Shonibare’s ironic tableaux. Why is his presence as the main protagonist so amusing, indeed so shocking, in the drawing room, the boudoir, or other spaces of Victorian imagination? 
The colonies had been their making. 
Homages to Western art history mounted by Yasumasa Morimura are reflections of his education in Japanese schools where the curricular models were entirely foreign, ranging from the Venus de Milo to Picasso. The budding artist’s cultural memory thus colonized by the West, Morimura invested his disorientation in a magisterial œuvre of appropriation, inserting his face and body into the masterpieces, as well as the icons of popular culture. The work is both affectionate and transgressive, crossing between genders, generations, races, and cultures. It is also a reading of art history, in the sense that Morimura has focused on earlier figures of identity‐in‐formation or ‐deformation, such as Victorine Meurent, Frida Kahlo, Marilyn Monroe, and Cindy Sherman. 
Other photographic remakes of Western masterpieces, some enabled by digital technology, reinvigorate the programme of Dada photomontage by assembling critiques of current social and political conditions. In Top Balsa (2007), Valeriano López uses Théodore Géricault’s monumental painting The Raft of the Medusa (1818–1819) to protest the plight of North African immigrants. In the same critical spirit, and working to fill the amnesic void left by China’s cultural revolution with something other than Western consumer goods, Wang Qingsong has restaged a tenth‐century scroll painting 
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by Gu Hongzhong, entitled Night Revels of Han Xizai. Wang’s Night Revels of Lao Li (2000) translates the degradation of a reformist court official onto the contemporary figure of the Chinese intellectual. 
Two final examples of staged photography underscore the intricate relationship between memory and imagination, and the power of these motors when combined in artistic practice. The work of Bruno Rosier embodies many of the catalysts and discoveries of memory work discussed in this chapter so far. His extraordinary project, Un état des lieux ou La mémoire des parallèles (2005), was based on a collection found at a flea market of 25 photographs taken between 1935 and 1954 of an unidentified man posing before sights and monuments around the world. Rosier systematically recreated these souvenir shots, playing the man, thereby intertwining their experiences as travelers and seekers of photographic trophies. 

I Am My Family (2008), first exhibited under the title Familial Ground, is a reconstructive project of photographic genealogy, embarked upon by Rafael Goldchain as a way of creating a photographic inheritance for his son. Goldchain’s multi‐generational history of exile from Eastern Europe to Chile, the loss of relatives and friends in the Shoah, and his own relocations, first to Israel, then to Canada, had sent whatever might have constituted the family album to the four winds. Based on some surviving photographs, stories told by his relatives, and archival research, Goldchain assembled a vast and colorful family, most real, some invented, in which he played all the parts, men, women, and children. His artist’s statement speaks of ghosts, and the evils of the past do haunt this work, but its overall effect is quite the opposite: his family members are honored by these photographic acts of embodiment and representation. They are remembered. 
 Family Resemblances
This chapter began with an overview of the relationship between photography and memory, stressing the correspondences, poetic and structural, that have interested artists and critics since the invention of the medium, and with rising intensity over the last 50 years. During those years, the history of photography has been transformed from a narrative of technological triumphalism, dominated by masterworks, to a field that is also attentive to the uses of photography, the various and changing formations that generate meaning, from the economics of class consciousness to systems of belief about the workings of the mind, from commemoration to traumatized oblivion. The admission of these interests to photography studies has been an admission of another sort: that the fixed image we know as a photograph is anything but, and that interdisciplinary approaches are necessary to complicate or denature a relationship that one aspect of the medium—its indexicality—tips heavily in favor of history and science. 
This chapter has sometimes appealed to history—much of what we call “memory” ends up there, after all—while calling on the social, political, and psychological sciences to capture the intentions and effects of artists’ references to memory, mindful of the twentieth century’s concern with memory as a means to self‐realization and as an antidote to violent acts of erasure. 
My own consideration of the afterlife of memory in photographic expression began in the early 1990s with the photographic album, and very much belongs to photography 
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theory’s vernacular turn. At the same time, as many of us saw then, and as I have tried to recapitulate in this chapter, the everyday experience of remembering through photographs was enriching the works of visual artists and storytellers. Memory in all its manifestations has bridged the cultural production of these millennia. The many examples proffered in this chapter are flashes of memory from a highly charged period of cultural production and global retrospection. 
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The Indexical Imagination

David Bate
In recent years, a preoccupation with the “indexical” dimension of photography has been given a privileged place, mostly by cultural theorists, art historians, and critics in different disciplines. It has even been characterized as at the center of “photography theory” (Elkins 2007). Quite what this interest in indexicality tells us about photography or the issues that photography raises for culture remain slightly obscure. Most 
“obviously” it can be seen to be something to do with the general status and relation of photography to the world we live in, what we call “reality.” Certainly the issue of the relation of photography to reality is a legitimate and important social, cultural, ideological, political, and perhaps even philosophical question. Since photography is so clearly central in today’s global culture, and in so many different ways, the issue of what it does in relation to our reality (or not) is surely critical and crucial. Yet at the same time it is curious that no equivalent discussion has arisen about the indexical status of, for example, television, cinema, the computer screen, or even language itself. In this respect, it raises the question as to why or what is so specific to the status of photography as indexical that has made it into such an intense topic of late? What is at stake and what is this “theory” about the indexical photograph trying to establish? 
If anyone asked me to point to a single essay to explain the photograph as “index,” 
I would be hard pushed to name it. While there have certainly been many discussions and essays about the photograph as an indexical form, it is not clear that any have yet fully resolved or even explained it, let alone given a convincing account as to why we should be interested in it. Most people seem to get by quite happily without thinking about the relation of the index to photography. In everyday life, other more urgent questions foreground themselves with other more typical questions, often asked by young photographers: “Should I use Instagram on my phone camera?” or “Are the pixel quality of my jpg pictures good enough to be counted as photographs?” or “What is the best way to upload my images to a website?” or “What color space should I use on my DSLR (digital single reflex) camera?,” and so on. The issue of whether the photograph really is “indexical” or even what it means to argue this may seem to many as merely an 
“academic” question. What does it matter if photography is indexical or not, who cares? 
Let’s start with the term itself, the index. The word “index” has many different significations in popular use. Even the Oxford English Dictionary takes three pages to describe these definitions and most of them seem to have little to do with photography directly. 
The index is: a forefinger (anatomical), or a pointer (wood, metal, etc.) used to point to A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
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something. As a scientific instrument, a pointer can be used to measure things, the expansion of something or movement like the hands on a clock that point to numbers as an index of “time.” In a book or a report, the index gives a list of authors and subjects, again an “index” is what points to something, as the guide for a reader looking for specific names or subject matter in a text. In Latin, the index librorum prohibitorum is an index (index list) of the books and other materials prohibited for Catholics to read or see by the Roman Catholic Church. Other uses of the word “index” include music (notation), mathematics, computing, and optics (index of refraction) or even finance, where a salary may be “index‐linked” (rare these days). In the banking industry, an index relates to the quantitative value of commodities or money. 
Despite all the differences in their use, these examples of index do relate to a common theme in the use of the term, that is, it is always employed as something that indicates, points to another thing.1 The word “index ical” means “pertaining to an index,” so in this general sense the claim that photography is indexical is that it is a substance linked to its function as a tool of communication: a technology used to point to “other things.” 
It may seem hard to disagree with this rather general and vague broad‐spectrum notion that photography is generally used as a means to point to other things. Take, for example, someone who makes snapshots of a significant event or the tourist who takes holiday pictures. Are all those pictures not intended as “pointing to” the things the photographer wants to be remembered: the people, places, events, objects, and situations that those photographs present? When a police photographer records things, the scene of a crime, injuries, suspicious items, suspects, or convicted criminals with photographic images, are these pictures not intended to “point to” the things in them, as some kind of visual evidence? Does not the mass media (e.g. newspapers, magazines, websites, etc.) generally also use photographic images to “point” to the very substances (objects, people, places, etc.) that are referred to in the stories that accompany them? 
Is that not why photographs are used in articles—to see the things being talked about? 
And, finally, do not advertising and fashion photography in their different ways, also point to the desire of spectators toward the objects seen in the pictures? Does not an advertising photograph aim to bring a picture of satisfaction to the viewers via the advertised object and scene in which they are depicted, which makes them a sort of social index of the viewers’ imagined dreams, aspirations or wishes, their desire? 
So if all these points made here about this ordinary everyday use of photographs are already obvious or seem uncontroversial, what is the fuss about? Is it not already “obvious” 
that the photograph is indexical, that it points to things? If this is so, then why has the indexical become such a central preoccupation in academic discussions about photography of late? This is indeed a good question. Perhaps the cause of the debate has something to do with a doubt about the certainty of the situation? Perhaps it is that, on occasions, photography and photographs have shown that they do not point to other things, and that they can manufacture imagined realities? Is this the fear embedded in the inquiry? Is it that photographs do not index some notion or other of “reality”? One argument would be that it is indeed this anxiety or doubt that has emerged; most likely as a result of the fact that “photography” has been undergoing some dramatic technological and social changes of late. Most obviously this is the way that computer‐based production has had an impact, not only on photography, but also on the considerable shifts in and on their circulation, distribution, and modes of “consumption.” We might speculate that the question of indexicality about photography has arisen from this 
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situation: if there are substantive changes in the fundamental basis of photographs and the actual base of photography (its “ontology”), is this not why indexicality seems of so much interest to cultural theorists or photography critics? While these arguments about “changing technology” are now very familiar and also perhaps have much merit, it is nevertheless clear that there was a strong interest in the indexical status of photography long before the social‐technological changes to the mass electronic computation of photography. In other words, the issue and debate of digital indexicality already stem from its earlier period of “analogue” mechanical reproduction. 
In the early 1970s, for example, the art theorist and critic Rosalind Krauss deployed a concept of photographic indexicality to make a challenge in her argument to the esthetic principles of modernist art (Krauss 1986). In “Notes on the Index Part 2,” Krauss argues that photography was actually the model for abstraction (1986, p. 210). Many people might think of abstraction in terms of the Expressionist paintings of Jackson Pollock, the daubs and splashes of paint splattered across his famous “modern” art painting canvases. However, Krauss invokes the photographic index as a central analogy in her argument about other practices. In a complex circular argument, dance is understood as making an indexical trace with the body, in which Krauss sees “a connection between the features of that event and the inherent features of the photograph” (1986, p. 211). 
She then invokes the famous phrase by Roland Barthes, about the photograph as “a message without a code”  (Barthes 1991, p. 5), before moving on to argue how installation art of the 1970s draws on this indexical logic. Her essay exploits the idea of photography as indexical without ever actually examining whether it is valid as an argument. 
So already, in early‐1970s art theory, the idea of the photograph as indexical was in circulation, albeit uncritically in that context. Elsewhere, in film and photography theory, the debate was more explicit, which, as will be seen, is an important point in the continuity of indexicality as an issue. 
So we can say it is likely that the question of the photograph as an indexical type of picture now relates to some underlying problematic that has still not been resolved. The question of indexicality keeps returning to plague us. To investigate the relation of the indexical to photography, we should return to some of the source materials that so many have used; perhaps in this way it will tell us something more about the real issue at stake in the question of indexicality. One way or another, it seems, to engage with the issue of indexicality in photography has become essential. 
Semiotics
Most theoretical discussions of the indexical image begin with the semiotic work of Charles Sanders Peirce and apply it to other writings on photography. One involuntary recipient of this interest has been the work of Roland Barthes, especially with his last work on photography, Camera Lucida (Barthes 1984). Peirce’s general work is usually classified as that of a philosopher, a pragmatist logician, but he was also the founder of a branch of modern semiotics. Peirce offers a complex view of the image as a sign, and is widely credited with developing a more sophisticated definition of the image‐as‐sign. 
His work is widely cited in communication theory, where it is usually contrasted to the linguistic‐based semiotics derived from the work of the Swiss linguist, Ferdinand de Saussure (e.g. Fiske 1987). Saussure’s work (although no less sophisticated) has had a 
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greater impact on literary theory due to its more particular emphasis on the structures of language, less specific in relation to pictures and as such has had a different role to play within film and photography theory (Burgin 1982). Broadly speaking, Saussure’s work was used to develop a semiotic theory of meaning, a sort of “reader response” 
theory for photographic images, whereas Peirce’s semiotic work is more often linked to, and used to inform, discussions of the ontology of photography. Eventually Peirce’s work would inform art criticism, as in the work of Rosalind Krauss and many others, and then also in visual culture too, where it would preoccupy a “philosophy” of photography (Elkins 2007, p. 110). 
Peirce’s semiotic work refers directly to photography, and he gives a photograph as an example of his theory of the second trichotomy of signs: icon, index, and symbol. Here is Peirce: “Just as a photograph is an index having an icon incorporated into it, that is, excited in the mind by its force, so a symbol may have an icon or an index incorporated into it …” (Brunet 1996, p. 305). There has been much discussion on this fundamental definition of photography as a triadic sign (index‐icon‐symbol), so it is important to understand these three key terms within his specific semiotic use of them. The index, icon, and symbol are commonly represented in a diagram with each one at one point of a triangle to show their equilateral and intersecting status. The index is defined as a relation between sign and object where the object has caused the sign. Peirce gives the example of a finger pointing (Peirce 1992, p. 226). The finger pointing is the sign. Other typical examples given are a footprint in the sand as the index of a person, or smoke as a sign caused by fire. In all these examples, an indexical sign is caused by its object. 
In his definition of an icon. Peirce says: “I call a sign which stands for something merely because it resembles it, an icon” (Peirce 1992, p. 226). The icon is the most typical relation of pictures, where there is said to be a “similarity” between a pictorial sign (the picture), its pictorial code, and the denoted object. Road warning signs with simple pictures on them, for example, the icon of a bridge, or a deer shown in profile as a shadow image are simple iconic pictures. A portrait drawn by a young child, for example, is most likely to be an image with low iconicity, whereas a skilled painter of verisimilitude can render the same thing with a high iconic value to its content, with more detailed facial features. The history of painting is a development (and battle) of different iconic traditions. The “flatness” in medieval pictures, for example, contrasts with the pictorial convention of a mathematical perspectival illusion of depth in fifteenth‐century Italian Renaissance painting. The definition of “similitude” or “resemblance” in these different iconic traditions is clearly variable, defined by cultural perception and value, as indeed the discussion of these historical conventions is no doubt contaminated by our own. Yet there is a clear link in these historical iconic traditions in photography, partly because so many of the pictorial conventions in Western culture came to use the camera obscura as a model of similitude to human vision, but also because they developed similar functions and values for pictures in those societies. Christianity, for example, used pictures to portray its values and ideals to the populations of Renaissance Europe, like advertising images do for modern ideologies today. 
Symbols are arbitrary signs, that is, signs that have a given meaning as a matter of cultural convention. In fact, what are often described in popular language as “icons,” for example the Christian cross, are actually defined as a symbol in Peirce’s definition. 
Written words are symbols: the word “table” bears no resemblance to its object, as it does in an iconic representation of a table. There is no real connection or relation 
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between the word “tree” and the actual object that this word refers to, except as a matter of convention. This is why the same object can be known by a completely different 
“word” symbol in another language. (In German, a tree is ein Baum or in French un
arbre.) The symbol is a sign derived from convention. The word does not look or sound like the object it designates. In this sense, the signs used in language are arbitrary; the symbol is “unmotivated” in that it has come about not through analogy, but as a symbolic form, which is also why it is wrong to assume a symbol has fixed meanings. 
The swastika symbol, for example, still associated with its Nazi use, had very different meanings in earlier cultures and religions or even in the later 1970s punk culture. 
With photography, Peirce argues, the three different types of sign, icon, index, and symbol can be involved in any picture. A photograph may contain all or each of these three types of sign: icon‐index‐symbol. It now becomes clearer that the specific interest in the indexical is a particular emphasis on one aspect of the triadic dimension of photography, at least, according to the theory of C.S. Peirce. In a relevant and still brilliant summary of early semiotic debates on index‐icon‐symbol for film theory Peter Wollen argued:
The cinema contains all three modes of the sign: indexical, iconic, and symbolic. 
What has always happened is that theorists of the cinema have seized on one or other of these dimensions and used it as the ground for an aesthetic firman. 
(Wollen 1987, p. 125)
Just as moving photographic images are based on the index‐icon‐symbol sign system, so are still photographs. As in film theory, we can see that here too with photography, theorists have “seized on” one dimension or another for the purpose of an esthetic theory. Esthetic theories have different goals from semiotic theory. Semiotics, and this is true of Peirce as much as any other semiotician, is aimed at the study of signs and how they operate. Esthetic theories are more concerned with a discussion of particular critical values, and may even set about promoting them, or try to explore how they are affective. 
This is different from semiotics, where signs offer modes used to communicate or transmit information. In this sense, Peirce’s arguments are less motivated by the persuasion that photography is one or another type of sign (as esthetic theorists prefer to do), but rather by trying to establish the set of parameters of operability of signs. 
What has this emphasis on the indexical produced? In film criticism, the emphasis on the dimension of the indexical has been the royal road to realism and this is no different in photography criticism either. With the question of the index, the idea that the image is caused by its referent enables the theorist to argue that the picture is indeed some form of guarantee of the connection between the picture and the thing that causes it: 
“reality.” The simple slippage (or sleight of hand) involved in this assertion has tended to hide Peirce’s trichotomy of index‐icon‐symbol too, and the more complex theory of the photographic sign that follows from it. This slippage toward a one‐dimensional concept of the sign is what might be called the “indexical imagination,” which thinks only of 
“pointing to.” 
As indicated earlier, the index has been linked (no pun intended) to the later writings of Roland Barthes, in particular, his last book on photography, Camera Lucida. Although Barthes never uses the term index or indexical in Camera Lucida, his phrases such as a 
“That‐has‐been” quality of the photograph or his sentence “The photograph is literally 
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an emanation of the referent” are widely interpreted as a claim for the indexical status of photography (Barthes 1984, p. 80). Krauss, for instance, recently quoted this sentence by Barthes to re‐state her conviction about “Barthes’s identification with the idea of the index, which Barthes names in relation to its ‘referent’” (Elkins 2007, p. 126). Barthes’ 

Camera Lucida is not a book of semiotics, however, even though he was partly responsible in his much earlier work for the introduction of semiotics to the study of photography. Thus, it is here that there has been confusion: Barthes’ philosophical book, Camera Lucida, on a phenomenology of the image is discussed in terms that translate it back into the language of semiotic theory for what is really an esthetic treatise on photography. The effect has been to foster a simple conflation between semiotic language and esthetic criticism. Interestingly, it is the work of the famous realist film critic André Bazin, who is often likened or linked to Barthes’ work on photography in Camera Lucida (MacCabe 1997). 
If the photographic image (still or moving) is triadic (index‐icon‐symbol), it might be more useful and indeed interesting if esthetic theorists and critics showed more interest in how certain photographers are more involved already in one or other of these dimensions of signifying practice. Is it surely so hard to consider the esthetics of specific different types of photographic image according to these sign types? For example, the famous portraits by the North American photographer Diane Arbus might be said to privilege the iconic dimension of photography. Her photographs focus on showing facial features as a human expressive characteristic (the iconic space of the human face and body), whereas the Japanese photographer Araki seems more often to be interested in the symbolic dimension of his subject‐matter, e.g. a “ripe” water‐melon in the picture juxtaposed with a young Japanese woman functions, perhaps, as a symbol for her “ripe” 
sexuality. The role of indexicality, symbols, and iconicity varies across these different photographic practices. Even military and scientific aerial photographs, although primarily indexical in their emphasis on the inscription of surfaces, require specialists to translate their information into iconic and symbolic meanings for their military or scientific uses. Conversely, with the photographs of Walker Evans, the flat “frontality” of his pictures also uses an emphasis on indexical inscription, albeit for very different esthetic purposes. So it is not just scientific or military photographs that involve the indexical imagination, but also documentary and other types of photography too. 
Amateur photographs, for example, also vary from the indexical referents of loved ones, sometime only barely recognized via their iconic value, to the cliché symbols of tourism. 
We might go further and ask whether advertising and fashion are primarily symbolic in value, documentary iconic, and art indexical. Viewed in this way Peirce’s trichotomy of index‐icon‐symbol might well be used to develop the theory of photography in a completely different way, and lead to a more sophisticated theory of esthetics in photography too. 
 Sign‐making
Peirce’s definition of the index is by no means the first or last word on it, despite the amount of writings heaped upon it or quotes from his work as their source. Indeed, in an early‐1960s book on semiotics, Elements of Semiology, Barthes says that when it comes to the definition of the index, he prefers the work of Henri Wallon instead of 
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Peirce, because Wallon’s “terminology is the clearest and most complete” (Barthes 1980, p. 38). In this early work, Barthes opens up a more nuanced discussion of the different terms used in and outside semiotics, to try and sort out the terminological contradictions in their use. He observes that “signal, index, icon, symbol, allegory, are the chief rivals of sign” (Barthes 1980, p. 35). In an attempt to categorize and distinguish these terms from one another and to identify their conceptual use‐value (and to show why the sign is the preferable concept for semiology), Barthes separates the different theoretical positions of Hegel, Peirce, Jung, and Wallon in their relation to these terms (Barthes 1980, p. 37). Signal and index are linked together as terms on one side, while symbol and sign are on the other. The s ignal and index have common relations ( relata) between sign and object, Barthes argues, which, according to Wallon, are “devoid of mental representation, whereas in the opposite group, that of symbol and sign, this representation exists; furthermore, the signal is immediate and existential, whereas the index is not (it is only a trace) …” (Barthes 1980, p. 38). As an example: the traffic light is a signal, red means stop, a footprint is an index, as trace of a presence. 
More specifically, Barthes notes: “We see that the terminological contradiction bears essentially on index (for Peirce, the index is existential, for Wallon, it is not) …” (Barthes 1980, p. 36). The substantive difference means that these concepts (including the indexical) resonate differently with different theorists. As Umberto Eco once pointed out, for example, what Peirce calls “icons” some other semioticians (e.g. Louis Hjelmslev) called 
“symbols” (Eco 1984, p. 137). Barthes also uses these examples of terminological difference to make a “structuralist” point as well, that one concept takes its meaning “only by their opposition to one another (usually in pairs)” (Barthes 1980, p. 38). In other words, the concepts refer to each other’s differences, as binary opposites, in much the way other linguistic categories do, like male/female, or yes/no. Signal and index, sign and symbol, icon and allegory can all be very confusing, and only confirm further that we should always be cautious in making an assumption that there is a universally distinct definition for each and every term. 
The long and short of all this for photography is that Barthes argues an indexical sign is “only a trace.” The index is not existential, and, in his words, has “no mental representation” (Barthes 1980, p. 38). In conventional semiotic terms, Barthes is saying that an indexical trace is a signifier without a signified. (“Signified” here refers to the mental representation or concept of the thing that arises from the signifier, not from the actual object itself.) So the question of the photograph as indexical sign also hinges on whether there is a mental representation involved for the spectator. We find, despite what Barthes says about Peirce’s work, a similar confirmation of this in Peirce’s writings, where he is quite clear in his definition of the index that it is not reliant on a “mental association,” but must rely on “a direct dual relation of the sign to its object independent of the mind using the sign” (Peirce 1992, p. 226). Indeed, Peirce is crystal clear on this: 
“The index asserts nothing; it only says ‘There!’ It takes hold of our eyes, as it were, and forcibly directs them to a particular object, and there it stops” (Peirce 1992, p. 226). 
In conventional semiotic terms this relates to the “denoted” meaning of a picture. 
Later on the same page, Peirce remarks:
I call a sign which stands for something merely because it resembles it, an icon. 
Icons are so completely substituted from their objects as hardly to be distinguished from them … So in contemplating a painting, there is a moment when we 
92 
Themes
lose the consciousness that it is not the thing, the distinction of the real and the copy disappears, and it is for the moment a pure dream, – not any particular existence, and yet not general. At that moment we are contemplating an icon. 
(Peirce 1992, p. 226)
Peirce describes very well the conflation between a thing and the picture that a viewer can experience if they become engrossed within it. This experience of a picture is what Peirce clearly says is the experience of an icon. And this “pure dream” is precisely the experience that concerns Barthes and his argument of Camera Lucida— which is widely misread as an essay on realism. If, according to this argument, the typical representational photograph is “iconic” in Peirce’s description, what is the indexical relation of it about? We have to be clear about what kind of indexical material we are talking about. 
The usual examples that are trotted out, smoke as index of fire, a footprint in the sand are, we might say, “natural” signs. They exist as a matter of human activity and not necessarily as specific communicative acts. Yet if I took a photograph of smoke or a footprint in sand would this be different? We have to say yes. Photography, in any sense of it as a practice, even if automated, is a highly culturally formed process. When we look at a picture, we know we are looking at something that has been “photo‐graphed.” 
This action itself transforms the thing itself into a thing referred to in a picture. The difference is substantive. The photograph “communicates” immediately and brings to the spectator what Barthes called a sign‐function (Barthes 1980, p. 41). In this respect, the photograph is ideological in that it cannot help but convert something (e.g. a footprint, food, clothes, etc.) that a society produces or uses, into a sign‐function. Barthes notes that a raincoat, for example, may well be a piece of functional clothing to protect the wearer against the rain, but it also becomes “semanticized” and “cannot be dissociated from the very signs of an atmospheric situation” (Barthes 1980, p. 41). Then “once the sign is constituted,” Barthes argues, “society can very well re‐functionalize it, and speak about it as if it were an object made for use: a fur coat will be described as if it served only to protect from the cold” (Barthes 1980, p. 42). The point is that the object is naturalized in its meaning, just as it is when someone claims that “a photograph is just a photograph.” The tautology reveals the process that it also hides. 
In this way we can see how photography provides precisely this function of 
“sign‐making,” of representation, so that the photograph of smoke or a footprint becomes a sign of those objects, while at the same time re‐functionalizes the referent and the picture as the same thing. The photograph operates in a sort of chain of substitution that involves index‐icon‐symbol. Barthes notes: “This universal semantization of the usages is crucial: it expresses the fact that there is no reality except when it is intelligible …” (Barthes 1980, p. 42). Indexicality and iconicity are caught up together in the complex play of meaning. This process is also important in that it shows that the psychology of the viewer must also be implicated in the act of perception, just as Peirce’s observation above about the distinction between the real and copy disappearing when looking at a picture implies this too. The involvement of the spectator in this production of meaning of a picture becomes a more acute and obviously important point if we ask the question: can there be an index‐less photograph? Is that possible? What would it mean for the status of photography to be “non‐indexical,” to have no index? Is that a photograph without a mental representation? 
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Perception
Henri Wallon’s work, referred to by Barthes, is hardly known in English, but his work is certainly crucial to developments in the psychology of emotions (some may recall his name mentioned in famous essays by Jacques Lacan). Wallon trained in medicine and psychology and situated acts of perception in relation to the human body, not just perception as a process in the mind. His work offers a bridge between sociology and psychology, as physiological and neurological. The relation of this work to the theory of the sign and the index involves the role played by visual stimuli. Wallon’s interest in the indexical is linked to the act of perception. Perception, he argued is regulated by a general attitude, which when it changes, it changes the perception too. It is interest as well as experience that inform this “attitude” (Wallon 1982, p. 248). Words and verbal language offer a symbolic system of representation to the child, but pictures also bring another relation to representation and to identification as well. Wallon argues that a child’s “visual realism” in a drawing (usually “primitive”) is a long way from the “intellectual realism” of an adult (usually a complex synthesis of different elements). Yet the child’s drawings also demonstrate a power of selection, of identification and symbolization (Wallon 1982, p. 203). A child’s picture shows little interest in copying the object according to adult visual realism, but the differences in perception between child and adult are regulated by “a general attitude,” so that the perception changes when the attitude changes too. It is not just a matter of immaturity and maturity. We can make this same case for the perception of photographs too. “Perceptual indices” are learnt so that gestures or the significations attributed to objects that Wallon calls “representational thought” become the ability to distinguish, identify, and represent thoughts, not only through language but also through pictures. (We are not born with representational thought and this is why we have to learn language and to interpret pictures too.) Although language seems to move toward thought and the verb, and pictures toward the thing itself, these different signifying forms nevertheless combine and interact within “representational thought.” Hence the way that Barthes formulated the semanticization of the world in his theory of semiology, as above. 
For Wallon, an index does not necessarily imply representation; an index only gives 
“a perceptible reality” (Wallon 1982, p. 186). So, for example, if I scribble some lines on paper with a pencil, these are “indexical” in terms of their production as a sign, but there is no guarantee of any signified meaning. The pencil marks on the paper offer a “perceptible reality” (pencil marks on paper) but need not imply or guarantee any representation or representational thought. We might consider the psychological 
“mood” that they can evoke, but this is already to bring the “attitude” and “interest” of the viewer into the process as the act of signification, like a Rorschach test. Shown to an art critic, these purely indexical marks may provoke a reaction, but would hardly be considered a representation at all in terms of any concept of communication, at least not without a considerable effort of inventive interpretation. What are the implications of all this for actual practice? 
Let’s take an example. It is easy to see this idea if we think of Fox Talbot’s love of the photogram, where he lays a fern leaf on photographic paper, exposes it to light and fixes its silhouette form as a photographic image. The picture of a leaf, plant, or flower appears as “like” the thing that it points to. Although it is obvious that a photogram or 
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photograph is a two‐dimensional picture, even if it also has an optical illusion of depth (perspective), it certainly does not have the same qualities as the actual object‐thing depicted itself. So when it is claimed that a picture is like the thing itself, it does not necessarily mean they are exactly the same. Now we get to the nitty‐gritty of the issue of why it matters if photography is indexical. 
Have a look at the picture in Figure 6.1, chosen almost at random. Talbot called this picture “Crossed Muslin” (circa 1852–1858). Note how the caption “names” the material represented in the picture. The caption and picture work together as one meaning, for example, otherwise how else could anyone tell that this material is 
“muslin” rather than linen, hessian, or some other sackcloth material? The picture, although consisting of only one plane nevertheless manages to evoke a degree of depth and verisimilitude of the depicted object. One end of the cloth, on the left‐hand side, is folded over back on top, while the other top right‐hand corner end is frayed. 
It is not clear at first whether these frays have their own shadows, or whether what look like shadows are really other frays. The folded corner and the frayed edge seem to balance each other out, in a curiously harmonious composition. The effect is rather elegant, even if the subject matter seems rather “pointless.” What are we to make of this picture? 
Already I began to “semanticize” the picture by writing about it, but this was already started in the process of “seeing” it as a representational image. This process of semanticization is inevitable – unless we ban people from speaking about pictures or the use of language. What is not inevitable is what meaning is attached to this picture of a piece of cloth. We have no idea whether, how, what, why, or even if this picture has any “significance.” The caption only secures (anchors) an identity for the indexical referent, although the picture is already “indexical” in pointing to a piece of cloth. 
Figure 6.1 William Henry Fox Talbot, Crossed Muslin (1852–1858). Source: © National Media Museum/
Science & Society Picture Library. Reproduced with permission. 
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Yet the picture is also iconic in its resemblance to “cloth.” The symbolic meaning is something we can only imagine – if we can imagine it. In such cases we can see the importance of what we do not know, and that this too has an impact on the meaning attributed to the picture. Was this cloth something important or just a sample for a test? Is it a piece from Veronica’s veil or a fragment from an important piece of cloth? 
Why photograph it? We have no idea of its size or scale, whether it was old or contemporary even then. The indexical imagination is something that brings these forms of ignorance together in the mind of the spectator. A kind of oneiric semiotics takes place, where the fantasy of what we see overlays the little that is known of the “real thing.” 
Indexicality as a discourse offers a powerful substitution for not knowing. Of course, none of this may seem to contradict the basic popular idea of the indexical, that the photograph is caused by the thing it represents. When the object that “caused” the picture is no longer there, it is still there in the imprint or trace. Light rays are turned into different matter, whether mechanically or electronically—the nuances of this process are probably as variable within each method as it is across them. From negative to positive or from data to screen, the different transitions in the photographic processes (the channels of transmission) of the picture still invoke an absence that is strongly felt as a presence. 
William Henry Fox Talbot, the inventor of the Calotype negative/positive process, called his first book of this process The Pencil of Nature. Photography is likened to the humble pencil, as a portable light “writing” machine ( photo‐graph = “light‐writing”) inscribing marks from “nature.” (In the Victorian era, the term “nature” was used to mean what we would today normally call reality or “the world.”) Indexicality has thus become a shorthand term for a more complex debate about the exact status of this 
“machine” and the newer systems we call digital photography. Yet we are poorly served by the term indexical and the conviction that it gives rise to, that photographs simply 
“index” reality. As Peirce, Barthes, and others have indicated, the formulation of pictorial signs (and languages) belongs to cultural systems of representation that are complex, which no quantity of “indexiphilia” should hide them from. 
While Peirce used photography as an example of his theory of signs, rather than develop a semiotic theory of photography (his aim was not to theorize what photography is), his work nevertheless showed that the definition of photography even then, over a hundred years ago, was as a mixed and heterogeneous system. What I have called the indexical imagination, a nostalgia for presence, is often the obstacle to this more complex view. Much later and more ambivalent, Barthes found the dynamics of different highly developed systems of photographs—news, advertising, documentary and art—
fascinating and complex in their structures and their effects upon the viewer. In fact, interest in the role of the viewer in producing the meaning of these pictures is the significant feature missing from the indexicalists. That role, the desire of the spectator in relation to a referent, is usually left out of the philosophical critique of the indexical sign. Thus, the focus on one or other of the relations of the sign is where an ideology of photography in theory begins to meets esthetics. In the end, it is always “someone” who must take from the sign as indexical trace its iconic and symbolic significance, which is how the signified mental representation of the thing depicted is achieved. In other words, our process of imaging things in pictures is closely allied to our imagination of the sign, such that we should not leave the human subject out of the theory of the picture. 
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Note
1 The fact that photography is not mentioned in the OED entry on the index only goes to show how far photography is still neglected as a common topic, even within popular culture, and even if we are surrounded by it on a daily basis. 
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The Thingness of Photographs

Elizabeth Edwards
The apprehension of photographs is an apprehension of a world of things: framed prints on the gallery wall, in installations, advertisements on hoardings, family albums, wallets of little enprints, rolls of film, wooden boxes of lantern slides, prints on mounts, in archive boxes, in shoe boxes under the bed, on computer screens, in newspapers and magazines, on a smart phone held in the hand. In this chapter, I am going to consider how thinking about the thingness of photographs—by engaging with them not simply as a disembodied vision or semiotic construct—can enhance an understanding of the medium. It brings a “theory of effects,” into the center of our understanding of photographs and as such opens the way for a consideration of photographs as embodied and sensorially apprehended artifacts. At the center is the question “What do material things make possible?” (Keane 2005, p. 191), what kinds of photographic usage and understanding? 
I am going to explore these ideas over two registers that weave their way through my account. First, the material relations of photographs themselves as objects and, second, how material considerations shape our broader understanding of the photographic complex as a set of relations between persons and things, for, as Daniel Miller and Chris Tilley put it “an adequate understanding of any social actions and relations … demands an understanding of material culture, and vice versa” (1996, p. 6). In other words, how does the material enforce the sociability of photographic images? 
Given the huge range of material conditions which pertain to photographs and through which they exist, I am going to explore these ideas through the prism of three sites of the material performance of photographs, all of which raise different aspects of the material lives of photographs, both analogue and digital. These three themes, all of which reflect my recent research interests in some way, are: first, the photographic album; second, and following on from that, the embodied and sensory responses to photographs as material objects, especially in relation to orality; and finally, and, third, somewhat differently, the photographic archive as a material object which produces images and meanings in certain ways. This approach necessarily overlooks a wide range of the material manifestations and engagements with photographs—for there are, of course, many, many more forms of photographic object, in the widest sense, and as many sites of photographic consumption and dissemination. However my three examples are intended to demonstrate the range of possibilities that exist in relation to the exploration of photographs, their material lives, their social roles and their meanings. 
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 Some Framings
Throughout the history of the medium, and indeed into the digital age, the visual properties of the photograph have depended on the material. It is perhaps significant that the awareness of the material power of photographs emerged at precisely the moment it was perceived as being under threat in the digital environment; that flash of memory and history, of awakening consciousness in the moment of danger that Walter Benjamin described (1992, p. 247). The material understanding of photographs themselves, and the material practices that embed them, are fundamental to any consideration of what photographs do. These material forms inevitably overlap with the social desires that embed them, and are the result of intentional choices about how photographs should be. 
From its earliest and emergent days, photography and the science of photography has been imbricated with the material. Louis Daguerre produced an image comprised of light‐sensitive image‐bearing chemicals on a shiny copper plate that could only be seen if held in the hand and manipulated. W. Henry Fox Talbot in his development of the negative/positive process saw his experiments in chemical reaction on paper as specimens, things (Wilder 2009). Ever since, debates about photographs and their values have been debates about things and about material practices—of negatives, print types, of chemistry and optics, about material interventions of the production of the photographic image which mark it as a certain kind of thing: toning, cropping, enlarging, combination printing, retouching. Then there are the material practices which extend the trace of the image to enhance and direct its meaning through the photographic object: overpainting, remediation, juxtapositioning, such as collage and montage, and assemblages of other material things to frame the image both literally and metaphorical y (Batchen 2004). These qualities of photographic apprehension are fused inseparably together, in the way that Roland Barthes argued for the signifier and signified (Barthes 1984, p. 6); indeed materiality itself is part of this integrated signifying system. 
While there has been a “material” and then “sensory” turn in many disciplines such as history, art history or history of science over recent years, the influence of work undertaken within a broad anthropological remit in particular has had a major impact on thinking about the materiality of photographs. The resurgence of material culture studies in the 1990s demonstrated the social saliency of objects, which might entangle questions of esthetics, consumption, and circulation, but were not defined by them or reducible to them. Objects, including photographs, are not simply the projected representations of a society, not mere “epiphenomenons of the social” (Miller 2005, p. 12), but constitutive and productive of it. 
Of particular influence has been the work of Alfred Gell in his Art and Agency, a book he never completed before his death in 1997. As a theory, his thinking has been much refined and reformulated, and it is not without its critics, for instance, some see his stress on the immediate agency of objects as tantamount to a disturbing animism or anthropo-morphism. However, its basic tenets remain of central importance in thinking about photographs and their material forms. Gell’s model offers an analytical approach which 
“is pre‐occupied with the practical mediatory role of art objects in the social process rather than with the interpretation of objects ‘as if’ they were texts” (Gell 1998, p. 6). This is not, then, a directly causal position, but rather a “theory of inferred intentionality” 
in which affects emerge from social agency, as processes of desire or need (Gell 1998, pp. 14–16; Miller 2005, p. 13). 
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All this becomes patently clear when one considers the social practices around everyday photographs where the apprehension of the photographic inscription may start with the visual, but cannot be contained or explained by it. Gell drew analytical attention to the performative dimension of artifacts and it is precisely in this way that photographs might be said to have agency, in that their inscriptions elicit responses through the indexical power of the image engaged with affectively through the medium of the material. Photographs connect to life as experienced, to “images, feelings, sentiments, desires and meanings,” but they also have the potential for “a process of enactment and rhetorical assertion” and as “nodes where various discourses temporarily intersect in particular ways” (Hoskins 1998, p. 6). 
Of course, this is complicated in the case of photographs, where the trace of the photographic subject carries its own patterns of signification and its own affective demands, as people hold photographs in their hands, weeping, kissing, or singing to the photographic image as form and content merge in the social object (a point to which I shall return). Indeed, anthropologist Webb Keane has argued that the semiotic qualities of an object are part of the tangible and sensual aspect of an engagement with the world. 
Things are made up of co‐presence of qualities—including a significant resemblance between things (Keane 2005). Thus photographs are constituted through co‐presences of the visual image and its material and performative qualities that enable the image to function in specific ways. 
If the phenomenological concerns of anthropology are now refiguring approaches to the photographic image, similar concerns have also emerged in a broader cultural analysis. Notably, in refiguring a vitalist model, W.J.T. Mitchell has famously asked 
“what do pictures want?” as a means of accounting for “the agency, motivation, autonomy, aura, fecundity or other symptoms that make pictures into ‘vital signs’” (Mitchell 2005, p. 6). How do such characteristics shape our engagement? What do they desire of us? How do they imprint themselves on our disciplinary actions? This is not a collapse into crude animism, on one hand, or fetishism, on the other, a subjectivizing of the photograph. Rather, it recognizes the dynamic relations between persons and things and the social saliency of objects to, as Mitchell puts it: “refine and complicate our estimate of their power and the way it works” (Mitchell 2005, p. 33). Mieke Bal has called, in a similar way, for the reinvigoration of the object within cultural analysis. She argues that through this process “objects from the cultural world are opened up to close scrutiny,” an account in which “an important consequence of the empowerment of objects is that it pleads for a qualified return to the practice of ‘close reading’ that has gone out of style” (Bal 2002, pp. 8–10). Such a position enables the material saliency of an object, such as a photograph or collection of photographs, to be returned to analytical prominence. 
What a socio‐material study of photographs does therefore, is demonstrate how the material forms through which photographs circulate, as carriers of referents and representations, are placed in ways that they become both naturalized and fundamental to meaning. Indeed, 
The less we are aware of them, the more powerfully they can determine our expectations by setting the scene and ensuring normative behaviours, without being open to challenge. They determine what takes place to the extent that we are unconscious of their capacity to do so. (Miller 2005, p. 5)
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Thus, arguably, things are at their most powerful when they are not noticed. “Not noticing” 
is contingent on concepts of what Gillian Rose has characterized in relation to photographs as “affordance” and to Erving Goffman’s notion of “appropriateness.” That is, there is a culturally appropriate alignment of content, genre, and material performance that allows photographs to be treated in certain ways, in specific contexts (Goffman 1971; Rose 2010, pp. 17–18). As Adam Drazin and David Frohlich argue in their analysis of the practices of family photographs in British homes, photographs “demand of us that they be treated right,” that there is a sense of “morally correct” material practices around photographs (Drazin and Frohlich 2007, pp. 51, 54). Indeed, these qualities only become visible when there is a mismatch—an inappropriateness—between image content and material form: the war photograph aestheticized on the gallery wall, the wedding photograph casually stuck on with a fridge magnet, rather than being in a silver frame. 
There are sets of photographic actions that can only be understood in relation to objects. Recent work in anthropology has revealed the huge significance of the material performances of “rightness” as different cultures negotiate their relationship with photographs. Christopher Pinney has shown, for instance, the cultural imperatives of treating “photos of the gods” “right” in a middle‐sized industrial city in India (Pinney 2004) (see also Chapter 3 in this volume). Indeed, the material negotiations of the photographic image, and the “rightness” it demands have impacts. For instance Jennifer Deger has demonstrated how the well‐known avoidance of images of the dead among some Australian Aboriginal communities, which has become something of a stereotype, has actually been renegotiated to accommodate the demands of the ever‐present photograph within communities (Deger 2006). These culturally specific ways of engaging with photographs are equally culturally specific ways of materializing networks of social efficacy and agency. 
 Albums and the Material Performance of Narrative
The first area I am going to explore is the material dynamic of the photographic album. 
Many of the material concerns of analogue photography and its materiality are played out across the pages of the humble photographic album. Albums made for many different purposes—family albums, official presentation albums, and travel albums—are all performances of photographic desire treated through the material formulation of the object. As many commentators have noted, albums construct narratives, and confirm myths, ideologies, and hegemonies; they allow the re‐authoring of images, and the recoding of images (see Di Bello 2007; Hirsch 1997; Kuhn 2002; Langford 2001; Nordström 2004; Siegel et al. 2009). However within this analysis relatively little attention has been paid to the ways in which the material constructions and configurations of albums, their thingness, shape the specific and intentional ways in which photographs are put to work. In albums, photographs are “extended” beyond their frames through material forms, juxtapositions, captions, and the very materials of the album’s physical existence—card, leather, or velvet. Further, the concerns and values that shape the material qualities of albums are, as I shall suggest, carried over into new digital environments. 
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The material forms of albums enable these functions in a symbiotic relationship. As synthetic forms, they allow the accumulation, ordering, re‐authoring, and repurposing of images, they can both dissolve and create tensions of meaning as photographs move into different juxtapositions. Captions, or lack of them, allow narrative space to develop in different ways. Thus, albums constitute material assemblages of photographs, text, card, material accretions from watercolor, pen and ink, collage, and added objects such as pressed flowers or locks of hair (Batchen 2004; Siegel et al. 2009). 
Possession, visibility, exchange, and circulation become important constituents in the work of an album, for instance, in the charge of family history, or the reproduction and coherence of social values. For example, Richard Vokes has demonstrated the importance of the photographic album in the transfer of care and obligation within the social unit of those dying from AIDS in Uganda (Vokes 2008). Absences in albums are not only the images that were excluded (a process which tells its own story in the construction of narratives), but also, the scars of removed images mark the intervention of both intention and accident, of people and time, on the album. Whether a reshaping of the narrative, or merely the material deterioration of time, what is significant is the power of the material traces of absent images: dried glue, torn card and the ghosts of photographs that once cohered the album. 
The form of albums, their material, size, and decoration, frame the photographs contained within them, extending and shaping meaning through a material “appropriateness.” One is reminded here of the multitude of small Kodak albums from the 1930s carrying the words “Happy Memories,” or the elaborate white wedding albums of the 1960s, festooned with silver bells. The preferred reading and reception of the images are similarly framed in, for instance, the skeuomorphic qualities of nineteenth‐century carte‐de‐visite albums made in the form of medieval devotional books, with embossed covers in imitation of bindings and held with metal clasps. This latter, for example, linked the photographic objects and the presentation of family photographs both materially and haptically into sets of middle‐class values, as Anne McCauley has commented, 
“the carte album can be considered the new positivist Bible … in which all that was admired or held sacred by the family could be preserved and exhibited to friends and family” (1985, p. 48). Indeed, all these forms point to preciousness and different forms of specialness, creating, and reinforcing the social meaning and efficacy of the photographic‐object. It is worth noting that these values and processes are also evident in the way in which photographic products such as albums were advertised over time. They reveal the shifting social desires that photography’s material objects were intended to respond. They stressed the sharing, exchange, and relationships around which photographs, albums, and their narratives are wound, a pattern that still pertains today in the marketing of social media. 
Size and weight, as tactile and haptic qualities, are integral to the production of such meanings. The size of albums indicates the social and cultural work expected of them. 
Small albums demand, in a Gellian sense, that they are looked at by individuals holding the object in their hands, either alone or in close and intimate proximity with another person. Slightly larger albums, oblong in shape and light in weight, are designed specifically for sharing images, perhaps seated at a table, or spread comfortably across the knees. They demand less intimate physical engagements, yet at the same time prescribe the performance and reception of the images in specific ways. 
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An example of these processes and multiple characteristics at work is found in a substantial series of albums in the Tropenmuseum in Amsterdam. These photographic albums belonged to colonial officials, traders, and families in the Dutch Empire in Indonesia dating from about 1890 through to the 1930s. There is a generic quality to the narrative spread through of these albums. Both the content and juxtaposition of photographs are remarkably similar and interchangeable with colonial narratives from many parts of the world. They start with views of the colony and its infrastructure (hospital, government buildings, post office, club), then its economic base (plantations, factories) and then quasi‐ethnographic studies of indigenous people and their life. The final images are often departures from the port. Not only does the repeated material arrangement establish a narrative of colonial endeavor and colonial order, but the albums themselves literally set the scene for the photographs—they both extend the content of the photographs and affirm its exotic status. 
Many of the albums in the Tropenmuseum have elaborate covers of velvet and silver metalwork, drawing on the techniques of local ornament production in a merging of European and local aesthetics. The album decoration marks simultaneously both the sense of the exotic narrative and a sense of a specifically local experience. One distinctive album, for example, has a wooden cover and a half‐leather binding that is shaped and painted in imitation of a local rice barn structure and decoration. Many of these albums were presentation albums, gifts, and exchanges, their material form being appropriate to the formal function of the objects as public statements, but also framing and performing the content of the images they contain. Many are very large and bulky. Too heavy to hold, these albums are specifically designed to be laid out on a table for display and the pages turned, quite theatrically with expansive arm actions, in the performance of their content. 
There is also another group of albums in the Tropenmuseum collection. These are small, personal, family albums, often home‐made (as opposed to commercially produced) from cloth and paper. Not only did they demand very different relations of viewing, being small so as to be viewed held in the hand, but also they often reference their content and the experiences from which the album is a material deposit. Numerous examples of these small albums use local materials in their bindings—ikat textiles and reproductions of wayang kulit shadow puppets, for example. Again, the forms of these albums perform the content of photographs materially through ideas of the local, the different, and the exotic. These material forms contain the semiotic energy of the photographs, guiding the viewer toward a preferred reading of the photographs as an essential South‐East Asia. In effect, the material form of the album is marking the photographs as a certain kind of thing, engaged in specific forms of cultural work, as the narratives are framed by a material “appropriatenesses.” 
In many ways the family album would appear to be fast becoming a historical form in the face of digital imaging practices and new media (see Chapters 8 and 18 in this volume). But it is worth briefly considering the persistent legacy of the material forms of albums. Because, while new technologies “elicit new presentational habits” (Van Dijck 2007, p. 99), their very structuring reaches back to, and evolves from, the material desires that entangle photographs. This is especially so around the digital presentation of family history and memory pieces where a sense of “the old” becomes an important part of the discursive frames of the images. In many cases the affective choices made around the material performance of the photograph would appear to remain, regardless 
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of whether the technology that produced that image was analogue or digital. This is manifest not only in what people do with photographs, but through the way in which software is specifically designed to address the socio‐material desires that cluster around the photographic image. For “software in many respects merely makes explicit a common property of artifacts as forming our anticipatory infrastructure” (Miller 2005, p. 38). In order for software “to work properly [it] has, in effect, to become the material anticipation of its users,” consequently, software mediates lives “becoming a kind of personal infrastructure” using material analogies and metaphors (Miller 2005, p. 34; Thrift 2005). 
This is demonstrated in the ways in which the material forms of the “historical” or 
“the past” are recreated in digital environments. The signifying properties of material forms are used extensively in digital environments, but through, again, the skeuomorphic digital reproduction or simulation the material practices of placing in albums, vignetting, and toning to restore the affective tones of the historical object. 
Material qualities, such as sepia toning, carte‐de‐visite cards, the surface effects of the daguerreotype, or the jagged deckle edges of a 1930s Velox print not only become irreducible markers of the past, but are intended to produce affect as photographs are made to work in specific emotional environments. Practices such as “Victorian” 
frames and album forms, which are reproduced and simulated on family history and “scrapbooking” softwares, merge forensic and affective desires around photographs. They close the perceived gap between the “real” and the “virtual” in an act of fused remediation and rematerialization. Such material reference attempts to recuperate the historical power of the analogue photograph, and is fundamental to the quest for a more direct or authentic form of representing a sense of past, while at the same time potentially expanding interactions and presentational habits (Van Dijck 2007, p. 99). 
 Photographs and Their Sensory Entanglements
My account of the material performance of albums has implied throughout an affective resonance of the multisensory—from the touch of turning the pages, the weight of the object on the knees and the voice of narrative, as viewers look through the albums’ 
narratives, telling and retelling histories, winding stories around photographs, making their meanings in shifting ways. As Joshua Bell has put it, “Whom and what do we touch, hear and see when we hold, listen and look at photographs?” (2010, p. 351). 
Consequently, the embodied, multisensory apprehension of photographs is another fitting prism through which to consider the material import of photographs and their entangled material forms, because of the “phenomenological concern with the sensuous nature of these material mediations, their visceral character as becoming ingrained into our feel of the world” (Miller 2005, p. 35). It is the sensory and haptic integration of photographs into that world that produces photographs as objects in social networks. 
If the image content initiates those actions—it is touch, voice, gesture, sound, and even smell, which activate the networks between people and the photographic thing. 
Consequently, a photograph can be “of something”—its referent carrying signifying representations—but be “bundled” with other qualities, which both extend and frame its apprehension. 
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Recent work in anthropology and visual culture has pointed to the problems with thinking merely in terms of “the visual.” Mieke Bal has pointed out the absurdity of an essentialized or pure form of “the visual”:
The act of looking is profoundly “impure” … this impure quality is also … applicable to other sense‐based activities: listening, reading, tasting, smelling. This impurity makes such activities mutually permeable, so that listening and reading can also have visuality to them. (Bal 2003, p. 9)
A similar position has been argued in relation to material culture by anthropologist Webb Keane, who describes the “bundling” of sensory and material affects in which an object is defined through the co‐presence of the visual with other qualities—such as texture, weight, or size (2005, p. 188). In these models, one sensation is often integrally related to, and followed by, another to form continuous patterns of experience, representing a dense social embedding of an object. 
The multisensory thus expands the meaning of the photograph beyond the visual, but the visual remains the defining quality of the apprehension. The analytical question must be, how does that visual quality become understood through modes that are not visual, yet which define its meaning? Photographs are talked about, talked to, they are enmeshed in forms of telling and description—narrating stories, describing readings, singing songs, accompanied by other sensory and gestural acts, such as pointing, touching, and stroking—in ways that conflate image and referent to the extent that visual, oral, tactile, and aural cease to be separate modalities. 
What is important in the contexts of my argument here is the way in which materiality becomes a crucial and formative element in the nexus of the visual and the oral, expanding and extending the haptic entanglements of photographs. The shift toward a more embodied and affective way of thinking about photographs is part of a broader response to the concern about dominant analytical strategies, which translate images into linguistic or semiotic modes. This has rendered photographs as discursive tropes, for instance, the patriarchal structure of the family album or the colonial gaze of the imperial album, rather than thinking about what photographs actually do at the intersection of the social, the material, and the iconographic. In this, postmodern approaches to the social construction of the photograph and its instrumentality seem inadequate to cope with the personal and deeply felt meanings—resulting in a tendency to collapse into microscopic forensic analysis (clothes worn, street furniture, etc.) on one hand, and an abstract metaphorical and ideological reading, on the other. This is not to say that such approaches are invalid, but they cannot claim to offer a penetrating understanding of photographs as social objects: “we may often be on the wrong track trying to decide what [objects] signify, since that question does not necessarily lead directly to the part the objects play in human transactions” (Mary Douglas, quoted in Rose 2003, p. 7). 
In order to conceptualize this analytical need that has clustered around images, and from a desire to reinstitute the analytical significance and weight of performative embodiment within the everyday usage of images, in understanding photographs Pinney has developed the term “corpothetics” to describe “the sensory embrace of images, the bodily engagement that most people … have with artworks” (2001, p. 158). It indicates not a lack in images but a rich and complex praxis through (2001, pp. 1, 61–62) which people articulate their eyes and their bodies in relation to pictures. 
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As I have suggested already, one of the most powerful sensory entanglements is with sound—the human voice. Essentially, photographs are spoken about and spoken to—the affective impact articulated through forms of vocalization that constitute the sociability of photographs. It can be argued that the “scent of orality” (Langford 2001, p. 124) penetrates all levels of historical relations. Martha Langford has famously described the life of albums as “suspended conversations” marking the oral practices which envelope them (Langford 2001). In this, she draws parallels between the act of looking at photographs in an album and the act of verbalizing narratives—a narrative that is a triangulated relation between the viewing speaker, the viewing‐listening audience, and the photographic object. It is this process that is disrupted by the shift in “biographical” status of an object, as they move perhaps from the private and oral realm of the family or community history, to the visual realm of the public archive and institution (Edwards 2010). 
While “the roots of orality run deep, and intertwining with photography’s” (Langford 2001, p. 122), the oral is not simply, however, the verbalizing of content—“this is my father,” “I remember wearing my hair in plaits.” The affective material qualities of photographs “treated right” through sets of affordances, connect people to people, as they cluster around albums, hands, and bodies touching over small albums perhaps, or handing prints gently from person to person, or enunciating family genealogies and achievements while gesturing at framed images on display. Photographs both focus and extend verbalization, as they have dynamic and shifting stories woven around and through them, imprinting themselves and being played back repeatedly through different tellings. Nor should the oral be understood only in terms of the spoken word. The excavation of “affect” demands attention to the paralinguistic sound, such as sighing, weeping, and laughing, and of tone of voice in shaping narratives with and around photographs. Photographs, sound, and voice are thus integral to the performance of one another, connecting, extending, and integrating the social function of images. 
In these material and haptic conditions, both photographs and narratives become polyphonic, dialogic narrations in which the narrator shifts from point to point, adopting appropriate modes, effecting responses from his/her audience. In this, sound, or acoustic patterns, are socially organized and follow a recognized cultural logic to modulate 
“special categories of sentiment and action” (Feld 1990, pp. 79, 99)—that is, there is an 
“appropriate” way in which to talk about photographs in specific places and at specific times. The rhythms of telling shift from straight narration, song, lamentation, and laughter: all placing the photograph in a different dynamic and all demanding different sets of responses from listeners. 
However, responses are not necessarily ordered, but multi‐layered and dynamic, mirroring the disorder of photographs themselves. Importantly, under these conditions, photographs mitigate against linear narratives, existing and constituting a world of fragments and discontinuities, thus allowing fluid narratives of the past to unfold. 
Photographs unlock memories and emerge in multiple soundscapes, allowing the sounds to be heard and thus enabling knowledge to be passed down, validated, absorbed, and refigured in the present. Thus, the oral entanglements of photographs render them truly multi‐vocal. As such, photographs can be seen as emotional, interactive, and relational; giving the chance to “open horizons beyond the micro‐analytical to a way in which wider social organisation [such as telling history] might be understood” 
(Csordas 1994, p. 15). In this, the sensory order around photographs is refigured toward a less focused but more immediate mode of apprehension. 
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Feeling or affect, experienced as the sound, touch, and gesture around photographs, also carries an intentional quality expressed through the act of making and, indeed, looking at photographs in a way that expands experience:
… It is a feeling of “something” the lovable, the hateful [for instance]. But it is a very strange intentionality which on the one hand designates qualities felt on things, on persons, on the world, and on the other hand manifests and reveals the way in which the self is inwardly affected. (Tuan, quoting Paul Ricouer 1977, p. 9) I would argue that photographs are the result of such an intention toward the world: of feeling, love, the desire for future remembrance, the desire to be something (perhaps something one is not). Thus, the material forms of photographs, and their concomitant uses, are productive of those values. 
However, silence is equally significant and does not suggest an absence of the engagements I have described. Silence around photographs is often the space of gesture, of haptic communication, and tactile engagement, a space where language can become either inadequate or appear banal. Using Barthes’ notion of punctum, Gillian Rose has explored the apprehension of family photographs in digital environments and the way in which emotion places them beyond words in terms of a visceral and highly subjective response. In this, the apparently mundane quality of the photograph—the elderly woman sitting in a chair, the baby having a bath, for instance, is, as Gillian Rose found in her fieldwork, interrupted by a visceral response to the affective weight of the photograph: “the thinness of these explanations is not an indication of these women’s banality, but the difficulty of articulating the pull of something excessive to codes of culture.” 
Meaning instead was in the tone of voice, the weight of the word “so” in “he was just so beautiful,” “she was so tiny.” Here photographs are understood through feeling—to quote Rose, “a punctual spectating at the limits of meaning” (Rose 2004, p. 560)—feelings which dictate the re‐materialization of photographs which are printed and framed to fulfill the conventional social functions of photographs. 
I have already pointed to the patterns of continuity between analogue and digital image making. Importantly, while new technologies may bring about changes in the immediate material reality through which photographs are experienced and determine forms of attention and precise modes of perception (Henning 1995, p. 229), using such facilities involves their own material qualities’ sensory and embodied practices. The proxemics of viewing in groups around a screen, the finger on the keyboard, the sweeping movement and click of the mouse, the flicker of the screen or the stroking movements of the touch screen—almost stroking the photograph into 
“life” (see Cubitt 1998)—all demand an embodied, material engagement. This might even include touching or kissing the screen itself: for instance, a mother in her late thirties told me how she had a photograph of her young son as her computer desktop. 
She would touch it and kiss it goodnight, especially when away from home (personal communication, August 2007). 
While the intentions and social purpose of images have changed radically in the digital environment, these desires remain at core, even if their social import might be different. For instance, as van Dijck has argued, digital practices must be understood as formulated through an ongoing plasticity and modifiability. These ongoing forms elicit new presentational habits which are constituted in the social realm, and which 
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position photography as being not only about anticipated memory, but also about individualization and the intensification of contemporary experience (van Dijck 2007, p. 107, 2008, p. 63; see also Miller 2011). Regardless of the specifics of social realm, this meaning is made therefore in both the body and the mind, for neither thinking nor feeling “does not occur through disengaged looking but through mimetic play, embodied action and emotional experiences through which all actors are transformed” 
(Bell 2010, p. 366). 
Finally, it is worth noting in this context that the affective materiality and haptic demands of photographs that have attracted artists and practitioners in recent years, constituting what might be described as “the archival turn” in contemporary art, are perhaps a response to the material denial inherent in much conceptual art (see also Chapter 3 in this volume). The archival turn has largely been a “material turn.” While some of this work is facile and premised on naïve and reductionist concepts of “the archive” and indeed “vernacular” photography, there has been a range of strong and incisive work which has engaged the materiality of the archive (to which I shall return in the next section) and thingness of photographs. 
There are a multitude of instances here. Joachim Schmid’s material interventions in the family snapshot, for instance, his series Statics (1995–2003), in which Schmid produced a series of collages by assembling shredded photographs by themes such as 
“Mediterranean holidays”; Jorma Puranen’s Imaginary Homecoming (1991–1997), a material return of Sami images to the landscape of northern Scandinavia (Puranen 1999), Roma Tearne’s imagined archive of the colonial subject, Lorie Novak’s Collected
Visions project on family photographs, Alison Marchant’s address of the nineteenth-century photographic object, and Clare Strand’s exhibition Signs of a Struggle (2002), provide good examples. All are premised on a central engagement with the “thingness” 
of photographs and their affective registers. In Strand’s work, for instance, direct, uncanny photographs of an imagined crime scene, the objects within them marked with the possibility of crime and police response to it, simulate the “feel” of the police archive, with black‐and‐white gelatin prints mounted on yellowing cardboard, with the marks of adhesive and peeling Sellotape an integral part of the artwork. Even the now‐ubiquitous practice of printing to the edge of the negative object, which is now often digitally simulated, uses the material forms of photographs as integral to the discourse of the image, a material indication of the integrity of photographic inscription. 
The material turn has not only had an impact on contemporary arts practice, but in the way documentary is understood too. Perhaps the leading proponent of this approach is the distinguished photographer Susan Meiselas, whose work with Human Rights Watch in Kurdistan has initiated almost three decades of research in which the material qualities of the visual archive have become a way through which to understand the intersecting and contested histories of the region. This work presents the materiality of photographs as inseparable from the making of historical meaning. In the work, photographs are not merely images or documents merely texts, but are material objects that circulate; they literally “perform” history, in that complex and shifting sets of historical relations are cohered and materialized through photographs and other forms of document (Edwards 2006; Meiselas 2008; see also Chapter 21 in this volume). This approach enriches the meaning of the photographs because it addresses the lived experience of the past and the way in which material forms contribute to the patterning and thus understanding of that past. 
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 The Material Archive and Photographic Meaning
Meiselas’ work raises the question of the materiality of the archive and the ways in which material practices of photographic and archival production are formative. In this final section, I shall consider a dispersed archival project in which debates about the material practices of both photographic production and the archive were central to articulating the values of the project itself. This archive is that of the photographic survey movement in England. The project gathered together photographs from a loosely cohered group of amateur photographers who photographed objects of historical interest (parish church architecture, old cottages, and customs) made in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (see Edwards 2012). The material qualities of the archive were central to the active performance of that discourse. In the collections of photographs gathered for these archives, enormous intellectual—and indeed physical—energy was expended by their makers over the precise material forms that the archive and the presentation of the photographs within it should take. In this, a dynamic and formative materiality was seen, from the inception of the archive, as central to the expectations, understanding, and archival performance through which these photographs could come to have meaning. 
Debates about the utility and purpose of the photographs revolved around key values of accuracy and longevity, which were materially expressed. What size of negative? 
Could it be retouched? Did enlargements obscure or illuminate? Should platinum, a very stable process, be the desired method of printing? Or should silver prints be allowed if this were the only way of preserving the desired historical object? What should be the relationship between photographs, mounts and labels? What kind of visibility should be afforded to the photograph? Should there be cut mounts, which protect the physical chemical deposits from abrasion and thus the disappearance of both the photograph and the referent for whose preservation the photograph stood? 
Should labels be placed on the back, or apprehended in one visual act? What did this mean for the viewer? 
These choices were, in effect, material performances of moral, scientific, and subjective desires, without which this archiving project cannot be understood. For instance, John Tagg, commenting on these archives and the way labels were deployed on mounts, has noted how there was an “extraordinary expenditure of commentary and moral fervour … [devolved] onto this little slip: how much it should say; to whom it should speak; to what code it should summon both object and viewer” (Tagg 1995, p. 293). Labels are thus not merely a descriptive or a discursive framing, rather their spatial relations with mounts marked out the contained space of useful disciplinary knowledge, aligning, and cohering disparate styles of both photography and description. The mounted print of the archive embodied the potential for an expanded or contested knowledge. This was expressed through layers of surface markings, from the laying down of photographic chemicals, to additions and crossings‐out in captions as users added comments, or reattributed images. These processes resulted in a material palimpsest of disciplinary knowledge held, literally, in the hands of the user, as he or she sat in the archive (Rose 2000). 
The mounted photographs themselves were materially contained in boxes, although significantly, in the early days of the survey movement, many of their photographs were arranged in albums, and subject to the kinds of considerations I discussed in the 
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previous section. Boxes are arguably invisible players in historiographical interpretation. Analytically they have been much less visible than albums. However, boxes are not neutral spaces. The form and character of boxes are part of the very nature of the institutional existence of the archive and part of its constitution and meaning. They are not merely pragmatic tools of taxonomic performances. They are entangled in shifting sets of values that encompass both institutional agendas and the affective engagements with users, as boxes place things in certain ways. As innumerable commentators in archival theory have noted, the archive has been mediated at every stage of its existence, constituting the process of archiving as a form of narrativizing in itself. Boxes become sites of successive, layered, and overlapping agencies in that process. 
But archival materiality is a materiality that is sedimented. The material forms of print, presented on mounts, contained by labels, ordered in boxes and in files, and engaged with in archival research spaces or print study rooms, rendered historical time not only an objective space, but an affective space in which objects play that practical and mediating role in social processes. What we see here is both subjective and objective registers of historical concern cohered at the surface of the mounted print in a box or file. Groupings of photographs and the marking of boxes, for instance, have been selected and made to perform images in certain ways and thus mediate in social relations. And nor are these static. Photographs often undergo serial re‐boxing in collections and archives, refiguring the patterns of containment and thus the narrative and haptics of photographs (see Edwards and Hart 2004). 
Boxes are integral to the embodied experience of the archive. They are often heavy, they carry a sense of excavation, hands become dry from the dust emitted from deteriorating wood pulp, leather, and buckram. Boxes even have their own smell. When the young French historian Jules Michelet first encountered the archive in 1833, he commented on the experience of breathing the dust of papers and parchments. As Carolyn Steedman has noted “this was not simply a figure of speech,” but, “a literal description of a physiological process” of engagement with the archive (2001, pp. 26–27). Here one can sense the potential of thinking about photographs in a Gellian sense, in that they elicit responses and stimulate affects which would not have occurred in that form had the photograph, its card, and its box not existed in that way. 
In this example of the archive, its material manifestation can be understood as a set of 
“affordances” and “appropriatenesses” that shape the meanings of photographs and their uses in social space. These are not merely abstract affordances of an ideological instrumentality of the image or of the archive. Rather they are a set of affective relations that make demands on users and are thus constitutive and productive of social relations. This is more than simply photographs meaning different things to different people at different places and times according to the knowledge brought to them, but an engagement with the spatial and material practices that make photographs and which are actants in human/
non‐human relations in the production of embodied cultural knowledge (Rose 2000). 
Conclusion
I have looked at three specific but very different instances of the material performances of images, in the photographic album, in the embodied and sensory responses to photographs, especially in relation to orality, and, finally, the photographic archive as a 
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material object. One could choose three others with equal effect. My aim has been to suggest what a material approach to photographs can do as a way of opening up the kinds of questions asked about the social meaning of photographs, and in which to draw analytical conclusions from the commonsense apprehensions of the photographic object and the expectations and notions of appropriateness that gather around it. 
As such, material approaches expand the socio‐cultural potential of the way in which photographs are thought about. 
The indications are good, as the increasing literature drawing on ideas of materiality, agency, performativity, and “corpothetics” suggests. My chapter here is grounded in that literature. As “a fusion of the intelligible and the sensible” (Stoller 1997, p. xv), the material force of photographs orchestrates their involvement in particular places they hold in the world. At the core of this is the way in which material objects, here photographs, establish a dialog with personhood and the social desires that cluster around them. The multitude of material forms, then, constitute the social and cultural intentions, the hopes and relevances of photographs (Drazin and Frohlich 2007, pp. 65, 72). 
This process vastly complicates how we understand photographs and the work expected of them. Material approaches to photographs, whether analogue or digital, the feel of paper and the weight of an album or the flicker of a computer screen, and the miniaturization of immediacy of the camera phone give us an insight into what photographs do and are expected to do in the world. As such, materiality, an examination of the 
“thingness” of photographs, has the potential to move photography and photographic thinking into the center of social and cultural analysis. 
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Beyond Representation? 
The Database‐driven Image and the Non‐human Spectator

Katrina Sluis
 Introduction
There is an emerging recognition in contemporary debate that photography is undergoing a further technical revolution, which will have significant impact upon the cultural contexts of photographic practice and how images are viewed and understood.1 This is of course not new, in the sense that the death of photography was widely reported from the 1990s, as digital imaging processes replaced those of the analogue and became the industry norm. In this sense, we have been in the “post‐photographic” moment for at least two decades, but what is giving renewed urgency to questions concerning the relationship between photographic practices, the photograph and the (visual) image has been the continued phenomenal global expansion of the Internet and the photograph’s place in the political economy of information. 
It is now abundantly clear that the crisis of representation invoked by digitization has not irrevocably ruptured the photograph’s privileged relationship to the real: from CCTV to medicine, from mobile snapshots to citizen journalism, the digital image still functions as a token of evidence (see Chapters 18 and 22 in this volume). Instead, in recent two decades, we have witnessed a shift from a print‐based to screen‐based popular photographic culture in which social media and the convergence of the camera with phone have allowed images to circulate at a scale which is historically unprecedented. 
Photographs have become embedded in software interfaces that disrupt the usual viewing practices and signal a shift in our relationship with the production and consumption of images. This has left scholars with an anxiety concerning the supposed “dematerialization” of the photograph, and what might now be understood as the “object” of photography and photographic theory (see Chapter 6 in this volume). 
While it is tempting to lament photography’s computerization and loss of tactility on‐screen, it ultimately diverts attention away from the material informational ecology that now informs global image exchange. The status of the image as a social and cultural document is now linked to the paradigms which inform the Internet: the rhetoric of venture capitalists, the techno‐futurism of Silicon Valley, the standards developed by A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
114 
Themes
the World Wide Web (W3C) consortium, and the monetization of the web by digital marketers. Since 2004, we have witnessed the rebranding of the web as “social” and 
“participatory” under the rubric of “Web 2.0,” leading others to herald a new democracy of the image under “Photography 2.0” (Ritchin 2009, p. 12). But while social media have offered new tools to make online publishing more casual and accessible, there has also been a paradoxical tendency toward the centralization of media into vast commercially controlled databases. Collections of images are now data mined, categorized, and evaluated by computer algorithms; they are increasingly subject to the discourse of knowledge management as more scalable and industrial solutions are required to manage image data. With the arrival of the database‐driven web, the utopian image of the empowered 1990s web surfer, following unexpected trails of hyperlinks has largely been replaced by the dependent “searcher” or, more recently the “serfer” laboring within the walled gardens of commercial platforms such as Facebook. 
As the Internet becomes the central platform through which contemporary discourse is channeled, mined, and measured, the computer is an increasingly important spectator of photography and a mediator of global visual culture. The meaning and visibility of images over networks have therefore become linked to the performance of software and other algorithmic technologies. There is then an urgent need to understand and investigate the relationship between the cultural languages of the photographic image and the language of computer programming and code in order to understand how the cultural meanings of images in circulation—their flows, ecologies, and temporalities—
shape the modes of navigation and hence utility of images in temporal spaces. At present the cultural layer and the technological layer “speak” to each other implicitly and hence it is rarely possible to see how value and utility come about. 
 Photography and the “Algorithmic Turn” 
Acknowledging that a photograph is a computed object—a product of algorithms—
is certainly not new. Ontological questions were raised under the rubric of post-photography, when photographic criticism from the 1990s focused on the implications of the photograph’s transformation into binary information. The malleability and plasticity of the computational image “put into question the nature and function of the photograph/image as representation” (Robins 1996, p. 41). Significantly, such debates were limited to the representational content of the image, and the resulting threat to photograph’s privileged relationship to the “real” (Ritchin 1990). 
In Martin Lister’s (2009) account of this period, he notes that this crisis of representation was largely put to rest by Bolter and Grusin (1999) who argued that in spite of their ontological differences, digital images are nevertheless phenomenologically understood by a human audience as photographs. Bolter and Grusin observed that, while software such as Photoshop relies on the accuracy of algorithms to simulate darkroom processes such as dodging, burning, blurring, and exposure, the outcome is not dissimilar to chemical interventions in the darkroom (Lister 2009, p. 329). So, whether an image is manipulated and presented in a gallery space or encountered through the web interface, the image is nevertheless understood within the tradition of 
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photography and therefore does not present a dramatic threat to photographic meaning. Or, as Lev Manovich (2008, pp. 168–169) states, the “computerization of photography … completely changed the internal structure of a photographic image. Yet its 
‘skin,’ i.e. the way a typical photograph looks, still largely remains the same.” 
This concern with the appearance of the image and its representational content has been further emphasized by the practice of viewing images through the universalizing medium of the computer. In her analysis of digitization projects in institutional contexts, Johanna Sassoon (2004, p. 200) states that digitization, while appearing to respond to a democratic call for increased access to images, results in the loss of the “aura of alchemy of the original photographic object” which inscribes the image with semantic clues. Through this standardizing process, the image becomes a one‐dimensional surface, which disrupts the way in which (for analogue images) “materiality and meaning were bound up in a complex, synergistic and symbiotic relationship” (Sassoon 2004, p. 199). While Sassoon is correct in identifying the way in which representational content appears to triumph over the object in digital viewing practices, she fails to extend photographic materiality to the software through which the image is consumed, because she concludes that digitization results in photographs which are “ephemeral ghost[s] whose materiality is at best intangible” (2004, p. 199). 
But by denying the digital image materiality, one stays at the surface of the image, thereby privileging the representational qualities of the image over its production. 
Software has a material significance that controls the possible interactions within image‐sharing systems, by determining new modes of display and patterns of viewing. 
Manovich (2008, p. 55) argues that:
Rather than only looking at the “output” of software‐based cultural practices, we need to consider software itself – since it allows people to work with media in a number of historically unprecedented ways. So while on the level of appearance computational media indeed often remediate previous media, the software environment in which media “lives” is very different. 
There is then a need to take account of the new informational environment of photography that, through the black boxing of technology, aims to appear frictionless and invisible to the viewer. 
The tendency to equate digital media with the immaterial has also occupied strands of media and cultural studies since the 1990s.2 But in the last two decades there has been a shift away from the articulation of digital culture as disembodied, simulated, virtual, and toward alternative materialist accounts in which media is embedded in a physical assemblage of bodies and machines (Kittler 1999; Mackenzie 2002; Fuller 2005). These approaches address the ways in which software and hardware are cultural products in themselves as well as being constitutive of culture, avoiding the reduction-ism of earlier technologically determinist narratives. The fields of software studies, search engine studies, and critical Internet studies have emerged to address the ways in which search engines (Becker and Stalder 2009; Halavais 2009), protocols and networks (Galloway 2004) not only actively mediate, construct, and constitute the visual environment but are themselves shaped by social, economic, and cultural forces. 
These accounts reflect a growing sense that older models concerning the reception and dissemination of media and cultural artifacts are being called into question by “new 
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ways of calculating, representing and seeing the world” (Uricchio 2011, p. 25), in which the computerization of media signals a shift away from the visual toward the mathematical and algorithmic. Concentrated in databases, or connected together by tagging, the digital photograph is a calculable surface, a data structure subject to Boolean algebra and non‐visual modes of ordering. In today’s computational imaging systems, algorithms are deployed to augment human vision, and function as rules which sort, tag, and evaluate photographs and the websites which host them. The sophistication of such algorithms has become integral to the function of a variety of applications, from automated photo‐surveillance systems (such as the London Traffic Congestion Scheme), smile detection in cameras, and interactive photo‐assemblages such as Google Street View. From this perspective, the significance of digitization is less to do with the alleged death of photographic indexicality (see Chapter 6 in this volume) than with the production of visual information which is “conceived to be quantifiable, separable from any particular medium, a commodity to be traded and moved around the world at high speed via electronic media and telecommunication technologies” (Lister 2007, p. 263). 
 “Seeing” the Photograph? 
But for scholars of photography, the ability to go beyond the output of digital image systems is made difficult due to the opacity of the technologies involved. Adrian MacKenzie (2006, p. 25), drawing on the work of Nigel Thrift (2004, p. 17), has described this problem in the following way:
Code is so ubiquitous that it should be an important material for cultural practices and representation, but it is relatively invisible, backgrounded and forming part of what Thrift terms a “technological unconscious,” an “atomic structure” 
that produces forms of positionings and juxtapositions. 
This invisibility of code is paralleled by the invisibility of the complex technical apparatus that powers contemporary networked media. The ugly postindustrial enterprise data center or “server farm” has been rebranded as an amorphous immaterial “cloud” of data: a simpler, less troubling image of contemporary information production. The accompanying rhetoric proposes a more “collaborative” and “creative” future in which consumers and businesses relocate their computer processing power and data to the computing platforms of Google, Amazon, Microsoft, HP, and Apple. The vast air‐conditioned data warehouses that power The Cloud are strategically located near cheap, abundant electricity; their locations are typically cloaked in secrecy and access is highly restricted. In 2011 Facebook engineers revealed that the platform relies on over 30,000 
machines to service the 300 million active users who have uploaded over 80 billion photos. As the largest platform for image sharing online, Facebook serves over 600,000 
photos a second and over 250 million photos are uploaded per day (Facebook 2011). 
The scale at which images are consumed has challenged even the paradigms of computing: as hard drives fail to keep up with the speed at which they must respond to requests, databases are stored in random access memory which is more volatile but able to serve up images at greater speed (Lyons 2005). Such statistics are suggestive of a 
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photography that is beyond representation: transformed into a liquid body of data, more readily imagined or accounted for in terms of the digital sublime. 
The computer’s graphical user interface further obscures the technical infrastructure of digital photography by presenting the user with an array of icons and familiar metaphors (windows, desktop) for a seamless digital experience. However, as Alexander Galloway (2010, p. 168) asserts, the what‐you‐see‐is‐what‐you‐get logic of the interface is a falsehood, because “[t]he interface lies about what it is doing in order to deliver a more perfect experiential truth.” The design of the graphical user interface is the result of “socially and historically specific processes” (2010, p. 168) that influence our relationship with information. Google, whose minimalist webpage increasingly operates as the default map of the web, is one company who works tirelessly to maintain a feeling of simplicity and effortlessness through its interface while simultaneously increasing the complexity of the algorithms used to deliver and present the right information. 
It has therefore become increasingly difficult to determine the relationship between the structure of image “content” and the structure of the media that carries it. While websites present photographs in image “galleries,” “collections,” “carousels,” or “lightboxes” which appear to be culturally continuous with earlier analogue practices, such interfaces are far from transparent. Alan Liu (2004) notes that the page‐oriented web design of the 1990s has given way to a Web 2.0 paradigm which has dramatically altered the underlying structure of information. Instead, today’s interfaces “are ever more transparently just what are termed skins or, put technically, templates, schema, stylesheets and so on designed to be executable” which pull together information feeds from various databases and assembled on the fly (Liu 2004, p. 62). And in spite of ongoing celebration of “open content” platforms such as blogs and wikis, the technical complexity of building a standalone website has increased. While social media have democratized online publishing, it has paradoxically resulted in the obfuscation of web technologies, placing web development back in the hands of serious professionals and away from the “hobbyists” who gave shape to the early web. 
Photography as “Content” 
With the arrival of the database‐driven web, the cultural problem of decoding and making sense of a singular photograph is being usurped by the industrial challenge of making sense of millions of images. From webmasters to web marketers, the photograph is increasingly described as “visual information” or, more commonly “content”: a nebulous term that marries together all distinct forms of media under the same discursive paradigm. Such “content” drives the market‐driven ideology of Web 2.0, in which “data is the new oil” (World Economic Forum 2011) and, as Tim O’Reilly (2005, p. 3) asserts, “control over the database has led to market control and outsized financial returns.” 
Paul Frosh (2003) has written about similar discursive transformations in the stock photography business as it redefines itself as the “visual content industry.” He argues that the discourse of “content” converts the “complex material and symbolic specificity of images into an abstract, universal, ‘ content,’ severing each image from the context of its initial production, circulation and consumption” (2003, p. 197). Frosh aligns this 
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tendency toward abstraction and equivalence to the universalizing technology of digitization. For Frosh, the political implications of photography’s conversion into “visual content” is clear:
… it makes it almost impossible for viewers to trace the relation of power back through to the initial context of production, to determine who is exercising the authority to represent the world in this particular way. (2003, p. 297) In this sense, the semantic condition of the analog found photograph (authorless, con-textless, mobile) now extends to all networked images which are only temporarily anchored in an interface, captioned, rated, viewed—and given context—before being forwarded, reblogged, retweeted, and appropriated into further contexts. 
The discourse of content changes the focus of web developers and designers who might once have been concerned with building a coherent and aesthetically reward-ing encounter with a contingent set of images. Under a Web 2.0 paradigm, the focus has shifted toward the parameterization of modular interfaces into which content will be dynamically inserted at a future date. The most pressing question facing many web designers today is not: How do we create a new language for enabling meaningful
new forms of interaction with images online?  Rather, it is: Will a 2‐column or 3‐column layout be a better use of the screen to display multiple content feeds?  The postindustrial drive to separate presentation from information therefore privileges the image’s mobility over its (re)presentation and tears apart the intrinsic relationship between form and content which underpins historical models of art and cultural production. 
 Extracting Meaning from “Content” 
The discursive shift from photographs to content is also indicative of the way in which the paradigm of information positions images within an alternative semantic framework. 
Kittler (1999, pp. 1–2) explains:
The general digitalization of information and channels erases the difference between individual media. Sound and image, voice and text have become mere effects on the surface, or, to put it better, the interface for the consumer … In computers everything becomes number: imageless, soundless, and wordless quantity. And if the optical fiber network reduces all formerly separate data flows to one standardized digital series of numbers, any medium can be translated into another. With numbers nothing is impossible. 
While critics of post‐photography have previously addressed the photograph’s disappearance into binary information, Kittler takes this a step further by suggesting that the photograph only persists as a visualization phenomenologically experienced by humans before the screen. With the management of images by machines, the photograph can now be said to have two audiences: human and computer, which sense and process the image in very different ways. To the computer, the photograph is indistinguishable from 
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other blobs of data that were once called songs, films, and books. While machines are very good at analyzing and recognizing patterns in textual (ASCII) information, they have historically been blind to the content of images. 
The problem of how to understand photographs has therefore become a problem to be addressed by the computer sciences, disciplines not typically concerned with the questions that have previously troubled photography theorists. The development of 
“machinic vision” is has been hampered by the “semantic gap”: a term used to describe the lack of similarity in the way in which humans and machines sense and interpret images (Smeulders et al. 2000). A Google Engineer describes the challenge in the following way:
… in many ways, getting visual information online is the easy part. What’s hard is understanding that information. Unlike text, we cannot simply read an image or video. We have to look inside them, dig out the pixels and translate them into
something meaningful. (Singhal 2011, p. 55) [emphasis added]
Metadata and pattern recognition algorithms have therefore become important methods through which meaning can be extracted from visual information. While metadata is continuous with older archival paradigms in which indexes and cataloging systems connect linguistic signs with images, the use of pattern recognition algorithms offers a model in which the image can be interrogated as a non‐verbal, rhythmic surface of pixels. Because this has implications for the social and political use of images and the way we establish meaning, the semantic clues which a non‐human spectator attends to are worth considering. 
Metadata and Tagging: Re‐writing the Image as Text
For the database-driven web, the analysis of metadata remains a key method through which selections of images are evaluated and gathered on-screen into meaningful visual assemblages. Whether discovered via a search engine, or through a social media platform, an images’s legibility and visibility online often depends on its accessibility to database queries and the quality of the text that enfolds it. By describing the image as a text, metadata makes binary files legible to machines, and contributes to an image’s semantic capital; without accompanying metadata the digital photograph is less accessible, intelligible and usable in the economies of the web. 
Today’s cameras help automate the production of metadata mechanically by inserting information concerning where, how, and when an image was authored at the point of capture. Embedded metadata provides an important anchor to an image’s origin and authorship as this context is lost the moment an image is downloaded from a webpage. 
While embedded metadata provides a method through which an image can be labeled and captioned, it is inherently unstable: it can be edited, stripped, or simply ignored in different software contexts, resulting in the obliteration of any trace of image authorship. The treatment of photographic metadata by web platforms is therefore inconsistent and highly political, and has led to the publication of a “Metadata Manifesto” by the 
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Stock Artists Alliance (2006) to promote the role and preservation of image metadata. 
This has been further complicated by the ambiguity with which Google treats embedded image metadata in its search rankings. 
For cultural institutions that aim to democratize access to their digital collections, the creation of a carefully crafted database with an immaculate metadata schema is pointless if, under the scopic regime of the search algorithm, its contents are not intelligible to search engine indexing spiders. To overcome this problem, Flickr extracts and publishes image metadata on its website, enhancing the availability of its images to search queries originating outside of the Flickr database. This relationship of metadata to visibility and semantic capital is significant: as a protocol which “governs the architecture of the architecture of objects,” metadata becomes a hegemony which dictates certain flows above other flows (Galloway 2004, p. 75). 
On social media platforms, a second kind of metadata is generated through tagging, image rating, commenting, and other digital gestures collected as a byproduct of user interaction. Tagging has become a central part of the collaborative aspects of image sharing systems, promoted as a benevolent social activity that improves the functionality of the platform for the user community. The more tags an image attracts, the more visible it is to search queries and the more it is able to enter into relationships with other similarly tagged images (Rubinstein and Sluis 2008). In this way, tags function as semantic clues as well as a kind of “navigation layer” (Kalbach 2008), which provide new paths and groupings between images on a network. Significantly, this form of metadata is not stored in the image file itself but is collected and stored by the company hosting the service. 
However in order to have the greatest utility, tagging encourages users to evade the inherent slipperiness of the image, and reduce the image to a series of keywords which relate to the content of the image. In his analysis of social tagging, Daniel Rubinstein (2010, p. 199) is critical of the assumptions which inform this activity, stating that 
“tagging is grounded in the false premise that an image can be grasped by the list of its properties.” This criticism parallels problems highlighted by Frosh (2003, p. 179) concerning the streamlining of content descriptions in the visual content industry where “[m]oving from the denoted ‘subject’ to the connoted ‘concept’ is a context-dependent labor of interpretation which is extremely difficult to systematize.” Because a tag does not address the inherent polysemy of the image, and because it denies the image its own “concrete and untranslatable language,” Rubinstein (2010, p. 199) argues that tagging “promotes unseeing rather than seeing.” 
But uniquely, while tagging appears to anchor an image to a static linguistic sign, it simultaneously propels the image into the search results of other unknown users. Any attempt to pin language to the image therefore results in the instrumentalization of meaning, because:
it is largely irrelevant whether an image is tagged with “chalk” or “cheese”; what matters is that through tagging the image is converted into a meaningful substance that enters an expressive relationship with other media objects such as the class of objects tagged with “cheese.” (Rubinstein 2010, p. 199) The networked image cannot be grasped solely through its visual surface, but rather the relations between images themselves: what they are connected to, how and when they 
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appear and in what context. This shifts the dynamics of representation away from the singular image toward topologies of temporarily interconnected images, in which there is a shift in focus away from “interpretation and toward composition” (Strickland 1997, cited in Jackson 2009, p. 180). 
 The Meaning Machine? 
By offering context to modular information, and by facilitating new connections between media, metadata is central to contemporary knowledge management. Metadata’s role in shaping social networks, search engines, record keeping, surveillance, marketing, maps, and image processing has had such an economic impact that it was recently characterized by The Economist as a very “industrial revolution of data” (Pasquinelli 2011, p. 22). 
The production of meticulous and semantically unambiguous metadata is also crucial to the development of the Semantic Web (“Web 3.0”), Berners‐Lee’s vision of “a web of data that can be processed directly and indirectly by machines” (Berners‐Lee et al. 2001). In this self‐sensing web, metadata provides the handles through which automated agents will be able to discover, share, and combine information from disparate sources online. 
This will be achieved through the widespread adoption of web standards (such as RDF/
XML) which will ensure the Web’s underlying code will be oriented toward improving the semantic needs of the non‐human spectator. We can already observe the way in which the discursive power of XML has been brought to bear on photography, where machines increasingly automate the circulation of images. With the separation of content from web interface, images are able to seamlessly pour from camera to screen to mobile device as “feeds” or “streams” before being syndicated to the sidebars of blogs or wireless digital photo frames in real time. 
The ability to read a photo, understand its significance and translate it into words resists being systematized and remains a uniquely human pursuit—for now. However, the logic of distributed computing has been brought to semantic labor through crowdsourcing platforms that are able to harness the cognitive abilities of a distributed network of human workers. Amazon’s Mechanical Turk makes it possible to employ a global, on‐demand, online workforce to complete Human Intelligence Tasks (HITs): short, repetitive tasks which machines are inefficient at completing. 
Workers (“Turkers”) are typically paid pennies to complete HITs which may range from describing the content of photographs, rating images, or evaluating if an image could be considered pornographic. Magnum Photos re‐keyworded almost all the 500 000 photos in its digital archive using a system incorporating Mechanical Turk; an image sent out through the system would return, having been keyworded by up to eight Turkers, in under one minute (Wolmuth 2011). In an article in the British
Journal of Photography, the Magnum managing director, celebrated the innovation explaining:
Our images are going to be more findable, they are going to be more linked, and there is going to be a greater engagement from the audience. And all this will result in increased sales – and it’s costing us a lot less to do. (Wolmuth 2011)
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In the attention economy of the contemporary web, those images which have been opti-mized to attract the attention of search engines are more visible, mobile, and hence valuable. Here then we can glimpse photography’s place in what might be called “image capitalism,” in which the distribution of images online becomes part of a larger market. 
There is also a growing awareness among photographers concerning the dynamics of metadata and visibility online. Search Engine Optimisation specialists now advise photographers how best to design their portfolios for the needs of their nonhuman audience, who are more attentive to the presence of certain hierarchies of text instead of the esthetic possibilities of graphic design. Flickr’s forums have been filled with photographers who discuss how best to game Flickr’s “interestingess” algorithm in order to ensure their images get drawn to the top of the virtual pile. Within this algorithmic orientation of digital experience, human spectatorship is increasingly accounted for as 
“clickthroughs,” “conversion rates,” and “traffic.” Through the apparatus of Google Analytics, it becomes possible to determine which the content has the highest “bounce” 
rate, how long visitors are lingering over each image and which keywords are referring visitors. Although text‐based search has been thoroughly monetized via advertising, digital marketers have yet to solve the trickier challenge of monetizing Image Search queries. 
By evaluating the comments, clickthroughs, tags, and other content in their databases, companies such as Yahoo, Facebook, and Google are able to develop the intelligence of their algorithms and generate wealth from highly targeted advertising. In this respect, the networked image database resembles a “self adjusting automaton” (Pasquinelli 2011, p. 23) in which traversing the database generates another kind of content, a “data shadow” which can then be analyzed to improve machinic intelligence. The practices of tagging, sharing, commenting, and rating can therefore be understood as a performative act by a human spectator which sets in motion “a causal chain of physical changes to binary data that exerts influence on the structure, processing and display of information” (Rubinstein 2010, p. 199). Because metadata is able to convert social values into something computers can understand and valorize, the “social” processing of information becomes an important paradigm that structures the online visual environment. To return to Bolter and Grusin’s (1999) argument, the digital image cannot be apprehended as a remediated image: it is a database‐ driven image, a networked image in which the computer interface is a site where a network of humans and non‐humans become linked, and is animated through interaction. 
A related set of questions begin to emerge concerning the control over the distributed image space of the web. As Paul Caplan (2010, p. 36) states: When Flickr, Google and Facebook provide the search, index, tagging and connecting protocols and services that make sense of images and image conversations, the issue is not just one of image ownership but the ownership of network relations. 
Although Google’s search engine operates as an exclusionary representational power, it nonetheless markets itself as a democratic, machinic assessor of web content whose objectivity is assured by avoiding historical classificatory systems (Rogers 2009). Instead of a human editor, Google’s PageRank algorithm does the ranking, and the value of web pages 
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are determined by taking into account various digital signals, the most prominent of which are the number of inbound links a website attracts. As Bernhard Reider (2009, p. 138) notes, Google’s search brand relies on democratic imagery that equates links with “votes.” 
But like the algorithms deployed by Facebook (EdgeRank), Flickr (Interestingness) and Quora (PeopleRank), the ontologies that inform PageRank are withdrawn from discursive access and under continual improvement. Attempts to develop a political economy of PageRank are made more difficult by the fact that “… at any given time there are 50–200 
different versions of our core algorithm out in the wild. Millions more when you realize your search results are personalized to you and you alone” (Google.com n.d.). 
Pattern Recognition and Non‐verbal Orderings
With the development of sophisticated pattern recognition algorithms, the field of CBIR (Content‐based image retrieval) opens up the possibility for the analysis and dynamic aggregation of images based on appearance. Metadata can be sidestepped in favor of non‐verbal methods for ordering and classifying images. Here, the photograph’s points of uniqueness are not those perceived by the human spectator or indicated by a linguistic sign, but those distinctive pixels which generate patterns that can be discerned by an algorithm. Wolfgang Ernst (2002, p. 463) describes this as a shift from an audiovisual regime to a model of representation formed by the “reconnaissance of data patterns” which can “only metaphorically be called ‘visual’ anymore.” Pattern recognition algorithms are central to an increasingly automated field of photography, and are behind systems for the esthetic evaluation of photographs (Li et al. 2010), the automatic cropping of snapshots (Luo 2007), “facial” search engines (Kumar et al. 2008), and automated photo‐annotation (Suh and Bederson 2007). Facial recognition algorithms (“built‐in smile detection”) are now a marketable feature of cameras, and scientists in the field of 
“computational photography” are focused on the deployment of new algorithms inside the camera itself, heralding a future in which “software is the next optics” (Levoy 2010, p. 82). 
Pattern recognition algorithms also inform novel interactive image systems such as Google Street View and Microsoft Photosynth. Like Google Street View, Photosynth is an interface through which multiple images are dynamically aggregated together from a database (or databases) in response to a user’s movement in the system. In Photosynth, this is achieved by transforming the image into a series of points that are matched, overlaid, and montaged with other similar images to produce a photographic vista one can zoom into and interact with. Photosynth attempts to represent a “collective photography” by providing a sensuous and unified interface through which one can algorith-mically assemble a selection of disparate tagged images by various unknown photographers. For William Ulricchio (2011, p. 25), it is in such assemblages that the 
“algorithmic turn” is most visible, because the usual static viewing position of the subject is supplanted by a model that relies on “different notions of algorithmic intermedia-tion and subject‐object relations and dynamics for the generation of meaning and value.” Such systems challenge dominant Western representational values through the collaborative and unstable authorship of the image, in which both the place of the photographer and human spectator are called into question. 
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In his essay, “Mindless Photography,” John Tagg (2009) also articulates his sense that a limit has been reached in which older ideas about photography might be useful. Using the example of the assemblage of cameras and databases which support the Central London Congestion Charging system, Tagg describes the emergence of a fully automated field of photography in which images are taken, read, and acted upon by machines without the need for a “visual presentation” of that record. Here the visual presentation of the image is, as Tagg (2009, p. 24) asserts, “simply dispensed with as irrelevant,” in which “whatever process of recognition occurs, it evidently does not involve anything that might be seen as entailing communication, psychic investment in a subject, or even a bodily organ.” For Tagg, this is indicative of the return of a tendency to “conflat[e] 
photography with the immediacy and self‐evidence of vision” (Tagg 2009, p. 18) which previous photography theory sought to dismantle. But perhaps, more radically, what these automated systems reveal to us is that there is no necessary connection between vision and photography. 
Tagg is similarly concerned for the human “subject.” Because photography has long been theorized as “a site of human meanings,” the London traffic photo‐surveillance system calls this into question: as there is no longer a stable subject or the formation of meaning as a “mental event” (2009, p. 24). Tagg ultimately sees this as the arrival of a photographic process that is “irreducibly external, uninhabitable and non‐human,” an 
“utterly dead thing” in which the human is evacuated in a drive toward “systematic disembodiment” (2009, p. 25). But it would be problematic to characterize algorithmic technologies as entirely “mindless” or disembodied. Such systems are highly socialized and connected with a long history; they depend on the writing of code and involve human judgments that define the parameters, tolerances, and margins of the system. 
With this in mind, Pasquinelli (2011, p. 21) has warned of the importance of remembering “[a]lgorithms are not autonomous objects, but they are shaped themselves by the pressure of external social forces.” 
It would also be misleading to conclude that the computer is disinterested in human subjectivity. On the contrary, the social processing of information has become the key to turning “data” into “knowledge.” The semantic framework of Web 2.0, in which the database feeds on and becomes informed by metadata to create new topologies and orderings, resembles Tagg’s (2009, p. 25) description of a photography which is “intent not on expanding human functionality and cognitive capacity, but on absorbing, decoding and recoding them.” Interactive image systems render the image as a calculable surface, or, to invoke Heidegger (1977, p. 298), “a standing reserve” in which the photograph is valued not as a singular object but as a resource to be deployed in endless and varied successive contexts: “Everywhere everything is ordered to stand by, to be immediately on hand, indeed to stand there just so that it may be on call for further ordering.” 
The networked database‐driven image therefore problematizes how we might imagine what an image, spectator, or data is—and what “photography” is. 
Conclusion
What has just been described is continuous with the history of the photograph as a 
“technical image” (Flusser 2000), a valuable industrial object that offers a means to visualize information. With the post‐industrialization of information, metadata promises a 
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method in which every digital image can be labeled and classified for future retrieval, and the algorithm ensures only the most interesting, most relevant, most esthetically pleasing images to the screen. In this respect, software presents us with a technological politics in which protocols, statistics, metadata, and Boolean search queries increasingly determine the legibility and flow of images over networks. 
With the arrival of new image‐sharing systems, and the development of dynamic photo‐assemblages, the visual display of images has become processual (Jackson 2009). The presentation of images from the underlying database is dependent on metadata, the sensitivity of the image to the search query, and the parameterization of the software interface that “skins” the content management system. Within such systems, there is no static viewpoint, no authorship which pre‐determines meaning, but an array of temporary constellations of images which are activated by user interaction. The act of tagging not only modifies the significance of the image, but also alters the significance of the words used in the tag through a network effect. The algorithmic orientation of interactive image systems therefore challenges semiotic codes, accepted patterns of viewing and the meaning and reception of images in contemporary visual culture. 
The question arises then, how useful are traditional models of photographic representation in taking account of the “performative infrastructures” (Thrift 2005, p. 224) in which this participation is taking place? By denying software systems material status, one treats the computer interface as a transparent and static membrane, a tex-tureless surface for representation that is denied any cultural or historic continuity. In this way, previous methodologies fall short when applied to theorizing digital images because: “… the very idea of meaning, as a representation of something in the real world, is itself problematic and questionable within a culture of images transmitted by mobile multimedia which change, morph and re‐assemble continuously” (Rubinstein 2009, p. 139). There is then a need to address the topologies that represent relations among data, and the way in which the movement of images, their clusterings and aggregations reorganize themselves around the movement of the user as they traverse the interface. 
Observing the way in which photography operates within an altered technological environment, Martin Lister (drawing on Hayles 1999) suggests that, as information becomes more important, the dialectic of “pattern/randomness” tends toward ascendancy over the dialectic of “presence/absence.” He contends that while presence/absence are concepts which have historically underpinned Western theories of representation and signification, “pattern” and “randomness” emerge from the discourse of cybernetics and information engineering (Lister 2007, pp. 264–266). The present re‐conception of photography therefore shifts the parameters of the crisis of representation away from the visual, away from questions concerning the inherent malleability of the pixel, and toward an encounter with a photography that has been assimilated into an entirely different semantic regime in which systems theory and the non‐human spectator have become important paradigms. This is further underlined by Scott Lash (2007, p. 70), who notes that, “computer scientists understand algorithms in terms of ‘rules.’ But these rules are far different from the sorts of rules that human scientists have dealt with over the decades.” 
While the computerization of photography promises to finally deliver a machine-readable representation of the world, it paradoxically makes it unknown to us. In “The 
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Age of the World Picture,” Heidegger (1977, p. 135) talks about “the gigantic,” and suggests that when things become enormous and immeasurable, they also become non-representable and a change takes place that makes old cognitive categories redundant. 
As a consequence of its dramatic change in scale, photography has become something immense, even unimaginable that calls for a very different method of thinking about the image. By focusing solely on the output of interactive image systems, by remaining at the sensuous and frictionless surface of the software interface, there is a danger that photography will begin to resemble a “black box”: a term used by Bruno Latour (1987) to describe entities whose complexity has been closed off, whose contents are no longer in need of consideration and are therefore to be treated with indifference (Callon and Latour 1981, p. 285). Instead, by opening up and interrogating these black boxes, we not only restore their dynamism but we also “move away from the inertia of ‘the production of culture’ to an understanding of ‘culture as production’” (Frosh 2003, p. 14). 
Notes
1 Please note: there has been a seven-year gap between commissioning of the chapter in 2012 and the publication of the volume. The chapter describes a shift in which the non-visual, machinic interpretation of the image becomes increasingly significant to the agency and circulation of the photography. This has been underscored by subsequent advances in machine learning, aided by new datasets such as ImageNet, which have transformed machine vision and its application online. 
2 For a critique ofthis approach see Drucker (2001). 
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Semiotics

Paul Cobley and David Machin
What use is a semiotics of photography? The answer to this question is best captured by thinking about what a photograph is and what it is not. In the chapter by Ian Walker (see Chapter 21 in this volume), the idea of the photograph as evidence is considered. 
Photographs are popularly thought of as revealing the truth about a situation, that they document a moment in time. Evidence for this view is found in the history of documentary photography and in photojournalism; for example, the photograph by Hynh Cong Ut of the naked Vietnamese girl after the napalm attack by US forces. Domestically, too, we use photographs to document and record special moments such as weddings, our child’s first successful attempt at riding a bicycle and, with current hand‐held technology, amateur images have increasingly contributed to “news” (see Chapter 22 
in this volume). 
But this view of photography is problematic. Photographs have been shown to be selected moments in time and place which might encourage viewers to understand complex process in terms of single memorable moments. They exemplify what John Tagg (1988) has called the “burden of representation”: the naked Vietnamese girl becomes a symbol of the horror of that war, yet permits no understanding of the broader political context that brought about the horrifying events. A question remains regarding what is depicted and what is omitted by the photograph’s act of representation. 
As well as being selected moments in time and place, a photograph involves choice in the kinds of persons, objects, and features that are presented, how these are represented, the style of the photograph and the editing. All these decisions, whether made consciously or not by the photographer or by the technology of photography, or both, shape how viewers are encouraged to see those moments in time, how they come to view, and perhaps think about, the participants and processes that the photograph appears to document. Such is the compelling nature of photographs as documents that the act of selecting in representation is usually invisible to the viewer. Semiotics provides approaches to analyzing the styles entailed by selection and the meanings accruing to photographs (see Chapter 6 in this volume). As such, semiotics allows us to draw out the ideological and political consequences of such choices. 
Semiotics, then, effectively amounts to a practice of “close reading.” This, in itself, has value for the purposes of analysis and understanding society because most everyday reading is not particularly “close” but is rapid, attuned to the demands of consumption. 
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In the past 60 or so years in which semiotic analysis has come to the fore, its ability to reveal the seemingly occult principles of texts—and, indeed, its ability to generate such new concepts as “the text”—has seemed to be magic. However, when the machinery of magic is revealed, the magic act becomes accepted, mainstream, and part of common practice. Many of the principles of semiotic close reading have thus become familiar and relatively easy to expose: disguising what is cultural and conventional as somehow 
“natural,” presenting ideology as “common sense,” showing how denotation overwrites connotation, and generally revealing the “hidden agenda” of, potentially, any artifact whatsoever. Since the semiotic richness of artifacts has become so apparent amidst the diversity of global culture, and since this fact has been exploited by power‐brokers in the production of commodities and culture (a good example is discussed by Frank 1997), there has been a need to renew semiotic analysis, to move it away from the mainstream and established principles of close reading. 
In this chapter, we present different semiotic approaches to analyzing photographs, drawing attention to the choices made in the act of photographing, in terms of who and what are represented and how. We will present aspects of semiotic perspectives that are developing into commonplaces, but we will concentrate on indicating the ways in which these aspects contribute to emerging new knowledge. In our analysis, we will be concerned with how photographic images in general—the naked girl in the Vietnam War, a photograph of a modern soldier, a nurse helping a patient, or a drunken friend during a recent party—communicate not just about that particular moment in time but the broader kinds of ideas and values that are being disseminated about human behavior and society, about tragedy, generosity, or even what is considered to be fashionable clothing and the successful pursuit of leisure. All these things can appear natural and taken for granted, but all are fundamentally ideological. Throughout this chapter we show how even selection of colors, for example, can contribute to political effect. 
Of course, there are photographs that carry no claim to document real events, such as in advertising and marketing. But nevertheless, these images still communicate meanings to the viewer; they serve in “symbolizing” general kinds of persons, events, ideas, and attitudes as opposed to specific ones. These become part of the photographic texture of the worlds in which we live. 
In what follows, we analyze four photographs, selected from a commercial image archive, which represent “recycling.” These images are typical of those found in marketing, promotional, and lifestyle media. The analysis allows us to show what kinds of broader ideas, attitudes, and actions are communicated by these images. The semiotic analysis allows us to show that these images encourage us to understand the processes, actions, and meanings of recycling not in terms of complex actual concrete processes of recycling itself, nor the actual causes and consequences of the situation that has brought about the promotion of recycling. Rather, these images use a range of symbols, objects, and settings that suggest attitudes associated with the act, chief among which is the idea of recycling as a result or emblem of moral conversion. Visual communication has been shown to be central to perceptions of environmental issues (Williams 1973; Urry 1992) in those instances where, rather than showing actual instances of environmental problems or scenes that connect to actual concrete processes, such as the pollution wrought by unfettered global capitalism and consumerism, the news media tend to use a limited range of iconic images of idealized landscapes, globes, and rainforests (Cottle 2000). 
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So, too, we show in this chapter that the photographs we often see that depict recycling are equally as removed from quotidian realities. 
A number of different semiotic approaches can help us to understand the way that a photograph—such as those that represent recycling—communicates in ways that may not be so obvious on first viewing. We thus can witness the process by which recycling becomes recontextualized from an actual concrete process into a symbolic one of moral conversion. 
 Exposing the Construction of Photographs
An early approach to photographs proceeded from the idea, prevalent in early twentieth-century science and later to be promulgated in linguistics (especially Saussure 1983 
[1916]), that their construction of meaning could be understood if the process was broken down into component parts. In essays published in the 1960s, Roland Barthes (1977a) argued that our rapid consumption of photographs entailed that we, as spectators, instantly embraced the connotations of images, their ideological and socio-cultural messages, before grafting onto photographs their denotative function, their act of depicting something. To invert this priority and arrive at analysis, Barthes suggested that we should first identify processes of denotation independent of our interpretation of the photograph. After that, we could examine the ideas and values, how the people, the places, and objects in the photograph assumed their influential pole position. 
Barthes listed a number of key connotators, which we will consider shortly. First, let us explain denotation and connotation in the context of our recycling examples. 
Denotation
Denotation is very general. Photographs of a family member or of a house are taken to simply depict or denote these things. They represent a particular person and a particular place respectively. A news photograph might document or denote a group of people in a particular place. Thus, Figure 9.1 denotes a (female) child. It also denotes objects and a setting with particular colors, lighting, and different levels of focus. Of course, we never really see any image as simply depicting something in this innocent way. Yet it is important to consider denotation because a photograph can define a subject. Some close readings purporting to use Barthes’ two‐step model tend to focus on the next step, overlooking the important task of simply describing what is present, the qualities of what is depicted. 
Connotation
Connotation is concerned with which ideas and values are communicated through what is represented, and through the way in which it is represented. They involve the cultural associations of elements, features in, or qualities of, the image. Famously, Barthes (1973) called connotative meanings “myth”—the condensed associations of what is represented in an image or element or feature in an image. In Figure 9.1, therefore, our reception of myth arises from the kind of child we find, what she is seen doing, the objects in the image, and the colors we see. We explain this more fully in the following analyses. 
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Figure 9.1 Child recycling. 

Source: Fotolia.com. 
Some of the key photographic carriers of connotation, according to Barthes (1977b), are as follows: pose, objects, and settings (for purposes of space and appropriateness to our examples, we skip discussion of the connotative processes of “estheticism” and 
“photogenia”). These are useful, as we show, for drawing our attention to the specific contents of photographs. 
Pose
A soldier, at attention, stands straight, rigid, and tense. The pose is regular and precise. 
The rigidity and discipline over the body can have the association of discipline, subjection to the confines and restraint of authority. We might find a teenager in the street deliberately and consciously striking a sloppy and loose pose in order to connote the very opposite of this subjection to authority. This may be no less deliberate than the rigid pose but can connote the opposite of control and rigidity. There are, then, a range of metaphorical associations that can be found in poses. 
Figure 9.2 was taken from an image archive where it was classified under the search term “recycling.” What we find are not so much images of actual materials that are being recycled or the processes of transportation and processes through which this is accomplished, but lots of smiling people with clean and manageable items to recycle. Rather than the reality of the industrial labor that is needed to make individual domestic recycling viable, what is communicated here is that recycling is easy and fun, and even that, 
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Figure 9.2 Recycling at school. Source: Fotolia.com. 
since it is putatively healthy for the planet, it can be aligned with a feeling of sensuality and almost spiritual connection with nature. The poses play a crucial part in realizing this message. In Figure 9.2, we find the children in the classroom appear untroubled, relaxed, and pleased. They could have been depicted as bored, tense, or leaning forward and confrontational or leaning away and disengaged. In addition, the children could be shown being instructed on the importance of recycling by an authoritative teacher striking a rigid pose. 
In Figure 9.1, we likewise find the girl holding the globe not in a manner which suggests panic or anger about environmental destruction, but in a pose which reflects love and tenderness as she sits among the recycling boxes. All this communicates relaxation, ease, and comfort and an emotional bond with the environment. Pose in these images helps to connote both the ease and comfort of recycling and also, since you can sit among recyclable items, its cleanliness and homeliness. Arguably, we also see connoted through pose the idea of recycling as an act not of desperation, not of survival, but of union with the planet. Yet, in the experience of the authors, plastics, cans, and bottles for recycling gather to an almost unmanageable quantity in the home each week and, even though washed, tend to smell collectively of contents of tins of tuna, wine bottles, plastic fish packaging. On recycling day, any UK street is filled with recycle bags and, if windy, the contents often spread around the street. These latter images are less easily connected to the gentle pose of the child. 
In Figure 9.4, depicting the male office worker, we find a pose that connotes relaxation, comfort, and peace of mind. No concrete recycling solution or strategy is depicted in the image. We find only the abstracted solution of the grass mat on which he rests his bare feet. An important part of this pose is that it depicts the man as leaning away from 
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Figure 9.3 Boy and wind turbines. Source: Fotolia.com. 
the viewer. A person depicted as moving into or out of our space might have metaphorical reference to physical proximity in the everyday world. Of course, this can either mean something positive (intimacy) or invasive (aggression). In Figure 9.3 we find something different in terms of pose. 
In Figure 9.3, the pose is open, outstretched, and invigorated. In our search for recycling images we found relaxation but also images that generally suggested energy, engagement, and enthusiasm. Here the boy appears to mimic the form of the wind turbine: recycling is supposedly something we can feel positive about, that we should put energy into and, at the personal, bodily, level, is analogous to industrial initiatives such as wind farms. 
Objects
In Figure 9.1 the objects are the globe, the colored plastic boxes, and their contents. The globe here has become a typical feature of environmental and recycling imagery. Being held gently by the girl, it is able to symbolize the world that we need to protect by recycling. On the one hand, this appears straightforward enough. On the other hand, such typical symbolism helps to elide the actual formulation of what needs to be done, which concrete actions can help the environment. Contemporary images of recycling often show globes being held delicately in hands, sometimes by a group of people, globes on charred earth, children standing on globes. In this sense the globe stands in for and, arguably, replaces actual objectives that need attention. Such objects also allow particular kinds of actions to be depicted that represent acts of recycling as being akin to the gentle tending of nature as opposed to the active challenge—to cut rampant global capitalism and the peddling of consumer goods—that may be required to save the planet. They also make the act itself appear one that requires not so much action as 
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Figure 9.4 Man in “green” office. Source: Fotolia.com. 
an attitude, one of caring, of love and tenderness. Indeed, in many of these images it appears that there is a union between the human and the natural environment that will save the planet. 
In Figure 9.1, we also find the boxes that contain the recycled bottles. It is notable that these are of three different primary colors that help to make the image both childlike and optimistic. Also of note is that the bottles themselves seem very clean and fit easily within the three boxes—a mere detail, perhaps, but one for which close reading reveals a lack of fit with the quotidian reality of domestic recycling and, rather, is geared to represent the idea of the environment being itself clean as a result of domestic recycling. 
In Figure 9.2, we find an interior space containing sufficient objects to signify, almost archetypically, a classroom, although this is most likely a photographer’s studio. We see numbers chalked on the blackboard—an object now seldom found in modern classrooms, which is positioned unusually at the back of the classroom as the children face away from it; a microscope; and even what appears to be an apple (for teacher?) on the desk in the background. But apart from this there is little to indicate this is a classroom. 
Even, as in Figure 9.1, there is a lack of the kind of clutter that we might find in an everyday, busy school. This fact presents a sense of space and airiness. The image is not intended to document actual children in a classroom but rather to represent children and teachers all caring for the environment through recycling. 
We find the same lack of objects in Figure 9.4. There are no objects such as files, pens, papers. Instead, the laptop computer is slim and sophisticated. It connotes mobility and independence—as opposed to a large desktop computer—but is not overpersonalized—
as, for example, a tablet or smart phone might be. The plant on the desk, like the flower in Figure 9.2, connotes nature. What is interesting here is the consistency in the things 
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that are used to connote nature across these images: globes, house plants, flowers; but not insects, snails, infectious diseases, or even ugly plants. Furthermore, we do not find the actual causes of damage to nature in global consumer capitalism, insufficiently regulated industrial production, the places where damage occurs, nor concrete strategies which might make a major contribution to the protection of the natural environment. 
Objects do not operate on their own. The turbines in Figure 9.3, in conjunction with the pose we noted above, themselves connote clean energy and environmentalism. 
Furthermore, as we have seen, the colors of the objects in these images are also important. There is a general domination of neutral colors to connote “the natural” and also to communicate more subtle moods appropriate for something more moderate, such as the spiritual union with nature and moral transformation. We also find a limited number of key vibrant colors to communicate a sense of energy and fun. In the classroom image we find muted, subtle colors with the bright saturated (enhanced and deeper) red of the girl’s sweater and blue of the plastic box. Recycling may be akin to a moral and spiritual transformation; as such, it is presented also as bright and optimistic. 
We also find that colors in these images are coordinated. On the one hand, this serves to create links between the elements. So we find in Figure 9.1 that the recycling symbol on one box coordinates with the color of the other box itself. It is unlikely that this would be the case before editing as these symbols would be white stenciled on each. 
And this color also coordinates with the blue of the globe. This would have been a simple matter in photo editing. But this also serves to create links in meaning and coherence. We have more to say about color further on, in Section 9.4 on “modality,” 
where we discuss the meaning of saturated, muted, and “flattened” colors, and yet more to say when we consider Peircean sign theory and emotions. 
Settings
As noted, in Figure 9.2, we find the setting of the classroom. There is a lot of clutter‐free space in the classroom and behind the teacher to the right there is no observable furniture. To the left we find only two spacious desks free of clutter. There needs to be a sufficient number of props to indicate a classroom, but there is little evidence of the work of the children on the walls (we can see only a few pictures of birds to the right) and even the work on the board is clean and tidy. Thus, recycling is presented as good, clean, simple. 
Classrooms are not shown as overwhelming spaces filled with needy children, but friendly, easy places where children can participate enthusiastically in recycling. An abundance of space itself suggests luxury in a fashion most of us only witness in the showroom or in the home decoration magazines. Bright modern lighting, large windows, expansive floors, and minimalist furniture align recycling with high taste and design culture. 
There is one other kind of setting that is increasingly important in the photographs that we see in magazines and newspapers. Figure 9.4 is an example of this. There is no actual identifiable setting. We assume this man is in a work environment due to the props. But apart from the laptop and the fact he is wearing a suit, there is no concrete indicator of where he is. The case is similar in Figure 9.1. Such settings are “decontextualized”—the attention of the viewer is drawn to the role played by the participants and the props. If this man were in a real work environment with piles of papers, files, and personal items, the attention of the viewer would be focused in a different way. 
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Decontextualized images tend to stand for an ideal, idea, or concept rather than acting as documents of a real scene. 
People, Roles, and Modality in Photographs
While still quite revealing to the lay audience, the approach to the semiotics of photographs that we have laid out above would be considered pretty routine in media and cultural studies. It is an example of a close reading that is effective but holds few surprises. Indeed, by 1971, Barthes had already declared his approach to exposing ideology in this way to be outdated because of the ease with which it could now be carried out (see Barthes 1977c). Nevertheless, a number of Anglo‐Australian scholars remained excited about the way Barthes’ ideas had filtered into media studies and, as many of them trained also as linguists, they sought to extend both Barthes and linguistic metaphors to the analysis of visual communication as a small part of the much wider international project of “sociosemiotics,” sometimes called “social semiotics” (Cobley and Randviir 2009). 
Where Barthes had sought to reveal a “system” by which connotation was naturalized by denotation and to institute a form of analysis that inverted the priorities of reading images and merely consuming them, Anglo‐Australian social semiotics proceeded from a notion of language as a set of available resources that underpins all human communication (Hodge and Kress 1979; Kress and Van Leeuwen 1996). This approach focuses on describing the choices of signs available to communicators rather than the results of the restrictions of any system of communication. Whereas Barthes might have argued that a flag stands for the nation and potentially connotes pride and strength, the Anglo-Australian social semiotic approach is interested in the range of visual choices involved in communicating pride and strength. For example, in Barthesian semiotics (which, strictly, should be called semiology because of its derivation from Saussure; see Barthes 1967), we might describe a saturated red color as connoting sensuality. But is this the case for a flag? Clearly, more saturated colors have the meaning potential for bolder passionate visual statements. A flag carrying a very pale diluted red would not signify the correct passion of the national spirit. The point for Anglo‐Australian social semiotics is that we must be able to describe and document the precise semiotic choices made by sign users and view this in the context of the observed available resources. 
In this approach, choices of visual elements and features do not just represent the world; rather, they constitute it. The images of recycling we have been analyzing so far do not simply represent recycling neutrally but seek to shape the task of addressing environmental problems by presenting this task as a series of individual actions. As we have seen, the actual specifics and details of causes, solutions, and processes are obscured and abstracted. This is a result of some choices in sign use being made and other potential choices not being made. 
Salience
One issue of choice in sign use and sign making is salience (Van Leeuwen 2005; Machin 2007). This concerns how we can identify what is the central or most important element in a photograph or composition, what is taken from the available choices for making 
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elements and features salient, and how these have been used in photographs to draw attention to some specific features rather than others or to indicate levels of sameness. 
The first way to identify what might be the salient element in an image is to look for potent cultural signs. In Figure 9.1 the globe is obviously important. Its centrality lies not so much in how it stands in for general concepts of learning and geography but in how it shows the planet as vulnerable and needing nurture. In Figure 9.2 the blackboard remains a salient sign of teaching and learning even though it is an object now rarely found in classrooms. In Figure 9.4 it is the laptop computer that is a sign of a particular kind of work associated with mobility and independence. However, while these potent signs might provide important criteria for saliency, they will always interact with the others, as we will see in the list that follows. 
We can also identify the most salient element as that which is foregrounded. In Figure 9.1, we might say simply that the recycling itself is foregrounded. In Figure 9.2, it is the teacher who is foregrounded over the children. In this sense, the children are learning about recycling. In Figure 9.4, it is the laptop and the plant that are slightly foregrounded. In this sense the individual in the image is secondary to the role he plays as an independent business worker. But we must always take other criteria for salience into consideration before arriving at our conclusions. Although in Figure 9.1 it is the boxes and bottles that are foregrounded, the union between the girl and the globe as potent cultural sign may still place the latter as more salient in the image. 
The principle of overlapping is like foregrounding since it has the effect of placing elements in front of others. In Figure 9.3, the boy overlaps and is foregrounded over the wind turbines. It is his identity and reactions that are therefore given salience. Often in advertisements the product overlaps the participants. 

Color is often used to give salience in photographs. The main element may carry a particular saturated or vibrant color. We find this in the cases of the plastic boxes in Figure 9.1. But in both Figures 9.1 and 9.2, we find that two girls wear bright saturated colors that also increase saliency. In such cases, however, we need to also be aware that color can be used simply to help create stylized and pleasing images that have balance and to create meaning links between elements. But this, too, is one way that issues can be made to connote ease and pleasantness as opposed to cluttered and uncoordinated images showing a crowded classroom where children are carrying dirty recycling items to a large gray container. 
Consonant with color, tone is the use of brightness to attract the eye. In Figure 9.3, we can see that the boy’s face is highlighted. That this is a deliberate choice can be seen by the fact that the shadow is different on the wind turbines behind. In Figure 9.1, the recycling boxes and their contents are extremely brightly lit with bright, yet soft, high-key lighting. In Figure 9.2, the whole scene is suffused with soft high‐key lighting, bringing a sense of optimism and almost soft spirituality, but the teacher at the front is especially highlighted through tone. Tone can often be seen to be used in advertisements where one particular element is highlighted through directional lighting. Often in promotional photographs the photographer will direct light specifically onto the product itself. While the rest of the elements and set might be well lit, this may create a very slight aura on the product itself. 
In Figure 9.2, our attention is drawn to the teacher holding the recycling box. In addition to the other factors we have mentioned, this is a matter of focus. Thus, the photograph is not about children recycling per se despite the fact that children take a central 
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role in many people’s considerations on the environment (bequeathing a healthy planet to their children, ensuring that the world’s future citizens have respect for the planet, etc.). 
Nevertheless, this photograph principally signifies schools recycling and the idea that this activity is part of the educational process. In Figure 9.3, the boy is both foregrounded, overlaps the wind turbines, and has the clearest focus. Clearly, this photograph is not an illustration of the turbines but is a presentation of the boy’s attitude to environmental issues in general. In Figure 9.4, it is clearly the grass mat on the desk, with its color and foregrounding, that has the sharpest focus. 
Positioning of the Viewer
In this section we look at two aspects of the alignment of the viewer with the participants of photographs: angle of interaction and proximity. Both of these influence the way spectators relate to depicted humans, relative power relations, and degrees of association. Again, advancing an approach derived from Anglo‐Australian social semiotics (Machin 2007), we are concerned with the semiotic resources available for positioning viewers in relation to the participants in photographs and then to show what kinds of meanings these create in our examples. 
First, the angle from which a photograph is taken can suggest different relations between the people represented and the viewer. This is based on physical associations of experiences such as of height and power, how we view scenes. A vertical angle invokes power, plus the association of height and superiority/inferiority or with strength/ 
vulnerability. If you look up at someone, the customary association is that they have higher status than you or, at least, are in a physically stronger position than you. Imagine the different effects of two photographs of dirty‐faced children shown with neutral facial expressions. One is photographed from above, the other from below. In the first they are likely to appear vulnerable, whereas in the second the same children will probably appear threatening. We look up at the boy in Figure 9.3 from a sharp angle. The position may have been from the ground itself, although the boy may be standing on something in order to give the desired effect in relation to the turbines. But looking up, here, helps to bring the impression of the child being empowered as opposed to the impression given if we were looking down at him in the same posture. In Figure 9.2, we look up slightly at the teacher and slightly down at the seated children, thus emulating the viewpoint of the child while also making the teacher appear slightly authoritative. 
But there is not an excessive use of angle: as in the case of the boy and the wind turbines—too great an emphasis on authority would have been oppressive. 
If someone is depicted in a photograph on a level with the spectator, then equality is implied. But once our viewing position is raised or lowered, our status relationship is changed. In Figure 9.4, we are roughly at the same height as the man reclining on the desk. Had this photograph been taken from a standing position, we would have seen him from above. This would have given the impression of looking down at him as if he was perhaps being lazy at work rather than carefree. We get no sense from the image that he should in fact be sitting at the computer, working. 
On the horizontal axis we can see participants from the front as they face us. This tends to promote a sense of involvement. We find this in Figure 9.2 where the teacher and children look straight at us. If, in contrast, we view the scene from the side, we simply observe a group of people. There is an element of this in Figure 9.1, where we 
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look side‐on at the girl and, to a lesser extent, in Figure 9.3, where the boy is in three-quarter profile. The side‐on view is more detached. The horizontal axis is based on our association with real‐orld experiences of being involved in situations where we are required to act, or where we are onlookers, the people in the photographs we view are perceived to have business with others. Alternatively, the camera might take the photograph from behind the person represented, either aligning the viewer with the view of the represented person (over their shoulder) or promoting the anonymity of the depicted person. 
When the camera is tilted on a scene, or “cantered,” it views the person at an angle. 
This tends to give an unsettling effect, to suggest tension, or to give a sense of playfulness and energy through movement. Certainly, in the case of the images considered here, tension, energy, and playfulness are absent as a result of the banishing of oblique angles. Even in Figure 9.3, where the boy shows his enthusiasm, other elements of the image are orientated to a sense of peace and simplicity. 
We must also consider the matter of distance. Again, this should be thought of in terms of a limited number of semiotic resources, in this case to create a sense of social intimacy or not. In images, as in real life, distance and proximity signify social relations. 
We “keep our distance” from some people we do not like and “get close to” people we consider part of our circle of friends or intimates. This varies between cultures but, generally, we feel uncomfortable if strangers get too close—there is the danger of claus-trophobia as well as predation. In pictures, distance translates as “size of frame” (Close Shot, Medium Shot, Long Shot, etc.). This is simply how close to the viewer a person is represented in an image. So, a closer shot suggests intimacy, whereas a longer shot is much more impersonal. In all of the images shown in this chapter, the participants are shown in medium to medium close shot. We would associate with these people very differently were we seeing only their faces in extreme close‐up or were they shown in the distance. In these pictures we are not encouraged to imagine the depicted people’s innermost thoughts and feelings so much as their broader attitudes that are represented through their ease and relaxation. 
Van Leeuwen (1996), with an approach to the linguistic representation of people in language, explores the repertoire of choices available for such representation. Machin and Van Leeuwen (2005) apply the same set of observations to the visual representation of people. This approach offers us a simple set of questions that we can ask of a photograph. In images, people can be shown as individuals or en groupe. This can make a massive difference to the way that the people and the events in which they are involved are represented. “Individualization” has the effect of drawing us close to specific people, therefore humanizing them. Visual individualization is a matter of degree. It can be reduced by increasing distance, making individual traits less easy to observe. In contrast, collectivization is realized by images that show groups or crowds. The members of the groups or crowds can be “homogenized to different degrees.” They can all be shown wearing the same clothes, performing the same actions, or striking the same poses. In the recycling images, the participants are certainly not collectivized. We generally see individuals, as in the case of the girl in Figure 9.1 or the office worker in Figure 9.4. 
Collectivization can also be achieved by a focus on the generic features of a group of people so that they are turned into types. Examples might be generic children, teachers, and office workers. The man in Figure 9.4 is not remarkable in any way. The same is the case for the boy in Figure 9.3. But they are types—through clothing, expression, and hair, 
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but also through the fact that they are captured in a still image and, in a weak way, carry the “burden of representation.” In each case their individuality has been fully “appropriated” by the type they are to represent, as Barthes (1973, p. 118) would say. People shown recycling are a number of generic types: “families,” “office workers,” “school children.” A search of the archive whence these four photographs come finds a predominance of young women and children, types which are obviously important signs of nurturing of the environment and the future. Again, these types serve not to document the participants in the destruction of the environment, in mass production and consumption, but represent individual moral policing through idealized abstractions of voluntarism (see Cobley 2007), with recycling as a triumph of the will. 
Despite the willed and individual nature of the actions of the people depicted in these images, the truth is that it is not always clear what these people are actually doing. In our four recycling images, people often strike poses (such as in Figures 9.3 and 9.4) or smile and hold things (as in Figure 9.2). Many images representing recycling in the image archive we used showed people holding plants and globes, as in Figure 9.1. But it is never really clear what the people actually do. What does the office worker do, specifically, and what it is that he has actually done to help the environment? Material processes and accomplishments are not shown; what is more important in these images is immediate individual responses. The people in these images are depicted as smiling, or in a moment of relaxation or spiritual contemplation. They are providing their own positive evaluation of the idealized and fairly unspecific actions that are represented. 
So, as we have seen, an office worker is sitting with his feet on a slice of (artificial) turf, smiling, and relaxing: his conscience is clean. The boy in Figure 9.3 smiles and leaps—
indicated by his concentrated expression and slightly raised shirt and backpack straps—
holding his flower: he is as energetic and carefree as nature will be with the renewable energy provided by wind farms. We will say a little more about signs and emotion when we consider Peircean semiotics, below. 
 Modality and the Modification of Photographs
One issue that bears on any contemporary discussion of photography is that many photographs in the public sphere have been modified. While photographs have always been open to manipulation, current digital technology has made the process cheap, quick, and very easy. It is now routine even for amateur photographers to change images’ elements and features, or to make images more stylized or artistic. Modality, a concept drawn directly from linguistics and deployed in Anglo‐Australian social semiotics to describe the available repertoire of semiotic choices for levels of commitment or truth, can help in analyzing the modification of photographs. Beginning with a linguistic example, consider the two following statements:

It is possible he is in the house. 

It is certain he is in the house. 
The first of these statements has lower modality than the second: there is less certainty. 
Therefore, a representation that expresses high modality claims to represent closely 
146 
Interpretation 
what we would expect to find in the real world. Modality can also be expressed by attitudes. We can see this in a comment of the kind made by a politician: Some think that our nation should not be proud of its flag. 
Here the speaker uses “think” to reduce the certainty of a particular point of view and to increase the modality of their own. Looking at what is reduced in modality—taken out, left in, or emphasized, therefore—allows us to reveal something about the ideology of that representation, including photography (Hodge and Kress 1988). In place of words such as “possible” or “might,” there are visual modals whereby visual truth can be reduced or enhanced (Hodge and Kress 1988; Kress and Van Leeuwen 1996). Consider how qualities of an image might be different from what we might have known had we been at a scene to witness it ourselves. We compare what we see in the photograph to the standard of what Kress and Van Leeuwen (1996) call “naturalistic modality.” These authors provide a tick list of visual modality cues that we can use to carefully examine an image. These can draw our attention to the kind of deviations from naturalistic modality we can find in photographs. 
One way in which a photograph appears different from a witnessed scene is in terms of articulation of detail. There is a different articulation of detail between a photograph and a rough line drawing of a person, for example. On a photograph we may be able to see all the details of skin, hair, and the way that light plays on the skin to bring out contours, wrinkles, and blemishes. On a line drawing these features will have been reduced to basic lines. This is an easily identifiable difference in modality, then. Yet, many photographs we now see of people in the media, and even those we might see of our friends on their social media sites, have been digitally manipulated in order to remove blemishes or wrinkles on skin or to whiten the color of teeth and eyes. In this case we see less of the articulation of detail than we would have seen had we been at the scene of the photograph. Modality is therefore lowered and the visual truth is therefore also lowered. The person appears “less real,” particularly to those who were not witnesses of the scene. 
At the other end of the scale details can be enhanced by the use of close shots, lighting, and contrast. This creates a documentary effect, a sense of gritty realism. Where modality is increased in this way, images become “more than real.” Kress and Van Leeuwen (1996) argue that in such cases we can call this a “sensory modality” rather than a modality of truth. In Figures 9.1 and 9.2, above, we can see that the skin of the models has been represented with lowered articulation of detail. This is not how we would have seen them, had we been there. These people are therefore simplified and idealized. They are not actual persons; instead they are made generic and idealized through the reduction of articulation of detail. This softening of faces and bodies has the opposite effect of documentary representation. 
The same questions can be asked of the background of photographs. So, we could find things represented (i) largely with fidelity to what we would have witnessed if we had been at the scene; (ii) with lowered modality; or (iii) with increased modality. In Figure 9.2, the classroom is very slightly fuzzy. In Figure 9.4, the background and the desk almost fuse into one. The effect here is idealizing and decontextualizing. Where the background is shot in naturalistic modality, we tend to assume that it is the setting that is being documented, that it is not just the participants that are important, but also 
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time and place. In these kinds of images where backgrounds are slightly fuzzy and out of focus, this tends to foreground the participants and makes these settings “represent” 
or stand in for qualities or events rather than documenting facts. As with the subject of the photograph, the details of the setting can be enhanced or modified to give sensory effect, or can be reduced to the level of a sketch. In photographs and visual compositions, such as graphics and advertisements in newspapers and television news, it is interesting to check where modality has been reduced and enhanced. Often in advertisements we find idealized men, women, and children in simplified settings but with the product shown in large‐size in enhanced detail and sensory modality. 
A common device, even in amateur software that is offered free to people buying computers, tablets, and smartphones, adjusts the modality of lighting and shadows in photographs. If we look at Figure 9.3, we can see that there are two main sources of light. On the wind turbines the shadow is to the front of the towers. Yet the boy is well lit from both sides. In Figure 9.2, we can see a little shadow to the right of the teacher. 
Yet, apart from this, the scene is saturated with soft high key lighting. This brings a bright airiness to the scene which communicates a dreamlike or spiritual quality. The high key lighting in Figure 9.1 also appears to be without an identifiable source and saturates the scene so that the bottles glow. This kind of lighting may not have been in the scene as it was witnessed. So, the modality is adjusted because, metaphorically, brightness is associated with truth, knowing, and optimism as opposed to darkness and shadow, which are associated with mystery, concealment, and bleaker moods. Clearly all our recycling images favor positive connotations. We can imagine a different kind of image of recycling that represented the darker forces of consumer capitalism at work. 
Finally, modality can be modified in terms of color quality and range. Flattened colors have a modality that is simplified because they do not possess the normal play of light on them created through falling on folds in material and different shapes. This effect has become a standard feature of the feel‐good world presented in photographs for advertising, promotional material and lifestyle magazines, and we see this clearly in Figures 9.1, 9.2 and 9.4. If the play of light on a surface is exaggerated, there is a tendency to documentary, revealing minor details and blemishes (as they definitely are not in Figures 9.1–9.4 here). 
Saturated colors, in addition, tend to be associated with emotional temperature and exuberance, and can be used to create a mood of fun and vibrancy. More muted colors, predictably, tend to be associated with more reserved and mellow moods. In all of the images we mainly see combinations of muted colors which suggest muted moods, such as the colors of the teacher’s clothing and much of the setting in Figure 9.2. But, in each, we also find one or two exciting saturated colors. In Figure 9.2, we find the girl’s sweater is a deep saturated red, as is the orange of the pens held by the girls and the recycling bin: the muted colors represent the more serious and spiritual side of recycling (moral union with the planet) and the saturated colors signify that recycling is fun and certainly not dull. 
We can point to one further result of these kinds of decontextualization and lowering of modality. What we have found so far is that these images lack what Barthes would call 
“denotative excess.” According to Barthes (1977a), because photographs reproduce reality, they have an “ineffable richness” of detail. This means that whatever the connoted meaning of the photograph, it will contain lots of details that are “just there,” which serve no special purpose of standing in for an event or quality or idea, but are a 
148 
Interpretation 
contribution to what Barthes (1989) also called “the reality effect.” In the images we have analyzed in this chapter, such realistic detail has been eliminated. In these images, designed to brand recycling as an individual moral initiative, such details would only be a hindrance. Thus, there is a movement away from naturalistic modality. In spite of the common contention that the camera never lies, this should not be a surprising feature of photography. 
Kress and Van Leeuwen (1996) have pointed out that “naturalistic truth” is not the only criterion for the veracity of images. There are two other criteria. First, in the case of scientific diagrams, we expect them to be veracious but not in the sense that they look like what they represent. Here truth is to do with correctly representing the key features required in the representation. As such, diagrams can more faithfully represent the workings of the body, for example, than a detailed photograph. Second, veracity can be more about emotive resonance—not “naturalistic truth” but “sensory truth.” This is a common observation made about paintings but “sensory modality” also applies to photographs, as we have seen throughout our discussion. What we find in the recycling images, with their removal of “unnecessary elements,” is a move toward “sensory truth”. 
In Figures 9.2 and 9.4, we find extraneous objects omitted and the addition of soft saturated light, enhanced color, etc. In so doing, these images have moved away from the naturalistic, empirical truth, yet at the same time they are used to convey information, idea, and attitudes about an empirical reality. 
Peircean Semiotics, Emotion, and the Status 
of the Photograph
So far, we have subjected four photographs to a “close reading,” identifying what is left out of specific images and presenting an inventory by which we might make generalized inferences about the cultural mores that photographs in the public sphere invoke and the “myth” that they maintain. As we have seen, this kind of semiotics, particularly the Barthesian variety, has, to some extent, become mainstream. The contemporary layperson is able to expose “myth” in culture and is sometimes on guard against it. Undoubtedly, as the exposure of “myth” demonstrates, capitalist society has habitually limited the choices available to its citizens, presenting a range of options which only reinforce and extend its own interests while presenting these options as the true, unlimited choice. 
Predictably, this is the case with modes of representation, including photography. 
One shortcoming of the approaches presented so far, though, is that they are heavily focused on the techniques that are used in photography in the commercial sphere to promote specific kinds of responses and readings. Clearly, maintaining this focus is an important task, even at the risk of falling into a worldview dominated by paranoid fears of manipulation; but the history of semiotics reveals that there is more work to do. 
Indeed, the arch‐cultural semiologist, Barthes (1977c) himself, acknowledged that the real work that needs to be done involves interrogating signs everywhere. Where semiotics of cultural artifacts such as photographs once drew on Saussure’s (1983, p. 15) projection of a sign study he called “semiology” and focusing exclusively on human signs (particularly those resulting from “language”), semiotics has also been driven by a tradition with a much broader scope. This latter is associated with Saussure’s near‐contemporary, the American philosopher and logician, Charles Sanders Peirce (see also 
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Chapter 6 in this volume). Although Peirce’s work is voluminous, rich, and varied, it is clear that some of its key ideas indicate an approach to signification which, partly because its applications are as yet undeveloped, is still far from becoming mainstream and thus has the power to provide new insights. Most importantly, the signs in a cultural phenomenon such as photography are re‐cast in order to facilitate an understanding of them not just as instrumental constructions but as webs which are abroad in nature as a whole and largely inescapable. 
One question that Peirce asks concerns the very status of the photograph and bears closely upon what we have argued here. It is important to know that Peirce was concerned with the myriad sign functions distributed across the universe and not motivated by a belief that understanding signification could simply be a matter of extrapolating from the exclusive and specific human phenomenon of language. To that end, he revealed that there were at least 59 049 sign functions to be found ( CP 8.343—this is the scholarly way of referring to Peirce’s Collected Papers—Peirce 1931–58). More manageable is Peirce’s decalogue, a three‐tier system of signs working according to the interaction of their formal qualities and their reference to Peirce’s categorization of the universe ( CP 2.264). 
Some scholars have been tempted to focus on just three of the signs from Peirce’s decalogue (see Jakobson 1990; Wollen 1969; for a critique, see Cobley 2019) because they seem to most closely correspond to known linguistic signs. These are what Peirce calls icons, indices, and symbols: the former shares qualities with what it depicts (sometimes taken as “resemblance”); the second is forced into existence, in a causal relationship, by that to which it refers; the third has no relationship of forcing or resemblance with its object but works, instead, by way of convention. In a facile way, one can see how this might work since Peirce himself ( EP2: 297, 380—this is the scholarly way of referring to The Essential
Peirce in two volumes) suggests that photographs are, principally, indices— that is, they are forced into meaning by their proximity with their object and the configuration that is in front of the camera. This is largely the position on the photograph that we have held in this chapter: that photographic signs—which are, as Peirce says, by virtue of being signs, always for someone or something—are made to mean certain things and not others by the photographic process. Yet, there is also a strong argument that the Peircean position highlights the iconic nature of photographs, their strong power to resemble what is photographed (see Sonesson 1989; Winston and Tsang 2009). In our discussion of modality, above, we have already emphasized the importance of degrees of resemblance. Yet Peirce is also concerned with the symbolic element of images, where symbols consist of a conventional relationship between sign and object, the former standing for something else according to convention but sometimes, as a result of this convention, standing for general kinds of persons, events, ideas, and attitudes. Strictly, this is a kind of relationship that Peirce called a Type ( CP 4.537), where looking at what, say, the picture of the woman in Figure 9.2 refers to precisely makes no sense, but looking at what the picture refers to in a general way (which attitude, event, idea it encapsulates) does. This is what we have been compelled to do, to a great extent, in the foregoing analysis. 
Although these debates about terminology assume importance for those interested in the niceties of Peircean semiotics, they are relatively uncontroversial beyond the technical argument and seem, at first sight, to be insufficiently politically orientated to be able to expose yet more layers to photography or to provide close readings which reveal new insights. However, other issues arise. For Peirce, the triadic nature of signification or semiosis is axiomatic: it involves a sign, an object, and what he calls an interpretant
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( EP 2.411), this latter being that process by which the sign/object relation is effected (e.g. looking at the wall when someone points at it acknowledges a sign is being enacted) and also the further sign that results (when one looks at the wall and sees all the things on it). The still photograph therefore amounts to a block on the ongoing process of semiosis—to some extent, its stillness stops signs becoming more signs and makes the interpretant stable, although the act of the interpreter as s/he looks through the signs in the photograph (the turf, the laptop computer, the plant) will produce directions for semiosis in conjunction with the photograph. 
An influential Peircean scholar, Umberto Eco (1976, p. 250), suggests that it is impossible to consider visual communication, as in photographs, as dealing with signs; visual communication is, rather, dealing with texts. What is received by spectators, as Barthes had intimated, is an array of signs which can never be truly singularized in the way that we have made them in the analyses above because they are always interacting with each other and in multiple configurations as they are received by the spectator. In Figure 9.3, we have tried to stress that there is a relation between the boy and the wind turbines, a relation that reveals particular political imperatives. Yet, the matter is perhaps more serious than we have stated because the photograph does not just fix the “boy” and the 
“turbine” in a relationship but, for the viewer, is already “a‐boy‐and‐a‐turbine.” We can certainly separate the two in analysis and put them back together to show how this is done and what consequences arise. We can envisage alternative depictions, too. 
However, the relationships we see in photographs, with their varying degrees of iconicity, indexicality, and symbolism, have a degree of fixity that occasional analytic critique alone is unlikely to budge. 
Broadly, there are two reasons revealed by Peircean semiotics as to why photographic images are so powerful and often entrenched. First, Peirce held that the work of the interpretant—establishing the relation of sign and object plus founding a further sign—is the location of habit formation ( CP 6.32). It is where sign relations are constantly set in motion or put on a certain path. For Peirce, wherever semiosis occurs, throughout the natural world, there is therefore a “tendency to take habits,” a fact which has been pursued by biosemiotics in particular (see Hoffmeyer 2008). The kinds of signs which we see in photographs and the kind of reading practices that are encouraged by the modes and strategies that we have discussed above partake not just of local techniques for targeting or manipulating spectators but, instead, consist, in part, of deep‐seated habits that are difficult to shift. For the human animal, it is hard to interpret the smiles in Figure 9.2 as anything less than good‐humored and encouraging. It is difficult to see the pose of the man in Figure 9.4 as aggressive and angry. The light in all four images cannot be construed as gloomy or oppressive. There are numerous other instances in these photographs, many of which we have discussed, in which the movement of semiosis is interrupted or directed in certain habitual ways, burdening the images with the task of representing attitudes, events, and ideas. The task that is developing for semiotics is to sort out which elements of photographs feature techniques, strategies, and tropes that can be exposed and overturned, and which elements of photographs are constituted by habits (in the reader and producer of the photograph) that are difficult to overturn and would, at best, be redeployed. This work is likely to be carried out in an alliance of semiotics and its step‐sibling, cognitive science. 
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A key issue with habits, which is clear in the case of the photographs we have chosen to analyze, is that they are not just mere cerebral indulgences but bound up with actions. 
Peirce ( EP1, p. 131) famously suggested that
If there be a unity among our sensations which has no reference to how we shall act on a given occasion, as when we listen to a piece of music, why we do not call that thinking. To develop its meaning, we have, therefore, simply to determine what habits it produces, for what a thing means is simply what habit it involves. 
What, then, is the relation between what we have analyzed in these photographs and what we do? Do these photographs encourage us to recycle? Do the habits of reading that are promoted here crystallize in the action of enhanced care for the environment? Or, do these photographs, with their characteristic devices, promote a feeling of well‐being about existing or soon‐to‐be initiated recycling? The way that the photographs work to excise the more troublesome, dirtier, and difficult‐to‐implement aspects of care for the environment that we have noted, suggests that a habit of well‐being is their target. We will return to this, shortly, after a brief consideration of emotion invoked by semiosis. 
The second reason revealed by Peircean semiotics as to why photographic images are so powerful and often entrenched is to do with the emotions that arise from sign use and sign reading. We have discussed some of the potent elements of these four photographs, such as color, lighting, proximity, and so forth. However, we have tended to read off the significations of these elements in terms of often transient, mutable, cultural co‐ordinates, for example, that primary colors are childlike. Yet, one crucial discovery of both neurology and cognitive science in the past 20 years that has fed into semiotics is that emotional processes are not isolated from rational processes in the human constitution (see, for example, Damasio 1994). Primary colors might be “childlike” but this does not mean that they will signify “child” or an associated connotation for the adult viewer; in many cases, those colors may, instead, touch the “childlike” aspect of the reader’s emotions. 
Old‐style semiotics often proceeds as if the rational‐cultural is self‐contained, giving the impression that sign users can instrumentally create cultural connotations and sign analysts can straightforwardly deconstruct them. Increasingly, the “affective turn” 
(Wulff 2007; Harding and Pribram 2009; Gregg and Siegworth 2010), has suggested that emotions are difficult to elude. Peircean semiotics implies the same. Although, as we have seen, Peirce’s decalogue features three signs “in relation to their objects” 
(Secondness)— icon, index, symbol—it also features signs “in relation to projection or habit” (Thirdness)— rheme, dicent, argument— and, most importantly in the present context, signs “in relation to the possible qualities” (Firstness) that might be signified—

qualisign, sinsign, legisign. These operate, according to Peirce, in a combination of triadic relations (which cannot be discussed at length here) that Sheriff (1989) has shown, in relation to literature, contain a limited number of signs that can be linguistic and all of which have a basis in qualities (Firstness). In short, signs—or, more accurately, texts—
are pulled, in varying degrees, in emotional directions, to the qualities at their basis with which humans have a relation that is not escapable nor able to be fully compartmental-ized. While Eco suggested that photographs are always texts, he nevertheless insisted (1976, p. 250) that images stand in for something that is taken to be hitherto absent. In the case of the four photographs under discussion, what is hitherto absent is not so 
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much “recycling” but the emotional component of the task which, in the case of the photographs under discussion, appears in severely truncated form. It is not untrue that recycling might provide joy any more than it is untrue that the emotion of joy is experienced by people. Furthermore, the strongly iconic aspect of photographs is orientated precisely to qualities (Firstness)—color, light—that do exist in the world, can be identical, similar, and enhanced in photographs and are the basis for emotions. Emotion and quality, then, are part and parcel of semiosis and, because of the strongly iconic bearing of photographs, are bound to be to the fore. 
Semiotics and photography have had a special relationship because photographs, like signs, are always produced for someone and in the act of taking a picture there is always a complication of reality that entails a photo is a re‐presentation rather than a mere presentation. As such, the photograph demands reading in addition to consumption. 
Yet, semiotic reading or analysis has had different imperatives as it has developed. 
Where it has remained important to recognize the way in which sign choice and the ideological system both frame uses of photography, increasingly the sometimes intractable character of natural systems, deep‐rooted emotions, and habits present in photographs needs to be unraveled. For analysis, this means that a central task in understanding photographs will be to determine what actions might result from the emotional configurations that appear in them and are registered by the reader. This will involve the analyst in an evaluation of which qualities and desires are important to viewers and which are superficial. In the photographs we have discussed, the happy union with Earth which they seem to promote is revealed to be a rather distant goal after analysis. 
Ultimately, the question must concern whether we feel happy and comfortable with these photographs, as analysts and consumers of them, to the extent that we believe they will promote any action. We would have to report, then, that there seems little chance that these photographs will relate to how we shall act on a given occasion. 
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Matthew Lindsey
 “Nature’s” Marks
To understand how photography discourse connects to our culture, we must first consider photography’s conception. Photography is a medium that is widely recognized as having multiple gestatory incarnations rather than emanating from a singular philosophical or technological paradigm. Indeed, the physics of photography (the principles of light passing through an aperture projecting an image in a darkened chamber) preceded the fixing of an image by nearly a thousand years. The technology has been utilized in many different guises, mainly to aid the process of painting (Hockney 2006) during this intervening period. However, it is the birth of photography, as the medium that we recognize lacking intervention of the hand where objects inscribe themselves, that provides the bedrock for much of photography’s discourse today. After such a long gestation period, the medium materialized through a coalescence of formerly disparate photographic technologies appearing on both sides of the English Channel (Batchen 1999). Niépce, Bayard, Daguerre, and Talbot are all names synonymous with the invention of photography. If we consider W.H.F. Talbot’s contribution to founding the medium, it may well be worth considering his eclectic interests. Talbot was a scientist, politician, frustrated artist, and philanthropist. Photography is often regarded as a collision of science and art thus Talbot’s interests led to his pursuit of fixing an image. It is this duality that has shaped and so heavily influenced photographic discourse. The very word “photography,” coined by its contributing scientist John Herschel, seems to contain diametric opposition. “Photo” meaning light, a natural phenomenon whose nature we attempt to understand through optical science, is juxtaposed with a derivation of “graphis,” the Greek word for writing, a cultural activity that as a fixed form of communication has provided artifacts for thousands of years. Our interest in photography stems from an ability to see the world differently and we develop fascination with the latent image. Let’s freely admit these are some of its core attractive qualities, we are indeed drawn to the light. However, to understand these refracted rays and to harness their power, unwittingly or not, necessitates a brush with science. We all experience this when attempting our first photographic venture, the conscious capture of a latent image. Therefore, however much we are drawn to the light for its inexplicable ethereal charm, “photo” contains an engagement with science. Equally, when we consider how A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
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our photographs or those of others are interpreted and understood, it is imperative to consider “graphis.” If “photo” attracts us through perhaps innate primordial enchantment, then “graphis” considers the cultural context and meaning of the image, and, as its etymology suggests, is often concerned with text. 
The process of photography contains mark making on a predetermined substrate already betraying its cultural associations with language. Ingrained on photography are cultural values of both a scientific and linguistic nature before it produces a photograph. 
For photographic discourse to function, it is necessary to adhere to the codes and conventions used by the majority of other disciplines. Language, spoken but particularly written, is the foundation of an entente cordiale for any discipline. This chapter explores key concepts of context and text, essential to photographic discourse, and how in a 
“scripto‐visual” (Burgin 1986, p. 58) culture, text is utilized to determine meaning when viewing and interpreting photographs. 
The subject of photography is often confused with the subject of the photograph. 
Photographs are a window onto the world; bestowing on us the opportunity to consider a vast range of subjects. However far we may drift into exotic unfamiliar territories that charm our natural curiosity through verisimilitude, we always return to a world framed more than reality itself. As photographs enable us to consider a vast range of subjects the world has to offer, the theories that coexist to constitute photographic theory are almost equally as diverse. Photography is a nexus. It draws in ideas across semiotics, psychoanalysis, gaze theory, art theory, film theory, philosophy, to name but a few (Elkins 2007). Photography’s diversity permits its boundaries to shift exponentially, for it is still a fledgling subject. It would be futile to attempt a topographic survey of photography’s expanding borders in this chapter but we can deliberate on the constituent components that facilitate photographic discourse and consider some specific encounters. Regardless of how one attempts to shrug off Modernist agendas, an ontological revaluation of the medium is often necessitated, for whatever our point of origin, whatever prerequisites one accumulates; we are in this space, on this page, not just through an obsession with its cultural activities but as a primordial enchantment with its “nature,” an attraction to the light, we marvel at the refracted image. 
 Imitations
Roland Barthes’ understanding of images is predicated on them being copies. “According to an ancient etymology, the word image should be linked to the root imitari” (Barthes 1977a, p. 32). A photographic image exists not just as an inscription of its referent (a causal by‐product) but also as a description of its subject matter, it composes an imitation of the real world. As a copy, Barthes questions if the image can “produce true systems of signs and not mere agglutinations of symbols” (Barthes 1977a, p. 32). Both written and spoken language depend on syntax and grammatical structures that have been arbitrarily assigned. Even atomized language retains a commonly understood purpose; the alphabet is a paradigmatic cultural designation that we readily use for taxonomic purposes for the storing and retrieving of information. Equally, it carries the syntagmatic function as building blocks to construct words and ultimately sentences. 
Images, as Barthes suggests, being copies, do not align to a pre‐designated cultural 
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system. The world does not inherently present itself to be read as a picture; it does not innately construct a clear visual meaning. Any seemingly inherent meaning of a picture is through a cultural intervention of the image. We have to seek those pictures or attempt to construct meaning by preselecting images through a range of “connotation procedures” (Barthes 1977b, p. 20) or photographic tools such as framing, focus, timing, etc. However, these procedures are still constrained by the photographic image’s appearance as the real world replicated. The image is innately resistant to meaning. 
To ask “what is photography?” is a redundant proposition. Such ontological inquiry appears constrained by Modernist intent; the redundancy of this question stems from the medium’s polyvalent disposition coupled with its manifold governing institutions and contexts. Photography can be encountered in many contexts fulfilling differing functions, continuing the traditions of a variety of genres. There is no single form of photography that can be heralded above others. Even its guise as referent‐based light writing has been challenged in recent years. Works such as Dan Holdsworth’s Transmission: New Remote Views series use satellite technology to create landscapes that, while they may be subject to a photographic printing process, are arguably bereft of the indexical link to their referent by which photography has been made synonymous (see Chapter 6 in this volume). Holdsworth’s project delivers a photographic article absent of the traditional photographic image. An engagement with photography occurs through a variety of practices from the professional to the casual, the institutional to the diaristic, the artistic to the commercial. We may consider that photography is indubita-bly a multiple medium. It encompasses a range of convergences and divergences. 
Indeed, considering the basic physics of photography, convergence is its inherent state. 
The act of photography adjures the world to converge onto a single geometric point, subsequently diverging onto a receptacle plane to produce a latent image and eventually its artifacts. Time and space appear to be reduced to a specific point to produce the photograph. Photography cannot be solely defined by a meta‐physical condition, its discourse relies on contextual formations. Photography is predominately encountered through its primary artifact: the photograph. 
“Discourse is, in the most general sense, the context of the utterance, the conditions that constrain and support its meaning …” (Sekula 1982, p. 85). Allan Sekula links discourse inextricably with meaning. Discourse is contingent on established regimes. It resides in a variety of institutional contexts. Where to locate photographic discourse is somewhat difficult due to the ever‐increasing ubiquity of the photograph. Photography’s discourses are varied and as such do not readily lend themselves to a treatment that is inclusive of all its forms. Galleries, museums, newspapers, magazines, books, journals, billboards, websites are often listed as commonplace environments for the photographic image to inhabit. Photography relies on these contexts to enable its discourse, as it does the photograph. 
The Multiple Medium
Photography discourse is an intersection that sits between other disciplines. This does not make it unique; all subjects are vast and have various functions and contexts. 
However, photography like other subjects must be regarded as multiple. Rarely does a 
“discipline” manage to attract such different interests. Technical, conceptual, academic, 
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commercial, hobbyist approaches are all embodied in the medium. Photography’s discourse is as much cohesive as it is sporadic. It references art, documentary, fashion, advertising, reportage, and news. It occupies a space that could be regarded as a collision of fields. 
If we consider photography as a subject, it is a vast spectrum. It incorporates various ideas and concepts, functions and contexts. Photography does not belong to one single place; indeed, the very nature of the medium is that it is multiple. Part of photography’s conceived ontology is its ability to reproduce images. Had Daguerre’s system triumphed over Talbot’s calotype, we would have a different medium altogether that produces unique images. However, the medium’s ability to reproduce somewhat defines its identity. Cultural critic Walter Benjamin celebrated the photograph’s reproductive qualities in his seminal essay “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction.” 
The lack of “aura” (Benjamin 1999), associated with unique artworks, enables photography to be a democratic medium that reaches widespread audiences. 
Photographs are often regarded as polysemous; they have the ability to convey many meanings. Perhaps it is more useful to consider them as polyvalent; they can take on different forms, fulfill differing functions and can be produced for intended different purposes. Photographs are encountered by a variety of different consumers who have equally diverse perceptions and experiences of the domain they inhabit. Therefore, when confronted by a representation of the world, they will extract different values and construct different meanings, partly determined by their experience of looking at photographs. Indeed, photographs are often presented in series, affording an interpretation that is relational. The very nature of photography, its polyvalency, polysemy, seriality, all suggest a medium that is multiple. As with disciplines of science or history, photography encompasses multiple branches that exist under its umbrella term. 
The digitization of photographs initially created fears over the integrity of the photographic image and its veracity, casting doubt of the future of the medium itself. This prompted a transmogrified resurrection of Paul Delaroche’s much‐attributed quote 
“From today painting is dead” that asked questions about the future of painting upon photography’s invention. The 1990s witnessed an anxiety among photographers that this time it was photography that was to suffer a death, as the inevitable onslaught of digital imagery would slay the analog photograph in some mighty Oedipal climax. 
As with much pre‐twenty‐first‐century anxiety, this cataclysm never transpired. 
Photography may have changed and adjusted as a technology to the digital revolution and its binary code more than previous technological shifts but in principle it is the same medium of light marks. However, arguably, where the digital revolution has impacted on photography the most is in its dissemination and reception of images. The expediency with which photographs can be produced and viewed is as never before. 
An image can travel to the other side of the world in seconds, rather than the weeks experienced by Victorians. It is this dissemination of photographs that is key to how we consider their context, meaning, and interpretation. The word dissemination shares an etymological root—seme—with the word semantics. Therefore, the act of circulating or distributing is connected with its meaning. The context of a photograph undoubtedly determines its significance. 
There are three “R”s in photography essential to its production and dissemination. 
The process of photography starts with a referent that is reduced and transformed into a representation that is subsequently duplicated as a reproduction for dissemination. 
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While the photograph pertains to act as a direct replacement of its referent, we must also consider its temporal state; a representation of the past “having‐been‐there” 
(Barthes 1977a, p. 44) not to be confused with “being there.” Equally, it is spatially limited, the photograph, for all its indexical and iconic values, is certainly not “the thing itself” (Szarkowski 2007). 
Photography’s discourse is founded on the notion of the photograph. First, it allows for discourse, it generates discussion and as such can be regarded as photography’s lifeblood. Second, it forms photography’s history; photography’s established discourse relies on its artifacts. Victor Burgin affirms this idea in his essay “Looking at Photographs,” 
when he declares “photographs are texts inscribed in terms of what we may call 
‘photographic discourse’” (Burgin 1982a, p. 144). Take any one of Hiroshi Sugimoto’s pictures from his “Theaters” project that commenced in the late 1970s. The length of exposure is regarded to equal the duration of the movie being projected. Each cinema screen appears as an overexposed rectangle of white, offering no insight to the content of the film being projected. These pictures examine photography’s condition while simultaneously pondering that of cinema. They provide an intersection, prompting debate on photography’s relationship to cinema and vice versa. Photographs afford us space to consider the world and concurrently photographic representation. They are the condition through which we encounter photography, as a silent and still propositional space for deliberation. When contextualized by other photographs to form a series, the photograph appears as interlocutor, however, this is merely a phantasm, the photograph never speaks. 
Intersections and hybrids of genre are becoming increasingly commonplace reaffirm-ing photography’s status as a multiple medium rather than a singular entity. Photography’s conception and its technological modus operandi speak of convergence but, just as significantly, they pertain to divergence. Photography’s discourse is located in its primary yield, for it is the photograph and its ingress into society that stimulate photographic discourse. The photograph is a discursive space, a site of social exchange. 
 The Photograph as “Text” 
Graham Clarke argues that as a cultural artifact “we read a photograph, not as an image but as a text” (Clarke 1997, p. 27). Photographs, for all their verisimilitude and promise of the object, are “texts.” Despite the ephemeral nature of images we encounter through television, the Internet, and cinema, the fixed photograph offers a permanence that requires interpretation in order to carry meaning. The photograph is not limited to being solely an imitation; it also serves as a material object. As re‐presentations of the real world, photographs do not inherently carry meaning, in fact, they are somewhat resistant to offering proclamation besides the objects themselves depicted. Photographs dematerialized or as tangible objects rely heavily on their context to produce meaning. 
The production of meaning stems from the readings of a photographic frame’s interior; its content, and determinants exterior to the frame; its context. 
“However they are conceived, images have to be mediated by words” (Kozloff 1987, p. 105). Further to the photograph’s ingrained civilized disposition, images require written and spoken language to fulfill their potential significance. Without such aids, they remain dormant, their prestige ( praestigium) is exclusive to a linguistic culture so, upon their 
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discovery, they are awakened by language. Photographic discourse is contingent on language, as with other disciplines, its texts cannot preclude the philological. 
Given that photography’s discourse is reliant on its photographs that dictate how new claims are presented, the photograph could be regarded as syntactically determining photography’s own episteme, our understanding of photography is through its constituent elements found in its mechanically reproduced objects. Indeed, any discourse is bound by epistemological issues that fail to escape a wider contextual formation. 
There is no outside‐text. 
(Derrida 1997, p. 158)
Jacques Derrida’s writings epitomize a deconstructionist approach that resides under the banner of post‐structuralism. Barthes, Althusser, Foucault, all in various polemics regarded knowledge as being textual. Derrida’s famous quote is often mistranslated to read “there is nothing outside the text,” jolting an interpretation that everything can be reduced to language. It is perhaps more appropriate to consider that Derrida’s supposition infers “texts” 
cannot operate independently of language. Derrida argued the “text” could lend itself to endless interpretations over the course of time. Historical documents such as photographs are to mean different things to different people in different ages. The photograph is ambiguous, it does not carry specific meaning that can be extracted to form consensus by all of its recipients. Each viewer interprets the photograph according to their own pre‐existing knowledge and experience. The photograph is often viewed in absence of not only its referent, but also its author, seldom photographs are interpreted with the photographer present. 
This dislocation of “text” from author provides much stimulus for Barthes’s “The Death of the Author” essay of 1967. For Barthes, the author and the work are separate and as such the work will be encountered absent of the author’s voice. Each work will be interpreted by the reader and their experience, rather than acceding to the author’s intent (Barthes 1977c). 
In a deconstructionist sense, “text” replaces work in order to disconnect author from their output. We live in a culture that is obsessed with producing works that bear very little relation to the author. Barthes deems “text” as an author’s totalized contribution to a network of other “texts.” He also adduces that the word “text” shares an etymological root with cloth or weave. The fabric of our culture is populated with 
“texts” and our interpretation of photographs is indeed dependent on our experience of viewing other photographs. The proliferation of images through digital means may initially appear to contrast the organic undertones of a weave. However, the dissemination and reception of these images via the Internet force us to consider the weave into a larger fabric as highly apposite. Each image is a node in a vast network (Rubenstein and Sluis 2008). 
Barthes writes in his essay “Rhetoric of the Image” that “we are still, and more than ever, a civilization of writing” (Barthes 1977a, p. 274). Although written over fifty years ago, and in spite of many technological developments resulting in significant cultural changes in the proliferation and reception of images, this statement still resonates. 
We belong to a civilization of writing but also a culture of texts. Various forms of digital communication (the tweet, “like,” emoticons) could be criticized as expedient vehicles for an apathetic society obsessed with surface to demonstrate judgment or have a voice. These memes are often misunderstood as surrogate threats to the art of writing. Fifty years since he wrote “Rhetoric of the Image,” regardless of the 
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ever‐increasing ubiquity of the image and stealthy clicks of buttons, we can only find consensus with Barthes’s assertion. Discourse is predicated on contextual formations constituted by “texts.” Photography’s contexts have expanded over recent years but its “texts” are still primarily constituted by its combination of image and written word. Various publications that contain photographic images rely on text as a semantic aid. Even the material photograph found in a family album has textual information on its flipside. For Barthes, though, regardless of his fascination with the photograph, the written word would always take precedence as discursive tool. He posits that “The theory of the Text can coincide only with a practice of writing” 
(Barthes 1977d, p. 164). Writing, regardless of any “text” produced, is a necessary component in discursive investigation. Any “text,” visual or written, requires language to decipher its code. Throughout his careful analyses of the photograph, Barthes revealed his interest was ostensibly linguistic. 
The importance of text in photography’s discourse is irrefutable. The photograph, unlike its cinematic counterpart, is silent. It is rarely accompanied by an audio soundtrack, character performances, and crafted dialog. The encounter of the photographic image, whether printed material or digitized projection, is separated from other forms of lens‐based representation by being defined as inactive and passive. Text attempts to disrupt the ambivalence exhibited by the photographic object. Barthes held the linguistic message in as high esteem as the iconic and indexical qualities when analyzing a photograph, evidenced in his proposition of “the linguistic message” 
(Barthes 1977a, p. 37). 
In the same essay Barthes introduced the two key terms of “anchorage” and “relay” 
(Barthes 1977a, p. 40) to define the relationship between text and image. Anchorage selects discernible elements of an image and reinforces their presence. It anchors the image’s content to a specific guided reading. Anchorage is a contrivance to point out the intended meaning that resides within the photographic frame. If the photograph’s content is an ocean’s seabed with a seemingly infinite gamut of potential meanings, then the text anchors our reading to a specific coordinate. Anchorage is commonly used by news agencies taking the form of headlines and captions but can also be identified in advertising and art. Anchorage parallels diegetic narration in cinema, it permits objects in photographs to vociferate, just as internal monologs confer characters direct access to their audience. Notable examples of anchorage text include Jeff Wall’s Milk, Walker Evans’s Sharecropper’s Family, Hale County, Alabama, 1936, and Rineke Dijkstra’s Julie,
February 29, 1994. 
Relay differs from anchorage. Rather than spotlighting the photograph’s content, it draws in concepts external to the photograph’s borders. To illustrate a different analogy building on its name, relay functions similarly to an electrical circuit. The image acts as both start and end point, with text being encountered somewhere in between. 
How the image is read at the circuit’s finish shifts from how it is understood at the start. The journey of encountering text along the way changes the perception of the start point. 
Both components of image and text are particularly necessary to extract guided meaning. The image is essentially re‐interpreted on reading the text; its meaning appears to change or shift. With relay, the photograph’s interpretation is reliant on the text outside of the image, it introduces extra information required to guide the viewer that is not contained within the image. Derrida argued that a cricket team leaving the 
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field having experienced a variety of emotions would not be the same team that entered it five days previously. The players appear to be the same persons but their experience has altered their psychology. Equally, the photograph appears the same but its value is seen from a different perspective. Notable examples of relay include texts included in Taryn Simon’s “The Innocents,” Joel Sternfeld’s “On This Site,” and Duane Michals’s 
“Certain Words Must Be Said.” 
As with many theories used in photographic discourse such as “Time Exposure v Snapshot” (Wollen 2003), Signifier/Signified (Saussure 1959), Studium/Punctum (Barthes 2000), the concepts of anchorage and relay seem to operate a contradistinctive dyad. Many of the ideas that underpin photographic discourse at first glance propose, perhaps not a binary opposition, but at least a contrast. The polarizing of such should always be ventured into cautiously and often warrant judicious scrutiny, for they are an inherent limitation of our linguistic culture. Pre‐supposed oppositions often provide a clarity that too conveniently aids a superficial comprehension. There are endless examples of text acting as both anchorage and relay simultaneously in guiding the viewer to extract a photograph’s meaning. A pitfall of language resides in its attempt to elicit similarities and construct differences. 
In his essay “Photography, Phantasy, Function,” Victor Burgin postulates on the linguistic nature of our culture. “Even the uncaptioned photograph, framed and isolated on a gallery wall, is invaded by language when looked at” (Burgin 1982b, p. 192). The curated gallery space acts as a site of discursive exchange, prompting much debate in the aftermath of viewing photographs. Often this invasion of language occurs before a gallery audience encounters the work. The use of text is a common curatorial device to mediate spaces containing images. “Untitled” is a common convention of titling applied to the art photograph. Gallery walls often exhibit works accompanied by text panels that at first glance offer a tautological conundrum to decipher. The conscious effort to attach a title is markedly different to assigning no title, at least in intent. The viewer is bestowed explicit permission to extract meaning based on their pre‐existing knowledge and experience. This common device suggests that a title has been considered, as opposed to overlooked. The ambiguity of the photograph is to be tested and examined. When Barthes discusses a “linguistic message,” he applies his analyses to advertising images where “the signification of the image is undoubtedly intentional” (Barthes 1977a, p. 33). 
The art photograph that resides at the opposite end of the photographic spectrum seeking to attract and avoid patronizing an erudite audience still is subject to linguistic fixing. The photograph struggles to function in any context without linguistic annexation. 
How can we imagine a discourse without photographs? How can we conceive of a discourse without text? As previously discussed, photography’s discourse is reliant on photographs, their production, dissemination, reception, and interpretation. Written and spoken language facilitate discursive wrangling that forms photographic exchange. Text is crucial to this exchange as part of the contextual formation, as is the photograph. The reciprocal nature of this relationship assures us that an absence of either would cause a breakdown in synergistic values that allow discourse to endure. Without language, our culture would lack the means to articulate succinctly. We build upon and refine language just as we seek to progress photography’s own language. Given that discourse incorporates its own history while simultaneously guiding the present and future, it can only build upon that which has already been. The photograph as a construct exists clearly in our minds based on encountering other photographs. With such a significant rise in the production 

A Culture of Texts 163
of photographs in recent years, some that clearly have informed photography’s discourse more significantly than others, should we reconsider the value of volumes of ephemera being produced? Photographs, as with text, are so readily produced that their fleeting significance has been diminished further. The tweet, blog post, selfie all seem to saturate our culture to a point where negotiating contextual formations of any true value has become a minefield. The social network page has become its own imperialist cabinet of curiosities, less the charm of the material object, but still flinchingly uncomfortable. While we cannot ignore the proliferation and ubiquity of facile image/text combinations, it is imperative to embark on an attempt to reduce and distil these relationships. Such a rise in the ubiquity of the photographic image endangers its inherent value being overlooked. 
 Dismantling the System
Photography’s discourse is largely underpinned through its photographs, writings mediated by institutions, political events, and social exchange. As a textual and linguistic culture, we can readily ascertain that the production of photographs and their criticism continue to build on established discourses. It is often perceived that the role of discourse is to chart new territory, to break new ground. The advent of digital technology has precipitated a wave of inquiry to consider photography’s identity. These outward‐looking ventures are often followed by a period of internal reflection. A constant revaluation of the medium forms a significant part of photographic discourse. 
Modernist technological belief would suggest there could be no photography without photographs and no photographs without photography. Photography’s artifacts since its nineteenth‐century conception have indeed in the main comprised photographs and more recently dematerialized photographic images. However, the very premise that photography is almost exclusively built on its photographs perhaps requires some revaluation. Photography’s nineteenth‐century conception has often been regarded as being a social imperative, rejecting ideas of technological determinism that the medium simply evolved as an organism on a petri dish in a hermetically sealed laboratory. 
Geoffrey Batchen, Raymond Williams, and Brian Winston (1996) have all argued against notions of technological determinism, instead considering that technologies enter society for economic factors of demand. Given the two essential components of photography are its light image (photo) and its fixing (graphis), photography’s technology experienced a long gestation period. The fixing of images did not take until place hundreds of years after the optical technology was first in use. Johann Heinrich Schulze’s precursory experiments of light discoloring silver salts preceded photography’s invention by more than a century. The impetus behind photography was socially driven in the search for a technological system that, while somewhat preordained, also inherits characteristics of unpredictability. Any technology must fulfill positivist ideals but will inevitably find other purposes that exceed its designed capabilities. There are many misuses of photography in its application to eugenic (Galton) and anthropometric (Lamprey) studies. While photography is an exponent of nineteenth‐century technology and consequently, regardless of subsequent critiques, is defined by philosophical concerns of that time, an agent of taxonomy and veracity, it is also a phenomenon that has less urgent cosmological origins. 
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Photography today is widely recognized as a technology, a medium, and a discipline. 
Its ubiquity encroaches on various layers of society through an engagement with its artifacts and ephemera. However, it is arguably a philosophy. It presents phenomenological hallucinations as “concrete instances of perception.” Its re‐presentations of the world often conjure altered realities and raise epistemological issues that can be located as far back as Plato’s (2007) simile of the cave. Raymond Williams argues that technology itself is not a cultural form (Williams 2003). 
Photography’s technological invention often serves as an origin point for its discourse. 
It has been shaped by the technology that has spawned artifacts. This suggests that photography’s emergence can be described as not just a convergence of ideas and technologies but somewhat of a big bang, a serendipitous collision of particles creating a synergy, a charged entity of which there was previously no trace. The works of Hockney and Steadman (2002), which illuminatingly deal with the pre‐photographic, and Batchen’s vivid account of the transatlantic activities of “proto‐photographers” 
(Batchen 1999), suggest otherwise. 
Some photography writing such as philosopher Vilem Flusser’s (1984) “Towards a Philosophy of Photography” and Susan Sontag’s (1979) “On Photography” often receive criticism for being too vague or not rooted in the discussion of photographs as discursive exchange. These texts attempt to consider photography in the absence of subject matter. Photography is constrained by subject matter, its indexical nature relies on such and its (often) iconic values allow the viewer to recognize the objects represented in the photograph. The same light that allows us to perceive the world is the same light that creates photographs—hence they appear as index‐led hallucinations, their resemblance to the world we recognize is uncanny and can sometimes destabilize the viewing experience. Photographic discourse requires us to consider its very specific representations and to consider its subject matter. However, for some, this experience can be limiting, while this can be enriched by the sheer multitude of photographs and subjects that photography has to offer, each encounter tethers us to that specific subject matter of that specific photograph. As viewers we become as centered on the event just as the photograph attempts its reduction. To discuss photography in wider philosophical terms is to embrace the notion that photography exists outside of the photograph being scrutinized. Photography encourages those who are obsessed by the adventure of looking at photographs to consider each and every one they find: the collector syndrome. 
The accrual of monograph books, journals that fetishize the photographic record, banal postcards, leads to the object becoming reified beyond what its images can offer: a hint of a trace of something. However, an engagement with photography can also offer a deliberation on that which is immaterially specific and unconstrained by the production of the photograph as a unique image‐object. 
Photography’s reproductive qualities lend themselves to the dissemination of photographs that ultimately propel its discourse. Various artists have considered ideas of photographic reproduction and authorship, opting to appropriate existing “texts” rather than produce new direct copies of a non‐photographic object. Sherrie Levine’s re‐photographic After Walker Evans series, Richard Prince’s appropriated Biker Girls and Erik Kessels’s installed collation 24hrs of Photos all use existing photographic images as the basis of their work. In particular, Kessels’s project acquires a thread of Warholian concerns relating to the profligate manufacture of images. It asks many salient questions, namely, in a society that is saturated by ephemeral images, why do we continue 
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producing? Can we not seek a distillation that seeks clarity by other means? What if the production of the photographic image, so essential to photographic discourse, ceased? 
Is photographic discourse really dependent on new subject matter being re‐presented? 
Undoubtedly to serve as a communicative tool, as with linguistic forms of written and spoken word, new photographs must be produced. However, the ease with which they are manufactured and disseminated, much like the Internet meme, somewhat dilutes and overlooks the potency of both image and text. 
The works selected in the preceding discussion all contain significant self‐reflexive elements. All are “texts” that utilize written language and attempt to partially remove photographic subject matter. Photographs cannot escape subject matter for their very existence is contingent on such, however, they can seek to diminish the value of specificity that is often misconstrued as synonymous with indexicality. These works all lead an inquiry of photography’s innate disposition, making us conscious of acts of photography resisting the suture that commonly occurs when presented with a photographic likeness of subject matter; they are a form of meta‐discourse. They are a distillation of the syntagmatic. 
 A Liminal View
Photography’s conception is ostensibly depicted as a race to capture, fix, and eventually reveal a latent image. This perspective paints an intriguing theatricality imbued in its characters (proto‐photographers) and their quest to succeed on an international stage. 
Such a pioneering quest to behold the magic produced by a fledgling technology befits the literature of the emerging Victorian age. This event conjures the adventure of Jules Verne, the mystery of Poe, and the meticulousness of Arthur Conan Doyle. One could be forgiven for succumbing to this macro view of photography’s invention and by default denigrating the dexterity of its founders. In some cases, how photography could be used and would manifest in our society was as much of a concern for its proto‐photographers as the technical triumph. The first installment of W.H.F. Talbot’s The Pencil of Nature of 1839 was first published four years after his initial success in fixing the image. How these pictures were to appear to the viewer, their disseminated context was so crucial for their author. Each plate of Talbot’s book is accompanied by written text on the opposing page. These texts vary, are often descriptive of the process but are often celebratory of the opportunities the new medium can present. His selection of subject matter and accompanying titles demonstrate a hyperawareness of the medium’s key attributes. 
The point about Talbot’s work, of course, is that it declares itself as artefact. 
The unmistakable subject in most of his calotypes is nothing more than the photograph itself as a means of representing. They might be called exemplary photographs in that they declare their own premises. (Batchen 1999, p. 149) Geoffrey Batchen’s astute observations of Talbot’s “exemplary photographs” can be identified readily in a number of works. The calculated attendance of a broom in “The Open Door” pertains to a form of cleaning, the drawing metaphor with the process of a 
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latent image forming. “Articles of Glass” ponders the veracity and documenting qualities of the photograph. “A Scene in a Library,” a picture that has been widely documented as being a bookcase in Talbot’s courtyard (Batchen 1999), speculates on the future receptacle of the photographic image. 
“Latticed Window,” Talbot’s first picture, was made in August 1835. Although it did not feature in the first book of photographs, The Pencil of Nature, it received a similar treatment from its author. It is somewhat of a blueprint for his subsequent endeavors. Similar to Talbot’s subsequent work, it is a picture that contemplates the photographic medium and its process. Accompanying the postage stamp‐sized image is a description, although this instance presents a distinct handwritten brevity. 
The script does not furnish us much detail regarding the greater context of the picture’s production. 

Latticed Window (with the Camera Obscura) – When first made, the squares of
glass about 200 in number could be counted, with help of a lens. 
We cannot discern from the text the location of his first photogenic drawing (that is in fact the south‐facing window that is found at Talbot’s home at Lacock Abbey). Nor do we glimpse the subject beyond its pane of glass. “Latticed Window” refers to the surface of the divide between interior and exterior. Rather than dwell on the architecture of the window’s oriel structure, Talbot directs our viewing to the window’s partitioning surface. The description that ensues affirms this image has been created by a new technology that has the ability to condense visual information “(with the Camera
Obscura) – When first made, the squares of glass about 200 in number could be counted,
with help of a lens.” 
Talbot’s use of text directs the viewer to the ability of this new technology. The context offered by the text is concerned with technological achievement; it does not care for the location of even the subject part from the window itself. The subject is the window itself as a framing device through which we can view the world, thus it echoes the act of taking a photograph. Subject matter can never be eliminated in photography; the photograph always relies on a referent. However, this photograph demonstrates the possibilities of photography and outlines its accompanying methodology, it frames and offers a view of the world. It is an attempt to deliver a demonstration of the technology but also reflects on its condition. His latticed window stands in for the act of framing. 
The window proclaims itself as subject, not the view beyond its glass. Our attention is drawn to the liminal quality of the window, as opposed to the specific view it delivers. 
Talbot not only has delivered his first photograph (only preceded by a highly unstable Niépce heliograph nine years earlier) but he has created with the aid of his handwritten text the first meta‐photograph. Talbot’s text only cares for the space occupied in the photograph. It is not just descriptive but it creates a work that is hermetically charged. 
The framing device metaphor simultaneously replaces and subsumes the subject matter. 
Indeed, through the aid of text, Talbot’s first photographic picture encapsulates the inherent nature of the medium while echoing the diagrammatic didacticism ingrained in Plato’s “Simile of the Cave.” 
Photography’s indexical nature has contributed to its perception as being a medium of utmost veracity (see Chapter 6 in this volume). The photograph is often heralded as an art form beyond compare for its verisimilitude in a western society that is largely 
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ocular‐centric. The camera’s watchful eye on the world does not discriminate. It is the operators who choose what to include and what to omit from their viewfinder before releasing the camera’s shutter. Photography’s association with veracity has enabled it to achieve a “documentary” status, spawning an entire photographic genre (see Chapter 21 
in this volume). Any subject matter presented to the camera can be recorded, thus imparting an air of validity to the author’s work. The documentary photograph presents the factual in that it attests to its subject’s existence. As Barthes claims of this indexical quality: “In photography I can never deny the thing has been there” (Barthes 1980, p. 76). However, as with all forms of language, the photograph’s ability to objectively provide an account is limited by its author and can never have the same value at the point of transmission as at its point of reception. It is, after all, a representation of its referent. Martha Rosler, a conceptual artist whose œuvre reached its apotheosis in the mid‐1970s explores the value of text to image in her unrivaled work, “The Bowery in Two Inadequate Descriptive Systems.” Photo‐text combinations arguably achieved their peak during this period. The works of John Baldessari, Joseph Kosuth, and Barbara Kruger all consider how text contextualizes the photographic image either within the frame or externally. Rosler’s work (as with Kosuth’s “One and Three Chairs”) not only explores the possibilities of these combinations but also considers their limitations. It considers ontological concerns that underpin the medium of photography and its applications while simultaneously pursuing a study of vernacular spoken and written language. Exploring the limitations of a syntactical form can often allow the viewer to consider subject matter from a perspective liberated from the constraints of the work’s own rhetorical devices. The title itself, “The Bowery in Two Inadequate Descriptive Systems,” suggests the inherent limitations of photographs and written words. It asks the viewer to consider what is “inadequate” about these forms of representation? 
Twenty‐one of the 24 panels that comprise the work contrast the photographic frame with a white space with a black form of equal size to its photographic counterpart. The frame size mirrors that of its photographic counterpart but instead contains typed words rather than direct traces of The Bowery. 
The photographs in this series depict scenes in an area of the Lower East Side of Manhattan known as The Bowery. Many of the pictures were taken using a deadpan approach that echoes the Great Depression‐era work of Walker Evans. Sites of capitalist exchange bereft of human activity suggest that a political agenda is being deconstructed. 
The flatness of photographic subjects resounds in the text descriptions. Slang words are used to describe a state of inebriation in an attempt to replace what is absent from the photograph. Indeed, the text stands in for that which has been removed or has since vacated these scenes, The Bowery’s inhabitants. Text descriptions inside the frame simultaneously operate as a diegetic and mimetic value. Edwards refers to this work as pertaining to “ekphrasis” (Edwards 2012, p. 5), a term used to describe a narrative device of evoking images through words. 
The text proffers many questions on whether it should be read as written prose or parlance recorded. After all, photographs have the ability to fix the visual world in a frame, the use of a frame to contain text hints at a recording, a dictated description rather than a direct classification. In this sense we may regard the text as diegetic, as it is mimetic. The text augments the pictures with commentary while simultaneously replacing the absent photographic referent. However, Rosler is keen to demonstrate the descriptive limitations of each medium rather than celebrate its narrative capability. 
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The juxtapositions of text and image are not the only contrasts being established. The focus on capitalist institutions, particularly the First National City Bank, populated with only a residue of alcohol consumption through empty liquor bottles, suggests a society starved of a convivial symbiosis. The photographs contain traces of anti‐social behavior on a backdrop of capitalist machinery. Neither text nor image can adequately describe the range of socio‐economic experiences in this neighborhood. The work spotlights the limitations of both forms of representation, the photograph as a mere trace of aftermath and vernacular text as exceptionally prosaic. The events, people, actions, dilemmas that are all required to build a narrative elude the viewer. Only a description of the issues raises a socio‐political concern often associated with documentary practices, any poetic license is absent. Both text and image provide a contrast that betrays the vernacular belonging to each disparate linguistic tradition. The difference between each rhetorical form reflects the gulf between their respective subject matter. 
The title of Rosler’s work raises many pertinent questions with the viewer. Is it each system of representation that is inadequate or is it each medium’s failure to describe events and circumstances situated outside of the frame? The work neatly alludes to political concerns without explicitly addressing a specific. The identity of these missing subjects and their whereabouts when the photographs were taken remain a mystery, only the result is presented to the viewer. This absenteeism and lack of event have proved a popular approach to documentary photography of the past 30 years. Joel Sternfeld’s work is often ascribed the term “Late Photography,” as discussed by David Campany in his essay “Safety in Numbness” (Campany 2003). Here its deployment extends beyond an issue of expediency, Rosler’s calculated balance of descriptions across text and image attest to frailties in both rhetorical forms. Craig Owens remarked that the “juxtaposition of two representation systems, visual and verbal, is calculated (as the title suggests) to ‘undermine’ rather than ‘underline’ the truth value of each” 
(Owens 1985, p. 68). Rosler’s work stands as a critique of representational modes possibly more than it critiques the subject matter at hand. 
“The Bowery …,” according to Allan Sekula, possesses a “metacritical relation to the documentary genre” (Sekula 1979, p. 175). By judiciously removing subject matter to leave behind traces, Rosler’s work questions our faith in the photographic image. Photographs are but traces of their referents, if we can start to build speculative socio‐political commentary on a partial trace then what conclusion can we reach with a full imprint? As with Talbot’s “Latticed Window,” the combination of text and image in “The Bowery…” enables a discourse that exceeds the direct function and context of a photograph, it offers a refuge to contemplate constituent parts of photographic medium. 
Mishka Henner’s work often uses found imagery from a variety of sources such as the Internet, satellite imagery, and television. The technological shifts guiding us through a new century enable the photograph’s production and reception to be far more expedient than ever before. No longer is the photograph limited to being a material object disseminated through physical transit. The primary artifact of photography can now find its recipient within fractions of a second, as opposed to the weeks and even months facilitated by Victorian maritime travel. We may realize that other forms of contextual accompaniment other than written text have significantly grown. Internet video often provides soundtracks and narrations to photographs, blurring the boundaries between photographs and their moving image counterparts. The accessibility of 
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camera phones has created an inexorable rise in the production of photographs as vernacular signifiers. 
Despite these advances, the clarity and precision of the written word still prevail and we remain a linguistic society, or perhaps more befittingly a “scripto‐visual” (Burgin 1986, p. 
58) culture. Western culture embraces the ubiquity of the photographic image along with other forms of “texts.” Arguably in a postmodern age we are not so much a civilization of writing and more a culture of texts. Undeniably, photographic images are the lifeblood of photography. Without such, its discourse ceases to exist. To understand a photograph’s inherent disposition involves the experience of viewing a photograph. This allows us to grasp the concept of a photograph, its various qualities. The framed flatness, stillness, sharpness, blur, all conjure a concept that we recognize and encounter daily. Photographs substitute that which is otherwise absent, forsaking us the opportunity to debate not just subject matter photographs themselves and consequently photography. While we can acknowledge photographic discourse’s dependency on the photograph is not absolute, it can take place in articles and essays such as the one you are reading now, we may struggle to comprehend that photographic “texts” do not rely on the photographic referent. For a medium so intrinsically dependent on its artifacts produced by their referents, to conceive of a photographic discourse without photography could seem absurd. 
Mishka Henner’s book Photography Is, published in 2010, contains over 3000 statements concerning photography. It is a book that contains no photographs but contains laconic eponymous declarations. Henner’s work neatly manages to straddle being a photographic “text” and containing only text without venturing into criticism. The statements that feature range enormously, from the punitive to the encouraging, the technical to the theoretical, the institutional to the personal. It is a work that offers a wholly inclusive take on the medium that provides much perplexity. Other works by those such as Idris Khan’s palimpsestic inquiry “Every page … from Roland Barthes’ Camera Lucida” seek similar concerns as a way of providing a totalized experience of photography’s discourse. Khan’s work utilizes a process of layering to combine photographs of each page of Camera Lucida to create a singular composite. The result is barely discernible traces of a typeface and layout we may recognize from the book. It offers the promise of Barthes’s seminal text (often re‐read and re‐interpreted by photography scholars, a testament to its wealth and longevity) but obfuscates its sentences. The image is a record of all of Camera Lucida and equal y it fails to deliver a single word. Khan’s work deftly explores the reductive and injudicious nature of photography through a carefully gauged misapplication. Henner’s Photography
Is provides an experience that is not itself photographic but retains a legibility that Khan’s work seeks to eradicate. It is perhaps this clarity of prose that while absent of the allure of the photograph manages to distil and refine ideas necessary to reflect not on what photography is, but as with other photographic “texts,” where it has subsisted. 
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Psychoanalysis and Photography
Mary Kelly and Cindy Sherman

Kathy Kubicki
Photography is made in many differing spheres of cultural production. It remains at the center of discourse in the area of identity politics, and has been used by artists to question fixed notions of representations of the individual, and of society at large, as artists have investigated the notion of self as alienated, as part of a whole, fragmented, incomplete, sexualized, marginalized, rarefied, and objectified. 
This chapter will examine the work of two prominent female artists, Mary Kelly and Cindy Sherman, and use the discourse of psychoanalysis to read the work and expand upon the many layered meanings that reside within the work. Mary Kelly’s installation 
“Interim” is a revolutionary series in terms of feminist discourse, and examines the female reaction to a period in a woman’s life (post menopausal) that is usually a taboo subject for current mainstream practice and culture. 
Cindy Sherman’s practice investigates stereotypes within the representations of women. The chapter explores her photographic practice within a psychoanalytical framework that explores theories of the body. Sherman’s practice also encompasses performance, and meanings are multi‐layered. Representation of the female body in art practice as a political vehicle became intertwined with popular culture alongside theory, as dominant meanings were seen as retrogressive. Sherman’s depictions of the female body were extreme, almost dangerous, uncanny, and abject. 
Psychoanalytic theories have been extremely influential in the conception, production, reception, and analysis of objects of visual culture. Through his discovery of the unconscious, Sigmund Freud revolutionized the way an individual human subject was conceived as discussed in his important essay, “The Unconscious” (1902). In Jacques Lacan’s pivotal essay, “The Mirror Stage,” (1949) he positions subjectivity as something conceived in language, conflicted, and driven by desire. Therefore, an outline of the psychoanalytic theories central to the work of Freud and Jacques Lacan demonstrates how and why these theories were so influential in the understanding of human subjectivity. The theories of both Freud and Lacan emanate from clinical practice, and the experiences of their patients. 
The notion of a crisis in the human personality and fragmentation of an idea of self, accompanied by anxiety disorders, are all experiences that were formulated as a systematic field of knowledge known as psychoanalysis, developed by Freud in late‐nineteenth-century Vienna. This systematic and material theory of the making of human subjectivity is based on empirical research, and was centered on the experiences of Freud’s patients A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
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suffering the “symptoms” of mental disorders, such as psychosis, neurosis, obsession behaviors, pathological, and neurological symptoms. During this period many of Freud’s patients were middle‐class women, placed under the banner of “hysteric,” through a series of psychoanalytical encounters in the clinic, Freud sought to cure his patients with transference and via his “talking cure.” 
In his Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis (1915), Freud discussed the need to repress certain desires, pleasure and gratification, and replace these with the survival instinct, and industrious work. Freud named this the reality principle, which for him must take precedence over the pleasure principle. His main theories are based on the concept that excessive repression of these desires can result in the symptoms as described above, which can be debilitating. 
The history of the term “unconscious” in Freud’s writing is long and complicated, concluding that the phenomenon of the unconscious is that it is a container for all that has been repressed from consciousness, predominantly the taboo incestuous desires from childhood. The unconscious is never straightforwardly translatable, or commut-able into the language of pre‐conscious, but must be uncovered; for Freud, the pathway to unconscious meanings was to be translated into the conscious world via dreams, parapraxes, or everyday slips, jokes, and splits and divisions within human subjectivity, uncovering trauma, and via symptoms such as psychotic and neurotic behavior. Freud concluded that in human development sexuality and the unconscious are causatively intertwined, as sexuality is the basic formation of personality, according to Freud, although he did not deny that social circumstances would also add to this. Biology also comes into play, as a species, humans are born prematurely unable to survive without parent or carer, instincts for survival such as food, warmth, shelter from harm, are inscribed as basic needs which must be met from the beginning of life. 
Freud’s description of sexuality in the functioning of the “drives” takes place when a biologically essential activity becomes pleasurable, for example, the activity of feeding from the mother’s breast for the infant which can take on a pleasurable libidinal dimension, and so sexuality is separated from biological instincts and acquires a certain autonomy. Ways in which psycho‐sexuality and the unconscious are bound together are complex. Freud also believed that this libidinal aspect to human instinct could be seen as a “perversion,” as it moves away from the instinct for self‐preservation. Early on in development, the drives are centered on the child’s body and are gradually organized in terms of the erotogenic zones; the oral stage associated with the drive to incorporate objects, the anal stage associated with sadistic impulses where erotic pleasure is derived from expulsion and destruction, withholding and the manipulation of others’ wishes, and the phallic stage which focuses the libido on the genitals. These drives are not fixed and have no specific organization:
[The child] is not a unified subject confronting and desiring a stable object, but a complex shifting field of force in which the subject (the child itself) is caught up and dispersed, in which it has as yet no center of identity and in which the boundaries between itself and the external world are indeterminate. 
(Eagleton 2008, p. 133)
The important stage of development in Freud, when the child moves from the “imaginary” into the “symbolic” world, is centered on “The Oedipus Complex.” The father’s 
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threat of castration persuades the boy child to abandon his incestuous desires for the mother, which are then driven underground, into the unconscious realm. The threat is perceived by recognizing the lack of penis in the female, the threat of the possible punishment of castration causes anxiety, which leads to a making peace and identification for the male child with the father, who is introduced to the symbolic role of manhood. 
This act of repression is primary and opens up the space of the unconscious. The child becomes ordered in a way that centers upon genital sexuality, becoming a man in the making who will develop in the confines of specific exterior images and practices which society happens to define as “masculine.” 
Freud’s account of the girl’s journey through the Oedipus stage demonstrates the prejudiced attitudes toward women that dominated the society and time in which Freud lived and worked. She is said to turn her first homosexual desire of her mother toward her father who becomes the love object. For both sexes the outcome involves the dialectic of the Oedipus triangle, the primal scene, in which the child is rivaling in its affection for the parent of the opposite sex. Freud’s knowledge and exploration of female sexuality were very limited indeed, as he refers to “the dark continent.” In Freud’s theories, the girl recognizes that she is inferior because she is already castrated and she turns from her mother whom she sees as also castrated, to her task of seducing her father. This impossible task means she must reluctantly effect identification with her mother and assume her gender role by substituting the penis for a baby, desired in the unconscious to be acquired via the father. She then acquires what Freud has termed “penis envy,” as she can never possess a penis. 
Feminist theorists and psychoanalysts such as Julia Kristeva remove Freud’s ideas of primary subjectivity and infant experiences to an earlier stage of development, when the relationship takes on a visceral aspect, the relationship with the mother’s body to the infant is crucial, and this happens before the Oedipus stage, experienced as an interior identification. For Kristeva and other female theorists such as Luce Irigaray, these notions of female sexuality have been easily later overridden in time. In Revolution
in Poetic Language (1984), Kristeva distinguishes two orders within language: the symbolic, dominated by the father, the phallus, and the law; and the semiotic, haunted by the unforgettable trace of a lost pre‐Oedipal internal world of the mother’s body. 
Freud’s investigations are nevertheless crucially important as he attempts to define human sexuality for both male and female, during the masculine and sexist society of late‐nineteenth‐ and early‐twentieth‐century Vienna. 
The Oedipus complex is at the center of the structures of relations by which we become adults, according to Freud, through which we enter into the symbolic law of the phallus, the point at which we are produced and constituted, and develop as subjects. 
Oedipus points to the transition from pleasure to the reality principle, from the enclosed space of the family to society, and morality, conscience, law, social and religious authority. 
Freud’s theories of dreams demonstrate most clearly the unconscious at work. Freud described dreams as “the royal road to the unconscious.” The “manifest” dream, that is recounted, and appears in image form, is the foundation of the “latent” or real meaning. 
The psychoanalyst can unravel the underlying meaning via the recounting of the dream by the patient, as unconscious meanings seep into the conscious realm. The unconscious 
“condenses” many images into a single statement, and displaces the meaning of an object or person onto another associated with it. Sexual symbolism comes into play whereby 
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the phallic symbol is easily recognizable, and the female associated via enclosed spaces, and containers. 
One way that Freud translates dreams corresponds to how the linguist Roman Jakobson sites the two primary operations of human language as “metaphor”—
condensing meanings together, and “metonym”—displacing one onto another. 
Jacques Lacan’s interest in anthropology led to his description of the unconscious as being structured like a language. 
The function of language in psychoanalysis is crucial in the structuring of the subject because it corresponds directly to the gaps between the id (feeling of “me”—unconscious) the ego (the I, the self, assailed with the drives and desires from the “id,” i.e. destructive, creative, etc.), and the super‐ego (unconscious source of repression of self). This structure represents a flow of unconscious energies which can be blocked off or moved and directed into a different sphere; wishes felt by the ego become conscious, repressed wishes are internalized, and transferred into positive and negative, love and hate objects. 
In a similar way to linguistics, psychoanalysis seeks out structures to make sense of phenomena. In language there is always one thing that stands in for another, similarly the unconscious produces different meanings for objects, dreams, desires, etc. Freud demonstrated that the gaps or lack of continuity in conscious psychic life represent a system that is completely different from that of consciousness, and so changed our fundamental perception of the idea of a “self” as being structured internally beyond the control of the subject. 
Jacques Lacan belongs to a group of psychoanalysts framed under the heading of 
“post Freudians.” He was ambitious in some areas in his re‐writing of Freud as Lacan redefined and reformulated Freud’s theories within the framework of linguistic science. 
Lacan challenged the idiom by developing a more philosophical approach, and using ideas from other disciplines such as anthropology, a style that some find more densely formulated and difficult in comparison to Freud’s writings. Lacan’s project was to re‐order psychoanalysis, as he states that the formative experience of the fractured identity (as experienced via the Mirror Stage), as well as Lacan’s interaction and exploration of language, provides a more viable construction that contradicts Freud’s earlier ideas of a fixed identity, as explored in Freud’s readings of dreams and symbols via dreams, etc. 
In 1934, Lacan became a full member of the Société Psychoanalytique de Paris (SPP). 
His lectures on De l’impulse au complexe argued for a “primordial structural stage” 
which he called “stage of the fragmented body in the development of the ego,” a stage when pure drives ( la pulsation a d’état pur) appeared in states of “horror” inseparable from “passive beatitude.” 
Language is crucial in the “transference” in therapy—communication, i.e. the way that the therapeutic relationship works. Lacan came late to his main theories on language—he was 52 when his important papers were published: “The Agency of the Letter” and “The Function and Field of Speech and Language in Psychoanalysis.” (Freud was 44 when The Interpretation of Dreams was published). Malcolm Bowie in his thorough examination Lacan (1991) describes the theories as both complex and allusive and applies other terms such as “serious‐minded,” “facetious,” and “caustic and cajoling.” 
According to Bowie, the theories can be read as deviating and at times indecisive, reflecting Lacan’s problematic relationship with Freud (as loyalty to the symbolic father perhaps). However, radical differences were mapped out, particularly in relation to clinical practice, and to desire, the pleasure and the reality principle:
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These propositions are opposed by all our experiences, in so far as it teaches us not to regard the ego as centered on the perception‐consciousness system, or as organized by the “reality principle” – a principle that is the expression of a scientific prejudice most hostile to the dialectic of knowledge. (Lacan 2001, p. 7) Lacan would not be totally removed from Freud’s theories, also at times defending Freud’s ideas from outside attacks. 
Juliet Mitchell in her book, Psychoanalysis and Feminism: A Radical Reassessment of
Freudian Psychoanalysis (1974), describes Lacan’s revolutionary view of language as not arising from the individual, but rather as given from the outside world to the infant and always belonging to another; “His [Lacan’s] subject is not an entity with an identity, but a being created in the fissure of a radical split who can only conceptualise itself when it is mirrored back to itself from the position of another’s desire(s)” (Mitchell 1974, p. 5). 
For Lacan, desire itself and sexual desire can only exist by virtue of its alienation. 
In accordance with Freud’s “Fort… Da” throw away game by the infant, which represents the presence and absence of the mother, Lacan states that the object that is longed for can only come into existence as an “object” when it is lost to the infant, therefore any satisfaction that is gained will always contain this sense of loss within it. Lacan names this the “desire”; the baby’s need can be met, its demand responded to, but desire will persist as a primordial effect of absence, and it seems that Lacan’s philosophy anchors on this fundamental impossibility of the satisfaction of desire, which also corresponds with Freud’s ideas that sexual instinct is not commensurate to absolute sexual satisfaction. 
For Lacan, the unconscious makes it impossible for the subject to assume a position of certainty from any relation of knowledge to his or her psychic processes and history, thereby disclosing the fictional nature of the sexual category to which each human subject is none the less assigned. Sexual identity, according to Lacan, operates as a law and is joined onto the subject, as the individual must line up according to the opposition (lack) of having or not having the phallus. Some feminist theorists, including Mitchell and Jacqueline Rose, have found Lacan’s theories useful by laying out an account of human sexuality dependent on the law of the phallus, particularly within language and culture, which exceeds any natural or biological gender division. The phallus represents a symbolic order in which “patriarchy” is the prime element. Woman is always referred to by this “lack” and as “other” in language. 
Lacan’s idea of subjectivity as a kind of fiction is substantiated by the “Mirror Stage” 
which he refers to as
A drama whose internal thrust is precipitated from insufficiency to anticipation – 
and which manufactures for the subject caught up on the lure of spatial identification, the succession of fantasies that extends from a fragmented body‐image to a form of its totality that I shall call orthopaedic – and lastly, to the assumption of the armour of an alienating identity, which will mark with its rigid structure the subject’s entire mental development. (Lacan 1979, p. 4) In this moment of recognition, the infant identifies a split between the idealized, perfect and complete reflection, and the fragmentation it observes in the real body. 
178 
Interpretation
The reflection is crucial for Lacan as the coherent identity with which the child identifies is already a fantasy and divides the foundations of identity into two, the apparent smoothness and totality the child sees in the reflection is a myth, as the image we first recognize as the self is a “misrecognition.” Lacan stresses this mirror image goes beyond the visible to reflect, “What is heard, touched and willed by the child.” For Lacan, Bowie argues, the child remains deluded:
The child’s attention is seized by the firm spatial relationships between its real body and the setting within the spectacular image … the complex geometry of body, setting and mirror works upon the individual as a ruse, a deception, an inveiglement. The mirror seemingly so consoling to the infant is a trap and a decoy … Falsehood and underhandedness are somehow ingrained into the ego during its first formative moments. (Bowie 1991, p. 23) Lacan states that the Mirror Stage is primary in identification, and one that remains a struggle within the ego (or personality) formation for the adult and child. Disastrous consequences of Freud’s Oedipus complex (castration) are replaced by Lacan in the disruptive forces at play in the Mirror Stage (fragmentation). In the long term, for the individual, the consequences are much more serious, and fraught. The gap (Lacan refers to as a lack), between the perfect and complete reflection, and the view of the real fragmented body as a sea of spasmodic limbs and irregular movement has catastrophic effects, as mapped out in the individual’s continuing gap between desire and satisfaction. 
In Lacan’s handling of the “fragmented body”… phantasy has a clear structural relationship to the alienating identity of the ego, for it is the means by which the individual retains an active memory of his earliest sense of disarray… and the anxiety associated with this memory fuels the individual’s desire to be the possessor and resident of a secure bodily “I.” (Bowie 1991, p. 26) The mirror image is the model of the ego function itself and enables the subject to operate as “I.” Lacan uses linguistics to support his argument, as the “I” from which we speak stands for our identity in language as subjects but is an unstable identity (or entity) that shifts and changes depending on who uses the referent “I.” If there is a division in the image and instability in the pronoun, there is equally loss and difficulty in language, which operates by representing an object in its absence. 
In Lacan, symbolization is operated via absence of the object. Therefore, the subject is the subject of speech and subject to the symbolic order which begins when the child first senses that something is missing. Words stand for objects that are lost, and the Lacanian subject operates within language by constantly repeating the moment of basic division, which can never be redeemed, thereby constituting the subject in language as divided and split. Lacan names the order of language “the symbolic” and he stresses symbol and image, and the idea of something that can replace another. The child’s imaginary identification with the mother is also ruptured at this stage by finding a coherent ideal self in the ruse that is the mirror, by mastering speech, and by a desire to be in the place of the father. Each stage of the construction of an independent ego 
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involves identification with another, the mirror image, the language of another, and the father. Lacan interprets this as the decentering of the notion of “I.” 
As in Sherman, Kelly’s work has been critically praised for its originality and for the many layered meanings and interpretations it has provoked. In Kelly’s work subjectivity lies at the center of interpretation, and framing her work within psychoanalysis is a useful way to examine her practice, and extend the meaning. 
 Mary Kelly
In the 1970s, many women artists turned away from the masculinized rhetoric of art practice, which had largely and materially been produced in the form of abstract expressionist painting. Mary Kelly is an artist who has applied psychoanalytic theory in her photographic, scripto‐visual installation works of the 1970s and 1980s, “Post Partum Document” and 
“Interim.” Both projects were made over a long period of time, and Kelly’s work incorporates the psychoanalytic theories of Freud and Lacan and her work is framed within a feminist discourse, which is the dominating ideology of Kelly’s early work. 
Central themes in the artistic practice of Kelly are involved with an identity of woman as “other” in language. Her scripto‐visual piece “Interim” (New Museum of Contemporary Art, NY, February 16–April 8, 1990) relates directly to the theories of Lacan, as each of the four parts engages with a particular institutional discourse: fiction, fashion, and medicine in Corpus; the family in Pecunia; the media in Historia; and social science in Potestas. Woman as subject dominates Kelly’s work, and the body via representation as constantly subjected to social and historical change, at the same time the real body undergoes changes through time and space. 
Kelly’s conceptual approach contains personal and political content in Interim Part I: Corpus (1984–1985). Fifteen pairs of panels contain photographs of an item of women’s clothing captioned with one of Jean‐Martin Charcot’s Hysteric’s Attitudes Passionelles (discussed below), alongside a text in silver cursive. In “Corpus,” subjectivity that is constantly reproduced and renewed in discourse is explored, as Kelly maps out the desires of a woman of middle years, subjected to the symbolic realm that is always prone to disruption. Art and politics, art and feminism, art and psychoanalysis, feminism and psychoanalysis, art and education and the function of the museum/gallery are all explored in this complex artwork that challenges the viewer to interpret through a labyrinth of meanings and associations. 
Kelly explores representation of the woman who is at a time in her life where she no longer corresponds to dominant representations of woman as either virgin or mother. 
The difference between the social construct of woman‐as‐object and how she experiences herself in relation to this dominate the installation. For Kelly, definitions of femininity are constructed around the body in time, as procreative, as fetishized, as object of the male gaze (see Chapter 12 in this volume). During the time of motherhood a woman can briefly make up for her lost phallus, the privileged signifier in culture, as the child is a means for a woman to disguise her lack, her negative place, beyond this time can be problematic. 
Kelly’s installation aims to challenge the stereotype of a redundant woman in mid‐ life, exploring the power and autonomy of women’s psyche, fantasy, representation, and psychoanalytic theory. 
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“Corpus” consists of 30 plexi‐glass panels divided into five sections; Menace, Appel, Supplication, Erotisme, and Extase, titles corresponding to the “attitudes passionelles” 
isolated in photographs by the nineteenth‐century neuropathology’s Charcot, his 
“Iconographique de la Salpetriere,” illustrates gestures and expressions regarded as the visible symptoms of “hysteria.” 
Georges Didi‐Huberman’s book, Invention of Hysteria: Charcot and the Iconography
of the Salpetriere (2003) traces the close and mutual relationship between the disciplines of psychiatry and photography in the late nineteenth century, focusing on the prolific photographic output of the Salpetriere Hospital, the notorious asylum for insane and incurable women in Paris. Didi‐Huberman explores photography’s crucial role in the invention of the category of “hysteria.” Under the direction of the resident psychiatrist Charcot, the female inmates of Salpetriere who were categorized as hysterics were systematically photographed as specimens and visual proof of hysteria’s explicit form. 
The photographs went beyond objective documentation. Subjects were obliged to portray their hysterical “type,” repeatedly performing their hysteria into a stereotype, encouraged via bribes and fear of being transferred back to the harsh conditions of possible long‐term incarceration, women patients posed for the photographs, and performed hysterical attacks during presentations for the audience of Charcot’s 
“Tuesday Lectures.” Charcot went beyond voyeuristic surveillance, using techniques such as hypnosis, electroshock therapy, and genital manipulation, provoking “hysterical symptoms” in his patients, and subsequent abhorrence and resistance on their part. 
Freud had shifted the visible diagnosis of hysteria in his female patients to the audible, the talking cure. Kelly explores how medical discourse has eclipsed the visible body, e.g. 
sciences, such as biophysics. Similarly, Freud’s discovery of the unconscious rendered the body invisible, and privileged the mind via the unconscious made visible through speech in the analytic encounter. Kelly sees her installation piece “Corpus” as an event where viewing the work involves a corporal presence from the rhythm or repetition of images. An analogy can be made to the spectacle of the constant return of the female body as used in advertising, for example, where hysterical posturing is endemic, as in Charcot’s images. 
Charcot’s diagnosis was based on a fixed single image and relationship between signifier and signified. Kelly’s “Corpus” evokes a speaking subject in diary form of narration, and in both image and text panels, images of items of clothing and handwriting provide a distancing device removing the image of woman as merely object of the look, questioning the notion of femininity as a pre‐given entity. Kelly’s “Corpus” uses fantasy to reconstitute a woman’s narcissistic aim, and consequently her pleasure and desire as outside of the maternal relation. This is based on Freud’s theory that it is fantasy that lies behind the meaning of dreams, or as “wish fulfillment” unearthed by the analyst, modes include conscious daydreams as well as unconscious latent fantasies. 
Kelly uses taped conversations of women in their middle years and translates them into text on the panels in “Corpus,” manifesting in the form of Romantic fiction, and of fantasy as a wish for seduction, rather than a passive event, or even in relation to the father. Similarly, in Lacan’s theory, language crosses all thresholds, as the importance of the spoken word is emphasized via the analytic encounter. Lacan’s “symbolic” is a personal structured order that becomes interesting from a clinical point of view when it appears as the medium of individual speech, it produces a perpetual two‐way traffic 
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flow between the inwardness of passion, and the social dispensations that weigh upon that passion in its search for satisfaction. 
Kelly represents Charcot’s “passionate attitudes” via the modes in her image and text panels, as the pictorial panels in “Corpus” represent articles of clothing that correspond to the feminine subject in three different ways; (i) metonym (part for a whole); (ii) metaphorical (the garment indicates something about the person who wears it); and (iii) indexical (when worn, they wrinkle, incorporate folds and lines like skin). Kelly links 
“Corpus” to the psychoanalytic and linguistic theories of Lacan, to terms such as trace, sign, displacement, fragmentation, hysteria, anxiety, etc. The body disappears into a fiction or construct in discourse and relates to the symptoms of women’s fantasies via Romantic fiction and fashion, as well as the tropes of modern medicine. 
In the first set, the clothing is represented as perfectly folded, fetishized, and smoothed as a section is highlighted in bright red, symbolic of blood or lipstick perhaps; the hysterical body becomes sexualized. Certain words are similarly highlighted in this way, making some words important, both emotionally and intellectually, concerned with debates surrounding scopophilia. Margaret Iverson in her text “Fashioning Feminine Identity” (1988), describes how the second set of panels directly relate to Lacan’s mirror image, as Kelly usefully conceals fragmented drives as made into a perfect image, and an indication of a love that speaks of fear of aging, or death. Fragmentation is represented by anger as some areas of the garments are outlined in red, highlighted similar to malig-nancies in an X‐ray. Disarrayed garments are linked to anatomical drawings, as skin can be removed to reveal internal muscle or organs. 
Texts accompanying these images reveal the horror and fascination of graphic illustrations of the aging process in a self‐help manual that concludes: Anne is right, women are not at one with nature, they are at war with it. The victor becomes a legend like so many ageing film stars, forever “fabulous and forty two”. Meanwhile, the vanquished who refuse to dye their hair, or just don’t give a damn, become old bags, or possibly old ladies – if they smile. (Linker 1984, p. 62)
The third set of panels in “Corpus” represent the most hysterical and hallucinogenic to Iverson, and go far beyond ideas of the aging process in the first two sets. Garment motifs are twisted and knotted, suggesting acute anxiety, the red highlighted section is crosshatched, and erogenous zones are removed. Sexual fantasy coupled with the possibility of completely changing and transforming identity form the basis of the text panels, the endings are the fantasy of fairy stories, and Iverson concludes that the three modalities catalog the ways that the invisible body represents itself. 
“Corpus” explores how the woman strives for the image of a perfect body, which is able to transform itself to be beautiful and sleek, and how desire is present beyond the maternal. Medical science can reveal that underneath the surface, the body consists of pulsating anxious organs and flesh, representing pain (preserved as memory), or illness (alluding to something else), and Freud’s “death drive,” as death is unavoidable, embedded in the psyche, already and always there. As a site of eroticism, the body is associated with fantasy and Romantic fiction by Kelly who explores the Lacanian notion of subjectivity born in language, within a system of shifting signs, which have no fixed meaning. 
Iverson states that; “Desire is like language… in search of a lost object which is 
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unobtainable, signifiers slip over the signified as desire slips along an endless series of substitutes” (Iverson 1997, p. 63). 
Kelly imagines an alternative “other” for the woman in her mid‐lifetime, and responds to woman’s desire by using a psychic state of fantasy based on erotogenic zones and the drives of the body. Deconstructing Charcot’s earlier images of a fixed, static and passive hysteric, Kelly gives voice to the feminine other, her first person subject “I” in “Corpus” 
is both subject and object, active and passive in representation, implying both masculin-ity and femininity in women’s desire. Kelly insists on challenging the viewer in terms of methodology and use of psychoanalytic theory, allowing a complex layering of meanings and possible interpretations of the work in her installation “Interim.” 
Cindy Sherman
The launch of the artistic career of Cindy Sherman was at a pivotal moment in the shift of discourse, and this is paramount when discussing her career. Inter‐textuality and the death of the author are the two main paradigm shifts, and less emphasis on the artist’s autobiography. This is very true in relation to Sherman who rarely does interviews and remains indifferent (and invisible) to the way her work is discussed by critics and writers. Sherman originally trained as a painter, later she studied art at Buffalo State College (1972–1976), and concentrated on photography‐based practice, as the most appropriate medium of expression in a media‐dominated culture. In terms of her place in art and photographic history, it seems to have been of enormous advantage that she turned to photography in her conceptual practice, at a time when such methods were appearing as topical in theoretical discourse. 
Within the development of post‐structuralism and French philosophy, post‐modernism and the emergence of identity politics, writers such as Susan Sontag, Roland Barthes, and Douglas Crimp were all interested in discussing the increasing importance and relevance of photography as a medium within artistic practice. Critics began to accept photography as a valid mode of “Fine Art” practice, at the same time distancing it from the origins of the straight studio portrait photography of the past, and documentary practice. The importance of photography at the time in the 1970s was embedded in Sherman’s focus on the “media” production of reality, and the disappearance of the artist’s persona behind the mask of the stereotype. Sherman’s photographic practice lends itself easily to the application of psychoanalytic theory as it explores ideas of gender, subjectivity, fragmentation, imagination, and the psyche. 
Crimp in particular championed Sherman’s work from the beginning of her career, often by considering the medium above the content. Crimp’s position on photography stems mainly from Walter Benjamin’s essay first published in 1936, “The Work of Art in the Age of Mechanical Reproduction,” whereby the “aura” of a work of art is removed to a mythical space. Crimp believes that photography has made obsolete earlier methods of picture production, e.g. painting. Post‐structural writers such as Barthes, Jacques Derrida, and Jean‐François Lyotard also applied these ideas in theories of post‐modernism, and further points concerning, for example, the death of the author, connoisseurship no longer existed as the hierarchies, boundaries, and notions of “high” and “low” art were broken down, as meanings were increasing produced by the viewer. Realism was described as the production of “a copy of a copy.” All of the above observations could easily be 
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considered in the work of Sherman. Mulvey describes Sherman as “an artist who uses photography” in her article in New Literary Review, “Phantasmagoria of the female body: the work of Cindy Sherman.” 
The choice of the camera as apparatus of choice for Sherman is also crucial. At the time of production of her early studio portraits “Untitled Film Stills,” photography was viewed as historically and traditionally a technology and medium belonging to the terrain of men. Sontag in her important book, On Photography, published in 1977, describes the masculinized language of photography that allies itself with warfare, for example, loading the camera, shooting, and aiming. Sontag describes the cruel phallic lens, the photograph as secondary in relation to the role of the artist’s hand in traditional methods, and the camera as the intermediary that frames and traps its subjects. 
Although it is not always obvious to the viewer, all of Sherman’s photographs feature the artist, transformed into fabricated images, by make‐up, costumes, lighting, and routine photographic effects, all controlled by the artist. In her very method of working Sherman subverts the traditional role of (male) artist and (female) model in the studio setting. The photographs produced by these methods assume a number of divergent and ambivalent meanings, they can, and often are read in a number of different ways. 
The Female subject as object is one definition, as Sherman’s ideas stem from, or mimic, notions of femininity seen and used in advertising and in Hollywood movies, as representation of the body in Sherman’s work moves beyond objectification to the abject. 
Some poses assumed by Sherman also mimic Charcot’s medical photos from the latter half of the nineteenth century of women, although, unlike Kelly, Sherman does not consciously reference these photos. However, a parallel can be made in her extreme and forced poses and expressions, as many of the women Sherman portrays appear to be suspended on the cusp of hysteria (see “Fashion” for Vogue Paris 2007, “Society Portraits” 2008). 
Michael Newman in his article, “Mimesis and abjection in recent photowork” (1991), among other things, likens Sherman’s self‐images with the iconography of hysteria, comparing her photos to a discourse of the visual in the photographs of Charcot. 
Newman goes on to refer to the writings of Joan Riviere, who was herself diagnosed as suffering from hysteria by Ernest Jones. Riviere in 1929 wrote Womanliness as
Masquerade, defining womanliness as the same thing as “masquerade.” There is an obvious parallel here and relevance to Sherman’s work; according to Lacan, if woman IS 
the other, how can she be the other of the other as masquerade? 
Sherman’s photographs unselfconsciously and inevitably represent the woman’s psyche, and via a lack of titles or any additional text, the work leaves a space for the viewer to read beyond the image, and beyond the cultural references and influences. 
Meanings emerge that are closer to the subjectivity that Lacan describes as “other” and incomplete. This reading can also extend to a societal positioning of woman, a space where Riviere states woman must perform her masquerade as “woman.” 
Sherman’s work explores the changing position of femininity as represented in popular culture, implicit in the manner of her extraordinary and disguised representations and the rhetoric hidden within the images, where the female is passive and awaiting action to be meted upon her, as in the films of Alfred Hitchcock. Kelly, in contrast, explores the notion of a fixed feminine identity in “Interim,” exploring the politics of representation within a framework of what is acceptable in society, and contrasts that with how the female psyche reacts to society’s everyday reactions to, and treatment of the older woman. 
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Sherman’s early “Untitled Film Stills” (69 taken between 1978 and 1980) via the theories of post‐modernism, are viewed as a pastiche of America as seen in pulp magazines and on television in the 1950s, a period of increased consumerism and artificial glamor. Her later work has been likened to the style of production techniques of the films made by David Lynch, or a subversion of those contemporary suspense and horror films. Pornography is also another area that Sherman’s photographic practice makes parallels to, and the banal superficiality of a society where the outside image is judged and valued beyond a woman’s intellect, competence, and intelligence. “Society Portraits” 
(2008) seen at MOMA, New York (February–June 2012) are also a testimony to this point, and as Sherman has aged, this series also comments on aging women (as art and life/artist’s biography coincide) and how culture and the media’s response are harsh toward older women in particular. 
Sherman produced a group of work, “History Portraits” (1988–1990), in which the subject is also “art history,” characters are parodied from portraits from the past, the photographs are re‐workings of paintings by “Old Masters” (including Raphael, Ingrès, and Caravaggio). Rosalind Krauss discusses these portraits in terms of a psychology rooted in esthetics by referring to the “Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality” by Freud, regarding the sexual instincts/drives of the child, which Freud analyzed as causing him/her “unpleasure.” The child utilizes the defense mechanisms of “disgust, shame and morality” ( reaction‐formation). Krauss names another defense, which is sublimation. The drive changes its course by shifting its object, and so the sexual instinct can be diverted toward art, “from the genitals onto the shape of the body as a whole” 
(Krauss 1993, p. 173). 
Sherman turned to art as a referent in the History Portraits as an obvious account of the scene of sublimation, and Krauss notes how she has combined the vertical ( high art) with the whole ( gestalt). The frame provides the leading signifier in this work, by providing a perimeter for a secret space, separated from an ordinary “space‐at‐large,” 
and this therefore secures art’s autonomy. It also affects the esthetic image because the black background supports the figure, and so emphasizes its shape by contrast, which is echoed in the larger frame, the form ( the body) is eventually is given most value. 
Concepts of gender in the work of Cindy Sherman are difficult to categorize. They can be perceived as beginning with notions of femininity that are explicit in the work; they also can be viewed as containing implied layers of differing concepts of femininity that the work portrays via the politics of representation. It is in terms of the esthetic of the feminine, or the “female body” in particular, that Sherman’s work becomes controversial. 
Sherman’s photographs have at times been read as anti‐feminist images, or as potentially glorifying the pornographic, or at least deliberately containing some eroticism to entice the male gaze, particularly the series of work “Centerfolds,” an Artforum commission shot in 1981. Yet, although the voyeuristic implications are evident, the viewer is constantly aware of the “Artist” “in disguise,” and so denied the possibility of emerging in a total fantasy, one premise under which pornography functions. Mulvey sees the Centerfolds as an external expression of the interior anxiety of the unconscious, set in the intimate space of the bedroom. The women Sherman portrays are masquerading as women, in a state of suspended animation, with the possible unknown intruder waiting to pounce and invade. 
The disheveled state of the garments could signify a possible rape or sexual abuse; Sheman’s expressions speak of being stunned and traumatized. Sherman has described these 
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photographs as referring to the subject as experiencing a “hang‐over,” as the photographs provide a number of conflicting signs, which are constantly open to interpretation, and the re‐interpretation of many possible hidden narratives. 
At other times, Sherman’s photographs are viewed as illustrating the often‐degrad-ing stereotypical images portrayed of women in the media. Her images often mock the numerous predictable poses and vacuous expressions of the models as produced in fashion and advertising shots, highlighting the repetition of these banal poses in the media. Douglas Crimp in his article “Pictures” (1979) said of Sherman’s photographs:
They all portray forgettable looking women in ambiguous situations, doing vaguely dramatic things. Their poses are artificial, their mouths are set, and their eyes are dead. There is an uneasiness about the way they inhabit their bodies that her camera picks at like a scavenger bird. 
The notion of a woman’s body as seen as being “uneasily” inhabited, is one which many artists have investigated in various art practices (as previously investigated here in Kelly’s work). Sherman has also described herself as a performance artist as opposed to a photographer, as again meanings are blurred and ambiguous. The representation of the female body had become a taboo subject for many artists to approach in the 1970s, because of the overriding meanings, and
[as] feminist critics turned to popular culture to analyze these meanings, artists turned to theory, juxtaposing images and ideas, to negate dominant meanings and to invent different ones. Sherman’s concentration on the female body seemed almost shocking, her representations were not a return, but a re‐representation, a making strange. (Mulvey 1991, p. 139)
Sherman has never proposed any theoretical standpoint for her work, there are no diaries nor information about her personal life, she rarely gives interviews, her profile remains under‐stated in the art world. Meeting Sherman at her opening at The Serpentine Gallery in London in 2003, she was barely recognizable, petite, forgettable, 
“ordinary” visually. But, for Mulvey, all of this has made the critic’s job infinitely more interesting, as she compares it to solving a puzzle. She also describes the breakdown of divisions between high and low culture, art theory and practice as vital in the development of post‐modernism, and as a major contributing factor to the advancement of feminist art. 
Sherman’s photographs suggest that we are in fact participants in the culture in which we reside. At the same time, she reverses the terms of art and autobiography, as the self is shown as an imaginary construct. Mulvey insists that Sherman’s manipulation of popular culture in the content of her images, and her negation of theory, work together as a distancing and separating device. Her early work won immediate interest from critics who saw it as an antithesis to feminists’ theoretical and conceptual work that had developed throughout the 1970s. Immediate success in the art market and Institutions meant that Sherman’s practice could not be viewed as marginal, whereas most previous feminist work had been deliberately on the margins. Mulvey’s wish is to directly discuss Sherman’s work in terms of feminism and the politics of the body. 
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Sherman’s photographic practice has developed in a particular way that refers directly to the body throughout her career, and for Mulvey maps out a move in a direction toward the interior of women’s bodies. There is also an aspect of Sherman’s photos that represents an inner world or alter‐ego (other self) beyond representation, just as in Lacan’s theories the symbolic order is governed by strange laws, impossibilities, absences, and exclusions. Sherman’s photographs reach the extreme representation of their own disintegration, evident in the images of the work produced between 1985 and 1989. In the “Disasters” and “Fairy Tales,” murkiness overwhelms her work; the body disappears, or at times is replaced by prosthetics (false breasts or buttocks). The images often consist of deteriorating vomit, menstrual blood and other bodily fluids, and hair; all that remains is an enigma of total disgust. Fear of the body as abject “matter,” reducible, internalized, linked to the inevitable and yet incomprehensible death drive. 
Compared to the early images of the “Untitled Film Stills,” where a total figure is present, Sherman’s later photographs go beyond an analogy of the fragmented body in Lacan’s theories, and the overall compositions reflect fragmentation, they are un‐cohesive and have no central image or sight to be drawn to, and go beyond Freud’s notion of an “Oceanic” 
self. Sometimes in the photos one sees a part or reflection of a form or color that emerges for the viewer to focus upon, a kind of “punctum,” as described in Barthes’ thesis on photography in Camera Lucida (1980). But the wound here is internalized as “The phantasmagoria of the female body,” is Mulvey’s description of a phantasmagoric space, assigned by Sherman first onto the female body, and eventually into it. 
[The] spatial metaphor “unveils” the use of the female body as a metaphor for division between surface allure and concealed decay the stuff that has been projected for so long into a mythic space “behind” the mask of femininity had suddenly broken through the delicately painted veil. (Mulvey 1991, p. 145) When discussing Sherman’s work, both Mulvey and Krauss refer to the French feminist Julia Kristeva and her book, The Powers of Horror: An Essay on Abjection (1982). 
Kristeva describes a semiotic space where the feminine can be enforced. This is detected by a pattern or play of forces, which can be detected inside language, and represents a sort of residue of the pre‐Oedipal phase, when the child has close ties to the mother’s body. For Kristeva, it is closely connected with femininity (but not a language exclusive to women, as the pre‐Oedipal period recognizes no distinction of gender). 
The Abject is neither subject nor object for Kristeva; its form is the revulsion provoked in the human psyche by lifeless, inanimate bodily matter, bodily wastes and the dead body itself, and is closely associated with separation from the mother’s body in the psyche. 
There looms, within abjection, one of those violent, dark revolts of being, directed against a threat that seems to emanate from an exorbitant outside or inside, ejected beyond the scope of the possible, the tolerable, the thinkable. It lies there, quite close, but it cannot be assimilated. It beseeches, worries, and fascinates desire, which, nevertheless, does not let itself be seduced. Apprehensive, desire turns aside; sickened, it rejects (Kristeva 1982, p. 11). 
When it is imagined that the “disgust pictures” have produced the “unspeakable,” 
defetishized body, that body is reprogrammed as the body of the woman: the mother’s body from which the child must separate itself in order to achieve autonomy, a separation founded on feelings of disgust against the unclean and the undifferentiated. 
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In terms of esthetic value, this work obviously appears fairly grotesque and ugly in content, and yet compared to the Untitled Film Stills, which are of a grainy character, the quality of photographic production in the work could be defined as superior, reproduced in glossy color, and can be described as representing a higher esthetic value in terms of inclusion into the museum, and commerciality. The scale of the later photographs also increases enormously compared to the Untitled Film Stills, from 8 × 10 inch, to dimensions such as 72 × 49 inch. In terms of movies, Sherman’s Untitled Film Stills refer to the tradition of “Film Noir.” In the past, small black and white photos were viewed as aspiring more esthetically to a Fine Art tradition, for example, previous and more recent exhibitions at the Serpentine Gallery and National Portrait Gallery, London, of photographs/rayograms and other work by the artist Man Ray from the 1920s to 1950s. However, within the context of post‐modernism, and the advances in technology, these notions have been abandoned. Perhaps also the reason for Sherman’s technical changes is quite simply that later she was presumably able to afford more expensive color production methods, following the commercial success of her work and inclusion in the museum context. 
There has been much written generally about Sherman’s work, and in particular Mulvey, Krauss, and Newman have described her œuvre with the assistance of psychoanalytic theory, appropriate for the multi‐layering of meanings that the work provokes. 
Sherman uses the self‐portrait to investigate the foundation of otherness of women within contemporary representation, and disguise and displacement are the ways that female subjectivity resides in her photography. Sherman’s images present more difficulties and complex readings as her career has progressed, and yet her commercial and critical successes have not faltered. 
To conclude, in discourses on their work, the creativity of both Kelly and Sherman has become enmeshed in notions of gender and the psyche. A discussion of the concepts of psychoanalysis, gender, and esthetic value in the work of women artists generally, as well as the critical reception of the work, contain contradictions and complexities. In relation to the two artists, Kelly and Sherman, it is the changing emphasis on these issues in culture and society that has rendered the discussion of the construction of female identity in their work. 
There is very little that is explicit or implicit in a work of art without a historical and social exploration of the period in which an artist and her œuvre are produced, and an in‐depth examination of the many and varied analytical, critical, and academic writings available. Visibility therefore is crucial for women artists and photographers, and the opportunity to achieve a level of success in order to remain central to the various discourses surrounding contemporary art, the application and exploration of psychoanalysis in relation to subjectivity is a crucial aspect of those discourses. 
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Reviewing the Gaze

Roberta McGrath
The gaze has always been political in my life. 
(hooks 1992, p. 115)
Science interprets the gaze in three (combinable) ways: in terms of information (the gaze informs), in terms of relation (gazes are exchanged), in terms of possession (by the gaze, I touch, I attain, I seize, I am seized): three functions: optical, linguistic, haptic. But the gaze seeks something, someone. It is an anxious sign: singular dynamics for a sign, its power overflows it. 
(Barthes 1985, p. 238)
The Gaze in Theory and History
Just as there is no singular theory or history, there is no singular “gaze.” There are only gazes: always multiple, always plural, always intersecting. In this chapter I argue that photography, like “the” gaze, belongs to no one. Instead, the photograph itself is a locus of “intersecting gazes” (see Lutz and Collins 1991). They are simply places where our gaze, here, now, meets the gaze of others who were somewhere else, there, in that place, at that time. Photographs are spaces where we not only contest, or confirm, the gaze of others (the photographer or the subject of the photograph) but also our own gaze. They are complex and unstable images where meanings multiply, and simultaneously, might disappear altogether. This is important as it allows us to think of photographs less as objects, and more as historical events. It is worth recalling here Benjamin’s dictum that 
“… every image of the past that is not claimed by the present as one of its own concerns threatens to disappear irretrievably” (Benjamin 1973, p. 257). What is lost, he reminds us in this melancholy passage, cannot easily, if at all ever, be found. Even given their extremely temporary and fragile existence, let alone meaning, photographs matter enormously to who we are (and who we might become) and to how we understand the world in which we live. They belong to the future as much as to the past. 
Photographs, whether scraps of metal, paper, or digital file, are the repositories of history; the holding places of memory and meaning that depend upon a viewer who is A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
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schooled (often without knowing it) in “the cultural prerogatives of the gaze” (Smith 2004, p. 10). Cultural prerogatives suggest rights (and wrongs); they suggest what is allowed and what is denied. As part of a culture (or an act that takes place within it), the gaze, the right to gaze for whatever purpose, is first and last a question of power, a claiming of vision and the right to look, or a divesting and denial of it: there are those who, in the presence of others, learn to look down or avert their gaze; it is through photography, therefore, that not only histories and memories, but also identities are preserved and obliterated. 
In this chapter, I take an approach that is both historical and theoretical. It is only in the twentieth century and at certain historical moments, notably periods of economic re‐structuring, the 1930s and post‐1968, that theoretical approaches expanded the understanding of photography conceptually. Whereas some terms or practices seem stable for a very long time, this cannot be said of either photography or “the gaze.” Both have undergone significant revolutions in the past 40 years. The primary focus of this chapter is on developments of the last 40 years, specifically the 1970s, during which the pace of theoretical debate quick-ened, the long 1980s and 1990s, during which various theoretical plots thickened (and thinned under postmodernism) and the first decade of the twenty‐first century where the question of history returned. In these periods both writers and photographers wrestled with the complexities of “the gaze” in innovative and often very self‐conscious ways, establishing firm positions (so it seemed), only to see them altered, or even overturned. 
I begin, however, with a discussion of the intertwining of the gaze and desire at the very inception of photography’s invention. I argue that there can be no understanding of the gaze without understanding photography’s emergence as part of modernity when survey and spectacle in all their forms became central to commerce, knowledge, and power. I therefore begin with the eighteenth‐century Enlightenment. 
In 1791, the utilitarian philosopher and legal theorist Jeremy Bentham invented an architectural apparatus for overseeing prisoners, workers, the poor, children, known as the Panopticon. The prisoner or worker cannot see the overseer and so does not know whether or not he is being watched (but knows that he may be at any time) and so behaves as if he is being observed at all times. The twentieth‐century philosopher Michel Foucault describes Jeremy Bentham’s Panopticon (literally “all‐seeing” gaze) as 
“a superb formula: power exercised continuously and for what turns out to be minimal cost” (Foucault 1980, p. 155). In this visual economy, “power is no longer substantially identified with an individual who possesses or exercises it by right of birth; it becomes a machinery no one owns” (Foucault 1980, p. 156, my emphasis). The Panopticon operated in parallel with “rapid material advances in the manufacture of plate glass, eye-glasses, and interior lighting through which “the very ability to look, or to be seen in a social setting was markedly improved” (Jay 1993, p. 88). 
Such developments in surveillance technologies shed some light on the photographic camera which emerges as an instrument for seeing, for fixing, arresting an image of that object, that person, in that place, at that time, and for transporting it to some other place at some other time. Not only did the photograph compress time and space, but it also ensured that the gaze of the photographer (not the camera) was multiplied as the image was distributed, repeated, reiterated, or simply called to mind. 
Costly machines for looking and fixing photographs were quickly re‐invented as cheap machines for the masses. From their inception, they spread like wildfire through an industrial culture eager for commodities and so fed, and fed upon, the desire to possess and 
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preserve: to repeatedly look, more widely and in detail, from a distance and close‐up. This was immediately recognized as exciting and problematic. Even the polished mirror‐like surface of the daguerreotype had meant that viewers saw themselves reflected alongside the sitter. The daguerreotype made startlingly clear that there was a relationship between the viewer and the viewed that disturbed any notion of a pure gaze, of seeing without being seen. From its invention, photography, its producers, and consumers, are policed. 
This takes us into photography’s darker side and the newly emerging powerful institutions, prisons, hospitals, asylums, where the body is disciplined or punished. This is the locus of ignoble archives, thick files, and closed cabinets. Here the gaze, which in its early period was violent, wild, unruly, is by the end of the nineteenth century tamed, ordered, fixed. In a very real sense it becomes domesticated. The family album, too, is invented in the same period and here the spectator rapidly became both consumer and producer, exhibitionist and voyeur. 
A product of industrialization, photography is an urban phenomenon that allows greater mobility (the eye can travel) but at the price of increased surveillance (the observer, in turn, becomes the observed). Photography altered older, looser ways of seeing, disciplining the observer by harnessing his (and sometimes her) body to optical instruments. Looser ways of seeing became more organized as the apparatus of photography was closely tied to Positivism, to Modernity’s ocularcentrism, and so to the inevitable and inequitable distribution between those who are sanctioned, empowered and authorized to gaze, and those who come under increased surveillance, scrutinized as objects of a gaze that is at once racial, imperial, sexual. 
The nineteenth century with its hidden “ignoble” archives is simultaneously the age of the “Great Exhibition” (see Foucault 1977, p. 191). Not only are public museums and art galleries built to display objects culled from around the world (and even living 
“specimens”), but also to exhibit manufactured commodities (including photographs) on a grand scale. Just as in the newly gas‐lit shops and showrooms, these objects had the ability to catch the eye and to dazzle (even momentarily blind) the “beholder.” 
Moreover, the visitor too became an exhibitionist and voyeur, displaying his or her own body and simultaneously looking at the bodies of others, becoming both an object of surveillance and spectacle. In this formulation, surveillance and spectacle are not opposites but two sides of the same coin. 
It is worth emphasizing that the epistemological and ontological foundations of photography’s emergence during the early nineteenth century are part of complex technological, institutional, and corporeal shifts that produced not only new kinds of visual objects but also (and more importantly) forged new kinds of observers (Crary 1990). Nevertheless, as Foucault also taught us, power is never fixed in one direction; it can be seized and reversed. Drawing on Nietzsche, Foucault’s understanding of power, like the gaze, is not as repressive or negative, but as productive and positive. 
For Foucault, power is not monolithic, but “capillary” (Foucault 1980, p. 96). It is the lifeblood that flows through the social body. The Enlightenment ushered in an age where there would be
no need for arms, physical violence, material constraints. Just a gaze. An inspecting gaze, a gaze which each individual under its weight will end by interiorising to the point that he is his own overseer, each individual thus exercising this surveillance over, and against, himself. (Foucault 1980, p. 155)
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In this respect, cameras (like mirrors) are
tools of self‐reflection and surveillance … creat[ing] a double of the self, a second figure who can be examined more closely than the original (this double can also be alienated from the self, taken away as a photograph can be to another place). 
(Lutz and Collins 1991, p. 143)
This dualistic play of the camera is further complicated in contemporary digital mass culture where both self‐surveillance and the body‐as‐spectacle are tightly bound together: the self as other, as alien, and this other as self, produces a heightened narcissistic identification, exhibitionism, and voyeurism. We have turned ourselves, willingly, into commodities. In Jean Starobinski’s terms, the invocation to “look, so that you may be looked at in return” (Starobinski, in Jay 1993, p. 87) is a “tragicomic” reversal of the panoptic logic. “Today anxiety seems to arise from the prospect of not being exposed to the Other’s gaze all the time, so that the subject needs the camera’s gaze as a kind of ontological guarantee of his or her being” (Žižek et al. 2006, p. 180). Kate Steinmann (2011) describes well the current Facebook‐driven addiction to POIDH (Pictures Or It Didn’t Happen) whereby “nothing is real unless it is observed” (Steinmann, in Gribbin 1991, p. 18). This extends from the 300 million images uploaded daily to Facebook, to the US military’s Foucauldian, and Freudian, inflected “Gorgon stare,” multiple real‐time surveillance cameras attached to “Reapers,” deadly drones that are employed in Afghanistan with which “we can see everything” (Nashakimi and Whitlock 2011). 
This may seem a long way from the Enlightenment in time, but arguably it is the logical outcome of deeply embedded cultures of observation. Everything has rapidly become an event. As Susan Sontag pointed out more than 30 years ago, while the definition of an event is “something worth photographing, it is still ideology (in the broadest sense) that determines what constitutes an event” (Sontag 1980, pp. 18–19). To gaze is powerful. 
It is also political. 
 The Gaze: Optical, Linguistic, Haptic
In his short essay on Richard Avedon, “Right in the Eyes” (first published in 1977), Roland Barthes sketches an outline for the tripartite nature of the gaze: as information, as an exchange—a relationship, and as possession or apprehension. In so doing, he takes us from opsis to hapsis via linguistics; from a looking that is removed and set at a distance (the photograph, we might say, as a screen): “the gaze informs, I see and I know” 
to being up close, fastened to, or with, our object (the photograph as more akin to skin): 
“I touch, I attain, I seize, I am seized” (Barthes 1985, p. 238). He leads us from a position of confidence that we often feel with a photograph: here it is, the evidence, I see and I know, to a place that is much less certain, where the boundaries between subject and object are unclear: I seize, but I am also seized by it. This is the power of the image. It has a hold on me; I am arrested by it. Barthes hints then at the very instability of what he would later describe elliptically as “an uncertain art” (Barthes 1984, p. 18). For Barthes, “the gaze seeks something, someone, it is an anxious sign … its power overflows it” (Barthes 1985, p. 238). The gaze, like desire, is excessive and destabilizing. It is not seen, but felt. He writes “by dint of gazing, one forgets one can be gazed at oneself” 
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(Barthes 1977, p. 238, my emphasis). As indeed we do. This is one of the temporary pleasures of gazing. Moreover, one of the ironies of our existence is that others can see more of us than we can ever see of ourselves. The gaze is therefore always in excess of simply looking or seeing; it provokes anxiety. This stems from the fact that we can see only from one point, and we do not know when others may be looking at us. We never see ourselves as others see us. 
The Gaze and the Look
‘The gaze’ is often contrasted with “the look.” In a line of continuum, the gaze is long while the look shifts us closer to the swiftness of a glance. From the fifteenth century onwards the gaze is related to terms such as gape and gawk. By the eighteenth century it is defined as both a noun and verb with its associations of a fixed look or, alternatively, a look that is more vacant. It is at once a concentration of focused reason and consciousness and simultaneously of unfocused, irrational, and unconscious reverie. The gaze is closely linked to the eye and vision: the verbs run along a line from the general: to behold, see, look, observe, regard, to the far more specific, and pejorative, to monitor, survey, watch, examine, inspect, spy. To speak of the gaze is then to invoke the pleasures of voyeurism, the anxieties of surveillance, and the excitement of exhibitionism. This takes us into a different territory: that of psychoanalysis. 
The look then is less studied than the gaze and so ties it more instantly to knowing “in a flash.” As Foucault describes it, “the glance goes straight to its object” (Foucault 1976, p. 121). One looks, one sees, one knows in an instant. To photograph is to catch someone, something “in the act” (the decisive moment). We see and we know. This ties perception to knowledge. We are certain. “In a flash” or “caught in the act,” however, suggest that knowledge is always carnal. To gaze is to disturb this knowledge; it involves risk, uncertainty. While the perceptual suggests a level of mastery or control that is a delusion of grandeur, to gaze, on the contrary, is to acknowledge the limits of what it is we can see, and that we will need to keep looking. The gaze lingers and there is room for doubt. 
In short, the gaze is omnivorous. We can never see enough and pornography is a prime example. 
At the level of perception then, photographs appear to us as seamless, self‐evident, and transparent: as information, not as complexly constructed images that draw on an already existing repertoire of images rather than upon recourse to transparent, external reality. Photographs are not mirrors held up to reality. They are discursive objects; they are outcomes, compact visual paradigms of very specific regimes of knowledge, produced in specific visual fields, in particular historical moments, for particular purposes. 
 Psychoanalysis, the Gaze, and the Photograph
However, understood as a mode of desire, as a drive, “the gaze is always an excess over mere seeing” (Grosz 1992, p. 449, emphasis added). The scopic drive is “a site for the circulation of both voyeuristic and exhibitionistic impetuses that, working together, create pleasure” 
(Lacan, in Krips 2010, p. 98). There is delight in looking, and importantly, being looked at. 
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Voyeurism and exhibitionism respectively mark the active and passive forms of scopophilia. 
As Barthes reminds us, in the gaze, just as in the caress, the frontiers between active and passive are uncertain (Barthes 1985, p. 238). While these positions are open to both sexes, they are coded as masculine and feminine. Woman, and notably others, in terms of race, class, and or sexuality, become objects of a normative (male) gaze (to be looked at is to be feminized). Nonetheless, despite these important established codes that interlock in complex ways, and although the gaze “is a term used to describe acts of looking caught up in the dynamics of desire” (Sturken and Cartwright 2000, p. 355), such desire can be motivated by a desire to control. But it is also the case, as Barthes suggests, that it can be motivated by the desire to be controlled, to simultaneously capture and to be captivated. We speak of being unable to take our eyes off the object of our desire; here the arrow of desire is reversed and we are transfixed. The gaze is “the most slippery of objects on which the subject depends in the field of desire” (Ettinger 2006, p. 49). The gaze here is fundamentally oriented toward a lack (Lacan, 1977, pp. 182–183). This is perhaps understood as some “thing” that is missing, and it is this missing “thing” that links the gaze to the photograph, for it too stands in for the lost object, a substitute for what is missing, what was once there in front of the camera (or now perhaps never was), but no longer is. 
Importantly, here, as Elizabeth Grosz states, following Lacan, “the gaze is not an internal attribute, like a bodily perception; it is situated outside” (Grosz 1992, p. 449). It is a “lure” that emanates from the place of the other. Or indeed as Sartre described it, “if you see the eyes you cannot see the gaze” (Sartre, in Olin 1996, p. 218). This provokes anxiety. The gaze, says Feldstein, “is not seen but imagined” so that “now I am the object of the other’s gaze and the target of unknowable desires and judgments” (Feldstein, in Samuels 1995, p. 185). Caught up in “the dynamics of desire,” the gaze therefore always belongs in the realm of fantasy. 
To be looked at also engenders the desire to actively look, rather than simply passively be‐looked‐at. (Which one of us has never imagined ourselves seeing our self as another might?) Hence also the limitations of Laura Mulvey’s 1975 assertion of “woman as image; man as bearer of the look” (Mulvey 1989, p. 19). The relations of looking are always far less stable, far less fixed; identity far more elastic then we are led to believe and sexuality is always at play in the field of vision (see Rose 1986). 
Psychoanalysis is contemporary with the technological arts (photography and film), the consolidation of industrial capitalism, and with the rise of the nuclear family (see Bellour, in Metz 1990, p. 164). It is clear from the start that in psychoanalysis the language of sight or looking is important to the emerging sense of the self. Psychoanalysis provided a theory of gendered subjectivity, of sexuality and the unconscious through which subjects are formed. Sexuality here is not something within us, or something that is added to us, but is produced through our very formation. It is a process. 
While Freud’s theories were challenged on the grounds of sexism, resting as they do on a visible biological difference, Jacques Lacan’s writing has been influential, particularly his essay “The Mirror Phase” (first published in 1936, translated into English in 1968). Writing in the wake of emerging linguistic theories, Lacan developed a materialist theory of subjectivity based on linguistics (not biology) as a system of difference. 
There can only be meaning in relation to other meaning. Lacan then applied this construction of difference to the human subject. For Lacan, the acquisition of language is the founding moment of the unconscious. This acquisition of language and the concomitant formation of the unconscious are the price paid for our entry into the social 
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world—the ability to represent ourselves through language. Here subjectivity, identity is formed through language (and of course we are forever subject to language and alienated in it). Language is, like the fetish, a prop. In this founding moment a shift is made from the imaginary (where there is no sense of otherness) to the symbolic (where we can represent ourselves through the “I” (we refer to ourselves as this other). Foucault called this “I” the missing area of the Human Sciences. Desire, like language, behaves in exactly the same way, ceaselessly moving from object to object (just as language moves from signifier to signifier) and will never reach full satisfaction (the realm of the Real is never accessible to us). 
While this may seem abstract, photographs too always represent something or some moment already lost. They are not the real to which they refer. This is something we both know and don’t know—knowledge that we disavow. Like the fetish, the photograph is a substitute for an object that is missing and yet we believe that the photograph is the object that it is not. Octave Mannoni describes the process of disavowal as “I know very well, but …” (Mannoni, in Metz 1990, p. 162). In photographs, we never see the real object. Instead, we always encounter the illusion of presence, that is, re‐presentation. 
The illusion of presence generated by photographs is never fully satisfying, and so creates further desires, such as those that we hope will be met by enlarging the image, or enhancing the image to get more detail (although all we get is closer to the chemical or digital substratum, more grains or more pixels) or by looking at more photographs. 
By definition, desire can never be fulfilled: we wish to see more. 
Through psychoanalysis, carnal terms like voyeurism and exhibitionism, fetishism and narcissism, entered into the vocabulary of photography. And from this more recent accounts sought to examine the space between the observer and the image as an encounter (on both sides of the image). It is here that meaning is produced—and repressed—usually in the form of censorship either of the image, or of self. Psychoanalysis encourages us to think about our own unconscious libidinal investment in looking—
and reading—and the cathartic effects of desire on the body. It is also important to our understanding of the gaze because it complicates accounts that sought to suggest an absolute split in the division of labor in looking and being‐looked‐at. It was an error to insist that meanings are fixed in the image, or installed in the subject prior to viewing. 
To do so is to suggest that meanings are fully determined or viewed by a subject fully-fledged, lacking nothing, and that the world is already defined and meaningful prior to its representation (see Mulvey 1989; Pollock 1990). The rigid division between an active gaze and passive object of the gaze turned out not to be quite so fixed. 
 Three Historical Moments
Barthes’ theoretical concepts of optical, linguistic, and haptic can be mapped historically. The first shift away from the view of photographs as simply information emerged in the 1970s with the challenges of structuralist semiotics. The emergence of structuralism essentially marked “the end of art theory” with a shift away from authorial sovereignty toward a close, and closed, examination of “the photographic text” (see Burgin 1986). This was succeeded in the 1980s and 1990s by post‐structuralism. Theory once again turned back toward the social and historical, via the concept of discourse. This was coupled with an intense, renewed interest in questions of subjectivity and sexuality (and hence psychoanalysis). 
196 
Interpretation
In the Realm of the Senses
From the late 1990s, the move was toward what anthropologist Paul Stoller eloquently called “sensual scholarship” or in Giuliana Bruno’s terms “tender histories” (see Stoller 1997; Bruno 2002). This work recognizes that vision is embodied and aimed to reinstate feeling alongside reason, and importantly for understanding the nature of the gaze, to place vision not only in the realm of the senses, but in relation to the object. Here images inhabit the body: they touch us, move us, conjure up different times and places, other smells, sounds, tastes. Effect becomes affect. 
Following Barthes, these moments are not separate but combinable—although it may be read historically as a shift from photographers as authors, via the photographic text, to viewers as agents. They schematically represent what Rosalind Krauss called “the theoretical tool of choice” with all the connotations of both consumption and addiction (Krauss 1996, p. 83). What this trajectory suggests is a move from closed textual analysis to more open and sensual embodiment; a transition from formalist and structuralist methodology to a more phenomenological approach. Arguably, structuralism was itself a response to culturalist approaches—which saw cultural artifacts as the outcome of experience. Hence, gradually through the 1970s, structuralist approaches contended that cultural objects—including photographs—were not simply the products of, but what produced, experience. Thus experience was problematized and far from being some originary source of meaning, individuals (now recast as subjects and therefore subjugated) were understood as the outcomes of culture. The “subject is not the centre or the origin of visual perception; it is, to the contrary, determined by the visual codes of a culture” (Mathes, in Finzsch 2008). 
Post‐structuralism provided a pivotal, mediating discourse between structuralist semiotics and sensual and embodied approaches. It developed the strengths of structuralism while tackling its weaknesses: while language as a system is arbitrary, meaning, of course, never is. Meanings are the outcomes of very specific historical, social, political discourse. The balance in power had then shifted along a line from author (or photographer), to text (or image), to reader (or spectator). While the “linguistic turn” was a volte‐face, a turning away from the unruly, excessive human body rendering both bodies and histories merely as effects, outcomes of language or texts, post‐structuralist discourse with its emphasis on reader/spectator as subject, mediated between textuality and history through the concept of discourse. This made it possible to rethink historical, social, and psychic embodiment in a different register; to pay equally close attention to a reader or spectator who makes meaning even if under conditions that are not of her or his own choosing. Belatedly, the question of agency, of positioning oneself within a specific discourse, returned. 
Culturalist and structuralist approaches both shared in common a questioning of cultural value that was vital to photography understood as “un art moyen,” with its connotations of an average or “middle‐brow” art (Bourdieu 1996; Bull 2012), and to previously marginalized groups who had been subjected to the dominant gaze and hence objectified: this included women, the disabled, the working classes, gay, lesbian, as well as black groups. On the one hand, this was the period of the workshop movement where those who had been at the sharp end of surveillance, who had borne “the burden of representation” (see Tagg 1988) utilized Foucauldian reverse‐discourse to return the gaze (see Foucault 1981, p. 101). This included in the UK, for example, Jo 
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Spence’s work on the family album, class, age, and illness; Tessa Boffin’s and Jean Fraser’s work on lesbian representation; David A. Bailey’s work on race, and David Hevey’s work on disability. 
On the other, this was also the period in which photography came of age within the museum, the gallery, and the academy as “un art moyen” understood as an art–medium (see Bourdieu 1996; Bull 2012). Here, the long‐standing gendered—and racial—in short, modernist fascination with authorship, genius, self‐referentiality, along with a fundamentally fetishistic approach to photography as either an art or as a de‐historicized celebration of technology, still held. Photography had arrived, and the museum was most definitely not in ruins (see Crimp 1995). 
The aim of a number of photographers of the period was to utilize photography as a form of counter‐memory, and, in the US, photographer Allan Sekula’s words (borrowed from Benjamin’s dictum on history), to “brush photography against the grain” (see Benjamin 1973 and Sekula 1984). By demonstrating how the photograph is a site or place, to borrow Richard Bolton’s title, for “the contest of meaning” (Bolton 1989), such photographers moved beyond the limits of the structuralist tyranny of language. 
This work did not fit easily into the existing categories for photography as either conceptual art or as documentary realism. Rather, it might be read as an attempt to challenge the illusion of photography’s transparency and to resist the complete opacity of 
“the megalomania of the signifier” (Bowie 1990, p. 200), resisting both the view of photography as a window on the world and as divorced entirely from social reality. Rogoff has emphasized the ways in which all space (including the space of the photograph) “is always differentiated, it is always sexual or racial; it is always constituted out of circulating capital” (1998, p. 22). 
It was precisely late‐capitalist society that required a culture based on images that furnished in Sontag’s words “vast amounts of entertainment in order to stimulate buying and anaesthetize the injuries of class, race, and sex” (Sontag 1977, p. 178). As Sekula stated Documentary photography has amassed mountains of evidence … and yet … 
the genre has simultaneously contributed much to spectacle, to retinal excitation, to voyeurism, to terror, envy and nostalgia, and only a little to the critical understanding of the social world. (Sekula 1984, p. 57)
Sekula’s work is the reverse of this as he attempts to make the spectator aware not only of his or her own investment in looking, but also the power of the institutions of art to nullify critical understanding. Abigail Solomon‐Godeau’s theoretical and curatorial work on sexual difference also contributed to foster a critical understanding of the practices, genres, and institutional framing of photography (Solomon‐Godeau 1991). 
It is also in this period that photographers and writers therefore sought to make visible all those things that are lost in the object of photography. This work required a different institutional “gaze” into what Foucault had termed the “ignoble,” disciplinary archives (the flip‐side of political liberties ushered in by the Enlightenment) in order to examine what had been left out of the histories of photography, notably police, medicine, and anthropology, as well as the reclaiming of disgraced archives, such as pornography (see Solomon‐Godeau 1991). This raised questions not only “of the political economy of bodies, but also the libidinal economy of politics” itself (Ziarek 2001, p. 219). 
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 Three Theoretical and Historical Moments
The trajectory from the early 1970s to the late 1990s presented a challenge to re‐think the relationship between the historical materiality of the body and the symbolic power of language. Here “thought and carnality are intertwined” (Ziarek 2001, p. 49). Those who had carried the burden of corporeality (in terms of gender, race, class, and disability), who had, in short, been reduced to their bodies had, of course, a far greater investment in the re‐embodying of ideas. And as Elizabeth Grosz suggests, language cannot capture our most intense moment of either pleasure or pain (Grosz 1994, p. 147). There is always a supplement, or an excess ( pace Barthes). The privileging of language, whether as discourse, writing, or speech is insufficient for understanding human subjectivity. 
This period marked a turning point in understanding the power of photographs. The 1970s was also the beginning of a period of economic restructuring and political reorganization. The social history of art project of the 1970s, and the emergence of cultural studies, began the “project of dehierarchizing images in culture” (Rogoff 2000, p. 9). 
During the early 1970s, this project included (among other works) Roland Barthes’ 

Mythologies (translated in 1972), John Berger’s Ways of Seeing (1975), and Judith Williamson’s Decoding Advertisements (1978). John Berger’s hugely popular Ways of
Seeing and Judith Williamson’s more theoretically inflected, Marxist, and structuralist‐inspired Decoding Advertisements paved the way to an interrogation of concrete 
“practices of looking” rather than simply “ways of seeing” that advanced the concept of 
“the gaze” (see Sturken and Cartwright 2000). However, the theories and practices of photography were also shaped by the emergence of a number of institutions including the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies (CCCS) in Birmingham, UK. Founded by Richard Hoggart in 1964 (and eventually dissolved in 2002), the Jamaican‐born and UK‐educated Stuart Hall was its director between 1968 and 1979. But it also included the Screen Education project at the British Film Institute (BFI) (1969–1989), and the Arts Council of Great Britain (ACGB), which established a photography sub‐committee in 1971. All of these covered photography extensively. 
In the early 1970s, visual culture, and more specifically an expanding media culture, including photography, and the wider social sphere were not understood as opposites, but as inter‐related. The institutions that had emerged post‐war, including an expanded polytechnic sector where photography was taught, sought to create a more democratic idea of knowledge, its application, worth, and purpose—in short, its value, in the face of the rapid rise of the mass media and of mass consumerism. Publications such as Photography/Politics: One (1979) for example, and magazines Camerawork (1975–1985), and Ten:8 (1979–1992) appeared by the end of the decade. 
The period saw the emergence of a number of significant articles on photography and ideology. Published in 1968 in France (translated into English in 1971), Louis Althusser’s essay “Ideology and Ideological State Apparatuses” was particularly influential in advancing understanding of ideology and the role of culture in reproducing social relations. Althusser posited not only a post‐Marxian theory of ideology, but also a post-Freudian theory of subjectivity. His essay sought to examine institutions and practices or rituals in which ideologies as material acts were embedded and, importantly, embodied, and sought to understand why human subjects submitted to dominant ideologies through “interpellation.” This was Marx and Freud via Gramsci and Lacan. Althusser’s development of a theory of subjectivity marked the shift that had taken place between 
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the late 1960s and late 1970s as the impact of “scientific” structuralism traced its trajectory, first away from emphasis on the sovereign author, to the text, and finally to the reader who was constructed by and through it. Simultaneously, second‐wave feminism, black nationalism, and gay liberation emerged. 
The 1980s marked a second crucial point in the development of theories of the gaze. 
In 1982, Thinking Photography, edited by the photographer and theoretician, Victor Burgin, was published. The particular historical conjuncture that marked its appearance was the emergence of a critical, theoretically informed photographic practice (and history) that had taken shape in the previous 10 years. The rather literal image on the cover depicted a small Leica camera at the center with its lens pointing up (there was no photograph to be seen; it aimed at nothing, and so made the viewer aware of the apparatus and of the relationship between fantasy and photography). At the same time, the camera was underpinned and bookended by critical theory. Works by Shklovsky, Saussure, Freud, the journals Communication and New Left Review, Benjamin, Robert Frank’s The Americans (1959) with its shameful cover image of racial segregation in the land of the free, and Trachtenberg’s Classic Essays on Photography (1980) demonstrated the medium’s theoretical depth and historical breadth, evoking what was then a radical approach to understanding photography as culture. Cameras and eyes, of course, see nothing. People do. The image made clear the importance of the medium’s conceptual frame (and hence its title) in shaping vision. 

Thinking Photography made available to both photographers and critics new perspectives in the theory and history of photography that radically challenged both traditional art historical, hagiographic accounts, and the technical conceptions of ‘theory’ that had previously defined and dogged the medium. Burgin argued that it was possible and, more importantly, necessary, to “think,” i.e. theorize, and also to historicize photography, rather than simply to “look” at photographs in terms of their esthetic or technical appeal. 
The particular historical conjuncture that marked the publication of Thinking
Photography was then the post‐1968 emergence of a photographic practice and criticism that was theoretically informed by the triumvirate of Marxism, structuralism, and psychoanalysis, and the essays contained in the volume had either been recently translated (as in the case of Walter Benjamin’s “The author as producer,” originally written in 1934) or had been published in the 10 years between 1970 and 1980. 
Shaped by these debates, Thinking Photography made available to post‐war generations new perspectives that also radically challenged conventional understandings of the medium, specifically photography’s status as either documentary evidence or fine art practice. The anthology, while acknowledging the importance of feminist contributions in its introduction, somewhat disingenuously excluded such work on the grounds that it did not quite fit, or that it was not specifically photographic (Burgin 1982, p. 14). 
More specifically, the book took issue with what was perceived as the Left’s naïve visual representation of politics, suggesting instead that a politics of representation itself must be developed. But while paying lip‐service to “the women’s movement,” there was, crucially, no mention of the specifically sexual politics of representation or inclusion of women authors (although by then significant feminist essays on the gaze by Elizabeth Cowie (1978), Griselda Pollock (1977) and Laura Mulvey (1975) among others, had been published. Burgin simply acknowledged the work of Mulvey and Spence) (Burgin 1982, p. 14). Nor indeed, was there any mention of the racial politics of 
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representation. While issues of the colonial gaze were also discussed, Thinking
Photography included no black authors. The bodies of those ‘others’ were, in this volume, targets, but never agents of power. 
However, “it was those very modes of subjection that were in the same period simultaneously producing modes of resistance” (Ziarek 2001, p. 32). Beyond white feminism and black nationalism, those subordinated others had begun to address the failure to think race and gender, and class, together (hooks, in Ziarek 2001, p. 192). For these groups, the gaze was always political; there was never just looking (in either senses of the term) and looks could (and still can) indeed lead to killing. 
It was, therefore, almost a decade later (1990) before Mitra Tabrizian, an exiled Iranian woman, published Correct Distance. This was both a book about photography and a book of photographs that demonstrated the ways in which photographs are not simply illustrations but sites where social, sexual, and racial differences are constructed. 
It provides one map of the ways in which debates on sexual and racial difference and photographic practice took shape during the period of the 1980s as it drew on the conventions of photography and film, on popular and mass culture, semiology, and psychoanalysis. The shift here can be plotted from black and white to color, from small to large‐scale photographs. The Blues and Surveillance examine the complexities of the Gordian knot of race, gender, and class and of another otherness—set in Tabrizian’s native Iran, Surveillance raised question of perspectives then emerging that challenged the dominance of the West. 
In her introduction, Griselda Pollock traced the significant shifts that had taken place during the intervening period as questions of pleasure, identity, and desire became increasingly important. As she put it “the radical cultural practice of the seventies seemed to experience the weight of ideological power in culture and hence felt the need to practise a negative deconstructive aesthetic as a strategy of resistance.” By the 1980s what had emerged was work “less disciplined by a practice of disidentification and negation and more willing to address the power of fantasy and destabilizing force of pleasure” 
(Pollock, in Tabrizian 1990, n.p.). By then, the constant vigilance that had marked the 1970s had as Laura Marks put it, become “exhausting” and perhaps more importantly 
“not much fun” (Marks 2000, p. 202). 
Ethics, Politics, and the Gaze
By the end of the 1990s post-modernism’s star was no longer in the ascendant. As the West moved towards a period of economic recession, and globalization became a key term, different understandings of the gaze emerged. 
While it is certainly true that sight is particularly privileged in Western culture, more recent work on the gaze has argued that sight cannot be separated from the other senses. Sensual approaches to the gaze sought to bring theoretical analysis together with subjective experience, arguing that vision is always already in the realm of the other senses: smell, taste, touch, sound. Sensuous theories of vision propose that photographs mediate between us and our world. They keep us in touch. Arguably, then, photographs do not keep us at a distance but bring us into sensuous contact and connect us to objects. 
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This more phenomenological, intersubjective approach to understanding the nature of the gaze acknowledged the sensory and emotional dimensions of looking. 
These approaches emerged from post‐structuralism but were also heavily influenced by philosophy, raising vital questions about the relationship between the body, vision, and knowledge. The concept of embodiment created an expanding body of literature on “sensual scholarship.” This work originated not only in cinematic and photographic studies, but also in anthropology and began to argue against “the denigration” of vision and to challenge the idea that sight is necessarily, or only, distancing and disengaged, mastering and controlling its objects (see, for example, Jay 1993). 
In The Skin of the Film (2000), Laura Marks, drawing on the work of the art historian Alois Riegl, distinguished between optic and haptic visuality (while also acknowledging that these are never entirely separable). While she argues that opsis is detached, and maintains a distance from the object, hapsis presses close to it, has contact with it. In the former, the photograph is a screen; in the latter a skin that 
“brings its audience into contact with material forms of memory” (Marks 2000, pp. 162–164). The haptic image is living, impressionable, conductive, breathing (see Marks 2000, p. xi). This is what Nan Goldin had previously described as “real meaning … an invocation of the color, smell, sound, and physical presence, the density and flavor of life” (1986, p. 6). Photography here is not an object but a discourse that exists on the “threshold of language and language must bring it across in order to have a conversation with it” (Marks 2000, p. xvii). This suggests that photography is less an object, more a dialogic process in which one or other element in the dialog between image and language is not privileged. This formulation also sketches a map of the ways in which the relationship between theory and practice had changed. The body was now at the (decentered) heart of these debates. 
By the 1990s, knowledge as embodied, rather than perceptual, had re‐entered interpretation of the photographic framework. This understanding of knowledge suggested close contact with the image touching us; seeing makes us think and feel. Such work emerged not only from the shift from authors to viewers, but increasingly from an antipathy to the disembodied, distanced, and perhaps most importantly, detached approach to the gaze that amounted to “a symbolic evisceration” as well as an incapacity to acknowledge the wide diversity of modes of knowing as processes, of how we come to know what we know. Here the gaze too is embodied; it is viscerally felt. 
Photographs are thus re‐conceptualized as more fluid, brimming with social and cultural relationships, rather than as fixed objects. These developments represented a more dynamic understanding of how photographs enable us not simply to impart, but to contest meaning. As John Durham‐Peters reminds us “our interaction will never be a meeting of cogitos but at its best may be a dance in which we sometimes touch” 
(Durham‐Peters 1999, p. 268). 
This period of photographic activity also coincided with a crisis in theory. “The scholar’s body,” as Paul Stoller put it, had become “stiffened from the sleep of reason, sleepy from long inactivity, adrift in a sea of half‐lives.” It “long[ed] to awaken the imagination and to bring scholarship back to the things themselves” (1997, p. xii). The debate then turned to the problem not only of the frames of reference, but also how to render these provisional, in order to produce a different gaze in an expanded field. The problem of the gaze had become less a question of language and meaning, and more a question of 
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the demands of justice and morality. This highlights questions not just of creative freedom and independence, but also of creative obligation and duty. 
By the close of the twentieth century, postmodernism appeared to have been only a minor interruption in a much longer globalizing modernity that, along with photography, gathered speed in the latter half of the nineteenth century and did so again as the new millennium approached. Moreover, modernity (whether early or late) is still wrestling to find the answers with which it arrived: how to deal with the people (Chow 1995, p. 14). Indeed, after World War II, in the wake of decoloniza-tion, wave after wave of civil wars (and the accompanying humanitarian crisis of mass displacement and migration) have spread rapidly across the globe making this question even more urgent. The question of what to do with photography has also become more urgent. This has provided an opportunity to re‐imagine the politics of the gaze. 
In 2008, the Israeli author Ariella Azoulay published the unusually titled book, The
Civil Contract of Photography. It was a clarion call to reactivate the political spaces of photography and to re‐think what Stoller had called “our implication in the lives of others” (Stoller 1992, p. 215). Azoulay posed the question of how, despite an ever‐growing discourse of human rights, two groups—women and noncitizens—are increasingly abandoned not only in social, legal, and political discourse, but equally, and increasingly importantly, in the very media culture that purports to represent them. (Here we would do well to remember that representation must be understood in both its mimetic and political sense.)
In her work, Azoulay returned to the eighteenth‐century Enlightenment (and to photography’s origins), in order to plot anew the relationship between citizenship, the civil contract of photography, and the act of spectatorship. Azoulay pointed out that while photography has commonly been situated in the realms of art history and media studies (as we have seen above), contracts, and citizens are usually the business of political theory, sociology, and jurisprudence. Yet, Azoulay argues, this need not be so, and indeed it was not at photography’s inception. The Civil Contract of Photography sought 
“to develop a concept of citizenship through the study of photographic practices” and simultaneously “to analyze photography within the framework of citizenship as a status, an institution, and a set of practices” (Azoulay 2008, p. 24). 
She employs the concept of “contract” as binding obligation, in order to shed such liberal terms as “empathy,” “shame,” “pity,” or “compassion” as organizers of what she calls so much empty rhetoric on the gaze (2008, p. 17). She argues that the political sphere of photography might be reconstructed through the concept of a civil contract. 
Parity of participation (which, as Nancy Fraser has put it, is the most general meaning of justice) is at the heart of recent arguments on photography (2005, p. 73). Here power is ceded to both photographed persons, and spectators, who become as Azoulay puts it, 
“participant citizens” (2008, p. 17). 
Overall, this work challenges us to move beyond being participant observers, in the anthropological sense, and to become members of an active, politically engaged community of photography, to join, in Azoulay’s words, a global “citizenry of photography” (2008, p. 97). Her starting point, or perhaps more exactly, blueprint, is multi-dimensional: it encompasses three historical moments and geographical locations which in many respects return us to the beginning of this chapter and are therefore worth exploring in some detail. 
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 The Gaze as Civil Contract
First, Azoulay goes back to ideas of the citizen in the French Revolution as found in The
Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen (1789). She also includes here the 
“exception” of women within the original Declaration subsequently addressed by Olympe de Gouges in The Declaration of the Rights of Woman and the Rights of the
Female Citizen (1791). (It is worth noting here that this is part of the darker side of the Enlightenment. De Gouges went to the guillotine and women were not granted citizenship.)
Azoulay reminds us that the state which drafted The Declaration of the Rights of Man
and of the Citizen less than 50 years later also bequeathed photography to all humanity, buying Louis Daguerre’s invention in order “to bestow it upon the public in general” 
(2008, p. 121). Azoulay argues that, from its invention, photography belonged to no one; it was a gift to the people. It is therefore our historic duty not only to produce photographs but also to give voice to them, to call upon them, “to make them speak” (2008, pp. 121–122). Representation in its mimetic and political sense is precisely this struggle over meanings and values. As she puts it:
fighting in the visual arena today is thus an inseparable part of any struggle in the political arena, for it is in the visual arena through and by means of images, that women and men train themselves to see, think, judge, and act. (2008, p. 281; my emphasis). 
Second, Azoulay turns to the United Nations’ Declaration of Universal Human Rights (1948). Drafted in the aftermath of World War II, the declaration established citizenship as an inalienable universal right bestowed by the nation‐state. This is a pivotal moment 1948 is the year in which the Jewish state of Israel is established. Azoulay argues for citizenship, and she argues for photography to be understood as power, not property—even if it operates as such within the Israeli state. Here Azoulay draws on the work of Hannah Arendt. She prefers Arendt’s 1987 definition of power as “correspond[ing] to the human ability not just to act, but to act in concert. Power is never the property of an individual” 
(2008, p. 497). This echoes Foucault’s concept of power in terms of relations (belonging to no one). Azoulay argues that photography must be understood in this fashion, as belonging to no one. 
Third, she turns to our own historical moment and to “states of emergency and exception” where we have reached a point of realization that the supposed inalienable rights of man—and woman—are now shown to be all too often entirely, and now all too easily, alienable. Here Azoulay turns to the work of Giorgio Agamben on the state of exception as not a state of law at all, but a legal void whereby extra‐judicial violence becomes the order of the day. Here bearing witness becomes vital: quite literally a matter of life and death for those who are abandoned (see Agamben 2005). 
Azoulay speaks as a woman and as a feminist, from, of, and to Israel (although not exclusively, as will become apparent). She demonstrates the violence of quotidian humili-ations and the aftermath of illegitimate but legalized torture of Palestinians, as “noncitizens of the Israeli state.” She argues for an understanding of photography as a civic space where citizens and noncitizens alike increasingly encounter one another, through their intersecting gazes. Noncitizens are purposely kept on the verge of catastrophe. As she 
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points out, democracy repeatedly tolerates near catastrophe but cannot face up to the disasters produced by democracy itself. Palestinians, and others, must be kept alive, but only just, as the Israeli state’s collaboration with humanitarian aid demonstrates. But as seen in the pictures Azoulay reproduces as evidence, Palestinians are herded like cattle at checkpoints and can only enter Israel as enemies of the Israeli state. 
Azoulay, however, imagines a different relationship to these “others.” She argues that there is indeed nothing to stop Israelis thinking about what they share in common with Palestinians, rather than in concentrating on what separates them; both citizens and noncitizens alike are governed by precisely the same regime. Palestinians are not in fact stateless: they have been governed for a very long time by a sovereign authority, the state of Israel, but as an exception to the rule of Israeli law (2008, p. 204). Azoulay argues that for both groups, women, as citizens whose citizenship fails to protect them, and Palestinians, as noncitizens of the Israeli state, it is not that citizenship does not exist but that it is “impaired.” For Azoulay, not only to look, but also to witness, to think beyond the frames both disciplinary and photographic, and to act, are a civic duty that behooves us all. This means re‐politicizing the gaze and re‐connecting the past to the present. 
The civil contract of photography proposes that
all are in principle equal before photography. Every reading of a photograph that is carried out in the service of the photographer or the photographed person and in deference to a message that one of them has sought to place in the picture is prone to be overturned. (Azoulay 2008, p. 389, emphasis added) The photograph here becomes a dialectical and democratic space for the gaze: a locus for action. The conceptual understanding of a photograph is, she suggests, crucially not an object that can be owned (it is not property) but as an encounter (of the many) through which social, sexual, political, and legal relationships are mediated. This is where Azoulay’s definition of photography intersects with her definition of citizenship, again not as a property, but as power. The gaze can, and must, be put to use. 
Azoulay’s work takes us full circle, both historically and theoretically mobilizing the gaze and by re‐activating the space of photography as a space of political and social relations, as an open space between subject, object, and image where we actively exercise our right to complete the meaning of photographs which often lie beyond the frame rather than passively accepting their determinations. A photograph is the outcome of a process that does not end, or indeed begin, with the taking of a picture. 
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Marketing Photography
Selling Popular Photography on the British High Street Annebella Pollen
 Marketing Mass Photography: The Debates
The relationship between the marketing of photography and mass photographic practice is close, if not always straightforward. Mass practice may initially appear to be a largely privatized affair, historically dominated by a subject repertoire of family, friends, and sites of personal significance, and traditionally consumed within closed domestic circles. It may appear to have a closer association with leisure than business and therefore may seem to exist, at least at the point of its consumption, far outside the economic transactions of the market. Even at its most private, however, popular photographic practice retains inseparable ties to public culture, not least through the long‐standing models of practice provided by photographic advertising; the esthetic and formal guidance offered by photography’s governing institutions; and the productive effects of the photographic industry, through the scope, and limits, of its technology. As Don Slater has argued:
Mass photography is integrated into the very fabric of the most intimate social relations (in particular, the family, leisure, personal remembrances and private vanity); is inscribed in institutions (from the photo press and camera clubs to high‐street photographers and schools); and is bound up with the material conditions of consumption (relating to class, income, sex, advertising and retailing, the ownership of the means of distributing images). (1983, p. 246) While personal photographs constitute the vast majority of all photographs taken, their existence is nevertheless dependent on the industries that support them, and their core characteristics have, according to some, been shaped precisely in the image and interests of the market. Critical considerations of the material conditions of photographic production—where they exist—have largely been undertaken by Marxist theorists who tend to see the economic priorities of the photographic A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
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industry and its associated institutions as coercive controlling forces ultimately conscripting practice. As Simon Watney describes it:
From small private magazines to huge international corporations, these institutions relate the production and development of the raw materials of photography to the control of its uses, exhibition spaces, reproduction and evaluation. They are present as the conditions under which we invariably produce or look at photographs. It is this range of institutions, both financial and conceptual, which defines our sense of coherent, identifiable styles, as well as our internal sense of what is appropriate to certain types of photography as opposed to others – the conditions of our sophisticated photo‐literacy. 
(1999 [1986], p. 151)
There is little point in claiming, in counter‐argument, that the widespread use of photography in everyday life can exist wholly outside of these prevailing social, cultural and, above all, economic influences. In a capitalist economy, as Stephen Bull has put it, “photography is always for sale” (2010, p. 79). Nevertheless, the direct, causal, and top‐down relationship commonly asserted in these studies—between profit‐making industry and resulting practice—is open to some debate. The most reductive and deterministic of claims describe an almost sinister plot, characterized by institutional enforcement and passive, complicit, photographic users. In seeking to examine, through a specific case study, the specific role of at least part of the market in establishing and perpetuating ideas about popular photography, this chapter builds upon and, at times, challenges the work of authors such as Slater and Watney, Judith Williamson, and John Tagg. Its aim is to examine the marketing strategies and ambitions of photographic businesses, as seen in advertisements, retail sales, and in particular, in the developing and processing industry; that so‐often concealed system, long glossed over in Kodak’s slogan, “You press the button, we do the rest.” Following Slater, then, this chapter asks: “what is the relation between the proliferation of photography … and the interests of the business organisations which do the proliferating?” (1983, p. 247). 
 Mass‐Marketing Photography: Kodak as the Founding Model The templates for the mass‐marketing of photography undoubtedly have their roots in the company most closely associated with popular photographic practice for at least the last hundred years. Kodak, for all its current precarious status as a business, is widely held to be responsible, not only for the early invention and later mass‐production of roll film and cheap cameras, but also, through its massive advertising budgets, for selling the very idea of popular photography itself. Kodak’s innovation, as Slater (1983, p. 250) has observed, was as much about marketing as it was about equipment. Kodak—at the company’s own hand—was more than just a meaningless, if pleasant‐sounding and universally pronounceable, trade term for a photographic company; it also became a verb. From the 1880s onwards, to Kodak was to photograph; to be a Kodaker was to be identified with the camera as a particular kind of practitioner; to be involved in Kodakery was to take up the ideas promoted by the company through their magazines and 
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promotional campaigns. As Nickel has put it, Kodak’s founder, George Eastman “created not just a product but a culture” (1998, p. 10). 
Kodak’s advertising emphasized simplicity above all else. In their famous slogan, Kodak reduced photography to a single gesture. By removing the development and processing stages from the practice of photography, picture‐taking became much less about complex technicalities of production and its requisite knowledge, skill, and equipment, and more about convenience. While, as will be discussed, some have observed that this reduction was in fact an act of deskilling and a mystification of production, this new ease of use, coupled with increasingly affordable equipment certainly enabled a new, widespread take‐up of photography as a practice. From the start, Kodak’s advertising budgets were huge: at the end of the nineteenth century, Kodak was the largest advertiser in the United States, and their advertisements, notably, were placed in the most popular of lifestyle magazines rather than exclusively in the photographic press. These images played a key role in promoting Kodak’s equipment and in suggesting the uses that could be made of this new form. Even before the technology existed for the widespread reproduction of photographs in advertising, Kodak’s earliest line drawings suggestively featured cameras‐in‐action in a range of now familiar familial and leisure settings: “on the pier, in the sailboat, on the ocean steamer, in the canoe, on the bicycle, on the hotel piazza, on the beach, father photographing child, father photographing children, father photographing boy, man photographing dog, man photographing pal” (Collins 1990, pp. 57–59). 
Nancy Martha West (2000) has argued that the tone of Kodak’s advertising conspicuously promoted leisure, happiness, family, and tradition in its address, and avoided any associations with “darkness” in subject matter. She asserts that, before Kodak, photographers were “willing to allow sorrow in the space of the domestic photograph” in the form of, for example, popular post‐mortem photographs. But, as West claims, “Kodak’s advertising purged domestic photography of all traces of sorrow and death”. Instead, the company supplied “a new set of codes and images aimed at celebrating the nostalgic pursuit of beauty, pleasure, and innocence” (2000, pp. 1, 5). Christina Kotchemidova, researching the origins of smiling for the camera, also finds its origins in Kodak advertising and advice (2005). In James E. Paster’s studies of early Kodak advertising, he found the major themes to be, “the snapshot as memory; the camera as storyteller; photography’s ability to ‘capture’ time and extend the experience of the moment.” Paster describes these enduring ideas as those that are “metaphorical in nature and relate to lasting human concerns: the swiftness of the passage of time, the irrevocability of the past, the need to remember” (1992, p. 138). 
Kodak’s photographic advertising, then, sought to create personal associations for its new equipment and establish practices for its new markets. With its massive reach and its sentimental and metaphysical themes, Kodak’s all‐encompassing promotional model provides a useful template for examining how historically persistent ideas about photography were disseminated and perpetuated. Indeed, it is West’s central assertion that 
“Kodak has done more than any other single enterprise or individual to determine the uses and expectations for snapshot photography” (2000, p. xii). Kodak’s founder was clear about the necessity to direct public reception of new products. Eastman is purported to have said that when anyone invented an article, “the public has to be educated to its own needs.” These “needs” must be “thrust down their throats and held there by some enthusiastic, imaginative person whose object is, of course, to make money” 
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(quoted in Taylor 1994, p. 33). However, understanding the market‐driven imperatives behind the spread and use of popular photography provides some but not all explanation for the subjects, styles, and experience of photography taken up in practice. 
Undoubtedly popular photography is in part shaped by the requirements of those who produce its apparatus, for in a capitalist economy, those who lead the market play a key role in outlining its potential uses. Yet, as will be discussed, there are limits to this mass‐cultural model: the theoretical pattern of influence seems to flow one way only; the needs and desires of users are rarely taken into account; and the assumption that marketing is always successful in its campaigns, and that its prescribed messages are taken up wholesale, without resistance or critique, is not always borne out by empirical analysis of practice. 
The Rise of the High Street Photographic Chemist in Britain Kodak’s global dominance of much of the twentieth‐century photographic market is not to be underestimated. As a comprehensive, transnational, and vertically‐integrated company covering all aspects of film, processing, and equipment, both its technological successes and its business model have been described as a photographic story that is 
“almost too good to be true” (Sarvas and Frohlich 2011, p. 81). Kodak’s supremacy is also well documented in a significant body of literature that variously celebrates and condemns its practices as commercially path‐breaking or aggressive, and as creatively innovative or repressive. Kodak’s name consequently dominates discussions on the business of popular photography, where terms such as “Kodak Culture” and “The Kodak Path” have been used by theorists to summarize and categorize popular photographic practice and its associated technology. Nevertheless, despite this almost synonymous status with popular photography in analysis, and despite Kodak’s prominence in the market, in Britain at least, photographic names on the high street have often been the first point of association with popular practice rather than the American manufacturer who supplies them. This may be due, in part, to the fact that Kodak’s products and services, while internationally well known, are frequently sold through other retailers and sometimes concealed beneath in‐house branding. This is particularly the case with the long‐standing position of Boots the Chemist at the forefront of British photographic retail and print processing even if, as shall be shown, the relationship between local photo‐finishers, retail markets, and the larger companies that supply them can be closely interdependent. 
For Kodak’s early roll‐film cameras, the company’s “doing the rest” covered everything after pointing the camera and pressing the button. The user would send the entire camera back to the company who would then remove the film, process the prints, reload the camera and send it back. By the early 1890s, however, with the introduction of daylight‐loading film, customers could themselves load the film into the camera, and then only the film required professional treatment. It was in the final decade of the nineteenth century that local photo‐processing businesses begin to be established, frequently in chemist shops. The fit between the rapidly expanding chemist market and the expanding practice of photography was logical. Kodak had established its first processing plant and retail stores in Britain in the 1890s, and also began to supply pharmacists with camera merchandise at this time. Chemists in the late 
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nineteenth century largely made their money through the sale of patent medicines alongside the dispensing of pharmaceuticals, and frequently featured backroom laboratory facilities. With expertise in chemical preparations, and with a view to expanding associated trade, many chemists began to enter the photographic market through the sale of chemicals, equipment, and other supplies. From the 1890s onwards, these so-called “photographic chemists” adapted their technical knowledge of chemistry to offer in‐house development and printing services alongside photographic goods, and later became gateways through which Kodak services (such as large‐scale commercial processing) could be accessed. 
In Britain, Boots began as a single Nottingham herbalist shop in 1849, but the company embarked upon an aggressive program of expansion from the 1880s. This led to its rapid growth as a retail multiple and a company chemist, and included the penetration and eventual dominance of the photographic chemist trade. As a measure of this, in 1890, there were 10 “Boots Pure Drug Co” stores nationally, but over the next 10 years this figure rose to 200. This dramatic pattern of expansion continued at a similar exponential rate throughout the twentieth century. By 1939, for example, Boots was one of only five companies nationally with more than 1000 branches, and by the 1970s boasted over 1600 stores. Through buying up prime sites and building purpose-built, large‐scale, and modern‐styled shops, as well as by absorbing existing chains (often with photographic interests themselves), Boots steadily established itself as by far the most prominent of chemist shops in the country, and consequently, for a hundred years, as the central name in British photographic retail and services. 
Boots entered the photographic market in the last years of the nineteenth century with a range of own‐line “Photographic Fine Art View Books” as part of its development of department store ranges beyond pharmaceuticals. Promotional material describes Boots at this time as “Cash Stationers, Booksellers and Fine Art Publishers,” and photograph frames were also an early associated product line in “fancy goods.” Company records show that non‐pharmaceutical product areas expanded healthily between 1882 and 1902 as Boots began to provide further photographic supplies, including chemicals. However, these collected interests remained firmly in second place behind patent medicine sales and dispensing as 75% of the company’s core business. The years before World War I were more productive for Boots and photography, with an own‐brand camera on sale for the first time, and the development of a new in‐house product line of “20th century” photographic materials, including developing requisites from toner to printing paper. 
“Photographic” was established as a separate department at this time, with a specialist buying team headed, as Stanley Chapman (1974, pp. 114–115) has put it, “by a man brought in by Kodak.” From this point on, Boots aimed to carve out a distinctive identity for itself as—in its own words—“the photographer’s chemist.” With its extensive base of stores and a wide market share across an increasingly diverse product range, Boots clearly aimed at volume sales. However, over the next hundred years, the company also targeted and communicated with distinct photographic populations through its particular ranges of goods and services, and through its developing (and changing) photographic brand identity. The success of these campaigns is evident in the massive growth of photographic business in the first half of the twentieth century. By 1955, Boots could claim, in internal communications, to be “the largest retailers of photography in the country, if not the world,” and their position, as the number one provider for British photographic retail, developing, and printing, remained secure for the rest of the century. 
216 
Markets
A number of key themes relating to the mass‐marketing of popular photography emerge from examination of advertising, packaging, product lines, sales plans, and internal communications in the Boots archives. First, Boots, from its earliest forays into photography, always had a clear view of the social demographics of its target base, as can be seen through both internal correspondence and advertising strategy. This sense of market stratification, along lines of skill, budget, and gender, is notable for the way it corresponds with larger issues in the segmentation of amateur photographic practice into distinctive niches. Another significant characteristic of the company’s photographic identity is the way that Boots attempted to create a natural fit between its role as a trustworthy dispensing chemist and its burgeoning photographic business—a strategy which was to cause significant issues in the twenty‐first century when chemical photography began to decline. Third, the role of Boots as an arbiter of taste and a moderator of photographic quality—as with many other institutions involved in shaping photographic output—is of significant interest in relation to ongoing debates about the usually unwritten laws of popular practice, regarding, for example, the definition of the “good photo,” and the prescriptive range of what subjects may be considered “photographable.” Finally, as a company which largely made its money through developing and processing, Boots offers pertinent insights into this usually hidden (in some ways, deliberately concealed) aspect of the popular photographic system. Boots’ development of its market share through the high volume sale and processing of film for casual photographic users, in particular, offers a revealing view into the most profitable of sectors in popular practice. It also offers a vantage point from which to review the seismic changes brought about by fundamental shifts in photographic technology, and their consequent implications for even the most long‐standing names of the photographic industry. Each of these overlapping themes will be discussed in turn. 
Stratifying the Market: Advertising Photography 
to the Man‐in‐the‐Street
Early advertising for Boots’ own brand of photographic products and services were carried out through full‐page spreads in Amateur Photographer magazine during World War I. These included directly addressed, personal recommendations “signed” by advertising characters—such as, in 1917, by “Pride of the Platoon.” This smiling soldier counterpoised the fatigue of moving camp on army duties with the “joy of joys” resulting from the discovery of a “ubiquitous Boots Branch” nearby. Featuring full‐page line drawings and text boxes of first‐person speech, these adverts emphasized the dependability of “the same good goods and sound service” available in each of the multiple’s outlets. Each carried the number indicating the rising running total of the branches, and emphasized the presence of the company “wherever you get to”—even military locations in wartime. 
A distinctive Boots advertising series running through 1918 featured two fictional young women, Poppy and Kit (Figure 13.1). Poppy, stylishly dressed in a picture hat, sailor collar, and eggcup‐heeled shoes, discusses her and her younger sister’s photographic adventures in an unfolding weekly narrative. With a non‐threatening tone of voice (all “cheerio” and “frightfully”), Poppy and Kit experiment each week with a variety of Boots’ own photographic equipment, from printing‐out paper to auto‐washer 
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Figure 13.1 A Boots photographic services advert, aimed at women, from 1918. Source: Courtesy of Alliance Boots Archive and Museum Collection. 
tanks, developing solution to darkroom lamps. The mood is informal and playful: mini-exhibitions are mounted in the bedroom; competitions are judged by “Dad”; cameras are described as “little”; technical processes are “jolly good fun” and “simple.” The characters are clearly classed and sexed: although they have to “save up” for equipment, their financial comfort is clear. Photographic subjects are “Cook” and the gardener; photography 
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“in the garden” features line drawings of large villa‐style housing complete with conservatory. With the explicit acknowledgment “of course, I do not know much about photography,” and the likening of print processes to the baking of cakes, the figures evoke the feminized promotional techniques established with the Kodak Girl, even down to the “handwritten” signature featured in contemporaneous Kodak advertising (Jacob 2011). 
To emphasize the products’ accessibility and ease of use, Kodak’s promotions from the late nineteenth century regularly featured images of women and children. These created associations between their goods and shopping, fashionability and play, and worked as a deliberate counterpoint to the world of the serious camera enthusiast who, earlier in the century, was most likely to be a gentleman professional. In posters, attractive young models wear white gloves as they handle their cameras to emphasize the distance between chemically‐stained fingers caused by the messiness of the darkroom and the modern, pleasurable, and even stylish Kodak experience. The underlying message is that photography is accessible; even women and children can do it. In Boots’ 
spreads, the company is repeatedly characterized as approachable as well as dependable. 
In an advert entitled, “Quality Tells,” Poppy asserts, “There’s never an item comes out of a Boots branch that isn’t completely worthy to represent the firm with a reputation for reliability.” Elsewhere, in a spread entitled “Service,” featuring a drawing of a photographic counter, Boots is emphasized as “the same everywhere”; “No matter where you are … no matter what you require … there is always the same standard of efficiency – 
the same fresh stock – the same courteous appreciation of your requirements – and the same moderate prices.” 
Uniformity and standardization of service might not have the same appeal in a post-Fordist economy where flexibility and specialization in the retail experience are more valued, but in the establishing of Boots’ brand identity in the early twentieth century, at a time of rapidly changing technology and an expanding store profile, Boots presented itself as a beacon of security and reliability, expertise, and modernity. Boots’ approach to its customers, however, was not one‐size‐fits‐all. An understanding of, and varied approach to, different populations within the amateur photographic market is evident throughout their century of promotional material. Choosing to advertise in Amateur
Photographer magazine, which described itself as “The journal for everyone with a camera,” in the early twentieth century shows a two‐pronged approach. In the context of a magazine aimed at those who wished to better themselves pictorially, having a campaign that addressed the absolute novice meant that all areas of the amateur market were covered: the aspiring photographers with interests in technique and equipment, and the “low users” who take few photographs and are more interested in product than process. 
Boots frequently addressed amateurs as a whole, stating—as part of their universalizing ambition, “Boots: For everything photographic”—that photography “is within reach of everyone.” Yet, photographic chemists also recognized that if “button‐pushers” 
could be converted to “real photographic enthusiasts,” then the industry would develop. 

The Retail Chemist in 1934 proposed “Teach the young, advise the middle‐aged, and encourage the elderly,” as a maxim to expand photography across all groups, and for all seasons. In 1955, Boots set out, as a kind of manifesto, “Photography: This is our business.” In this statement, they outlined their position within the diverse photographic market: “We are Photographic Specialists,” they stated, “in the requirements of the 
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family photographer”; but they also note, “our range includes much of interest to the photographic enthusiast.” The company admitted, “Some of our customers outgrow our camera range and leave us for the Camera Specialist” but, they point out, “For every one that does there are fully 100 newcomers eager to embark on family photography.” Boots described their customers as “the man‐in‐the‐street” and state that “Some 85% of the photo business in the country is done in the type of merchandise we sell.” Rather than service the expensive and specialized market, Boots stated, baldly, “We prefer the big selling and profitable part of the business.” In a later internal communication, branch workers were instructed, 
Remember far more money is taken in simple cameras and roll films than in all the matt‐chrome high precision apparatus, and so often the wonderful displays of expensive cameras in photo dealers’ windows frighten away the customer who is seeking a simple camera; draw them into your branch – there are lots of them. 
Boots’ repetitive themes of simplicity and approachability continue in their marketing of photography throughout the century. There is always, of course, a desire to expand trade and to capture the business of the aspiring photographer through the sale of photographic specialties, but the characteristics of this group are acknowledged to be distinctive: they are more likely to be higher income than lower, heavy spenders rather than light, and male rather than female. As Gaby Porter (1989) has observed, for all the high visibility of this group through the specialist literature and services aimed at them, statistically and financially they are actually a small part of the overall amateur market. 
Through Boots’ early (and continuing) advertising featuring women as both subjects of the camera and its operator, and their enduring emphasis on family photography as a form, whether mid‐century or late, Boots understand that their bread‐and‐butter customer is, as they put it, a “Happy Snapper.” Their “man‐in‐the‐street” is more likely, in fact, to be a woman. Boots’ internal sales advice in the 1970s addresses the customer only as she, and suggests that phrases for increasing sales carry the suffix “…Madam.” 
By 1990, the promotion of photography is explicitly described as being aimed at the company’s existing customer: female, middle market, 20+, “shopping for herself and her family”; these customers are described as “low‐fuss picture takers.” Boots’ overall aim at this time is to present “low‐tech and familiar” technologies in order to provide an “un-intimidating environment” for “the whole family.” Female shoppers at Boots are assumed to have little interest in photographic technique or artistry and, as will be discussed, the subject matter of Boots’ promotional material foregrounds home and family subjects consistently. 
In aiming at the business of women, however, Boots necessarily follows changing patterns of socially accepted behavior and changing interpretations of femininity. Not only do hemlines and hairstyles change in the images of women promoted in Boots’ advertising, but so do the expectations made of female users. In one distinctive advertising campaign from 1998, entitled “How Boots Instant Imaging saved my marriage,” a so-called “incriminating photo” of two women, posing for the camera while pawing the naked torso of a man, is used to advertise a new service that can zoom, crop, and “eliminate any offending articles” from an image—such as a stripper removing his clothes (Figure 13.2). After the success of the film The Full Monty, and in an era when hen nights were gaining popularity, the advert shows the editorial effects of the 
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Figure 13.2 A Boots photographic services advert, aimed at women, from 1998. Source: Courtesy of Alliance Boots Archive and Museum Collection. 
photographic technique. The process leaves—in this particular case—a “perfectly innocent standard size photo” of two women merely sporting theatrically outraged cheeky grins, as a kind of Poppy and Kit for a “ladette” generation. With the tag line, “your other half need never see the other half,” the shocking pink ad was promoted only to women, through glossy magazines, and caused some uproar in the tabloid press in particular. 
The Daily Mail, describing Boots as “long a bastion of High Street respectability” 
claimed to be “astonished” at the service, which they noted had, nonetheless, been largely used by women. They also noted the particular characteristics of Boots’ customers: “Boots research showed that in 67 per cent of households, it is women who buy cameras. ‘It is usually women who deal with family photos and order any enlargements or changes’, the spokesman added.” Stating that the inspiration for this service came from the requests of women themselves, Boots’ marketing can be shown to follow as well as lead photographic practices and social behaviors. 
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From Labcoat to Laptop: Changing Identities 
for Photographic Providers
During the 1930s, Boots’ internal communications reported that the Photographic Department was “rising like a rocket” and enjoying 800% growth. As the company noted, “far more people are using cameras – and more and more of them are coming to regard Boots as the logical place for supplies and D. and P. work.” Undoubtedly, it was Boots’ original reputation as a dispensing chemist that created this “logical” connection. 
Repeatedly emphasizing, in their promotional material, the “care and scientific thought” 
that underpinned the company’s ethos, Boots reinforced associations between the photographic and medicinal sides of their business. Regular mention of laboratories and testing can be found across Boots’ product lines, including photography; while in window displays, in the first half of the century at least, photographic developing solutions and bottled medicine stood cheek by jowl, reiterating photography and pharmacy’s close connection. 
In a series of interwar communications aimed at improving customer satisfaction, as well as sales volume, the photographic envelope in which a customer received their prints was likened to a prescription envelope, and was described as being “as important to goodwill.” Like all companies with a brand to promote, Boots were selling ideas as well as products. As they wrote, “When a Photo Wallet goes over the counter it carries more than negatives and prints. It holds the reputation, for good and reliable works-manship [sic], of Boots the Chemists.” Another missive from the period emphasizes the importance of completing the processing envelope professionally. “What would you say to a dispenser who labelled a mixture, writing in the patient’s name as, say, ‘Jones’?,” it asked. “No initials, no Mr., Mrs. or Miss. Yet thousands of Photo Wallets are pencilled up in this curt and discourteous way.” By making a link between dispensing and developing, and between patient and photographer, Boots could build professional conduct, even bedside manner, into their photographic qualities. At this time, in fact, the design and size of Boots’ prescription envelopes and photo wallets were very similar. Before illustrated wallets were introduced, each contained very similar textual information, with just a little more decorative “artistic” illumination on the photographic envelope. 
The correspondence between the two was, nevertheless, more than just stylistic; it was symbolic. Boots aimed to be as trusted as a family doctor, offering assistance and support to those in need. As they stated, of their photographic service, in 1924, “Boots the Chemists are willing at all times to give advice to amateurs in difficulty.” 
From the mid‐century to at least 1980, photographic supplies at Boots were classified as part of a broader group of “Optical” products. This category included spectacles, sunglasses, and magnifying glasses; thus associations continued between medicinal, scientific, and photographic products. Yet anxieties about competitors from the early 1970s led to instructions to sales staff to promote photographic services more particularly. Boots warned their staff, “It doesn’t automatically follow that the chemist’s is the obvious place to have films processed, especially as there are now so many specialist photographic dealers and free film agents.” During the mid‐1980s, with the introduction of new developing mini‐labs in Boots’ stores, photographic processing machines, placed prominently on the shop floor, were attended to by staff in white coats and surgical gloves. Although these machines actually required little skill to operate, the performance of lab‐coated scientific professionals created a credibility‐enhancing impression of 
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expertise that further emphasized Boots as the home of scientists and doctors. It was all the more important to emphasize the connection between pharmacy and photography at the close of the century, when management conceded, in internal discussions, that “there are signs that Boots the Chemists are losing ground to the competition.” As 1999 internal discussions note, “The emergence of dry electronic image technology (as opposed to wet chemical technology) poses a real source of threat to a major source of profit.” The penetration of the market toward the end of the century by supermarkets and newsagents created new associations for photography; as Slater has observed, as cameras became cheaper and less technical, they could be sold “alongside disposable razors and transistor radios, as a relatively unconsidered purchase” (1983, p. 184). Boots’ changing classifications of its photographic goods and services are revealing of changing understandings of photography in an attempt to find it a logical home. In the last century it has been variously categorized under 
“Fancy Goods,” “Optical,” “Audio Visual” and “Leisure,” and is currently classified as 
“Lifestyle” and conglomerated, in annual reports, with sales of baby supplies and home wares. 
This struggling identity of photographic chemists may be part of the reason that Boots’ first foray into online photographic services was so unsuccessful. Anticipating a large‐scale shift to digital practice, Boots launched what it described as “a revolutionary and complete e‐photo service” to great fanfare in 2000. Believing itself to be 
“uniquely positioned” to provide such a service as the UK market leader in photography, just 12 months later, however, the facility was withdrawn at a loss of £7 million. 
Boots noted in internal communications that “Demand for photo storage and revenue from related on‐line services have been substantially lower than forecast.” In part, this failure could be attributed to a general overoptimistic investment in dot-com business development at this time, but it also suggests—given the subsequent successes of digital photography printing sites such as Snapfish and, notably, Photobox with whom Boots joined forces in 2008, and the expanding photographic presence of Flickr and Facebook (who currently handle over 350 million photographs per day alone)—that new online companies are more logical sites to turn to for new online services. 
Risto Sarvas and David M. Frohlich provide a substantial account of the current “era of ferment” in photographic technology and marketing, and have gone so far as to note that, “there is no longer an unambiguous network of commercial organisations that can be called ‘the photographic industry’” (2011, p. 141). Instead, a shift has occurred toward 
“a general‐purpose information and communication infrastructure not specifically designed for photography” (2011, p. 89). As they note, currently, The list of business stakeholders in domestic photography is long and diverse: camera manufacturers, phone manufacturers, phone network carriers, broadband service providers, developers of photo‐editing software and of photo management software, photo game developers, display manufacturers, storage media manufacturers, cloud storage services, computer manufacturers, operating system developers, manufacturers of network technology, GPS unit manufacturers, positioning services, Web search services, online photo publishing and sharing services, social networking services, photo product providers, printer and ink manufacturers, newspaper and news services, game console manufacturers, and all other technology providers who have photo‐related functions in their technology or otherwise do business using people’s snapshots. (2011, p. 141)
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Photographic chemists’ competition is thus fiercer than ever. Just as other film‐based photographic businesses have run aground since the shift to digital technology, so too is Boots’ position insecure. Despite the re‐launch of bootsphoto.com in 2008, the traditional high street chemist in a lab coat will be largely bypassed when the majority of camera users no longer use film nor even see their images into print format. 
Boots’ recent annual reviews report a steady year‐on‐year decline in photographic revenue. At the start of 2012, even Kodak filed for bankruptcy. Yet there is still some life left in the old market: by February 2012, Kodak outlined its plans to shed all interests in “dedicated capture devices,” that is, digital cameras, video cameras, and digital picture frames (representing 75% of its revenue). The rationale for this was to 
“focus its Consumer Business on desktop inkjet, online and retail‐based printing” 
(www.kodak.com). The print market may be in rapid decline, but it nevertheless remains substantial. 
 Prescriptive and Policed Esthetics: The Role of Business
in Shaping Photographic Practice
One of the key debates in the marketing of photography is the extent to which institutions with business interests in photography have a shaping effect on practice. Popular photographic advertising, with its familiar, even formulaic, repertoire of simplicity and memory, holidays and home, has been considered by critics such as Slater and Williamson to be, at best, didactic and, at worst, culturally determining. As has been discussed, a sense of appropriate subject matter was promoted for mass photography through Kodak’s earliest advertising, and this was reiterated through popular photographic literature including magazines, instruction manuals, and so on. In part, the emphasis on certain subjects as photographically appropriate was due to early technological limitations, for example, outdoor scenes were emphasized because of the need for daylight. Other commercial suggestions, however, such as the turn to the domestic and to the pleasant as appropriate—if not exclusive—subjects, have been interpreted as part of an ideological agenda to neutralize the camera’s radical democratic potential and to perpetuate dominant conservative myths about the family and leisure. At the most extreme end of these approaches, it is argued, for example, that, “A mode of consumption is 
‘built in’ to these commodities which one way or another … subjugates the consumer.” 
According to Michael Chanan, in an attitude typical of 1970s Marxist analysis, Beyond baldly economic motives, this was a necessary development for capital to have undertaken, for ideological reasons: in order to combat the growing threat of working class rebellion by undermining the possibility of its independent growth of mind and will. (1978, p. 32)
In this characterization, popular photography is conscripted into a profit‐seeking agenda, servicing the needs of its marketers by duping its participants. False consciousness is achieved, in this model, by co‐opting and homogenizing public tastes and then by aligning them to the interests of those in power. 
Photographic institutions (be they multinationals or local high street chemists) are often attributed with creating and enforcing popular photography’s dominant motifs of 
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subject and style. As Slater has put it, after Marx—the producer creates the consumer (1997, p. 177). By this logic, several have argued—rather depressingly—that no matter how intimate and authentic we believe our photographs to be, ultimately they are extensions of advertising (King 1993; Kotchemidova 2005). As Paul Frosh (2003) has pointed out, however, when encountering difficulties in establishing origins for popular image repertoires, the flow of culture is better understood as a circuit than a linear trajectory; points of exchange are multiple, and in the search for beginnings, origins are constantly deferred. Kodak’s advertising, for example, necessarily drew upon pre‐existing photographic motifs developed by photographers practicing in the 50 years before the invention of push‐button, roll‐film technology, and was thus likely to have been influenced by both the extraordinary popularity of the studio portrait and the practice of early amateurs. 
Grace Sieberling and Carolyn Bloore (1986) provide a useful account of how such aspiring amateurs, from the 1850s, developed a distinct photographic repertoire of natural history subjects, picturesque landscapes, and historic architecture, in turn influenced by pre-existing painterly traditions and scholarly interests. Popular photographic practice cannot, therefore, be wholly determined by photographic advertising. Watney has also observed that the institutions that control the production of photographs “are themselves only possible as the result of photographic technology, with its special capacities to mobilise and connect particular systems of values and beliefs and fantasies” (1999 [1986], pp. 148–149). There is thus no single, simplistic source for mass photographic esthetics. 
In the circuit of culture, too, the traffic of influence is not entirely one‐way. As John P. Jacob argues, there was a “circular evolution” to the commercial development of a snapshot vocabulary. He argues:
In its printed matter, Kodak established appropriate photographic subjects to substitute for the abandoned conventions of studio portraiture. The amateur community then adopted those subjects in its pictures. Finally, Kodak repurposed those amateur productions, introducing them back into its printed matter. (2011, p. 15)
Photographic institutions necessarily reflect as well as shape cultural practice. 
Boots’ role in the molding of practice must be examined in the context of these debates. Through advertising, retailing, and advice, Boots has long functioned to promote a particular kind of photography that reflects the practices of its known customer base, but necessarily shapes it too. This is where the parallel between prescription and photography can be further extended, for since their inception, Boots have not only dispensed medicine, but also esthetic and technical photographic guidance. Via the photo wallets, likened earlier to prescription envelopes, processed photographs were delivered to the consumer literally swathed in advice. “Reasons for failure,” listed on a photo wallet from the 1920s, include issues such as “double images,” “weak and patchy negatives,” and “images not sharp and clear,”, thus delineating right from wrong in photographic technique and resulting image. Further envelopes from the same period, offering “hints” aimed at “the inexperienced,” are even more dictatorial about practice: 
“Don’t let the sun shine into the lens. Don’t take snapshots in shady woods or late in the evening”; “don’t get too close to your subject.” By the time illustrated envelopes are introduced later in the 1930s—featuring, first, line drawings, then fairly crude half‐tone prints, and later photographic images in black and white that shift, around 1960, to 
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color—a repetitive and familiar subject repertoire is established. While their changing layouts show changing company liveries, logos, and color schemes, and their varying sizes evidence shifting patterns in print format, their esthetic register of children, pets, holiday scenes, picturesque landscapes, tourist interests, floral studies, and historic architecture continues—regardless of the progressive redesign of the wallets—
as uninterrupted subjects for the next 50 years. 
Although designers and photographers used in industrial promotion are rarely publicly credited and are consequently hidden from view, there is evidence to show that the packaging and design of goods, such as photo wallets, were taken increasingly seriously as a marketing tool by Boots, particularly in the second half of the twentieth century. For example, the company’s efforts in improving the appearance of products were recognized by the Council of Industrial Design in awards for in‐house photographic commodities in the 1960s and 1970s, and a concerted effort to improve the profile and saleability of Boots’ Development and Processing services was undertaken in 1971, as part of a “Photographic Design Plan.” In pursuit of a “disciplined house identity” for their product lines, Boots employed a “market‐oriented design company,” McCann Design Associates, to research and develop new packaging “in a scientific manner.” McCann claimed to be able to “eliminate” the “unreliability of like and dislike” through researching the influence of packaging “on a subconscious level.” Through testing a national sample of men and women, with a variety of levels of film consumption, the company claimed to have created a “new exciting look” that would communicate superlative dependability, efficiency, modernity, and value, while simultaneously evoking costliness and quality. To achieve this, Boots via McCann changed the typography, shifting from a slightly munici-pal, drop‐shadow, upper case lettering to an informal, slim‐line, white typewriter‐style font. The blue, green, black, and white graphic color blocks of the 1960s packaging were changed to a fresh scheme of all‐over apple green, with flashes of violet or magenta for the Boots logo. Tellingly, however, the images that dominated the packaging remained of a similar order: babies in the bath, boats in the harbor, swans on the lake, and close‐ups of kittens—all taken in full color in bright sunlight. Design tastes for fonts and color palettes, it seems, change far faster than photographic fashions. 
In her investigation of popular photographic practice, Patricia Holland interviewed Jennifer Ransom Carter, the advertising photographer for Kodak Ltd. from 1970 to 1984, to examine the intentions behind the promotional photographs issued by photographic companies. Carter is clear about the emulative quality of the images she made, which appeared on advertisements and photo wallets during these years. She noted that she “tried to get pictures which were as close as possible to those that people would have liked to take for themselves.” The aim was “to have a universal appeal, so that people would say ‘I want to take a picture like that…’” On location at tourist sites, Carter photographed images of holiday makers as well as models, and stated that, through this, 
“We aimed to tread a line between reality and unreality as we produced a professional interpretation of the family snap” (2004, p. 147). Boots’ photos on photo wallets no doubt serve a similar purpose, although not all of their photographs, at closer inspection, appear so idealized. Images from wallets in the 1960s, for example, show babies with unappealing facial expressions and views where the subject matter is dwarfed by distance, alongside the more obviously professional advertising material of beautiful people laughing through perfect white teeth; as such, they appear characteristic of practice as well as idealized. 
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Despite some variation in image quality and composition, however, the reiteration of certain subjects through widely disseminated packaging no doubt helps to promote photographic norms. Slater has critiqued the role of commercial institutions in imposing what he describes as “limits on what is deemed photographable, and a considerable conventionalisation of how things can be photographed” (1999, p. 134). 
For those who take a mass‐cultural approach to mass photography as a purposefully stunted practice, these norms are part of a project that aims to standardize behavior for purposes of social control. As Williamson has put it: With the slipping of the means of production into civilian hands, as it were, it becomes all the more important to control the kinds of images produced. This is achieved through convention, advertising, and even the images that you find on the covers of the little folder your negatives are returned in from the labs. It is quite clear that the spoils of a holiday abroad are meant to be snaps of children on beaches, rather than shots of foreign political events. (1986, p. 119) Certainly, even despite the recent rise of so‐called “citizen journalism,” there are no scenes of discord, domestic, or political, in 100 years of Boots’ promotional imagery. 
Here, the camera is used to create pleasant records of happy memories only; whether this reflects what users want or prescribes their desires, however, is a debate that is more difficult to resolve. 
Richard Chalfen, in his ethnographic investigation of popular photographic practice, has attempted to account for the origin of these norms, and concludes that practice 
“appears to be governed more by non‐institutionalized norms and by folkways since, in most cases, non‐conformity is not severely sanctioned” (1987, p. 47). As he puts it: Social control works through weak and informal sanctions instead of laws. 
The rights and wrongs of this behaviour are seldom enforced or maintained by political or legal authority. Kodak culture appears to be designed and maintained by cultural and social prescriptions that remain in people’s minds and are guided by public sentiment. Obviously, no national, state, city, or county law exists to coerce parents to take pictures of new born children or children’s birthday parties; it is “strange” and unusual, however, to find families who do not conform to this unwritten expectation. (1987, p. 47)
In the case of Boots, however, the issue of legality is rather complex. Although the increasingly extensive advice manuals provided to staff (such as the 36‐page Photo Quality Guide from 1987) offered comprehensive models for correcting “incorrect” 
photographs, like Boots’ “Quality Control” stickers from the same period, affixed to prints deemed too dark/light/fogged/blurred, etc., these judgments are largely given on the basis of technique rather than subject. There would therefore appear to be no enforced limit as to what people can take a photograph of. As will be discussed, popular photography’s long‐standing economic model (at least until the coming of digital technology) was based on the sale and processing of consumables, first and foremost. 
The more photographs that are taken, then, the more money is made. For this reason, commercial institutions might more logically seek to promote all kinds of photography 
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to increase their profits; there is no market sense in restricting photography to certain locations. Yet, from examination of Boots’ role in several high‐profile cases of commercial intervention into private photographs, the company has been involved in policing what they see as inappropriate subjects. 
In a well‐known case from 1995, the partner of British newsreader Julia Somerville was arrested when he went to collect photographs from a Boots branch in London, and the two were questioned by police about pictures of Somerville’s 7‐year‐old daughter in the bath in what Somerville described as “a gross invasion of privacy.” Boots’ staff, in contacting the police, were clearly exercising what Peter Buse has called the photo processor’s “monitory gaze” (2010, p. 225); standing not only as an arbiter of technical and esthetic judgment, but also of morality. The following year, The Sun newspaper reported that Boots had refused to print an image of a painting of Priapus from Pompeii, taken by a couple as part of their holiday photographs. In this case, a statement by the company reveals that the control Boots exercised went beyond abiding by the law. They declared, “Our staff are at liberty not to print pictures they think are in bad taste.” 
In 1998, in another story that made headlines, students who posed for a photograph dressed up as “urban terrorists,” wearing bandanas, gold chains, and toy guns, were arrested by armed guards after a tip‐off from Boots. The students were quoted in a newspaper report as saying, “If we really were criminals with illegal guns, do you think we’d take our photos to be developed at Boots?” Implicit in this rhetorical question is the recognition that photo processors on the high street are commonly understood to be conventional sites associated with respectability, and also mediators of photography—viewing and handling private photographs in a public space. The students stated, 
“As for the Boots staff who called in the detectives all because of a fancy dress photo – what next?” The next incident, in fact, occurred in 2000, when Boots’ staff intervened in a case where they suspected (erroneously) that animal cruelty and fire-arms laws had been contravened, by threatening police action over a photograph depicting three armed hunters and the deer they had shot. In each of these cases, the controversies intersect with contemporaneous moral panics connected to pedophilia, pornography, gun crime, and blood sports. Boots’ policy, as reported in news coverage, is that they are obliged by law “to be alert to any photos which represent anything of a criminal nature … to protect vulnerable people and animals” but this clearly also extends beyond legality to policing the boundaries of taste. Boots thus plays a role in forming and maintaining the unwritten laws of esthetic and technical acceptability, as well as reinforcing formal laws through pictorial censorship. 
These seemingly separate aspects converged in another media‐reported case from 2010. A customer using Boots’ processing service was questioned about the ownership of the copyright for her images, as they looked “too professional.” In this case, the company was motivated by protecting itself from a contravention of intellectual property laws. Believing the photographs to have been taken and published professionally, and then illegally downloaded from the Internet, Boots refused to sell the prints to the photography student who had actually taken them. Boots justified their caution by stating, 
“Customers should be aware that we will always make reasonable enquiries as to the origin of the photographs if they appear to be taken by a professional.” But, as the student, Joanna Ornowska, stated, “Should I start taking bad photos to be able to get them printed?” Boots finds itself, through this example, in a strange place. 
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It simultaneously models how to achieve technically proficient images through advice guides and through the creation of aspirational versions of popular practice, but then refuses photographs that look “too professional” when they exceed the parameters of expectation for amateurs. In policing the boundaries of the “good photo,” Boots seem concerned that they should not be too good. 
Visual Economies: The Hidden Financial Dominance of
Commercial Developing and Printing
When Kodak claimed to take care of “the rest” of photography after the photographer pressed the button, the company was specifically referring to the mechanics of commercial developing and printing. By concealing the systems of photographic production, Kodak has been accused of concealing its ultimate power over photography; for while the popular photographic model appears to place decision‐making with the photographer—in being the one to point and shoot—the industry has been accused of offering only a limited and circumscribed agency. Barry King, for example, argues that there is “a cultivated incapacity” in popular photographic practice, whereby “the photographer seems to have the control in taking the shot, but this control is ‘stunted and contained,’ merely a ‘gesture’” (1993 , p. 12). Holland has also pointed out that, for most photographic users, “control stops with the moment of exposure. The developing, cropping, printing – the manual involvement with the process which is all‐important for other forms of photography – is here concealed and taken for granted.” She notes that pictures, as if “completed by invisible or mechanical hands” seem to deliver themselves, and thereby perpetuate the illusory nature of photography in magically perfect-ing the world. As she puts it, it is “as if a mere blink of the eye could transform the mundane retinal image into a sparkling picture, always properly exposed, in sharp focus and neatly contained within a 3 1/2 x 5 inch border” (1991, pp. 4–5). While commercial developing and printing have remained opaque to most camera users—“regarded, if at all, as a kind of unavoidable accident, a regrettable delay in the appearance of the image” 
(Watney 1999 [1986], p. 152)—the processes are also rarely scrutinized in critical literature. Precisely because developing and printing remain the hidden labor behind photography, it is worthy of scrutiny, and not least because, until very recently, this was the location where maximum profit for the industry was generated. 
In the amateur photographic market, the snapshot economic model was long based on sale of cheap equipment as vehicles for the further sale of film. Porter, writing in 1987, showed how the market for films and processing far outweighed the market for equipment. Additionally, the market has long been overwhelmingly dominated by those who, individually, used the smallest quantities of film. Although, historically, so‐called 
“heavy users” bought the most film, their numbers, en masse, have always been small. 
Thus, increasing film purchases among the vast numbers of low users retained the greatest potential for profit because of the volume of this proportion of the market. As Slater observed in 1983, “Convincing the light users to buy only one or two more films per year means doubling their consumption and adding 20 per cent to film revenue” 
(1983, p. 250). Economic profitability, therefore, lies away from the flashy technology and its high prices. As Slater observed, in 1983, “When, at a conservative estimate, 71 
per cent of expenditure goes to film and processing, the centre of power cannot be 
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where we expect it” (1983, p. 249). The sale of high‐end cameras might create a better spectacle, but the role of simple equipment, from Kodak to Polaroid, was always, as Sarvas and Frohlich have put it, “to enable easy and effortless consumption of film” 
(2011, p. 71). 
As has been established, for at least half a century, Boots dominated photographic development and processing in Britain, holding the largest market share; in this instance, Boots is at the center of power. If we take, as a case study, the period of rapid photographic expansion for the company in the 1970s, Boots are very aware of where maximum revenue resides. As they state in their own sales literature, “All sales of equipment and films lead up to the final step of having the films processed.” Boots’ Film Service is described by the company as being “the life blood of Photo.” The volume of processing conducted has meant that, for much of the twentieth century, Boots outsourced the majority of its processing to “main‐lab” industrial processors (as opposed to its own 
“mini‐lab” services)—an infrastructure largely, but not exclusively, operated by Kodak. 
The company nevertheless noted, in 1975, “Processing is largely an ‘Own Brand’ business – work is returned in Boots wallets and our Processors are carefully selected to work to our standards.” Knowing that its loyal customer base is precisely the low user who can provide maximum profitability, Boots’ tactics for increasing revenue have long been to capitalize on the two opportunities for selling: the first at the point of the film drop‐off, the second at the point of film collection. Strategies have included offering another film for sale at the point of processing, and encouraging the purchase of multiple sets of prints, enlargements, or other photographic products (so‐called “companion sales”) to capitalize on each processing transaction. The third area for expansion includes increasing the opportunities where photos may be taken. 
Known frequencies for the amateur market have long been holiday times, with the highest peak after August Bank Holiday, and another after Christmas. The amateur photographic season has long been clustered around the summer months, even eighty or so years after the technical limitations for photographing indoors were removed. 
Marketing campaigns for Boots have thus long emphasized holidays, from Easter and Whitsun through to October. In the 1971 Sales Plans, for example, Boots’ advertising was organized around a series of seasonally‐linked campaigns, utilizing their “biggest ever advertising budget.” Running in the national press in all tabloid newspapers, as well as in the three largest amateur photographic magazines and on television, the themes were listed as “Spring holiday; films to take on holiday; school holidays; summer holidays; pre‐Bank Holiday; post‐Bank Holiday; late reminder.” There may be photography outside of holiday consumption, but Boots is not concerned with it; it is not where the volume lies. The expansion of photographic sales throughout the early 1970s is matched by an increasing aggression in advertising campaigns. Boots state, for example, after their boast that “1973 was a year of unequalled marketing strategy,” that “plans for 1974 
are bigger and better – a fierce and full frontal attack will be staged and our competitors’ 
efforts will be watched, monitored and counteracted by the mightiest advertising and promotional activity ever launched by Boots Film Service.” In fact, by the end of the decade, Boots’ overall advertising budget had expanded enough to make it second only to Proctor and Gamble soap powder in a list of the 99 highest budgets in Britain (Dyer 1995). In internal communications, Boots assert that their photographic advertising expenditure, in particular, is comparable to Kodak—the benchmark of all popular photographic marketing. 
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The relationship between Boots in selling processing, and the processor in delivering, is indivisible: as Boots puts it, “Our business is their business – their business is our business.” In a sales diagram, Boots position the salesperson, the merchandising department, and the processor in a triangular relationship. The services that processors provide shape the products that Boots offer, and drive decisions about what the customer can access. To take just one example, in 1975, the wide choice of print finishes available (gloss or silk; with or without borders) was seen as too expensive to maintain. Citing “streamlined” and “rationalised” models as mechanisms for improving mass‐production, Boots stated that, from 1976, only borderless prints would be available. However, as this rationalization is clearly only in the interests of increasing manufacturing and retailing profits, and will ultimately result in a loss of choice for consumers, Boots designed an advertising campaign to try to conceal the shortcoming, and to sell the new format as an advantage, as “Boots Super Print: The all picture, no border photo.” 
Watney has argued that, in mapping the relationship between commercial photographic industries and photographic practice, “We deceive ourselves if we imagine ourselves in a situation in which ‘social’ institutions determine the look of photographs in any simple linear kind of one‐to‐one fashion.” For him, this top‐down model is too reductive. He argues, however, that
What we do need to understand are the mechanisms whereby specific financing agencies are able to define the sense we make of photographs within their limited sphere of influence, how we are recruited to identify with highly motivated points of view which seem to converge with our own interests. (1999 [1986], pp. 149–150) The “all picture, no border photo” would be a case in point: a reduction in choice, a narrowing of options, and a change in product, led not by consumer demand but by the imperatives of mechanization and standardization, are sold as an advantage to users. 
Duping and Knowing, Prescription and Resistance: 
Marketing’s Effects
While Boots, particularly from the 1980s onwards, spread its processing between on‐site express mini‐lab facilities and a small number of national industrial processors, its function as a film service was ultimately to sell processing. These services were, and are, largely supplied by others, and mostly by Kodak. In fact, by 1999, Kodak was cited as handling 90% of Boots’ processing, and their influence was credited with affecting “all aspects of D&P business: customer offer; product; operating configuration and store participation.” Although Kodak has always fiercely protected its economic and industrial practices, when it aimed to buy up its main industrial processing competitor in the UK, Color Care, in 2000—meaning that it thereby controlled more than 50% of the processing market—the Competition Commission was required to investigate its business practices, and the mechanics of the concealed “rest” of the photographic industry were described in minute, revealing, detail. Since 2000, however, the film market has transformed entirely. 
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As Sarvas and Frohlich have observed, “Photography used to be an industry of its own, a set of specific practices carried out with photographic technology. Since its digitisation, photography has become increasingly integrated into information and communication technologies, business, and practices.” As they observe, where we currently stand, the core business has changed fundamentally “from selling consumables to selling advertisement space and perpetually changing technology” 
(2011, p. 171). 
Yet, questions about the role of industry and marketing in the shaping of photographic practice remain. Digital photography may have left the laboratory behind, but it has not moved outside of the market; the market has merely shifted. The subject repertoire has, in some ways, expanded as photographic practice escalates in quantity: as more photographs are taken than ever before, their function changes from remembrance of a few choice events to the stuff of everyday life. As the expense of printing (and therefore the barrier to increasing photography) is removed—or rather, is replaced by other expenses—camera technology can be used in new ways. Instead of functioning to create moments to cherish, photography can and is used for instantaneous communication, and for casual aide‐memoire functions, from recording bus timetables to remembering book titles. The 100‐year‐old exhortation of the photographic industry—“Always carry a camera with you”—is finally realized. As the majority of British people own mobile phones, and these come with cameras as standard, photography can now be inserted into a range of situations that far exceed the annual beach holiday. As has been seen in recent international uprisings, counter to the expectations of Williamson in the 1970s, political events have become precisely the stuff of mass photography (see Chapter 22 in this volume). Indeed, it has been observed that the two infrastructures of “public mass media” and “private ‘self‐made’ media” are converging (Sarvas and Frolich 2011, p. 65). 
Popular photographic practice, nevertheless, even at its most privatized, has always been in a dialectical relationship with the public domain, not least through the commercial organizations that manage photography within a consumer culture. To acknowledge that photography is necessarily bound up with the capitalist culture from which it springs is not to reduce it, as some have claimed, to being merely a product of its manufacturer’s interests. To do so is to characterize photographic users as passive dupes. When popular photographic practice encompasses such large numbers of practitioners, many of whom prize its products—their photographs—as among their most significant possessions, to assume that all are unthinkingly reproducing banal photographic clichés, while willingly subjugated to the power of the market, is arrogant and simplistic. Underpinning many of the critiques of photographic mass marketing is a fundamental contempt for photographic practice as not being good enough, by failing to live up to the radical expectations applied to it. Slater, in particular, is disappointed with the actualities of practice, describing its outcomes as “tragic” and “a great wasteland of trite and banal self‐representation” (1999, p. 134). Popular photographs are despised because they are feminized, and depict families and homes, children, and pets; the things that matter most to most people. Despising photographs for what they are not belies the powerful desires and attachments that are bound up with photographs through their social functions. As Watney (1999 [1986]) has complained, a model for understanding photography that attempts to frame it as just another commodity, like petroleum or margarine (p. 158), 
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diverts our attentions away from the unique capacity of photographs to embody categories of knowledge which are simultaneously productive, in so far as they stimulate, incite and encourage their own continued reproduction, and coercive, in so far as they de‐limit the conceptual frame by which “the visual” is culturally organised. (p. 160)
To reduce photography to an economic process is to ignore its “psychic and ideological” 
functions. The photographic industry does not just produce shaping commodities; these commodities are in turn affective. 
A shortcoming of many existing accounts of the marketing of photography is to fail to connect marketing to practice. Ethnographies of photography show much more nuanced accounts of photography in action than those described in assertive theoretical arguments made by those who do not test out their claims on the ground. It is in ethnographic accounts that the interplay between public and private, between social norms and acts of resistance can be seen most clearly. Understanding the intersection of photography and subjectivity through research into photographic users can temper the simplistic models which assume overdetermined, causal relationships between advertising and practice, and between instruction and use. 
In Rose’s research, for example, her interviewees were “well aware” of how their family snaps showed only very selective versions of life. “Nonetheless,” she notes, “it is a version that they want to make” (2010, p. 131). Rose also states that critiques of popular photography as excessively circumscribed in subject matter, seeming to perpetuate only domestic bliss, are “somewhat misplaced.” Rose’s interviewees are actively “using photography as a technology that helps to picture and perform the things that they want: a family that is together, children who are developing, a home that is happy, a mother who is good enough” (p. 131). These subjects are not assumed to have subjugated their desires to overbearing commercial ideologies; they consciously utilize photography, when and where required, for their own ends. An overbearing assumption that users are fools seems to be particularly prevalent in relation to popular photography, in part because of its simplicity of operation. Perhaps through technological determinism it is sometimes assumed that the production method of so‐called “snapshot” photography—that is, generated by simple semi‐automated technology – means that its products lack design, significance, and purpose. However, simply because a camera has the facility to create an instantaneous image at the push of a button does not mean that its products may be read as somehow marked by a lack of awareness and intention. Slater, who has so much to say on the subject of marketing as a highly sophisticated system, has much less regard for the mass of photography, concluding that it “is hardly a conscious activity at all” (1983, p. 245). Anthropologists who base their research on close examination of practice counter these kinds of claims. Even so‐called snapshot photographs tend to be taken with a great deal of deliberation (Chalfen 1987, p. 72). 
Few scholars would seriously claim that advertising of other products, say, perfume, or shoes, automatically determines consumption and consequently creates social behavior. In studies that are led by an understanding that the consumer plays a role in the making of a product’s meaning, there is a general acknowledgment that at least some kind of negotiation, even resistance, can occur between marketing scripts and practice. These shortcomings in the understanding of popular photography may be, as 
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mentioned, because of assumptions made of mass‐photography’s push‐button technology, but are also likely to be because much of the analysis of photographic marketing dates from a period dominated by Marxist explanations of production as the principal site for meaning. These approaches need updating, grounding, and testing. Just as we all know that not all advertising succeeds, it is worth remembering, as Taylor has, that advertising’s emphasis on the ideal family does not wholly explain how people use photography. 
Marketing’s photographic models may be pervasive, and they may follow—literally, in the case of Boots—a prescriptive model, but in the end, consumers’ use of products is not wholly determined by them. Even as users have the power to take up or refuse the scripts that they are offered, it must also be acknowledged that the ability for photographic consumers to make creative use of commodities is circumscribed by the commercial imperatives that shape the tools that are available, as has, again, been shown in the case of Boots. As Slater has observed, the consumer is, above all, “a chooser … one who selects from an array of predetermined choices amongst highly structured objects and experiences. Freedom to manoeuvre within, as well as to choose between, these structures is no substitute for the power to create structures” (1999, p. 143). Nevertheless, when a focus turns away from advertisers’ prescriptions of mass photography to the use of mass photography in practice, a discrepancy remains: photography continues to serve useful and meaningful social functions, emphasizing kinship networks, establishing a sense of belonging, and a means of ordering life and making disparate experience manageable. The means may well be standardized to suit the systems of the suppliers, but there is no reason to assume that its consumption is the same. 
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Advertising and Photography
Rhetoric and Representation

Malcolm Barnard
In July 2011, two L’Oréal adverts were “banned” by the Advertising Standards Association (ASA) in the UK. One, for Maybelline’s “The Eraser” foundation, used a photograph of Christy Turlington (Figure 14.1) and the other, for Lancôme’s “Teint Miracle” foundation, employed Mario Testino’s photograph of Julia Roberts (Figure 14.2). Both photographs were the result of “post‐production techniques” and both advertisements were judged by the ASA to be guilty of “exaggeration” and being “misleading.” 
While it is by no means a new development in the world of advertising photography, this episode introduces all the issues that this chapter will address, touching as it does on the roles of truthful representation, rhetoric, and persuasion in advertising and photography. The adverts in question were first drawn to the ASA’s attention by Jo Swinson, a Liberal Democrat Member of the UK Parliament, who claimed that the images did not “reflect reality (see Guardian.co.uk).” The “unrealistic” nature of the photographs was also noted by beaut.ie, the Irish beauty blog (www.beaut.ie). The MP 
and bloggers alike assume that photography can represent or reflect “reality,” but that the photographs used in these ads did not. Other commentators argued that the advertisements, like much advertising, provided inappropriate and idealized representations of women. Two claims in particular were made. The first was that the photographs in the adverts supported the idea that women could not be attractive without the use of make‐up, and the second was that they reproduced a particular (western, white, bourgeois) version or ideal of female beauty. Advertising and photography collude here in the production and reproduction of dominant and offensive representations of feminine identity. 
The ASA’s judgment itself presupposes that it is possible for advertisements not to mislead. There are actually two presuppositions here. The first is that one of the functions of adverts is to inform consumers, that in addition to persuading, ads have an informative function, which can be identified and separated from the rhetorical or persuasive function. The second presupposition is structurally identical to the first: that it is possible for photographs to record or document reality without any “misleading” 
additions to or deviations from that documentation or recording. Without these presuppositions, the ASA’s judgments make no sense: it is unreasonable to accuse either photography or advertising of “misleading” if it is impossible not to “mislead.” Another A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 


Figure 14.1 Maybelline, “The Eraser” advert (2011). Source: L’Oréal UK and Ireland. Reproduced with permission. 
Figure 14.2 Julia Roberts, Lancôme, “Teint Miracle” advert (2011). Source: L’Oréal UK and Ireland. 
Reproduced with permission. 
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way of saying this would be to say that it is unreasonable to accuse photography or advertising of misrepresenting women, or any other aspect of reality, if there is no way of knowing what the non‐misrepresentation (that is, a “true” representation) of these things would be. Essentially, then, we are left with the question as to whether representation has only an informative or documentary function or whether it has also, or indeed only, a rhetorical function. 
This chapter will investigate the roles of documentary, information, rhetoric, and persuasion in advertising and photography in order to argue that, if there can be no photographic documentation without rhetoric and persuasion (that is, what is usually thought of as peculiar to advertising), then there can also be no photographic advertising without at least the appearance and experience of truth (that is, what is usually thought of as being peculiar to documentary). 
Advertising: Information and Persuasion
Etymologically, the word advertising confesses or claims an informative function. 
The root word is the Latin advertere and ad is Latin for “to” and vertere is Latin for 
“to turn.” We thus have advertising as a “turning towards,” a drawing of our attention toward something: in this sense advertising is an ostensibly innocent informing. 
Shakespeare, at the end of the sixteenth century, uses the word “advertisement” to mean “information”; see Act Three, Scene Two, line 172 of Henry IV Part 1 and Act Four, Scene Three of All’s Well That Ends Well. In the twentieth century, Raymond Williams and Jean Baudrillard are agreed that advertising has an informing element or function (Baudrillard 2005, p. 179; Williams 1980, p. 170ff). Until the end of the nineteenth century, Williams suggests that advertising was predominantly informative, its function was merely to let people know that product X was available. Even after this time, when capitalism had become so developed that “a new advertising situation” had come into existence, the informative function remained: advertising was now “an organised system of information and persuasion” (Williams 1980, pp. 178–179). Baudrillard is also clear on the matter: he says that “Advertising sets itself the task of supplying information about particular objects and promoting their sale” (2005, p. 179). However, Baudrillard is also clear that there is no such thing as advertising that is restricted to the supplying of information: all advertising also exists to persuade (2005, p. 178). Nicholas Kaldor tries to explain the relation between informative and persuasive functions in advertising by saying that “all advertising is persuasive in intention … and all is informative in character” (Kaldor 1950–1951, p. 4). He adds that the relation is also one of degree; adverts may be more or less informative or persuasive, with one being more informative than persuasive and another being more persuasive than informative (Kaldor 1950–1951, p. 4). What is clear from all these authorities is that they all believe that the two functions are clearly identifiable and separable. 
Accounting for the Maybelline and Lancôme ads in these terms is not difficult. The Maybelline ad contains the word “NEW.” The word is in white capitals on an orange background. Clearly this is informative: the product has only recently come onto the market and people need to be informed about it. The Lancôme ad also uses the word 
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“NEW,” also in capitals but in black on a background of the flesh tones supplied for Julia Roberts’ neck. Again, this is informative: the product is new and people need to be informed of its existence. Both ads are clearly also going to be in the business of persuading; they need to perform a rhetorical function. The Maybelline ad does this by indicating visually the difference between treated and untreated skin and by including words that suggest the amount of work and the scientific originality in the product. 
“7 years of research” and “3 Patents,” it claims, again in white capitals on orange. It is intended that consumers are so impressed by the knowledge and expertise connoted by 
“research” and “patents” that they are persuaded to buy the product. Being a part of the L’Oréal empire, the Lancôme ad also has a science bit; it uses the word “science” in the copy. But it plays the faith or religion card as well by naming the product “Teint Miracle”; one way or another, consumers will be swayed into purchasing the product. 
The two L’Oréal ads also try to persuade by representing the effectiveness of the product visually, showing the flawless and glowing complexion of one of Hollywood’s most beautiful women. And it was here that they fell foul of the ASA’s regulations concerning exaggeration and misleading advertisements. The Maybelline ad’s use of post‐production photographic techniques, including digital re‐touching, was deemed to make it impossible to tell whether the ad accurately represented the effects the product could achieve and it was therefore judged to be likely to mislead (www.asa.org.uk). The Lancôme ad was also judged to be misleading but this time because the information that Lancôme supplied regarding the post‐production techniques was not sufficient to prove that the image of Julia Roberts’ flawless skin had not been exaggerated by those techniques (www.asa.org.uk). 
Photography: Documentary and Persuasion
The etymological argument concerning photography’s informative function is less convincing than the one concerning advertising but I will rehearse it anyway. Where advertising’s origin was Latin, photography’s is Greek: “photo” coming from photos, meaning “light” and “graphy” coming from graphos, meaning “mark making.” It will be noted that “mark making” covers both writing and images. Insofar as there is nothing obviously or overtly referring to persuasion, rhetoric, or other forms of influence in the idea of mark making, then mark making with light appears to be allied with the simple and innocent‐sounding function of providing and communicating information. The persuasive and the rhetorical aspects of photography can, it seems, be identified, separated, and kept apart quite successfully. That both photography textbooks and college courses devote entirely separate chapters, degrees, and modules to what are perceived as different activities seems also to support this idea. Liz Wells’ (2004) comprehensive and intelligent Photography: A Critical Introduction, for example, contains a chapter on documentary and photojournalism and a chapter on commercial photography. A visit to any university website will confirm that commercial photography, documentary photography, and art photography are separate and distinct. Even the Royal College of Art, which prides itself on not being able to identify or distinguish the different forms of photography conceptually or esthetically, insists on a distinction between “fact” and “fiction.” 
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However, as soon as one looks at any actual documentary photography, it becomes clear that the distinction cannot be maintained (see Chapter 21 in this volume). There is no documentary that is purely a document or a recording of what was in front of the camera. Derrick Price’s chapter in Liz Wells’ edited collection of critical and introductory essays on photography (2004) makes the point well. One of his examples is Dr. Barnardo, the Victorian philanthropist. Long before the controversies generated by Barnardo’s advertising in the early twenty‐first century (see Barnard 2005, pp. 69–71), the creative and powerful use of photography was getting the charity into trouble in the late nineteenth century. In the 1870s, Barnardo sold what were presented as documentary photographs of underprivileged orphans in a “before and after” exercise to show how his works benefitted those children. It turned out that one of the children, who had been presented as a match girl in the “before” and “after” 
photographs, was not in fact a match girl and that many others were actually models; the photographs were therefore not true representations of reality. Consequently, Barnardo admitted that he had “misled” the public and was “forced to give up using photographs in this way” (Price 2004, pp. 71–72). What is important is that none of the photographs was or could have been purely documentary or informative in function. The intention was always to use the document to persuade people of the worth of Barnardo’s project and therefore to encourage support. Even if all the girls had been match girls, the photographs would still have had a persuasive, rhetorical function as well as a documentary one. This argument is true of all documentary photographs. Consider this random list of “documentary photographers”: Lewis Hine (1874–1940), Edward Steichen (1879–1973), August Sander (1876–1964), Dorothea Lange (1895–1965), Paul Outerbridge (1896–1958), Laszlo Moholy‐Nagy (1895–1946), Irving Penn (1917–2009), Richard Avedon (1923–2004), Diane Arbus, (1923–1971), Hiro (b. 1930), and Henry Wolf (1925–2005). Not one of them produced work that only records, represents, or documents “reality”: all of their work possesses some rhetorical purpose, be it social, economic, ethnic, esthetic, gender‐related, pacifist, or whatever. The persuasive and rhetorical function is inseparable from the documentary and informative functions. 
Price also refers to the ideas of denotation and connotation in explaining what is happening in documentary photography in general and in Barnardo’s use of it in particular (Price 2004, p. 72). He argues that two truths are possible; a denotative truth and a connotative truth. It is possible to demand or claim a denotative truth for photography: this would be the truth involved in accurately representing reality – people, the city, the body, landscapes, and so on. It is also possible to demand or claim a connotative truth for photography; this would be the truth of the thoughts and meanings accompanying or associated with the image. Price argues that this was what Barnardo’s photographs were doing: they may have been denotatively untrue (in the sense that they were not, in fact, match girls, for example), but they were true in terms of their connotations (that children like this were actually begging and that they deserved support) (Price 2004, p. 72). This move supports the claim that we should therefore help Barnardo’s work because of the connotational truth: it is connotatively true that we feel that the girls might well have ended up begging and it is connotatively true that we believe that they deserved to be saved by the work of the project. What is experienced or presented as the denotative truth in Barnardo’s photographs has an informative and documentary 
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function and the connotative truth has a persuasive and rhetorical function and both are inextricably connected in documentary photography. It is already clear from this example that denotation and connotation are not as simply distinguished as might have been thought and it will be argued later in this chapter that there is no such thing as denotation, that all meaning is connotative, and this will have serious consequences for our understanding of the possibility and nature of documentary photography. 
Barthes on the Newspaper Photograph
Roland Barthes wrote many of the central theoretical essays on photography and one of the central theoretical essays on advertising. He also uses the ideas of denotation and connotation to explain both photography and advertising (see Chapter 9 in this volume). In “The Photographic Message,” written in 1961, Barthes is concerned with press photography, a form of documentary or informative photography, and in “Rhetoric of the Image,” written in 1964, he is concerned with the rhetorical or persuasive use of a photograph in an advertisement for Panzani foodstuffs. In the former (1977a), Barthes is trying to analyze the elements of what he refers to as “the photographic paradox.” This paradox is a pattern or series of issues, or a recurring structure of ideas. Essentially, the paradox is a reference to the argument that the photograph is, or appears to be, at once the product of both nature and culture (1977a, pp. 20, 28, 31), and it appears to be both natural and cultural because it contains both denotation and connotation (1977a, pp. 17–20, 29), or coded and uncoded messages (1977a, pp. 17, 19, 27). Barthes tries to argue that denotational or uncoded messages are natural and connotational or coded messages are cultural. The distinction between denotation and connotation also mirrors the one between the literal and the figural: denotation is the answer to the question 
“what is that a picture of?” and connotation is the answer to the question “how does that photo make you think or feel?” However, he always gives the impression that he is not quite sure, he is always slightly hedging his bets, and there are hints that he suspects that denotation is always in the end another connotation and that therefore nature is always another cultural construction. The design theorist Steve Baker argued in his (1985) essay on visual semiology that there is no such thing as denotation: he argued that all denotation is actually connotation and that therefore all meaning is cultural. 
Denotational meaning is actually connotational meaning and connotational meaning is cultural meaning, on his account. Therefore, his account supports the argument being presented here. 
So, for Barthes, denotation is the message without a code and it is “the photographic message proper” (1977a, p. 20): it is the recording of “the scene itself” in the photograph, which, while it may be a reduction (in size and color, for example), is not a transformation (1977a, p. 17). Barthes says that the photograph is the only structure of information that is “exclusively constituted” by a denoted message (1977a, p. 18). It is natural because the literal scene is a simple “analogue,” it is recorded “mechanically” (1977a, p. 31): the image is no more than the physical product of the action of light on a sensitized surface. 
Connotation, the “second,” “supplementary” and coded message, can be ideological or esthetic and is the product of the culture the photograph is a part of (1977a, p. 17). It is one’s take, slant, or angle on whatever the photograph is “about,” on what it denotes. 
Connotation “depends on the reader’s knowledge” and “cultural situation” and it is what 
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individual members of a culture think about or associate with the photograph when they see it and it is thus the product of both history and culture (1977a, p. 28). 
There are two interesting and important points here. The first is, as noted above, that Barthes seems indecisive sometimes on the cleanness of the distinction between denotation and connotation. This is important because, if Barthes cannot maintain the distinction, he cannot argue that photography has an innocent, recording or documentary function. If photography necessarily has a cultural or connotational element, then it makes no sense to object to photography not always accurately representing “reality.” 
This argument will become more pointed in his discussion of advertising photography, which will be considered in the next section. However, in this essay, he says photography is a message without a code, but he also says that the photograph “professes” to be such, that the photograph “appears” to be all denotation and that one has a “feeling” of 
“analogical plenitude” in front of a photograph (1977a, p. 18). Barthes admits that he knows a townscape is in North Africa because he recognizes Arabic script and gan-doura: these are cultural, not “natural” perceptions and he goes so far as to write about 
“perceptive” and “cognitive” connotation (1977a, p. 29). He admits the possibility of our very perception having a cultural or connotational element. He explicitly asks whether 
“pure denotation” is even possible (1977a, p. 30). And Barthes also wonders whether the language used to describe one’s perception of the contents of a photograph introduces coded and connotational messages into the very perception of it as a photograph: if there is no perception without language (that is, culture), then the image can have no denoted state and its very existence depends on connotation (1977a, pp. 28–29). If this is the case, then all photography is connotation and all photography entails the “transformation” of “the scene itself.” There can be no denotational depiction of what Barthes calls “the scene itself”; indeed, there can be no “scene itself” because any representation of it, including photographic representation, will be connotational. 
The second point concerns denotation and rhetoric. Barthes says that denotation cannot persuade (1977a, p. 30). As connotation may be ideological, esthetic, and the product of historical and cultural location, so it may be used in arguments with those who have different ideologies, esthetics, and cultures. Indeed, it is not difficult to suggest that it is already argument, insofar as it is the adoption and use of a particular social, historical, and cultural location and identity to make perception and experience (of photographs, for example) meaningful “in the first place.” Connotation has, therefore, a rhetorical function and one way of describing the main argument of this chapter is to say that connotation is always an argument: it is always in the interest of some cultural viewpoint and to that extent different from and opposed to other cultural viewpoints. Baudrillard explores this in his book, The System of Objects, written in 1968, where he argues that advertising persuades solely through connotation (Baudrillard 2005, pp. 178, 197). And denotation, “or the appearance of denotation” (that indecisiveness again) “is powerless to alter political opinions” and no photograph, according to Barthes, has ever convinced anyone (1977a, p. 30). This is slightly different from what Barthes says about electoral photographs in Mythologies, where he says that photography amounts to “blackmail” 
(1972, p. 92). So, it seems that for Barthes, denotation has only a documentary and informative function: connotation, however, may be used rhetorically, to convince and persuade. Against Barthes, one may always argue that, if connotation is a necessary part of photography, if photography has connotation built into it, then a rhetorical and persuasive function will also be a necessary part of photography. 
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There are, then two sides or aspects to photographic representation in Barthes’ 
account here: there is a rhetorical and persuasive element that is carried out by connotation and there is a documentary and informative function that is carried out by denotation. There is also the possibility that the distinction between the two may not be as complete or as neatly binary as Barthes sometimes suggests. And if this is the case, then photography will always be the product of culture and connotation and it will always have a rhetorical function and to that extent, it will necessarily be “misleading.” 
Barthes on the Advertising Photograph
In “Rhetoric of the Image,” Barthes tries to explain the persuasive power of photographs and he applies the ideas of denotation and connotation to a photograph used in an advertisement. He uses an advertising photograph because the issues raised are clearly illustrated by an image that is intentionally designed to persuade. (The advertisement for Panzani products can be found on Daniel Chandler’s website at http://
visual‐memory.co.uk/daniel/Documents/S4B/semiotic.html.) Barthes first identifies four connotative signs and describes some of their signifiers. The first connotative sign is the return from market; the signifier is the half‐open shopping bag. Italianicity is the second sign and it is signified by the green, red, and white colors of the pepper, tomato, and mushroom. The third connotation is that of a total culinary service and it is signified by the collection of different items. Still life is the fourth connotation and although Barthes does not explicitly identify a signifier, the layout and arrangement of the fresh and preserved goods would seem to fit the bill. As connotational signs, these are also coded and symbolic signs, and they are therefore the products of history and culture. Barthes takes care to describe the knowledges that someone looking at this advert would need to have in order to understand the meanings. The first sign requires that one lives in a society where “shopping around for oneself” is the norm, rather than having slaves to prepare one’s food, or freezing food, or having to make a hasty trip to the supermarket, for example. The second sign, Italianicity, is the product of a culture in which tourism is possible and in which representations of certain national stereotypes have become familiar. Barthes does not identify the knowledge required in order to understand the third sign, of total culinary service, but one may assume that a knowledge of branding and of reliable food companies would be useful. He suggests that the connotation of the still life is the most “heavily cultural” and while it is true that a knowledge of post‐Renaissance, western European oil painting genres is needed in order to understand this connotation, it is not clear why this is any “heavier” than that needed to understand the consumerist economics of branding and supermarkets. 
Barthes then wonders what is left if one removes the linguistic messages and the iconic, coded, connotational messages. We are, he says, “left with a certain informational matter” (1977b, p. 35). What we are left with is denotation; the analogical representation of things in the world. At this level of meaning one does not perceive shapes and colors, but “identifiable [and] nameable objects” such as tomatoes, peppers, tins, and string bags (1977b). Again, Barthes distinguishes the signifiers and signified of these denotational signs. The signifieds are the “real” objects in the scene and the signifiers are those objects photographed. Using the exact terms that he used in “The 
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Photographic Message,” Barthes is keen to stress that in providing denotational signs, the photograph may involve a certain “reduction” of the scene but it is “not a transformation” (1977b, p. 36, emphasis omitted). It is, he says, a “recording” and the “mechanical” capturing of the scene guarantees “objectivity” (1977b, p. 44). It is this capturing of the scene through fixing light mechanically onto a sensitive surface that introduces a new informational economy (1977b, p. 45), one that changes human consciousness and provides “stupefying evidence” of “how it was,” of the having‐been‐there (1977b, p. 44). 
And using the phrase from that essay, he again asserts that the photograph is a paradox, 
“a message without a code” (1977b, p. 36). 
Where the function of denotation in “The Photographic Image” was to inform and the function of connotation was to persuade, in “Rhetoric of the Image,” denotation’s role is to naturalize connotation. Connotation is now explicitly identified with ideology, the historical, social, and cultural construction of meaning. Barthes’ role here is that of ideology critic: he is pointing out that ideology is operating visually and he is trying to explain how it is operating. 
Consequently, he says that the job of denotation is to make that construction appear to be natural. The idea is that, if these culturally, historically, and socially loaded constructions are seen as natural, then they will be accepted and believed. Or, if these rhetorical and persuasive elements can be made to appear and be experienced as information and documentary, then they will be accepted and believed. The rhetoric of the image referred to in the title of the essay is the set of ideological signs, the set of connotations that are found in images, it is the “signifying aspect of ideology” (1977b, p. 49). The naturalizing of connotation by denotation happens through the operation of syntagm and paradigm. 
Denotation is said to work syntagmatically, in terms of sequence and connotation is said to work paradigmatically, in terms of system or substitution (1977b, pp. 50–51). 
What this means is that a syntagm relates things by putting them before and after one another: this and then this and then this. Barthes argues that this is the rhetorical mode of realism: we believe in the veracity of events and behavior if they are put into a narrative sequence or syntagm. It is as though the syntagm or sequence is simply providing information and is thus close to documentary. Connotation is about substituting one element for another: this or this or this. The substitution of one thing for another thing (this or this or this) is paradigmatic: connotation therefore works paradigmatically. There is therefore something arbitrary about symbolism and connotation and a culture needs to agree, or be persuaded, that one connotation rather than another is right. The connotations of the advert could be substituted for other connotations (in different cultures, “Italianicity” could be replaced by “student food” or 
“too much like hard work food”) and there is no reason why any is more real, true, or convincing than any other, but when they are put into the apparently natural visual sequence of the denotation (tomato and mushroom and pasta) we are convinced by them. 
However, if Barthes reproduces some of the decisive terms and phrases of the earlier essay in his later essay, he also reproduces the doubt or hesitancy found there when it comes to the cleanness, sharpness, or “binarity” of the distinction between denotation and connotation. Barthes’ problem here is important because, if this distinction cannot be maintained, it will be impossible to object to advertising photography on the grounds that it is rhetorical, that it is persuasive rather than informative and that it is therefore 
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misleading. If the rhetorical and connotational element is “built in” to photography, if that is just what photography is, then it is unreasonable to expect it not to be connotational, the product of culture. If photography is the product of culture, it will not document or reflect a pre‐existing reality and to that extent it will always be “misleading.” So, toward the beginning of “Rhetoric of the Image,” the photograph is said to be a message without a code (1977b, p. 36), but later it only “seems to constitute a message without a code” (1977b, pp. 42–43). He says that, in order to read or understand this level of denotational meaning, all we need is “the knowledge bound up in our perception.” He admits that this knowledge is “not nil” (1977b, p. 36): we need to learn what an image is, and we need to learn what tomatoes and tin cans are, for example. This kind of knowledge or perception, Barthes says, is a matter of “almost anthropological knowledge” 
(1977b, p. 36). It begins to sound like the perceptual or cognitive connotation that is mentioned in the earlier essay. However it is described, it is clearly cultural knowledge and to that extent, it is connotation: if it is learned and if it is anthropological, then it concerns culture and history and the contradictions of Barthes’ text begin to betray something like an ambiguity or an “undecidability.” 
Derrida, Barthes, and Photography
Barthes’ description of the photograph as “at once … natural and cultural” (1977a, p. 20) would not have displeased Jacques Derrida. Derrida says that he does not believe what has been called here Barthes’ “hedging of bets,” or indecisiveness, with regard to the oppositions he uses. Derrida says that he does not believe that Barthes ever really believed in any of them (Derrida 2007, p. 267). Derrida radicalizes Barthes’ indecision and locates the cultural at the heart of the natural to render both genuinely undecidable. Derrida’s critique of Barthes’ account of photography may be approached through the notions of time and the punctum. Punctum is a Latin word meaning “prick,” “punc-ture” and “point”: it is the root of the English words punctual, which now refers to a precise moment of time, and “punctuation,” which is the indication of pauses in writing. Points, pauses, and time are central to Barthes’ account and to Derrida’s critique (see Barthes 1984, pp. 88–89, 96, and Derrida 2007, pp. 291–292). The punctum is a 
“detail” of a photograph (Barthes 1984, pp. 40, 42–43), a singular point, which Barthes says attracts or distresses him and causes delight or pain: a photograph’s punctum “is that accident which pricks me” (1984, p. 27). The punctum is differentiated from the studium. The studium is the field of vague, general interest, of polite interest; it is a 
“kind of general enthusiastic interest but without special acuity” (1984, pp. 26–27). 
The studium is the realm of things one is interested in as a matter of course, as a result of one’s general cultural location or identity. As Barthes says, the studium “derives” 
from culture (1984, p. 28). As such, as the product of culture, the studium “is always ultimately coded, the punctum is not” (1984, p. 51). Although Barthes does not explicitly ally or associate the punctum with the natural, if the studium is derived from culture and is said to be coded, then there is little else, apart from the natural, for the non‐coded punctum to be associated with. 
Derrida’s critique of Barthes’ account of photography begins from the idea that the punctum is not a point or an indivisible instant of time. Barthes’ account is governed by 
“the logic of the punctual stigmê” (Derrida 2010b, p. 8), according to which the time of 
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the photographic snapshot, the instantané, as it is called in French, is instantaneous (2010b, p. 10). In or at this simple and indivisible point of time, Barthes believes the photograph to be a passive recording. At this point, there is no art, no technê and crucially, no transforming, there is only the capturing of reality in an “undecomposable now” (2010b, p. 9). However, as Derrida says, if this point, the punctum, is actually a duration, then there is room, or time, for difference to occur: the light can change, modifications can be made, compositions can be recomposed (2010b, p. 9). If these things can happen in the duration of a shot, then what Derrida refers to as art, artifice, or technê, are now part of every photographic act and the photograph is no longer simply or only a natural or passive record of the world. Each photograph must now be considered as much production as recording and as much performance as passive archivization (2010b, p. 6). The photograph is both a passive documenting and an active production, to the extent that Derrida casts around for a new word or structure to describe it: he suggests “acti/passivity” and “passactivity” (2010b, p. 12 and 2010a, p. 67 
respectively). 
So, if there is no punctum or point which is not a duration and if there is no duration which does not permit or allow for difference, then the punctum must also be coded. 
This is because as soon as there is difference, there is code and there is culture. And if the punctum is coded, then its relation to the studium cannot be one of simple binary opposition. This explains Barthes’ indecision regarding the opposition between punctum and studium and it is why Derrida says that Barthes never really believed in the opposition between them. Indeed, Barthes says that there is a second punctum, and that it is Time (Barthes 1984, p. 96). This is a complicated non‐punctual time, deriving from Husserl’s phenomenological account of time, in which each moment is made up of protentions into the future and retentions from the past. Each present is thus made up of or haunted by absences, the past and the future. Barthes’ version of this time also includes the past—the “having been there” that was explained above—but he says there is no protention, no anticipation of the future. However, he admits a version of the future into his account of time; it is the anterior future, Derrida’s favorite tense, which is described in the phrase “it will have been.” 
The consequences of Derrida’s critique of Barthes’ account of photography are that the apparently simple recording and documentary functions of photography are also at the same time rhetorical and persuasive. If what was thought to be a punctual moment of un‐coded and passive recording of reality is also the differed, culturally coded, and active production of reality, then it is not possible for photography to simply and only record; it must also be partial and to that extent rhetorical. If the punctum is a duration containing art and artifice, then representation is not only a recording or document of an external reality but also a productive take or a slant on that reality. Derrida insists on retaining the moment in which the archive, the documentary (and therefore the information) are made (2010b, pp. 2–3). The “having been there” described by Barthes is retained; it is a version of documentary and is a product of what was thought to be the instantaneous moment of the photograph. But now the moment has been explained as a duration, into which artifice, including rhetoric, has been admitted. If art and artifice have been admitted, then culture and rhetoric have also been admitted. To that extent, photography and photographic representation are as much persuading as informing, as much advertising as documentary. The next section will consider some of the consequences of these ideas. 
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 Advertising, Photography, Rhetoric, and Representation These ideas enable the re‐reading of some early positions on the relation between advertising and photography and the reconsideration of the L’Oréal ads with which the chapter began. In particular, they encourage the thought that, if there is no photography without rhetoric and persuasion (that is, what is usually thought of a peculiar to advertising), then there can also be no advertising without at least the appearance and experience of truth (that is, what is usually thought of as being peculiar to documentary). This could be taken as the uncontroversial thought that documentary is always committed to a cause. But it could also be taken as the slightly bizarre idea that advertising is a form of documentary. 
Writing about commercial photography in the 1920–1930s, the German photo‐theorist Willi Warstat says that “[t]he public simply believes without reservation that the photographic representation is truer and more real than any artist’s graphic representation” (Warstat, in Kaes et al. 1994, p. 651). Mary Warner Marien glosses this in her commentary on Warstat as meaning that “advertising makes use of the illusion of truth” 
(2002, p. 267). There is a sense that Warstat is prefiguring Barthes here: where Barthes says that there is no drawing or painting that does not have a style and where that style does not constitute a code that detracts from the perceived realism of the work (1977a, pp. 17–18), Warstat is suggesting that photography is perceived as providing a more realistic representation than drawing or painting. He is also making the point that the persuasive power of advertising depends on, or is conditional on, the perceived and experienced realism, that is the documentary and informing element, of the photograph. Marien is perhaps taking a slight liberty with the interpretation, but the point that a truthful representation of reality is convincingly claimed or pretended to by photography is fair enough. Advertising, which is there to persuade, uses the information or truth provided by the documentary element of photography precisely in order to fulfill its rhetorical function. What must be added to her account, in the light of the preceding discussion, is that it is not strictly or simply an illusion of truth: photography in advertising is as much truth as illusion of truth in the undecidable relation between recording and production. 
W.J.T. Mitchell also has an interesting take on these matters. He argues that Truth, certainty and knowledge are structurally connoted in realistic representation … This is why realism is such an apt vehicle for spreading lies, confusion and disinformation, for wielding power over mass publics or for projecting fantasy. 
The great achievements of modern technologies of representation – propaganda, advertising, surveillance – are scarcely conceivable without modes of realistic representation. (Mitchell 1994, p. 357)
Mitchell’s claim is stronger than Marien’s as he is arguing that, not only does advertising make use of the informing or documentary function of representation, but it is actually inconceivable without it. His claim also seems to imply that information is structurally indistinguishable from disinformation, because if truth is part of realistic representation (documentary, for example), and realistic representation is used in advertising and propaganda, then it is going to be impossible to tell the information used in 
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documentary from the disinformation used in advertising. This is not something that many students of cultural studies would have a problem with: if each culture defines what is to count as information, then different cultures will have different and possibly incommensurable definitions of information. And, even if “structurally connoted” begs all the questions raised above (is truth connoted, rather than denoted?; is it separate from or partially constituted by representation, or does it lie at the heart of representation?), Mitchell’s formulation raises the same issues concerning the adverts misleading the public that were raised by the L’Oréal ads. 
Indeed, these issues concern all advertising that uses photography. The most obvious formulation of the most obvious issue would be to ask whether the post‐production work that was done on those (or any other) ads is the fair provision of information or the misleading use of disinformation. As noted above, the question is itself only fair if the possibility exists of a non‐misleading representation or photograph of the subject. 
There are three levels of response to this. The first level is the most naïve. As also noted above, the ASA’s adjudication assumed that it was possible for a non‐misleading, or a less‐misleading, representation of the product’s likely effects to have been published: less use of post‐production techniques would have ensured less misleading and no use would have ensured no misleading. The second level is slightly more sophisticated. 
Following the debates around Barthes’ accounts of advertising and photography, one could argue that, if connotation is necessarily part of the meaning of every photograph, and if connotation is the meaning given by a culture to some topic, then that culturally relative meaning, that “misleading” is also necessary. Third, one could argue that what are being understood as connotation and “misleading” are neither the product of post-production techniques, nor the result of cultural prejudice but rather constitutive of the photograph “in the first place.” The post‐production work could be undone but the photograph would still be the product of the production that comes with artifice. 
The connotational and the rhetorical are constitutive of the photograph before any post‐production work can take place. Or as Derrida would probably have put it, the work of post‐production will always already have taken place. 
All but the first of these three levels of response indicate that there can be no “Edenic state” of the photograph, from which all connotation, all rhetoric, and all persuasion has been removed (Barthes 1977b, p. 42). Barthes’ Christian terminology is slightly inappropriate following Derrida’s critique because according to the latter, it is not as though the photograph is originally pure, or purely informative and denotational and then undergoes a fall into the hell or world of connotation. The photograph is already as much information and documentary as it is culture and artifice. To pursue the metaphor, the photograph is already knowledge (in the sense of information): it would be a poor archive or document if it were not. So, as soon as there is archive (information, documentary), there is rhetoric (culture, connotation) and this is the result of the punctum actually being a duration rather than a point. 
The photograph is therefore all but an advertisement in the sense that its documentary elements are accompanied “from the start” by rhetorical and persuasive elements. 
On Derrida’s account, because the present is unique but divisible (a duration) the photograph is at once archive and artifice: there is unique reference in that duration, which constitutes the archive, and there is difference in that duration, which constitutes the cultural and the rhetorical (Derrida 2010b, pp. 3, 8). The photograph is at once rhetoric and representation: it is at once document/information and advertisement/persuasion. 
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This may be the point from which an explanation of the rhetorical power of the documentary photograph that did not depend on the externality of denotation and connotation to each other could begin. More interestingly, perhaps, it might also be the point from which an explanation of the documentary power of the advertising photograph that did not rely on the simple‐minded notion of “misleading” and exploitation might begin. And this, in turn might begin to explain why people get so upset about the misrepresentation of gender, ethnicity, and so on in the advertising photograph: people get upset at what they perceive or experience as the realism and truth in of the advert, which is actually a cultural connotation. 
 Conclusion
Along with fashion (to which they are conceptually and commercially related), advertising and photography are probably what makes modern western life both modern and western. Wherever you are, if your society does not have these things, then your society is neither modern nor western: and if your society does have these things, then wherever you are, your society is both modern and western. It was noted above how Barthes believes that the photograph was the first time in history that humanity would have encountered a message without a code (Barthes 1977b, p. 45). Fashion is only possible and advertising is only necessary within modern capitalist economy. The absence of any one of these elements from our lives is almost inconceivable and certainly impossible to achieve. The nearest anyone has come was probably in 2007 when one of the largest and most populated cities in the world, São Paulo, eliminated all advertising from its streets, billboards, hoardings, bus‐stops, taxis, buses, and trucks. Shop‐front displays were also severely limited. The effects (esthetic, economic as well as those working on wayfinding and local/global identity) were more profoundly surreal and disconcerting than anything found in the histories of either advertising or photography. One does not court controversy by saying that photography and fashion are simply un‐eliminable or that it is difficult even to imagine a world without them. 
However, advertising and photography are also probably the most overlooked and 
“natural” (or “naturalized”) elements of modern western life. They are so prevalent, so much a part of all our lives, that we barely register them as advertising or as photography. We routinely “look straight through” the photograph to the product and its setting. 
We are never surprised by the presence of an advertisement and we never reflect on it as an advertisement. The taken‐for‐granted‐ness of both advertising and photography is well established in our lives. Barthes’ account of advertising may be read as an attempt to explain the taken‐for‐granted‐ness of connotation in adverts in terms of the naturalizing function of denotation. Derrida’s critique of Barthes’ position, which this chapter has tried to explicate and apply, may be used in the attempt to explain the taken‐for-granted‐ness of both advertising and photography. This is because it is not difficult to argue that it is the taken‐for‐granted‐ness of these elements of our lives that makes us into a “we” in the first place: photography and advertising are so much a part of our culture that membership of that culture is possible only on the condition that photography and advertising are experienced and understood in these ways. 
This chapter has investigated the relations between photography and advertising through the concepts of rhetoric and representation. Crudely, both advertising and photography have been defined and explained in terms of rhetorical and documentary 
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functions. Where rhetoric is to do with persuasion and argument, documentary is about producing and recording a truthful representation or image of things and people. 
Documentary therefore becomes allied with accurate or realistic representation and imagery, with informing and with documentary: rhetoric is therefore allied with biased or interested representation and imagery, with the power to change and influence thought and behavior. Photography has been said to have both a documentary or recording function and an ideological and activist function. As a result, photography textbooks and college courses divide the two functions and devote separate chapters and modules to each (see Wells 2004, for example). And advertising has been said to inform consumers as well as persuading and influencing them to purchase goods and services. Before their advertisements were banned in the UK, tobacco companies would regularly insist that their ads were simply informing people that their brand existed (Barnard 1995). 
The question of whether (and, if so, to what extent) the rhetorical and representational functions may be distinguished and kept apart has been central to the definition of both photography and advertising. It is therefore central to the matter of the relation between photography and advertising: if we do not know what photography and advertising are (and rhetoric and representation are part of their definition), then we can hardly begin to describe or explain the relationship between them. This chapter has tried to investigate this question and to show how rhetoric and documentary “arrive together” in both advertising and photographic representation. This is why people object to “inaccurate” and “offensive” representations in adverts and why documentary photography has a rhetorical social and critical function. And it has tried to suggest that the naturalized and overlooked status of both photography and advertising that we started from is itself a function of that arriving together. The experience of both photography and advertising as documentary and persuasion at the same time is what makes us into a “we” and why we do not notice either. 
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Value Systems in Photography

Francis Hodgson
What are the value systems in photography? It seems an odd enquiry to make. 
Everywhere else, those systems are so clear. “Money,” a very successful dealer in the financial markets likes to tell me, “is just the way we keep the score.” 
In photography, it isn’t. Money is one of a complicated pattern of values. In recent years, a number of pressures, notably at the rarefied upper end of the fine art market, have combined to make money seem more important in photography than it really is, yet still without making the crisp clear scale of value that monetary worth implies. 
What follows here is a very personal enquiry, couched in personal terms. I have been selling pictures, one way and another, for a long time. In 1988, I took a job in the Print Room of the Photographers’ Gallery, then still tucked behind its black‐tiled façade on Great Newport Street; those tiles making it look so like a giant photograph of a Victorian building propped up in the street. Sue Davies took a big risk on me; never been in the business, no training in photography of any kind, no retail experience beyond a couple of crappy student jobs (including one in the very same district, years before, working in a shop that sold the peculiar combination of opera records and model railway trains). 
I did nothing very revolutionary, made no great waves in the industry, but I discovered then that I could sell just about any picture I liked and understood, and had the gravest difficulty selling the ones I didn’t and didn’t. Same thing at Photonica when I set up an ambitious program of selling more “arty” photographs through the stock photo mechanism. Same again at Eyestorm, trying to sell pictures online. At Sotheby’s, I tried again and again to sell the things I liked, but the system was more impervious. The Sotheby’s market, powered as it is by previous results at auction, is essentially in things that have already sold well, a peculiar sclerotic block on the action of taste, passion, or risk. 
From all of that, I retain the conviction that money alone doesn’t begin to tell the story properly when it comes to assessing the worth of pictures That breadth of experience is itself unusual. I have worked in both the culture of photography and the commerce in it. I have sometimes sold culture—in both senses, referring either to the specific culture of photography, the ideas, and values that it embodies; or the more general notion of a rounded civilized way of dealing—to commercial people, and sometimes tried to persuade cultural people to pay attention to commerce. Not very many people have such an experience of the different values in play. 
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Few people who are not themselves photographers have tried equally to sell pictures in their capacity as objects and in their other one, as imagery. As it happens, I believe that there is no great priority between the two. A beautiful, or powerful, or important image that is not on the appropriate support loses some of its beauty, power, or importance. 
Equally, a stunning piece of 1920s paper, with rich layers of silver halides upon it, is not a great photograph for that reason alone. In photography, I think neither culture nor commerce should look down upon the other. Yet I observe that the inhabitants of each consistently mistrust the inhabitants of the other, and that crossing from one to the other is always fraught and often goes wrong. 
Photography crosses many borders; one could argue that it crosses all borders. 
Certainly, no effective limits to the possibilities of photography have yet been found. It follows that in this discussion only some instances of the operation of various value systems can be addressed. To be specific, I will look first at value in connection with the great (and still relatively new) seismic shift from analog to digital; and then to a particular phenomenon whereby the value systems applied to photography in the art world have changed in a surprising way. 
The digital image in its purest form has no support. There is no “right” version of a digital photograph. So, on behalf of the buyers and sellers of this generation—the first digital generation—connoisseurs have been stumbling about looking for physical values in photographs to replace the old certainties of process: baryta and ferrotype and the Zone System and dye transfer and tri‐carbro … the whole panoply of physical manifestations of photography. You may not have cared about those things, or a thousand others like them. But they were the bedrock upon which connoisseurship sat. 
Connoisseurship, sadly, is itself a suspect value, now, and this will be discussed further here, in the context of the art world. But connoisseurship in photography was always slightly suspect. Geekiness, knowing too much about process and not enough about sensibility, being “an anorak” (a disparaging British term for those people who find their sustenance in the factual meat of things, of whom the classic examples are railway enthusiasts, wearing anoraks for protection on the exposed ends of platforms, logging the index numbers of trains going by): these were the standard critical tropes applied to connoisseurship in the physical facts of photography. “Camera club” to the sophisticated follower of photography meant an obsession with technical fact at the expense of expressive opinion. 
It is certainly true that much photography which sought technical excellence at the expense of everything else was incredibly bad at carrying expression. It still is. Yet it is odd that the search for technical excellence should itself be deemed weak, and to identify it an insult. There was a consistent value, right there. Nobody thinks a musician an anorak for trying to get the most out of her guitar. But the arrival of digital imagery has thrown even despised connoisseurship into disarray. 
In time, that will all settle down. A file can be manipulated in much the same way as a negative. There used to be considerable debate (more than debate, in fact, considerable doubt) around the idea of the “original” photograph. There was even at one time a suggestion that collectors who really wanted to get the “original” photograph should collect the negative. Even before the negative was replaced by the digital file, I knew of no photographer who continued to make the negative available, although of course estates and foundations hold negatives as part of the archives for which they care. There had been the thought that the negative should be destroyed to guarantee the rarity of the 
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print. So, for example, Maggi Weston’s gallery in Carmel, California, (among a number of others) used routinely to damage negatives in such a way as to cancel them, then stick them to the backs of the unique print of each made for sale. I even remember early limited editions where each buyer got a little strip of the negative taped to the back of the frame: 10 in the edition, negative sliced into 10 fractions, one sliver each. It seems ridiculous today, but it answered real fears in the fledgling fine photographs market in the 1970s and 1980s. Years ago was invented the scale by which that doubt was soothed: the vintage print, the later print, the modern print; the print by an assistant, by a lab, by a newspaper, by the hand of the photographer, the editioned print … Judgments about rarity and proximity to the “artist’s” original intention began to mollify those who thought that photography was too reproducible to be collectable. 
Note the appearance of that word “artist.” 
The same will happen again. To satisfy the needs of the art sub‐section of the market, mechanisms will be found to identify one kind of digital interpretation of a file as “better” than another. At the moment we’re satisfied with the simple editioning process, but that will be refined with digital manufacture in mind. And the market will move ahead. 
But it is already predictable that the search for sure values will affect our view of “good” 
pictures. It always has in the past. 
In one major sense, digital has been a grave disappointment, and not just in photography. Not particularly because the results of digital capture and digital production are so ugly (although many of them are) but because of the savage cultural erosion that digital has wrought. It used to be—in the analog world—that to be a photographer or a designer or a film‐maker, you had to have soaked in the particular culture of your field for a while, to know enough of what was already known and understood in it to make your advances in the confident certainty of what your users and customers shared already. Now all those separate cultures are eroded into one much more superficial one. 
Call it MacCulture. If you think of the collective habits of mind of the employees of a TV 
production company, say, they used to be obsessively interested in TV. Out of that deep immersion came new stuff. And it’s no good saying it was popular or vernacular. Of course it was. But it had its own connoisseurship and its professionals were steeped in it. Digital has destroyed all that. We all swim in the same digital soup, now. Whether we bump into floating gobbets of what used to be thought photographic culture, or into those more derived from prose or somewhere vaguely graphical or newsier or more artsy makes no difference. It’s digital; it reaches far and fast but nothing goes deep. 
Nothing is meant to go deep. The culture of photography is immeasurably enhanced by digitization. We can do things now that we couldn’t before. But it is also diminished in some of the new landscape. 
Look, for example, at the expectations made today on what used to be called a photographer in a troubled zone. Where a photographer used to be sent to bring back pictures, a modern news‐gatherer can be expected to supply interviews—both sound and pictures; bits of video; whole edited stories ready for transmission. At the same time, the management of his or her own trip and distribution of the results fall to him, too. All done by digital means. Don McCullin was a great war photographer. Tim Hetherington—
of that first digital generation—was not. He was a conscience, a narrator, a person who lived experiences so that we might live them safely and vicariously ourselves. He was plainly a remarkable friend and colleague and person. But I don’t think he ever got to be steeped in the culture of photography enough to be remarkable photographer. The fact 
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is that you could comfortably identify a McCullin picture that you didn’t know as by him. For him, personality and experience and opinion and virtuoso skill were all beautifully cooked into a style. Art historians in those domains which are the older cousins of photography talk of the maniera, the way the character of the artist is revealed by his gestures. I don’t think you could identify a Hetherington; and not through any shortcoming of his. Digital processes robbed him of that physical connection to the choices involved in his picture‐making. Digital working methods have removed much that was idiosyncratic and personal from every form of photography as means of expression. Or at least few indeed are those who have managed to articulate those things in the digital environment. It’s MacCulture. It is done on an AirBook, and its values are no longer the values of the individual cultures in individual media (or forms of practice) that used to make up its elements. 
Digital has really been about the control of distribution. More channels. More “routes to market” in the jargon. An explosion of the ability to communicate that has cut out some middlemen and made others immensely more powerful. But the actual physical quality of the output has (I think uniformly) not been as good as we were told that it would be. In the UK, analog radio transmission was proposed to be abolished; and there is large agreement that the actual experience of digital is not as good. There are inexplicable losses of sound. Time lags when you switch channels. The quality provided digitally has even been allowed to get worse in objective fact. BBC Radios 1 and 2 used to be broadcast on 192 kbs but a large increase in channels since 2002 has meant that has had to be lowered to 128 kbs (Sangani 2011). 
We are told, as consumers, that there is compensation in the metadata. Road traffic updates for those who listen in the car. The name of the person being interviewed on a little blue screen for those at home. But metadata is like an iceberg. The tiny bit of it that the consumer gets to see is white and bathed in light. The vast dangerous bulk below is dark and prowled by predators. I’m not an audio person, and if I’m not at the concert, I’m perfectly satisfied with my downloaded Haydn played back on tinny speakers. But it’s not an illusion. Those who know and care (let’s call them connoisseurs, just to stress the point) are flocking back to vinyl in numbers, which suggest that it’s more than a passing fashion or a superficial hip affectation. The sound quality of digital is not as good as we were promised. As I write this, another World Cup is coming to its end on televisions everywhere. I often find that the movement of the ball in long shot is not picked up in digital camerawork. The ballistics of a ball in flight, so unavoidably smooth in its movement, are rendered as a series of hesitant jerks. Digital can’t do what analog coverage dealt with a generation ago. But digital is being rammed down our collective throat. Never mind the quality; feel the volume. That will have all sorts of repercussions in how we value photographs. It already has. 
Inevitably, the values that go with such developments are not the values of the artifact. At the mass distribution end of the market, you pay for availability and usability. At the upper ends, you pay for a reproduction of an image divorced from any appreciation of its physical quality. Put baldly like that and those value systems are clearly vulnerable and under strain from the very outset. 
All is not desperate, however, even in the world of digital imagery. Digital distribution is a revolution: the changes brought about by self‐publication, immediate access to others wherever they happen to be, the diminution of the importance of mandarins and pundits and editors and other middlemen are enormous. On the one hand, digital 
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brings us citizen journalism and all the radical forces that unleashes. On the other, it allows stock photography to reach into corners of the world that were untouched by it 20 years ago and perpetuates the conservative values of that. 
The values that reconcile both of those, call them the digital price scales, have not fully been worked out yet. When Getty Images makes millions of pictures available free of charge, as it did in March 2014, is that a defeat at the demotic hands of Flickr and Instagram; or is it an assault on them? When the Huffington Post picks up a photo story, as it has done, and publishes it without payment under the doctrine of fair quotation, and when that story then goes viral, and the photographer receives not a penny in royalty or fees as a result, is that the glorious transmission of unfettered access to an important story to the largest possible audience; or is it an assault on the photographer? 
There is an odd virtue of digital, unsung for the most part as yet. Digital pictures are flat and the inking process is woefully dull when they are printed on paper. But on a screen, pictures are backlit and have as standard depth and intensity which they only ever had occasionally before. The “proper” way to view digital files is on a screen, no doubt. That backlighting is much more radical a change than most acknowledge. It used to be that only professionals saw pictures backlit, on lightboxes, through loupes. A hundred years ago, it’s true, there was the magical autochrome technology, which became almost a craze.1 Autochromes had something of the same rich deep luminescence that we find on modern screens, and I do notice that they are making a startling comeback now that backlit viewing is so usual. An exhibition curated by the fashion designer Christian Lacroix at the Rencontres d’Arles in 2014, for example, had two large Lumière autochromes in among the very latest pictures made by scanners and other digital technology.2 Among a number of ultra‐chic modern works, judged by age or finesse or rarity—which is to say by the obsolete values we used to employ to arrive at assessments of value—the autochromes might have been the most valuable things there. I very much doubt if the insurance coverage reflected that. 
Any image which has been seen backlit is disappointing when seen printed solid. 
That’s a fact which profoundly affects the values of pictures (or should). It is also a fact which only professionals used to know, hunched over lightboxes and staring not so much at pictures as at little luminescent globs of halides, almost abstracted by the black sides of the loupe and the exclusion of the world implied in seeing them like that. Once-glowing digital pictures can be printed, of course. They can certainly be kept: hard drives are clogging up with them left and right of me as I write. But for the most part, they are not retrieved, just intensely seen and passed on. 
What will be the market response to that? Will we get value ascribed according to numbers of views? It might well happen, and then “internet sensations” such as dancing cats or semi‐inadvertent revelations of celebrity hosiery will compete directly with hot news or cool art. If “going viral” were itself to become a measure of value (and it’s not so far from that already now), the values of photographs would be much more like those of a stock exchange and much less like those of a gallery or a website. A lot of money moving very fast, a lot of pictures worth something once and then nothing. But isn’t that already the value system of paparazzi images? 
The internet, which was originally touted as an enormous indexing system, up and down which crawlers and spiders would retrieve everything as soon as it was wanted, has oddly failed to index pictures particularly well. Unless you know the author or the caption—unless, in other words, you already have the metadata—you won’t find it 
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easily. Image recognition systems come and go. One might come along one day which works, but a lot have come along which don’t. 
The whole question of the values of pictures based on digital distribution is up for grabs, then, in ways which might well blur the boundaries between fields we think we know to be separate. Digital reproduction printing companies like Lumas (see Harig and Ullrich 2016), whose entire business model is based on a half‐way house between fine art (expensive) and demotic (high volume) will find that what used to be half‐way may not be half‐way any more. Lumas is a relatively successful firm whose very territory is constantly shifting around it. Its executives must constantly steer away from the opposite sides of the basin it swims in: “expensive posters,” say some, and the company steers to correct; “cheap art,” say others, and it has to lurch the other way. 
Stock distribution, which used to be based on the simple access to the pictures (stock libraries had them already accessible and ready to use when nobody else much did) is now competing against myriad sources which have them, too. The question the executives there will have to keep on asking themselves is this: If the whole of Google Images is a stock filing system on my very own keywording, why do I need to go to a stock library? What values will they be able to charge me for if the availability of pictures is no longer the core one? 
Notice, too, that amateur photography is now an enormous cultural presence, far larger in terms of simple numbers than it ever used to be. But that constant activity is no longer tied to a recognizable industrial base. Where camera manufacturers and film‐makers or film processors have declined, they have been replaced by a host of hardware and software companies who either don’t yet know how to make money out their modi operandi (and don’t care so long as the share price represents value, even where there is are no substantive earnings), or who are by no means solely operating in the photographic marketplace and who cannot be measured as such. It is a curious fact that omnipresent photography is now serviced by an industry which regards it as marginal: Apple and Adobe make a great deal of money from photography, but neither would describe itself as a photographic company. That in itself is a curious reversal of the old marginality of photography, when large industrial combines, like Agfa or Kodak, heartily concentrated upon it but the activity itself was deemed marginal. 
Even the commercial and industrial values that used to be attached to photography are not clear. This contrasts very much with such industries as fashion, for example. 
Fashion, as rooted in the textile mills of the nineteenth century as photography was rooted in the chemical plants, is still measurable as a business. The transactions may have moved online, but the sale still takes place and the garment still gets sold. Only parts of the photographic matrix still operate like that. An ever larger proportion of photographic activity (but how to know what proportion?) is effectively single‐use and unpaid for. Further, the new habits of “mining” archives or repurposing images mean that ever‐larger numbers of pictures will acquire some value outside the control of their original makers and in contexts that may well be antithetical to (or at least not wholly in sympathy with) the ones which caused the pictures to be generated in the first place. 
That’s a cat among the pigeons of value. 
So timing leads to one major and troubling set of hesitations and shifts at the moment. 
Digitization has not yet settled into mature markets. Numbers of solutions which look stable in the new picture economy will not remain stable at all. 
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Value systems in photography have never quite dealt with the full range of things it can do. There is an argument to be made that photography, in very much the same way that it destroyed accepted notions of esthetics and rebuilt them in its own model, has defeated the traditional models for the art market, the supply of content, the charging for, and defending intellectual property rights. 
It used to be that in the art market, the two prime measures of value were rarity and some assessment of beauty. That was fairly self‐explanatory, although there were exceptions all over the place. (Great collections of engravings—by Piranesi, for example—
were always capable of becoming best‐sellers even when not rare. And fashion has meant that numbers of art‐works of curiosity or oddity but of no great beauty have also been sought‐after from time to time.) Not everybody realizes that those straightforward values have been utterly replaced by a less instinctive system based on branding. 
In the case of a manufactured product, the markets have had no great difficulty at all. 
You want a Mercedes? It will have the three‐pointed star and it will represent the brand values of that star, whether to the utmost degree or to some lesser degree tending the same way. Sub‐brands are devised to catch customers who don’t want (or don’t want to be seen to want) all the attributes of the brand. So: you want a town car, and you don’t need the limo‐like aspects of the Mercedes, either in their African‐emperor guise or in their autobahn‐cruising Euro‐bourgeois version? The Smart car is for you, well trailed as branded both by the Swiss “fun” watchmaker Swatch and by Mercedes. Brands group not only the products, but their users too. This system, so familiar in every aspect of late capitalism, was not an obvious fit for multiple art works in particular. 
The problem lay in editioning. Clearly enough, if there were only a very restricted number of pieces of an art work available, that meant that not everybody could have one. But in a market which has grown ever closer to the luxury goods market, that would never do. Several thousand people worldwide want the latest “It” handbag. The celebrity early adopters are equipped for free, the waiting lists are worked, and a cycle of desire and fulfillment is set in train. Ramp up the demand and keep tight enough tabs on the supply, and simple economics ensures the price. But the success of that handbag is not based on rarity. Far from it: it is only because a sufficiently large number of the people with the attributes you want to display have the bag, that you want it in the first place. In an overheating contemporary art market in which connoisseurship was being downgraded, and self‐identification promoted as the main reason for buying, then something had to be done to make limited editions desirable by enough people to trigger branding effect. 
It would not be quite right to say that the answer was found by Andy Warhol; but it’s in his art one sees the effect most clearly. 
A Warhol silkscreen is an utterly recognizable thing. It’s also relatively large. Those two vital characteristics mean that if you see one through a doorway in the home of an acquaintance, or down the hall when you’re having a meeting at someone’s office, you know exactly what it is without asking. It’s become a membership card of a particular kind of club, just as surely as those driving shoes with pimples up the heel. Some actual clubs branded themselves very effectively long before branding became an industry. An Englishman might think of the “egg‐and‐bacon” tie of the Marylebone Cricket Club, which branded its wearer a sportsman and a gentleman as surely as his ties from school or regiment. Most more modern brands deal in virtual membership. For those, the act of buying is itself the membership. Many—perhaps most—buyers of such things as 
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Warhols really do not mind which one they have. In theory, the silkscreens are unique pieces. In practice, they were made in bulk by assistants, and there is any number of each of them. Bingo! Suddenly buyers can purportedly buy into the old ethos (known master, rare, or unique piece, critical admiration …) while acting in practice under the new rules (strong brand, critically indifferent art, celebrity‐driven marketing …). 
That new system has taken over the upper echelons of the photographic market. It has almost become the defining factor. Any photographic art which is still being sold by an appeal to connoisseurship is by that very fact excluded from the upper end of the contemporary market. Nobody—not the dealer, not the auction house, not the buyer, maybe not even the artist—really cares whether it’s a chromogenic print made by some lingering artisan on the artist’s behalf, or a fancy inkjet printed in his own studio by an operative at a commercial machine. Did anybody ever care what kind of paint Damien Hirst used to make the spin paintings, or what the board they were on was made of? 
Come to that, does anybody really make much of an effort to tell one spin painting from another? You buy the brand, not the piece. That is the new mentality; the index of value takes in fame of artist, fame of piece, visibility of both in the right circles … But it also takes in the sure availability of another so similar as to be in effect the same. No‐one wants to be a member of a club with no other members. 
Photography, so often misunderstood as a “marginal” art form, has been the arena where these new mechanisms have been most urgently worked out. 
Photography is transnational, transcultural. It slips from one support to another almost unaffected. It needs (or seems to need) no glossing. Everybody can understand a photograph at the initial level. This vernacular medium, in which it seemed self‐evident that what you saw was what you got, was tailor‐made to lead the revolution in branding of multiply‐reproduced art works. 
One long‐established photographic habit has been very much altered in this shift of values. It used to be, in the old romantic vision of art as a form of expression, that an artist made a series to work out the effects he sought to understand. The West front of Rouen cathedral, the Sainte‐Victoire, even as late as Jasper Johns’ flags, all of these represent a desire to engage again with material that had not yielded up its secrets. An eventual purchaser of a work from such a series, one needs to assume, was buying into the collision between non‐understanding and eventual understanding, and a work from such a series is successful or unsuccessful in so far as it subsumes within itself some of the ideas that pertain to the whole group. 
None of that remains standard in new series today. Thomas Struth is a wonderful photographer—a wonderful communicator by any standards. He has consistently worked in fairly small‐run series. I think part of the reason is an old one, not much to do with the value systems. If you take one very striking photograph, it can always look as though you made it by mistake. A series proves intent. In an art‐form mediated since the beginning by machinery (camera: enlarger, then; camera: software, now) the demonstration of intent has often been necessary. But the impulse to work in series is also a commercial one. 
In 1999, Struth showed at the Marion Goodman Gallery the first 19 images of a series which he called New Pictures from Paradise. Large‐scale views of the deep screen of jungle, with usually no perspective route through a complex latticework barrier placed right across the angle of view, these were deliberately contemplative pieces and Struth himself has remarked that he noticed how much longer viewers spent before each one 
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than before his earlier pictures. When it came to the market, and particularly the secondary market, viewers were quite unable to decide which one to buy. In the 40 or so recorded transactions in these pieces at auction, no image recurs more than five times, a remarkably wide spread. They are large pieces, around 2 meters tall in the edition of 10, and it seems the market treated them more or less equally as big badges. There was no good or bad one; there was only the series. Buying these things—quite irrespective of any assessment of how wonderful they are or not according to the older scales of value—had become closer to buying an It handbag than to buying art the old way. To have one was to be in the right crowd; however beautiful and sensitive they are, they became something else once they reached the secondary market. 
Although Struth is well aware of how the markets work, skilled at making them work for him, it is unlikely that he would have made this fine series solely for that reason. 
Series and sequences are at the core of modern branding of art, though. It is curious how often the artistic interests of knowledgeable and well‐advised contemporary artists seem to find themselves in those areas. Repeated patterns of structure or behavior, typologies, marginal differences between things … they are all (in the right hands) assuredly interesting. But they are also much easier to brand than more individual concerns. When fashion photography came in from the cold as a new branch of art photography, among the very first names to acquire brand status was Helmut Newton. How difficult was it to imagine that all those women in expensive hosiery in hotels that only fashion magazines could afford might become a consumer desirable? (Although it would be better to use a more transitive expression: fashion didn’t come in; it was brought in by clever and deliberate foresight, by effort and by policy.) What’s the betting that when Cézanne finally catches the collective eye of the market, the studies of the Sainte‐Victoire mountain will fare very well? Poor Cézanne would spin in his grave in the St. Pierre cemetery in Aix to hear it described so, but his Sainte‐Victoire is an excellent brand badge. It stands for Provence and the whole business of Provencal lifestyle. 
And that, no one needs reminding, sells consistently well. 
It’s perfectly obvious that there is a canyon between what a photograph is and what it is about. But maybe that hasn’t quite filtered through to the market, yet. There does seem to be some correlation between the sheer extravagance of the hotels Helmut Newton sets his fantasies in—the Crillon, the George V—and the prices able to be met for his pictures made in them. We could put it more cynically: what you’re paying for, when you pay vastly over any rational figure for a Helmut Newton, is a number of nights with Charlotte Rampling in her smalls. For a while, the most expensive photograph in the world was Andreas Gursky’s 99  Ce nts. Is it really stretching the argument too far to suggest that the market, whatever it thought of the price for a picture, thought it cheap for a supermarket chain? 
Hamilton’s gallery in London represents Guido Mocafico, an Italian fashion photographer. Beyond his art works he has mainly worked making those precise renderings used in luxury advertising: detailed views of jewelry, that kind of thing. In 2005 and 2006, Mocafico made Movement, a series of large‐format plan views of the workings of very fine Swiss timepieces. These things are enormously magnified: the watches may be an inch or two across; the photographs just over 1 meter square, with the tiny worked metal parts of the watches visible in every detail, glittering, and gleaming. The effect is like borrowing a jeweler’s loupe in the best possible lighting. There is certainly a fascination in seeing a room full of them, for though time itself is a constant, the watchmakers find an incredible variety in their treatment of it. 
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With this series, Mocafico came close to delivering a perfect branded artwork. They are neutral photographs (to the extent that their precision is almost scientific), yet once you have seen one, you know all in the series equally. So they are instantly recognizable as by the photographer. That’s his branding. What they depict is itself branded, and at the self‐consciously fancy end of the market. Here are just a few of his deliberately alluring titles: Audemars Piguet Tourbillon Repetition Minutes Squellette; Romain Gauthier
Collection Prestige Champagne Édition; Daniel Roth Grande Sonnerie Tourbillon Carillon
Westminster Répétition Minutes … Note the way he seems to be able to use other people’s preciously guarded brands with impunity. His pictures are so respectful, one could almost use the word idolatrous. Which watchmaker could object? But while they don’t object, their brands have been borrowed to help the photographer’s own. The pictures appeal, of course, to watch collectors. One problem with fancy watches is that they lie hidden much of the time under a cuff. Buy a Mocafico and put it on your wall, and nobody could doubt that you were in the right club. They could hardly say “luxury” any plainer, only everybody who sees them gets the message, not merely the people who get close enough to tell a real Swiss watch from an ersatz one from the local department store. That’s the customer’s branding. There’s one very satisfying last piece in this elegant branding equation. Mocafico’s pictures are very expensive, that goes without saying. But they are not as expensive as the watches they depict. So the buyer not only buys his chic meter‐square label that says that he has the right stuff; he buys it cheaper than the less visible and therefore less effective one that it alludes to. LOL, as the kids used to put it. 
A major photographer may make the “main” editions of top‐end pieces limited to three or five. Even with the rigmaroles of artists’ proofs and subsidiary editions in different sizes or on different papers (a dubious and eventually self‐defeating attempt to stretch the edges of rarity), that makes a very difficult piece to brand. But if it should so happen that the photographer has been working a particular furrow for long enough, then the works form part of a series in which each individual image is rare enough for old‐style art appreciation, but the series is common enough to be brand‐able. Mocafico works like that, and so do many others. Ansel Adams made many hundreds of the Moonrise, happy to print on demand and adjust to the new price as it climbed. Adams’ 
prints are not despised as “cheap,” nor is he accused of flooding the market. Yet—even though the market is still driven from the United States—he is firmly not among the most expensive photographers now. The beard, the Sierra Club, the luscious tones of the prints: good branding; but the wrong kind of availability. Poor Adams. 
One kind of collector will steer himself through these difficult waters using only his confidence in his gallery, his reading of the market gazettes, and a reassuring certainty that if he strays never too far from the mainstream, he will be as safe (in investment terms, but also in terms of taste) as his neighbor in the club of collectors. A certain caste of pictures seem to have appealed across the board to collectors of every hue. Robert Mapplethorpe’s flower studies, for example. Perfectly respectable. You could put them in the main boardroom of your company if you wanted. What they depict, in a polished and classical black and white of positively tuxedoed respectability, are flowers. Yet the frisson, as Mapplethorpe well knew, is that flowers are the sexual organs of plants, and these pictures are by the author of others much less respectable. Do you get a get a whiff of rude‐Robert when you buy one of the flower studies? I think so; and I think that’s why he made them. He was trained by Sam Wagstaff, after all; one of the shrewdest market makers the art market has known. 
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I feel the same way about Richard Prince’s cowboys. The connections between the John Wayne West, the billions of dollars of advertising poured into Marlboro cigarettes over the years, the American mythology of self‐dependence and rugged individuality, and these “borrowed” pictures is fascinating to the cultural critic or the interviewer. But it’s also a deliberate and self‐aware attempt to mix the ingredients into a recipe that would taste good to collectors. 
The conventional language to use about developments such as these is to say that photography is now a “mature” market. What that means is that the structures to permit safe and orderly transactions are in place. They are, of course. If you have the money to trade at those rarefied levels, it’s not frightening to go into Sotheby’s in Bond Street and buy an expensive photograph; and when you do, it will be signed, certified, labeled, authenticated, and cataloged to the hilt. But it isn’t a mature market for all that. A lot of people are making very good money out of photographs, yet nobody really confidently knows the mainsprings of market operation. Josef Koudelka, under excellent market advice, has withdrawn from the market altogether for a number of years. His aim is to control the market by dearth. It may—I think it will—backfire. But it’s a concerted plan by a senior photographer. It’s as well informed and as good as the next plan. 
Gilbert & George in effect deny that they are photographers (by running a whole career in photography with barely an allusion to its role in their work, and never a suggestion that they are in fact photographers) and so do lots of contemporary artists. 
People acting on behalf of Henri Cartier‐Bresson threaten to sue those who have had his prints, often for years, on the grounds of spurious interpretations of the industrial habits of the photographic press of 50 years before. Many commercial photographers try to market “personal” work which is no good, when the work that makes their money is well‐made, popular, and on appealing subjects. So many different—sometimes contradictory—ways of bringing photographs to market that sometimes it seems that guess-work and connections will make any system work. There are markets. But they don’t operate very uniformly at all. 
Part of the explanation for this free‐for‐all is natural to photography itself. Photography is a hugely diverse practice, and if I have referred to commercial reproduction of photographs in one part of this enquiry, and the sale of individual art pieces in another, that is only a fraction of the kinds of ways photography is traded every day. There is a fascinating graph to be drawn in the photographic reproduction of other works of art: It used to be that the aura of the original work was still felt in the photograph. Those lovingly crafted but densely printed art books of the first half of the twentieth century, with black‐and‐white reproductions of color paintings were a marker of value in themselves. 
So were postcards of art works. I haven’t looked at the figures for sales of postcards, but in a world where half the population is photographing every plateful of food before eating it, it is hard to imagine that works of art are still among the best‐selling postcards. 
There are dozens of areas as widely spread that I have not touched on at all. It’s rare to talk about them in proximity to each other—most scholars confine themselves to detailed thoughts in one area or another—but to do so makes it easier to see that it is inescapable that different value scales will operate in different corners of the photographic field. 
There’s more, though. Nobody has come to anything like a consensus of what a good photograph is. It certainly isn’t the one which has generated the most money, in any sub‐sector of the market. Photography seems successfully to have resisted the “elitist” 
286 
Markets
desire to admit universal categories, and universal scales within them. That being so, it is open to anyone to claim that any picture meets the most demanding criteria. Some of this flexibility exists in every art form or medium, no doubt. But only in photography, I think, is it a matter of such supreme indifference to collectors or publishers or dealers or art‐directors or editors (or any of the other user‐categories which make photography such a very wide practice) what the others may make of any one’s choice. 
There’s the rub. Photography is still arranged on cottage‐industry terms, with thousands of small operations and very few large ones—some of the latter are buying the products or the services of some of the former—and no market unifies them. It is hardly surprising that there are collisions and stresses between the value systems that accompany them all. It seems that, for some years yet, it will be possible to argue that any photograph, any at all, is good. The contemporary impulse to the “curation” of archives over and above the creation of new pictures strengthens the case. The fact that a picture can bear discussion, can bear neighbors, and is still communicative perhaps a number of years after it was made, speaks not to the genius of the curator/
editor of the archive, but to the phenomenal flexibility of photography itself. Nothing orders the case. Photography fits into markets that were made to cater for some of its habits: the stock‐photography industry most obviously. It also fits into markets that predate its habits, like the auction markets, and it has made great strides in those, as well. 
Maybe there’s no getting away from a conclusion so unexciting that we could daub it on every wall in every creative hub of cities all over the West. Maybe the Protean aspect of photography defeats attempts to categorize it. In the simple judgmental scale of W.C. 
Sellars and R.J. Yeatman’s parody of a history book, 1066 And All That, that’s a Good Thing. If photography is still bigger than the myriad efforts to categorize it by value, it must still be expanding to regions we didn’t expect to find it in. 
Notes
1 Starting in 1909, the banker Albert Kahn sponsored teams of photographers to travel around the world and bring back color pictures. In this way he amassed some 72 000 
autochrome plates from some 50 countries. This collection was relatively unknown in the UK until the BBC made television programs based upon them, with an accompanying book: David Okuefuna, The Wonderful World of Albert Kahn (London; BBC Books, 2008). 
2 Arlésiennes, by Christian Lacroix, at the Chapelle de La Charité, Arles, from 7 July–21 
September 2014, in the context of the Rencontres de la Photographie 2014. No catalog. 
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Further Reading
As authors chase the big money, there are rather more books on the contemporary art‐market than there were. These are all lively:
Abbing, H. (2002). Why Are Artists Poor? The Exceptional Economy of the Arts. 
Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press. 
For a good look at how subsidy and an other non‐market economies impact on the supposedly free market in the arts:
Horowitz, N. (2014). Art of the Deal: Contemporary Art in a Global Financial Market. 
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
Although concentrating on two apparently rather limited areas (video; experimental art), this stimulating book widens its enquiry far beyond them. 
Thompson, D. (2008). The Twelve Million Dollar Stuffed Shark: The Curious Economics of
Contemporary Art and Auction Houses. London: Aurum Press. Very readable. 
A number of journalists have galloped more or less readably over this territory, too: Here are two:
Millard, R. (2001). The Tastemakers: UK Art Now (photographs by G. Lewis). London: Thames & Hudson. 
Thornton, S. (2009). Seven Days in the Art World. Cambridge: Granta. 
There is little specifically on the value of photographs, but on photography’s place in the developing art markets, two useful books:
Campany, D.(.E.). (2003). Art and Photography. London: Phaidon. 
Cotton, C. (2009). The Photograph as Contemporary Art. London: Thames and Hudson. 
Stock photography is a vastly more important distribution system than the usual rather dismissive assessment it gets. Paul Frosh’s book is inevitably (in a vast‐moving market) rather out‐of‐date in some aspects now, but still provides almost the only thorough overview in print:
Frosh, P. (2003). The Image Factory: Consumer Culture, Photography & the Visual Content
Industry. Oxford: Berg. 
On the particular difficulty of identifying value in culture, two very different but equally enjoyable books:
Currid, E. (2008). The Warhol Economy: How Fashion, Art & Music Drive New York City (rev. ed. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
Tusa, J. (2000). Art Matters: Reflecting on Culture. London: Methuen. 
Many of these books are older than is useful for immediate reference. Markets move much faster than publishers, so much good information and opinion is to be found only online. 
As well as the specific web presences of the various players in the market, such as individual photographers and artists, auction houses, photographic stock libraries, galleries, and so on, a number of commentators and references are useful. Among these: Art Market Monitor: http://www.artmarketmonitor.com
ART Monthly: www.artmonthly.co.uk
Artnet: Artnet.com
Luerzer’s Archive: www.luerzersarchive.com (an invaluable repertory of commercial uses of photography that would otherwise be very hard to recover after their first visibility). 
PDN (Photo District News): www.pdnonline.com
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Snapshot Photography
History, Theory, Practice, and Esthetics

Catherine Zuromskis
In his essay, “Vernacular photographies” historian Geoffrey Batchen calls upon his fellow scholars to examine photography in a new light. “Truly to understand photography and its history,” he writes, “one must closely attend to what that history has chosen to repress” (Batchen 2001, p. 59). Concerned as it is with photography’s esthetic credentials, the history of photography has traditionally turned a blind eye to the ordinary, everyday, and even mundane photographs that constitute the vast majority of photographic production, particularly in the twentieth century (see Chapter 2 in this volume). These vernacular photographies take many forms, from old tintype portraits to mass‐produced picture postcards, and it is often difficult to define what, precisely, vernacular photography is (as opposed to what it is not). Indeed, vernacular photography is such an ambiguous category that Batchen began a special issue of the journal History of Photography (Batchen and Edwards 2000) with a questionnaire on the nature of vernacular photography. As a range of scholars and art world professionals demonstrated in their responses, the category of the vernacular is anything but clearly delineated. 
However vernacular photography is defined, it is clear that domestic “snapshot” 
photography—a central object of study for Batchen, as well as the topic of this chapter—
falls firmly within that category. Snapshots fulfill many of the central qualities of the vernacular as described by the questionnaire respondents; they are ordinary, they are made by untrained photographers, and they are primarily communicative or functional rather than artistic. They are the photographs that, as Batchen (2001) puts it, “occupy the home and the heart but rarely the museum or the academy” (p. 57). Yet he also suggests that without a consideration of snapshot and other vernacular photographic forms, we risk perpetuating a narrow‐minded view of photography as a medium. A truly comprehensive theory of photography, he argues, must not simply include the vernacular; it must move away from using fine art as its organizing principle and explore the possibilities of a “vernacular history of photography” (p. 79). Moreover, as Don Slater noted in his 1983 essay, “Marketing mass photography,” the seemingly banal photographs that so many people take as part of their day‐to‐day family leisure, from a A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
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Marxist perspective, constitute a critical set of material practices “set within developing social relations.” This form of photography, he writes:
… is integrated into the very fabric of the most intimate social relations (in particular, the family, leisure, personal remembrance and private vanity); is inscribed in institutions (from the photo press and camera clubs to high street photographers and schools); and is bound up with material conditions of consumption (relating to class, income, sex, advertising and retailing, the ownership of the means of distributing images). (p. 456) Snapshot photography, then, is not only vital to our understanding of photography’s history, but it is also integral to our understanding of social and cultural histories more broadly. 
As historically valuable as it may be, snapshot photography offers a challenge to those scholars who would seek to heed Batchen’s call and construct new historical rhetorics for photography in the vernacular. First, as Batchen (2001) points out, snapshots are at home in neither the discourse of esthetics nor that of the market, both of which serve as key critical frameworks for understanding visual culture (see Chapters 16, 26, 27, and 28 in this volume). Snapshots are artless: doggedly conventional in form and utterly content‐driven. As sociologist and cultural theorist Pierre Bourdieu observes, a “popular naturalism” dominates the “middle‐brow” photographic tastes of the masses. As opposed to the avant‐garde esthetics of a discrete few art photographers, the dominant (and, for Bourdieu, it would seem, regrettable) perception of photography is that “the beautiful picture is only the picture of a beautiful thing” (Bourdieu 1990, p. 79). 
Snapshots are also ubiquitous. While each snapshot may be unique from an individual point of view—that is to say, my baby pictures are not interchangeable with someone else’s—from a cultural point of view, snapshots tend to all look the same. Combined with their artlessness, the banality of most snapshots makes them largely worthless from a market perspective, essentially without value to all but a small few. 
This points to yet another problem for scholars of snapshot photography: snapshots circulate primarily in the private sphere. Snapshots are certainly intensely meaningful to their individual owners. Representing a personal history made visually present and an existential trace of the self, it is little wonder that the family album is so often cited as the first thing one would save from a burning house. As Marianne Hirsch has argued, family photographs operate within “a series of ‘familial looks’ that both create and con-solidate the familial relations among the individuals involved” (Hirsch 1997, p. 2). But once outside this network of “looks,” the photograph ceases to function in the way it was intended. The moment the snapshot leaves the private sphere for which it was produced, it becomes just another example of banal and often ideological cultural convention. Thus, while each image carries with it a singular and definitive personal narrative, that narrative, and more precisely, the particular affective charge the image holds for the subject or owner, are all but inaccessible to the outsider scholar/researcher. 
Defined as it is by its messy heterogeneity, its amateurish banality, and its predominantly private networks of circulation, snapshot photography resists conventional methods of art historical analysis, yet it can also tell us volumes about the way photography really functions in the social world. This chapter will examine four different critical approaches that scholars and artists have taken in an attempt to understand the 
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cultural and individual characteristics of this elusive image genre. First, I will look at historical approaches to the study of photography and the way that scholars have sought to understand the snapshot through the terminologies, technologies, and marketing campaigns that crystallized snapshot photography as a genre. While history locates a valuable point of origin for the genre, I will suggest that it cannot entirely account for the nuances and anomalies that characterize contemporary snapshot practice. Second, I will explore snapshot photography’s presence (and frequent lack thereof) in classic theoretical approaches to photography. While photography has been the subject of many thoughtful theoretical studies, the snapshot is often dismissed or omitted entirely from these considerations. I will show how the snapshot both undermines and, in a few exceptional cases, illuminates classic cultural, political, and ontological understandings of photography as a medium. Third, I will address the way snapshot photography has been considered as a form of social practice. Drawing on scholarship from the disciplines of sociology, anthropology, and visual studies, I will show that the snapshot is more than just a personal, existential trace; it is also embedded with a complex array of social and political meanings. Finally, I will consider the concept of the “snapshot esthetic” as it has evolved from an ambiguous catch‐all category for new currents in postwar art photography to a more pointed engagement with the genre and its social and esthetic possibilities. 
 History
Perhaps one of the greatest challenges to the scholar of snapshot photography is defining what, precisely, snapshot photography is and where it comes from. The term itself is not an art historical one. Its origins are, in fact, not even photographic, referring instead to the hunter who fires at his target without premeditation or aim. Its first use in the context of photography came in 1860, when English scientist and photographic innovator Sir John Herschel (inventor of the cyanotype and coiner of the term “photography”), imagined the possibility of taking photographs with a fraction‐of‐a‐second exposure time. Though this emphasis on temporality as the defining characteristic of the snapshot still survives, most notably in Thierry de Duve’s classic 1978 essay “Time exposure and snapshot: the photograph as paradox,” the photographs we commonly consider to be snapshots today are more like what de Duve calls a “time exposure,” documenting a bygone past rather than movement and instantaneity (de Duve includes the work of Eadweard Muybridge, for example, in the category of “snapshots”) (de Duve 1978). Yet this emphasis on instantaneity, while no longer definitive of the genre, does point to a key aspect of the snapshot’s historical origin: the snapshot camera. 
A culture of affective private images emerges almost immediately after the public announcement of the daguerreotype process in France in 1839. Though for the better part of 50 years, these images were made almost exclusively by professional portrait photographers. In 1888, however, George Eastman introduced his Kodak #1 box camera in Rochester, New York. This camera differed from previous cameras on the market through a number of key features designed to make it more accessible and easy to use. 
Chief among them was the invention of a high speed, lightweight paper roll film, which allowed for shorter, more forgiving exposures, and freed the camera from the tripod, making the camera far more portable. But perhaps Eastman’s greatest innovation was 
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not the camera at all but the mail‐in developing service he devised, which freed potential photographers from the burden of having to process and print their own pictures. 
Because Eastman’s Kodak system made photography more accessible than ever before, it is often cited as the catalyst for a new, more democratic mode of picture taking (see, for example, Ford and Steinworth 1988; Nickel 1998). As Eastman’s iconic slogan put it, 
“You press the button, we do the rest.” Subsequent refinements made the Kodak camera easier to use (the box Brownie, introduced in 1899, was marketed to children) and more affordable (the Brownie also boasted the low price of one dollar), bringing photography out of the realm of the professional or highly skilled (and often wealthy) hobbyist and into everyday life. One might argue, then, that snapshot photography is simply the photography taken by everyday people with a new, more democratic photographic technology. 
Such a technological perspective is useful to a point, but it fails in ignoring the many other factors that influence the way snapshot photography developed as a genre. As Nancy Martha West has argued in her book Kodak and the Lens of Nostalgia, early snapshooters were given plenty of guidance as to what this new, more democratic form of picture‐making should look like (West 2000). Studying the shifting ideologies behind Kodak advertising, West shows that the nostalgia that we now think of as the definitive sentimental content of the snapshot genre did not emerge until around the second decade of the twentieth century. Early “Kodaking” was pitched and practiced primarily as an adjunct to outdoor leisure activities such as bicycling, skiing, picnicking, and camping in order to circumvent the limitations of a camera that only produced good pictures in bright sunlight. Only later, prompted by new technological innovations that made indoor photography feasible and the strain of World War I on both the leisure industry and family life, did Kodak begin to market their product as a means for recording family histories. This shift from an emphasis on snapshooting as a leisure activity to the snapshot as a memorialization of the past and a marker of the passage of time (represented by the family photo album, a product also vigorously marketed by the Kodak company) is most dramatically illustrated by Kodak’s never released 1932 “death campaign.” 
Addressed in the coda to West’s book, this dark advertising campaign highlighted the value of the snapshot after the subject’s inevitable (and sometimes tragically premature) death. 
The snapshot is then the product of a variety of cultural factors from technology and marketing to external historical events. And, as technology and social mores have changed over the last century, so has the snapshot. Certainly, the innovations of digital technology have altered the way we take and circulate photographs. Through the various technologies of digital cameras, fast and easy photo editing software like Photoshop, and pervasive social media platforms for posting, sharing, and “tagging,” one’s private photographs now circulate more rapidly, and often more publicly than ever before (see also Chapter 18 in this volume). Yet, snapshot photography as a genre is ultimately greater than the sum of its historical and technological parts. Snapshot photography need not necessarily be produced with a snapshot camera, nor does it have to conform to the visual and cultural conventions of the genre, though it often does both. Snapshots are perhaps best defined not as an historical construct but as a more ambiguous, yet nevertheless commonplace, phenomenon. They are the kinds of photographs we are all likely familiar with: the baby pictures, vacation snaps, family portraits, and silly candids that fill albums, shoeboxes, and, increasingly, cell phones, computer hard drives, and 
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storage clouds. They are the way that many cultures around the world have come to record personal histories, commemorate significant events, preserve youth, and help to construct an idealized, and frequently normative, narrative of one’s family life. Thus, while historical accounts offer valuable guidance as to the origins of the genre, equally important to understanding snapshot photography is a theoretical model of what and how snapshot photographs mean. 
 Theory
In the many theoretical texts that address the ontology of photography, snapshot photography recurs as a provocative absence. This absence is often a literal absence and finds a critical precedent in classic texts on photography, both theoretical and historical. Both Walter Benjamin’s “Little history of photography” (1931) and Beaumont Newhall’s pioneering survey of the medium, The History of Photography (first published in 1937), for example, pay little attention to the genre of snapshot photography. Benjamin focuses on the daguerreotype and meditates on a portrait of the poet Karl Dauthendey and his wife, whose subsequent suicide evokes many of the sentimental and existential qualities also associated with the snapshot.1 Yet he sets the daguerreotype process apart from more contemporary modes of photography because of its slowness, which, he finds, links it to older, pre‐photographic modes of representation. In the 1982 edition of his book, The History of Photography, Newhall spends less than a page discussing Eastman’s Kodak #1, which he cites merely as the “best remembered” of a host of mass-produced hand cameras around the turn of the century. Moreover, his technologically deterministic approach prevents him from examining the genre in any depth; instead, he makes the desultory observation that with the Kodak, “people began to take all kinds of subjects” before moving on to a discussion of the Kodak’s limitations for photographers with artistic aspirations (Newhall 1982, p. 129). Though Benjamin is concerned first and foremost with the politics of representation and Newhall eschews politics by focusing almost entirely on art photography and the various technological innovations that make it possible, both authors seem to agree that snapshot photography, as ubiquitous as it was even at the time of their writings, exists outside of the boundaries of art and public discourse, and thus means little in larger intellectual considerations of the medium. It is perhaps because of these early omissions that theories of photography as a medium have continued to be somewhat impoverished when it comes to understanding the snapshot. Whether one is addressing photography in esthetic or political terms, personal, domestic photographs seem to lie outside the bounds of photographs that 
“matter,” requiring no critical apparatus for analysis. Yet these omissions suggest that there is also something unruly about the snapshot, something that threatens to upset tidy ontological definitions of photography as a whole. 
In this regard, Susan Sontag’s brief discussion of family photographs in the first chapter of her classic text On Photography is particularly revealing (Sontag 1977). Sontag gives the snapshot somewhat more consideration than most, though her analysis overall reduces the snapshot to photography at its most conventional and banal and then dismisses it to consider more important kinds of images, mainly photojournalism and fine art. Early on, Sontag neatly summarizes one of the key themes of the book: “like every mass art form, photography is not practiced by most people as art. It is mainly a social 
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rite, a defense against anxiety, and a tool of power” (Sontag 1977, p. 8). She touches briefly on the family photograph album—“it is generally about the extended family—
and, often, is all that remains of it”—and the practice of tourist photography—a means to “help people take possession of space in which they are insecure”—and concludes that “[a] way of certifying experience, taking photographs is also a way of refusing it—by limiting experience to a search for the photogenic, by converting experience into an image, a souvenir” (1977, p. 9). There is certainly validity to Sontag’s assessment. 
Particularly in the context of tourist snapshots, photography has become less a means of recording an experience as an experience in itself, and one with significant roots in the colonialist and imperialist attitudes of nineteenth‐century travel photography. Yet, as I have argued elsewhere (Zuromskis 2009), by reducing all photographs to a single model grounded in power and possession, Sontag sidesteps the rich complexity of the snapshot as a genre and ignores the potential for photographic technology to construct intimacies rather than circumvent or replace them. With Geoffrey Batchen’s call for a vernacular history of photography in mind, one finds in Sontag’s refusal to engage the complexities of the snapshot, a rigidness and oversimplification in her theorization of photography. By contrast, through calling attention to the snapshot as an anomalous photographic form with the potential to undermine many of the defining characteristics of photography as a medium, scholars may gain a better understanding of photography in all its complexity. 
It is precisely the complexity and disruptiveness of certain kinds of photographs that drive Roland Barthes’ inquiry in his final book, Camera Lucida (1981). Here again, the snapshot constitutes an absence, but in a different way. Divided into two halves, the book purports to be a text about all photographs, though the author clarifies that since he cannot see photographs through any but his own eyes, the book is really about what photography as a medium means to him alone. In the first half, Barthes explores a variety of images; many are photojournalistic, but he also includes a self‐portrait of Robert Mapplethorpe, an 1893 New York street scene by Alfred Stieglitz, and Richard Avedon’s 1963 photograph of the time‐worn face of William Casby, “Born a Slave.” In his discussion of certain portraits, most notably James Van Der Zee’s studio portrait of an African American family in Harlem, New York in 1926, Barthes hints at some of the conventions that define snapshots and other forms of photography, as well as the photograph’s hidden, personal meanings. The studium of the Van Der Zee image, to use Barthes’ 
term (see Chapter 14 in this volume) is “respectability, family life, conformism, Sunday best” (Barthes 1980, p. 43). Like so many amateur snapshooters, the professional photographer Van Der Zee understands the way photographs construct identities both public and private, and seeks to present his subjects at their normative best—as well-dressed, decorously posed, model citizens. But there is also a punctum for Barthes in this image, a detail that stands out, only for him, and that pricks or wounds him in its particularity (pp. 26–27). This detail Barthes first identifies as the strapped pumps worn by the woman on the right‐hand side of the image, but a few pages later he changes his mind, citing her necklace, “a slender ribbon of braided gold” that reminds him of a necklace owned by his late spinster aunt (p. 53). What is fascinating about this final observation is that the necklace in the image is clearly a string of pearls or light‐colored beads and bears no resemblance to the necklace Barthes describes. Given the primacy of indexicality in theories of photography (see Chapter 6 in this volume), this slippage is telling. For Barthes, the photograph, once taken into the realm of personal 
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remembrance (even if, as in this case, the image is not, in fact, a family snapshot), ceases to be a literal representation of reality as it appeared before the camera lens, and instead becomes something else: a jumping‐off point for personal memory which is both more detailed and decidedly distinct from the visual information provided in the banal image itself. 
The second half of the book takes this notion even further as Barthes reveals that all photographs are, for him, reducible to one photograph, the one that holds the most meaning for him: a snapshot of his recently deceased mother as a small child. This so‐called “Winter Garden photograph” (the image shows his mother and her older brother standing in a conservatory or “winter garden”) reveals in rich and ultimately disturbing ways the intensity of meaning that can lie in what is, according to Barthes’ 
description, a deceptively unremarkable image. The reader must take Barthes at his word on this, because Barthes does not, in fact, reproduce this most significant of all images in Camera Lucida. Its meaning for Barthes is so great and at the same time so unstable—for it lies in Barthes’ affect and experience, not in the image itself—that to show it would be to risk destroying it. Through this gesture, however, Barthes offers a profound commentary on the snapshot at its most personally meaningful. It is so present as to stand in, for Barthes, for all photographs, and yet it is also absent, for the reader, and in a way for Barthes, whose inability to find his deceased mother in the image ultimately produces a kind of madness (pp. 115–117). Without ever stating it outright, then, Camera Lucida offers key insights into snapshot photography by visibly struggling to define the indefinable quality that makes the personal photograph, no matter how conventional and esthetically uninspired, uniquely meaningful and precious. 
Another key exception to the dearth of theoretical writing on the snapshot comes from the artist and critic Alan Sekula who addresses the inscrutability of the snapshot in his idiosyncratic essay, “Meditations on a triptych” (1973). At once a piece of scholarship and an artwork in its own right, the text is companion to three untitled snapshots which together seem to document a family—husband, wife, and two young daughters. 
Though it is neither stated nor implied in the text, the family is Sekula’s own—the husband and wife are his parents. Yet unlike Barthes, Sekula refuses to engage in the potential sentimental meanings the photographs offer to him alone. Instead, his approach is anthropologically precise, and where Barthes offers a deeply affective and, at times, heart‐wrenching portrayal of what the snapshot can mean individually, Sekula turns his attention to the broader cultural and ideological implications of the snapshot. 
Though he arguably cheats the reader somewhat—his implied position of outside observer is a ruse—his essay deftly decodes the seemingly innocuous details of dress, pose, setting, and time of day to demonstrate the ways in which we reveal ourselves and our place in society through the production of snapshot photographs. Critical to Sekula’s analysis, and largely absent in Barthes’ discussion of the Winter Garden photograph, is the performative quality of the snapshot. While, on the one hand, an existential trace, the snapshot also represents an act put on for the camera, one that, in the case of Sekula’s triptych, stages coded representations of gender, religion, the state, science, education, and commerce. These representations tend toward the normative, but, Sekula points out, there are also strange and anomalous details. Sekula does not seek to mystify these idiosyncrasies; instead, he seeks to socialize them, to ground the indexical trace in society and history. Thus, for example, the awkwardness of the father’s pose in one image, though probably accidental, becomes a legible gesture, born of his simultaneous pride 
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and unease about his position in the military (Sekula 1973, pp. 41–42). In Sekula’s brief but incisive analysis, cultural and historical narratives spiral out of the three innocuous snapshots, illuminating the man’s military career, the woman’s Catholicism, and postwar bourgeois American culture’s roots in immigrant culture. In the process, Sekula reveals the three images to be something of a Rosetta Stone for deciphering the snapshot culture of postwar America. 
Taken together, then, Barthes and Sekula offer a working critical model for understanding the snapshot as both an individual and a cultural artifact. While theories of photography generally focus on the indexicality of the image (its comprehensiveness, its mechanical precision, and its unerringly faithful, though also, at times, distorting reflection of reality), the snapshot offers a grand exception to the rule. Not only does the snapshot often fail to fully reveal its subject—for Barthes, the Winter Garden photograph is maddening because it both locates his deceased mother and refuses to produce her—it also offers insight into the ways that culture and, indeed, the photographs themselves are constructed, manufactured through coded performances for the camera. The snapshot, then, is simultaneously real and artificial, singular and highly conventional, maddeningly opaque, but also, at times, strikingly revealing. 
 Practice
While scholars like Sekula and Barthes use personal photographs as hypotheticals from which to project a theoretical understanding of the medium and its uses, the more exhaustive considerations of snapshot photography as a cultural phenomenon come from scholars working in a sociological or anthropological vein. The works of Pierre Bourdieu and Richard Chalfen, to highlight two key examples, take a more quantitative approach, engaging a broad range of images and users to offer more data‐oriented analyses of the genre (Chalfen 1987; Bourdieu 1990). In so doing, they effectively demystify snapshot photography, moving away from the mournful and the sentimental to more effectively engage with the mundane reality of most snapshot images. After all, very few snapshots are equivalent in affective force to Barthes’ Winter Garden photograph. What emerges in such studies is an understanding of snapshot photography that involves not just the visual conventions of the images themselves, but also social practices and cultural rituals that they inhabit and that, in turn, define them. 
In his 1987 book, Snapshot Versions of Life, Richard Chalfen offers one of the most exhaustive dissections of “the home mode of pictorial communication,” a term he coins to refer not only to snapshot photography but also to home movie and video recordings (1987, pp. 8–9). Like Sekula, Chalfen understands the making and viewing of snapshots as grounded in tradition. With the eye of an anthropologist, he seeks to classify those traditions, from the patterns of behavior that snapshooting requires in daily life and the familiar visual tropes that snapshot photographers and subjects reenact over and over again, to the “structures of assumption” that allow us to interpret snapshot images as a coherent and meaningful genre. For example, Chalfen argues that snapshots are generally assumed to be taken deliberately (not accidentally), with the knowledge and permission of the subject, and that any errors—a finger partially obscuring the lens, a head cropped out by the frame, a double exposure—are honest mistakes and signify no ill will on the part of the photographer (1987, pp. 125–127). While such observations may 
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seem so obvious as not to require explanation, they are significant in the way they identify the snapshot’s communicative function. The snapshot is a tool for making memories and documenting significant events, but it is also a social exchange that, while grounded in performative conventions of posing and social ritual, is understood first and foremost as a natural representation of reality. Chalfen’s study constructs a sort of grammar of photographic communication in the “home mode,” through which individuals can affirm kinship and intimacy and convey their cultural citizenship. As such, to paraphrase William Stapp, they are both naïve and sophisticated at the same time (quoted in Chalfen, p. 125). 
From a somewhat different perspective, sociologist and cultural theorist Pierre Bourdieu examines the photographic tastes of everyday people in his book Photography:
A Middle‐Brow Art, published in English in 1990. Though his study is not limited to snapshot photography, personal photographs come up again and again as the kind of images that the masses prefer because they are literal, conventional, and functional. At once scathingly dismissive of the “middle‐brow art” of photography and revealing of its social inner workings, Bourdieu sheds light on the realist limitations of the photographic image. A photograph, he finds, must be of something: The picture of a meaningless object is refused with such force … because abstracting reinterpretation is seen as a technique of exclusion and an attempt at mystification, but also and particularly a gratuitous attack on the thing represented. (1990, p. 94)
At the same time, he reveals that this realist perspective is itself a social construct. 
Taking the familiar holiday family photo as an example, he writes: We might imagine … that holidays favor the production of pictures marked by that casual attitude which they encourage and which is expressive of them. In fact, the “stage” is most often set up beforehand and if, like painters, many amateur photographers force their models into composed and laborious poses and postures, it is because, here as elsewhere, the “natural” is a cultural ideal which must be created before it can be captured. (1990, p. 81) While Bourdieu spends far less time than Chalfen considering the practical rituals that construct such cultural ideals and the structures of assumption that encode their meaning, his critique is significant for the way it illuminates the tautology of the snapshot (and of photography in general) as a means of representing the world. Arguing that photographic objectivity is itself a kind of fiction, Bourdieu suggests what even the semiotician Barthes misses: that as meaningful as a snapshot may be to the individual and as genuine and singular as our affective response to a photograph may be, that affective relation is never outside the bounds of cultural conditioning. Moreover, that cultural conditioning creates a corpus of what are, to Bourdieu’s refined tastes, resolutely uninteresting photographs. 
Yet, if field studies of photographic practice steal some of the fire from more elegiac considerations of the snapshot, they also reveal the numerous individual anomalies in the vast assortment of snapshot images. Indeed, as much as snapshot photography is guided by rigid and mundane conventions, these conventions are enacted by countless 
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individuals driven by very specific agendas and desires. For this reason, some of the most useful considerations of snapshot photography from a social perspective address the specificity of the snapshot in particular cultural and historical contexts. Simon Watney’s essay “Ordinary boys,” and bell hooks’ “In our glory: photography and black life,” for example, both explore the ideals that guide the making of personal snapshot histories as well as the limitations that face individuals whose personal narratives do not match those ideals because of sexual orientation, for Watney, or race, for hooks (Watney 1991; hooks 1994). Moreover, the seemingly generic representations of the snapshot genre can take on profound and particular new meanings in different historical and political contexts. Thus, for example, Marianne Hirsch demonstrates the way that the Holocaust has thrown once mundane images into stark historical relief, and Anne Burlein considers the way in which the snapshot has been mobilized by the religious right to suit a very specific political agenda (Hirsch 1997; Burlein 1999). Taken together, then, these social considerations reveal snapshot photography to be a genre guided by cultural norms, but practiced by any number of individuals and groups who seek to co‐opt or reinterpret the language of snapshots to various particular ends. 
 Esthetics
Batchen makes a convincing case that snapshot photography, and other vernacular photographies, have been ignored by photo historians because they stand apart from the structuring principles of the history of art. What new productive perspectives might emerge, he asks, by considering the vernacularity of the fine art photograph and, conversely, the esthetics of the vernacular image (2001)? Snapshots in the conventional sense are, by definition, as unconcerned with esthetics as they are with the more tacitly acknowledged but equally important discourse of the art market. Yet, over the latter half of the twentieth century, snapshot photography has developed an increasing visibility as artists have turned to the snapshot as a formal device, as a conceptual approach, or as raw material for art production. Part of this shift to embrace the esthetic possibilities of the snapshot has emerged through the project of postmodernism. Because of their grounding in social relations and histories, snapshot photographs offer a provocative challenge to the refined and hermetic formalism of modernist photographers from Paul Strand and Ansel Adams to Minor White. Yet, ironically, it was the Museum of Modern Art (MoMA) photography curator John Szarkowski, often chastised by postmodern critics for his refusal to acknowledge photography’s vital social function, who first explored the esthetic value of snapshot and, more broadly, vernacular photography in fine art contexts. 
In his groundbreaking 1964 exhibition The Photographer’s Eye, Szarkowski sought to rectify photography’s second‐class status in the art world through what he describes in the book of the same title, published two years later, as “an investigation of what photographs look like, and why they look that way” (1966, p. 6). The result is a consideration of five defining aspects of photography—“the thing itself,” “the detail,” “the frame,” 
“time,” and “vantage point”—that together, he suggests, constitute a vocabulary for describing all photographs regardless of who takes them or why. What is significant about Szarkowski’s exhibition, and later exhibitions such as From the Picture Press (1974), is the way they credit vernacular photographers with generating not so much 
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photographic esthetics, but photography’s very essence, an essence which can then be mined by an emerging group of photographic artists at work honing their craft. In The
Photographer’s Eye, Szarkowski discusses the boom in photographic production after the invention of the hand camera and the snapshot:
These pictures, taken by the thousands by journeyman worker and Sunday hobbyist, were unlike any pictures before them. The variety of their imagery was prodigious. Each subtle variation in viewpoint or light, each passing moment, each change in the tonality of the print, created a new picture. The trained artist could draw a head or hand from a dozen perspectives. The photographer discovered that the gestures of a hand were infinitely various, and the wall of a building in the sun was never twice the same. Most of this deluge of pictures seemed formless and accidental, but some achieved coherence, even in their strangeness. 
(1966, p. 7)
According to Szarkowski, this accidental coherence of the snapshot became, for many photographers, an esthetic ideal. Szarkowski would go on to champion the work of numerous skilled professional photographers who embraced what came to be known as 
“the snapshot esthetic,” among them Garry Winogrand, Diane Arbus, and William Eggleston. Though these photographers distinguish themselves from everyday snapshooters (and from each other) with their innovative and often dramatically stylized use of framing, subject matter, and color, their refusal to conform to the formalist conventions (and in Eggleston’s case, to the esthetic purity of the silver gelatin print) defined by previous generations of art photographers evoked, for many, the casual snapshot. 
The predominance of the “snapshot esthetic” in art photography was cemented in 1974, when Aperture, one of the most influential periodicals devoted to fine art photography, produced a special issue on the snapshot. Through a series of articles, interviews, and portfolios, the issue sought to explore what editor Jonathan Green describes in his introduction as, “the most ambiguous, controversial word in photography since the word art” (1974, p. 3). He elaborates, evoking many of the technological, historical, theoretical, and social designations that have been used to define the elusive term:
[The term “snapshot”] has been bandied about as both praise and condemnation. 
It has been discussed as both process and product. A snapshot may imply the hurried, passing glimpse or the treasured keepsake; its purpose may be casual observation or deliberate preservation. The snapshot may look forward in time to a chaotic, radically photographic structure, the appropriate equivalent of modern experience; or it may look backward to the frontal formal family portrait of a bygone era. (Green 1974, p. 3)
These ambiguities are made palpably clear in the special issue of Aperture as various professional art photographers attempt to recapture the vitality of the “naïve home snapshot” from a host of different perspectives (Green 1974, p. 3). The snapshot is identified variously as an approach to framing (in the work of Lee Friedlander and Joel Meyerowitz, for example), an exploration of technology (Paul Strand and Nancy Rexroth), and an elusive overall “spiritual moment” (Lisette Model, in Green 1974, p. 6). Tod Papageorge locates the spirit of the snapshot in the work of past masters like Walker Evans, André 
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Kertész, and Henri Cartier‐Bresson, (Papageorge, in Green 1974, pp. 24–26) while Model suggests that the truth of the snapshot eludes any photographer who deliberately sets out to capture it (Model, in Green 1974, pp. 6–7). About the only thing these various accounts and demonstrations of the snapshot esthetic do have in common is the way they apply the designation to the image after the fact. In drastic contrast to the many esthetic manifestos that define the provocative visual experimentations of the modernist avant‐garde, the snapshot esthetic emerges in the Aperture special issue as a framework for understanding multiple and heterogeneous new directions in art photography in the moment of high modernism’s initial decline. Yet such a framework is arguably so slippery as to be largely ineffective. In her 1981 essay, “The Snapshot,” Mary Price goes so far as to ask, 
“can we tell from looking at a photograph whether or not it is a snapshot?” (p. 372). If not, one wonders how useful an esthetic term it is. 
A contemporary manifestation of this snapshot esthetic can be found in the recent proliferation of museum and gallery exhibitions that feature not fine art photography that evokes the snapshot in one way or another, but actual snapshots: generally older (pre‐1970s), almost always anonymous, and culled from bins of photographs found at flea markets and estate sales. Humble as the origins of these images may be, the exhibitions that feature them have been housed in institutions as prestigious as the National Gallery of Art, the Getty Museum, the Metropolitan Museum of Art, and the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art. Some of these exhibitions (most notably, The Art of
the American Snapshot, originating at the National Gallery in 2008) seek to offer a thorough historical consideration, not just of the images themselves, but also of the technological and social histories so vital to snapshot culture. However, the predominant approach in these exhibitions is to mystify rather than explicate the images in question. 
The images in the exhibitions are rarely conventional snapshots; rather, the images that are put on display in the art museum are the mistakes, the strange anomalies that frequently evoke for curators and collectors not the conventions of everyday domestic photography, but avant‐garde photographic experimentation. Moreover, as I have pointed out elsewhere (Zuromskis 2008), the celebration of the snapshot in the museum, unlike the “snapshot esthetic” of Lisette Model or William Eggleston, relies upon the condition of the photographer’s anonymity, for indeed, to be able to trace the image back to its social origins would be to spoil entirely the delicious strangeness which makes it so appealing. Thus, by mystifying the snapshot’s origins, these exhibitions effectively transform the photographic artifact into something else. 
To truly evoke the visual, social, and ideological frameworks that define the everyday snapshot as a genre, and to challenge what Batchen sees as the problematic opposition of fine art and vernacular photographies, one must look elsewhere, to artworks that deal more explicitly with the social manifestations of personal, private images. In this regard, perhaps the true “snapshot esthetic” can best be located both in the diaristic photographs of artists such as Nan Goldin, Wolfgang Tillmans, Richard Billingham, and Larry Clark, and in the esthetic appropriations of vintage photographs in the nostalgic assemblages of artists like Lorie Novak and Tacita Dean. While the former group focus more on the photographer’s own individual experience and the latter on snapshot photography as a broader cultural phenomenon, both veins of artistic engagement with the snapshot bring key features of the genre to light. 
Goldin, Tillmans, Billingham, and Clark have made names for themselves by photographing the people and lifestyles they know best: the underground art scene of 
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Manhattan’s East Village in the 1980s, the gay club culture of London and Berlin, the lives of a working‐class family in Cradley Heath, England, and the antics of teenage speed freaks running amok in Tulsa, Oklahoma, respectively (Clark, 1971). By photographing their own families and friends in the cultural milieus in which they feel most at home, these diaristic photographers attempt to bring their particular social points of view and the sentiments they inspire into the space of the museum or gallery—in essence, to share their personal photographs with a broader public audience. Moreover, these photographers find in the snapshot a seemingly more elemental mode of photographic expression. Photographers like Goldin et al. employ a seemingly untrained style that enhances the sense of immediacy and authenticity in their subject matter. Thus, in both form and content, the snapshot approach is framed as a means to circumvent the intention, craft, and mediation of professional art photography and achieve what Model has defined as the “truth” of the snapshot, creating images that are raw, often brutal, and affectively intoxicating, like a drug (Model, in Green 1974, pp. 6–7). At the same time, it bears noting, as Liz Kotz has cannily observed, that there is nothing inherently more truthful or innocent about the snapshot stylings of Clark or Goldin than there is about any other photographic genre (Kotz 1998). Indeed, like so many snapshooters, diaristic photographers are engaged in constructing an elaborate fiction, where the contrivances that go into the production of an image, be they Clark’s dark portrait of tragic, drug-addled youth or the everyday snapshooter’s compendium of staged family togetherness, are quickly forgotten so that the photographic effect can be revisited as a truthful visual account of the past. 
It is perhaps those artists who use found snapshots as raw material for creating more elaborate artworks that deal most effectively with the cultural conventions of snapshot photography and the recurrent themes of memory, history, and loss. Lorie Novak’s Collected Visions (1996/2000), for example, is a digital media installation that combines an original score with a series of projected snapshots that dissolve into one another. The snapshots are drawn from an archive of images submitted online by visitors to the 
“Collected Visions” website (http://cvisions.cat.nyu.edu). What is unique about the website is the way that it allows viewers to interact with conventional snapshots in various ways. The visitor to the site can take an anthropological approach to the genre by searching the archive based on subject(s), era, and an extensive list of search terms (“funeral,” “graduation,” or “holding guns,” for example). Alternatively, the visitor may choose to engage with snapshots on a more personal level by browsing the archive, submitting their own images, and writing stories to accompany their images or the images submitted by other people. By stressing convention and anomaly, the cultural and the individual, Novak’s web project seems to understand, more profoundly than most artists, the paradoxes of the snapshot as a genre. In her 2001 work, Floh, Tacita Dean also employs the snapshot photographs of everyday people, but where Novak’s work seeks to shed light on the snapshots of other people, Dean’s project seems to embrace the elusiveness of other people’s pictures. Floh is an artist’s book, a signed edition of 4000, which reproduces 163 photographs found in flea markets throughout Europe and the U.S. The book has no text of any kind, and while some of the photographs are conventionally familiar, others are enigmatic and strange. The selection of images is varied and offers a wealth of fascinating details: two faces erased from a group portrait with blue ballpoint pen, a moth in the snow, a pair of identical cars photographed with their owners and without. The dominant theme of Floh, however, is the 
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eternal muteness of these images once separated from their spheres of production. As Dean says of the work, “I do not want to give these images explanations … I want them to keep the silence of the flea market, the silence they had when I found them, the silence of the lost object” (quoted in Godfrey 2005, p. 92). Unlike the many museum exhibitions of found snapshot photography, Dean’s Floh seeks not to mystify but to mourn, to draw our attention to what we can no longer access: the reasoning behind these images both familiar and strange. In so doing, she evokes what Barthes called the madness of photography (Barthes 1981, p. 115), and uses her artwork as a conduit to the often obscure and personal, yet also conventional and ubiquitous meanings of snapshot photography. 
 Conclusion
What both Novak and Dean address in their esthetic engagement with found snapshots is less a “snapshot esthetic” in the conventional sense, and more a sense of the ongoing unruliness of the snapshot genre as an individual and cultural phenomenon. And indeed, by engaging snapshots in this esthetically oblique way, both Novak and Dean reveal aspects of the genre that other, more conventional approaches cannot. Snapshot photography continues to pose a challenge to scholars of photography. As a genre that might include a potentially infinite number of images, styles, and interpretations, and one defined by countless internal contradictions and anomalies, snapshot photography resists any single methodological framework. And as snapshot photographs enter the digital age, they face a host of new possible uses and meanings (as personal avatars, as modes of citizen journalism, as a means of constituting alternative histories) even as they also reaffirm analog photographic conventions (online photo “albums,” for example, or the faux‐vintage effects available on photo‐sharing sites like Instagram). Ultimately, then, snapshot photography is perhaps best defined as a genre that resists coherent definition. Rather than define it, then, one must attempt to negotiate it, drawing together histories, theories, practices, and esthetics in an attempt to stay attuned to snapshot photography’s conventions and its anomalies, its coherence and its madness, its banality and its singularity. 
Within these contradictions lies the key not only to how and why we make our own personal photographs, but to the meaning of photographic culture as a whole. 
Note
1 In a 1996 translation of the essay, André Gunthert notes that Benjamin is mistaken, and that the woman in the photograph is, in fact, Dauthendey’s second wife, not his first wife who committed suicide. For a discussion of the implications of this slippage, see Azoulay (2003). 
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Rachel K. Gillies
 The Problem with “Mobile Photography” 
The convergence of cameras and internet‐enabled mobile devices has radically altered photographic practices. Yet photography has always been mobile and not, as the term suggests through its current use, only recently so. The term “mobile photography” has become a phrase synonymous with the shooting, editing, viewing, and transmitting of images with and on mobile phones (usually smartphones) and is embedded in the ways in which popular culture experiences life with images. As Erkki Huhtamo says: 
“Particularly for those belonging to the younger generations, the word ‘media’ is practically identical with ‘things mobile’” (2011, p. 24). 
But what is really meant by mobile? Contemporary mobile photography is a multitude of things. It has emerged from a photographic history, yet is entwined within a computer science background as it is manifest in contemporary digital devices. Many of the ways in which we currently perceive photography are through new modalities in which we shoot, edit, and view images with the mobile phone. These processes and resultant perceptions of photography are complex and are embedded in theoretical, technical, and social developments throughout photography’s timeline. Rather than a new phenomenon, this chapter looks at a photography that was conceived to be mobile. As Huhtamo claims, we can think of the technical devices of photography “as the first true mobile medium” (2011, p. 27). And if we think of the way in which photographing occurs, then “the gesture of photographing is a movement” (Flusser 2011b, p. 288: my emphasis). Also specific to contemporary mobile photography is the ease in which photographs themselves are mobile, enabled by digital communication devices, Web 2.0 and increasingly widespread WiFi technologies: “as the digital image proliferates online and becomes increasingly delivered via networks, numerous practices emerge surrounding the image’s transmission, encoding, ordering and reception” (Rubinstein and Sluis 2008, p. 9). Thus, the connections that link mobile photographing, mobile photographs and mobile cameras are entwined with the way we practice and perceive 
“photography.” Here, we look at these multiple photographies. Through the history of cameras, photographing, photographers, and photographs themselves, this chapter aims to uncover the ways in which photography is transient, immediate, and multivalent. 
Photography is mobile and still emerging. 

A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
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 The Research Area
There has been a resurgence in photographic literature that addresses the current complexities of contemporary photography or photographies, illustrated, for example, through the radically updated 2nd edition of Martin Lister’s The Photographic Image in
Digital Culture (2013) and the publication On the Verge of Photography: Imaging Beyond
Representation 1 (Rubinstein, Golding and Fisher 2013). These publications aim to open up new dialogs on the “digital‐born image” (Rubinstein and Fisher 2013, p. 8), which is freed from the exegesis of its historical underpinnings. Specifically, it is released from the rhetoric that only discusses the digital in terms of its analog predecessor. For example, Lister (2013) explains that visual, textual and/or semiotic analysis, which has dominated photography theory in the past (and nevertheless continues throughout strands of art photography), is making way for discussion of the ontological and the changes to what the photographic image is or is becoming. Indeed, as suggested through the by-line in the title of Rubinstein et al.’s On the Verge of Photography (2013), imaging is critically and theoretically considered beyond representation in extension to established analyses that only consider the visual. As Daniel Rubinstein and Katrina Sluis (2008) state, pre‐empting Lister’s updated anthology, the questions asked of photography now are also radically different to those that were asked at the advent of digital photography. 
However, for Lister (2013), Rubinstein et al. (2013), and Rubinstein and Sluis (2008), the past is not precluded by the new; rather, the aim is to understand it afresh with new discursive tools and address the changes in photography in relation to “existing structures and continuities” (Lister 2013). In this way, the literature surrounding new photographic rhetoric can be used to address the most recent of technical and cultural shifts to mobile photographies while considering the historical trajectories of both camera/
photography and computer/image as fundamental precursors. 
In their consideration of mobile photography, essays from the aforementioned books and recent articles tend to focus on issues arising from one of two key areas; the technical convergence of the camera with the mobile phone, (Gye 2007; Cruz and Meyer 2012; Hand 2012); or the image with the network (Rubinstein and Sluis 2008; Steyerl 2009; Palmer 2013). It is only in the case of the smartphone that there are three aspects considered together: portable, internet‐enabled media devices, distributed images, and software (Van House 2011; Forrest 2013). The articles and studies also tend to focus within a singular social aspect of photography as a result of the impact of mobile photography, such as the snapshot (Rubinstein and Sluis 2008) or personal photography (Van House et al. 2005; Gye 2007; Van House 2011; Forrest 2013). As photography is now enmeshed with computer science and used as an increasingly mass‐participation cultural phenomenon, the literature also tends to discuss meaning through an understanding that is socio‐technical (Van House 2011; Cruz and Meyer 2012; Hand 2012; Lister 2013). The socio‐technical consists of both human and non‐human agency. It allows the understanding that the technical evolution of the camera and its processes can influence our (human) ways of interacting with cameras, images, and each other. In turn, our ways of interacting with the world can shape the technical development of photographic apparatus. It therefore follows that the technical devices of photography, such as cameras themselves, have dynamic agency in shaping photographic practice and meaning. This approach to addressing photography via the technical and social developments of the practice, draws on Science and Technology Studies (STS) (Van 

Mobile Photography 309
House 2011; Cruz and Meyer 2012; Hand 2012). In relation to mobile photography it is contextualized significantly in Edgar Gómez Cruz and Eric T. Meyer’s article “Creation and Control in the Photographic Process: iPhones and the Emerging Fifth Moment of Photography”:
… the socio‐technical history of photography could be seen as a pendulum constantly moving and swinging through cyclic changes between the know‐how necessary to create images, and the artifacts used for that purpose. Throughout these cycles, there are also ongoing trends that persist, for example the miniaturization of equipment to support mobility and increasing ease of access to a wider set of technical features; these trends also shape visual images and social uses. 
(Cruz and Meyer 2012, p. 208)
Thus, photography in its variety of manifestations is not on a fixed trajectory, but is instead embedded with social change and is susceptible to iteration and re‐emergence. 
 A Mobile History
An increasingly mobile society, in constant flux, has a corresponding expectation to take its media with it. Huhtamo (2011) discusses how location‐fixed media are being replaced with portable and mobile devices. For example, the desktop has been replaced with the laptop, and the laptop is now increasingly replaced with smaller devices: smartphones and tablets, glasses (briefly) and now watches. Huhtamo identifies three main types of mobile media: portable, wearable, and vehicle‐mounted, yet these categories are not strictly indistinct. Depending on their use and the traveling habits of the user, the “‘vehicle‐mounted’ transforms itself fluidly into ‘portable’ or ‘wearable’” (Huhtamo 2011, p. 26). As these devices become increasingly smaller, fitting into pockets and handbags, “they go where their users go, unless they are dropped on the sidewalk, forgotten on the bar desk or left in the restroom of a high‐speed train” (Huhtamo 2011, p. 24). At the same time, cameras have also been miniaturized and have converged with these smaller computing devices to create multi‐functioning mobile media. Therefore, a key characteristic of these media apparatus is their ability to take photographs combined with their portability to produce a constant, potential photographic moment. 
The desire for increasing mobility has led the development of camera apparatus since photography’s inception in the nineteenth century. Even cumbersome, large‐format cameras involved processes that would be done in‐the‐field: emulsion was coated on plates and developed in a mobile darkroom. 
Around the same time, in 1853, when the Photographic Society of London was founded, local groups and photographic societies encouraged photographers to go out of their portrait studios to trade the popular carte‐de‐visite (Hand 2012, p. 102). From around 1852 to 1946, instant, positive photography was also being produced out of the studio in the form of the Tintype, “especially favoured by seaside photographers” 
(Holland 2000, p. 137). By 1899, George Eastman’s hand‐held Kodak was hitting the marketplace, in 1925, came the Leica, the first 35 mm camera, followed by Kodak’s Box Brownie. These portable, affordable cameras, combined with the commercial viability of color film, Kodachrome in 1935, saw the beginnings of the steady rise in popularity 
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of personal, amateur and “serious amateur” photography (Hand 2012, p. 103). In addition, the introduction of the Polaroid instant camera in 1948 and instant color film in 1963 (Holland 2000, p. 137; Hand 2012, p. 103) allowed the “everyday” photographer to realize a new immediacy in viewing images that until then could only have been experienced through professional photography. As the more technical processes of photography were hidden within camera bodies, the requirement for individual photographers to have specialist photographic knowledge diminished. Martin Hand points out that this original “black‐boxing” (2012, p. 112) of film cameras only made the chemical processes of film exposure invisible whereas with digital cameras, it is shooting, processing, storing, and distribution that have become invisible, and viewing and deleting are now seamlessly integrated (2012, p. 112). Incorporating the technological makeup of the camera alongside the way in which the camera is used and perceived avoids a wholly techno‐deterministic view of the ever‐increasing mobility of photographic technology. Hand charts the commercial aspects of the computer companies’ 
entries into the photographic market in the 1990s with, for example, Apple’s Quicktake in 1994, Intel’s PC Camera in 1997 and HP and Epson’s subsequent developments of digital printing apparatus for affordable consumer use (Hand 2012 : pp. 110–111). Thus, the evolution of the camera is thoroughly embedded in both the marketplace‐driven rhetoric of Kodak in the twentieth century, as well as that of computer‐driven organizations such as Intel and Apple in the late twentieth and early twenty‐first centuries respectively. 
Therefore, as the camera developed technically from film through to sensor, computer science developed its own trajectory toward contemporary digital photography. 
Jonathan Lipkin (2005) traces early computer photography back to the delightful story of the first web‐cam in the computer science lab at Cambridge University: To give their colleagues instant information on the availability of coffee, Quentin Stafford‐Frasier and Paul Jardetzky trained an unused video camera on the cof-feemaker, connected the camera to their network, and wrote software that would take a picture of the pot every few seconds, displaying it on the screens of the researcher’s desks. While the image was only grayscale, this was adequate, noted the researchers, “because so was the coffee”. (Lipkin 2005, p. 107) In addition to camera technologies, which continue to develop at a rapid rate, computer science enabled another development of mobility for photography: the electronic mobility of photographs themselves. Digital photographs are now immediately viewable on screens that are integrated as standard on cameras and smartphones. They are portable on memory cards and removable hardware and can be instantaneously shared and distributed across myriad WiFi‐enabled networks. The darkroom has once again returned to the “field” as post‐production takes place directly after the image has been shot, in-camera, through smartphone Apps, or on cloud‐enabled software downloaded to whichever mobile device you may be using at the time. The image is edited wherever you are. 
It is born mobile and starts its networked life almost immediately. From here, it will be viewed, processed, and shared instantly. The image will likely be transmitted to more than one viewing platform and each time it is viewed it will be re‐contextualized. 
These technical histories, which have led to the assemblage of camera, computer, software, and network, have impacted directly on the way in which we currently take, 
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distribute, receive, and perceive images. Overall, it depicts an increase in a social predilection for mobility, ease‐of‐use, and connectivity. Huhtamo traces not just the architecture of material, mobile objects but the human role in things mobile: As media‐archaeologists and cultural historians of technology have purported to demonstrate, the history of media does not comprise only material things – those gadgets that were invented, built, sold, used and finally disposed of – only to be replaced by others. It also includes the discourses that anticipate them, accompany them and contribute to the formation of their social roles and cultural meanings. (Huhtamo 2011, p. 24)
This is more prevalent now than at the time of Huhtamo’s writing and, as a result, immediacy, portability, convenience, and connectivity have become cultural expectations of the technologies that surround contemporary photography. This, in turn, influences the types of images we create and impacts on a shifting rhetoric on the art of photography itself. The contemporary mobile image is transmission‐oriented and screen‐based (Rubinstein and Sluis 2008, p. 10) and its meaning becomes multivalent and therefore unstable. 
Assemblage and Photographing
The act of photographing has never been without movement: the camera and photographer are intricately linked as a techno‐fetishistic object. The processes involved in the making of photographs inherently make photographing a thoroughly mobile activity: one which Vilém Flusser calls the “Gesture of Photography” (2011b, p. 279), and involves mobile apparatus, mobile photographers and a constantly changing photographic situation. In the aforementioned essay, first published in 1991,2 Flusser uses the observation of a photographer in the process of photographing his subject to extrapolate his ideas on what this gesture of photography is:
The centre of this situation is the man with the apparatus. He is moving. Still, it’s awkward to say of a centre that it is moving in relation to its own periphery. 
When a centre moves, it does so with respect to the observer, and the whole situation then moves as well. We must therefore concede that what we are seeing when we watch the man with the apparatus is a movement of the whole situation … (2011b, pp. 284–285)
Even with large‐format cameras (for example, with the movement of lenses and planes), the assimilation of the photographer and technical apparatus in the act of seeing photographically connotes this mobility. This is more obvious now that the camera has become more of an extension of the body in its portability. Flusser’s gesture is also a “search” in the photographer’s quest for the image. For him, the search involves all the possible and lost images, which makes the image itself always already unstable (Flusser 2000). 
A 2013 essay by Eve Forrest called “Between Bodies and Machines: Photographers with Cameras, Photographers on Computers” echoes the observations of Flusser’s mobile gestures in the study of digital technologies. Forrest’s research observed how 
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photographers “interacted with and oriented themselves around both their cameras and computers, and how, frequently, these technologies became entangled” (2013, p. 105). Studying photographers with analog/film cameras as well as those with digital (including mobile phone cameras) as well as the photographers’ subsequent photographic activity on computers, Forrest notes that movement is intrinsic to all activities: 
“Taking photographs is a physical business requiring constant adjustment of position and posture” (2013, p. 106). And, indeed, even online while editing, uploading, and engaging with others’ photographs, Forrest describes “micro movements” (2013, p. 
106), especially with the hands and eyes of the participants. Photography‐as‐movement is concluded by Forrest as the “doing” of photography both off and online: she claims that prior to this “the importance of movement to photography has been frequently ignored” (2013, p. 107). 
As photographer, camera, and image are therefore intertwined in mobility through the act of photographing, digital photography’s convergence with computer science sees the camera itself now thoroughly embedded in mobile computing devices that are intrinsically portable. 
With the convergence of digital cameras and mobile phones, the situation is changing even more as the new devices “mash up” two of today’s most powerful tools: a communication‐connection device and an audiovisual production tool. 
Visual content is playing a key role in a socio‐technical communication environment as smartphones are increasingly capable of connecting to the internet anytime and anywhere. (Cruz and Meyer 2012, p. 214)
Martin Hand states: “There is nothing about the materiality of the digital camera that makes it more mobile than a point and shoot film camera” (2012, p. 121). Yet the digital camera with its built‐in screen offers an immediacy for viewing, editing, and sharing. It is carried continuously and perceived as more mobile. This in turn affects which images get made and how: more people own cameras, they carry them more often, they take more photographs and they don’t worry about mistakes as they have the ability to immediately review, delete and/or re‐shoot. 
 Mobility‐As‐Transience
What is clear with multiple photographies is that they are not just moving and not just mobile, but that they will only ever continue to change. Thus mobile photography typifies a very transient type of photography and as such we are beginning to see the prevalence of the use of the term “transient photography” (Bull 2010; Hand 2012; Lister 2013; Palmer 2013). Stephen Bull summarizes the ways in which we might categorize transient photography in his 2010 book Photography as in transition: always easily open to manipulation
●
in transit: transmittable, mobile, and viewed on screens
●
in a transient state: ephemeral. Inherently erasable and can be destroyed with little physical effort. 
(Bull 2010, p. 29) We can ascribe mobility‐as‐transience to both the act of photographing and to photographs themselves. Transience represents not only these most 
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recent developments of photographing on the move (the always‐on digital network to transmit, distribute, and view photographs and a cultural shift toward photography as visual communication rather than a more traditional role of memory‐making), but the state of photography as something not quite concrete, not quite stable and still on a pathway of becoming, having not yet fully arrived. 
From Fixed to Transient
Retrospectively, it may be obvious to see clear tracks of an always already mobile medium, but let’s not preclude the continued importance of the still image through photography’s history. Photography’s past is punctuated with moments of stillness, fixing, and discussions of permanence in the ever‐moving trajectory of photographic development. As many authors, including Mary Warner Marien (2014) point out, even before photography (i.e. before the addition of light‐sensitive materials to the optical process), mechanical aids for drawing made use of the essence of drawing‐with‐light as a process of getting an image faithfully from one place (reality) to another (representation). Indeed, we may first have encountered photography’s fixity and fragility through our understanding of its dependence on light. For example, the light that is required to create the chemical image, is also what will destroy and eventually erase the image if it is not fixed. Thus, photography can be seen as always unstable. Geoffrey Batchen describes William Henry Fox Talbot’s understanding of photography’s fragility as his 
“desire for an impossible conjunction of transience and fixity, a visual simultaneity of the fleeting and the eternal” (Batchen 1999, p. 13). If the physical process of fixing photography, and its metaphor “fixing time and memory” are considered part of photography’s cultural makeup, it is in reference to this history that photography‐as‐communication also denotes the motivation to fix a moment in time and space specifically to move it to another. It follows that mobile photography becomes the antithesis of fixity. 
In “The coming and going of images” (2010), Rudolf Arnheim discusses the image as something static and moving, which is changed by time because it is fragile and open to the perception of a shifting social attitude. Both images‐as‐objects (photographs) as well as images‐as‐vision (mental images) “are exposed to the destructive forces of nature and human neglect and brutal vandalism, which keep them from being what they were before” 
(Arnheim 2010, p. 15). Similarly, Paul Virilio talks about cultural desire to use technical media to access movement and speed in The Aesthetics of Disappearance (2009): Virilio’s moving photography is variously discussed as process, as a series of acts traversing from, between and through differing states. And Kurt W. Forster acknowledges a current cultural shift where we do not even notice the stream of images that are consumed on a daily basis: Consider, for example, how the enormous flexibility of the human eye compares with the fixed gaze of the camera lens; this gives us some indication of how rarely we perceive the world in images and how effortlessly we deal with the flow of changing impressions. (Forster 2009, pp. 117–118)
Yet, Forster also states that, “once we have wrenched them out of the flow of constant change, they become enduring images awaiting the gaze of the spectator” (Forster 2009, p. 118). So, despite a move toward a more transient nature of photography, this paradox of the fixed image versus the flow of images is actually an essential partnership. 
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As Arnheim argues, in the flow of coming and going, it is important (necessary even) to have stability to measure the transitory against (Arnheim 2010, p. 17). 
Movement, flow and transience are articulated through this layering of multiple images viewed at any one time. The ubiquity of images obliterates and erases any individual original source, making them non‐representational and photographically untraditional. Saturation leads to obfuscation, abstraction, and a blurring of detail. In an ever‐moving stream of pervasive images that are mediated through computational technologies, the result is an abstraction that emphasizes fluidity over fixity. 
Immateriality and Data
We can also consider transience in photography as a question of (im)materiality. The mobile photograph is increasingly one that is not printed out, not touched, not held (see Chapter 7 in this volume). Instead the image is viewed via mobile, multiple, and transient screens. The attributes of the digital image are largely invisible—data, algorithm, process. The relationship between the materials associated with analog photography and a potentially immaterial digital image is a complex one. On one hand, the image is liberated by its always‐available ubiquity, but, on the other, it loses its resonance, or 
“aura” (Benjamin 1999) as a tangible link to the past. It is at this juncture where we find photographies, which look both forwards and backwards. 
For example, projects such as Library of the Printed Web (2013 ongoing) focus conceptually on the ephemerality and transience of the distributed and networked image yet ultimately aim to (re)turn the image to a materiality associated with traditional photography by the insistence on the printed object. The Library of the Printed Web Project collates “web‐to‐print” (Soulellis 2014, p. 2) works that use the internet as a source of imagery in the creation of books and printed outputs and displays them through a (transient) tumblr blog3 as well as in its own, twice‐yearly (printed) newspaper.4 The multiple outputs, incorporating analog photographs alongside screen grabs and search query results, suggest an interrogation of meaning, both of the transient photograph and of photography itself. This idea is summed up in Charlotte Cotton’s chapter 
“Photography and Materiality” when she states:
Contemporary art photography has become less about applying a pre‐existing, fully functioning visual technology and more concerned with active choices in every step of the process. This is tied to an enhanced appreciation of the materiality and objecthood of the medium that reaches back to the early nineteenth-century roots of photography. (Cotton 2014, p. 219)
Another excellent example that investigates the complex relationships between the histories of photography with its re‐emergence in mobile technologies is artist Penelope Umbrico’s Mountains, Moving (2010 ongoing). Using mobile phone Apps, Umbrico rephotographs canonical photographic images of mountains with her iPhone. The results are multi‐colored mash‐ups of histories and technologies. At once familiar through their art‐historical lens, as well as in their instantly recognizable and contemporary technological guise, the project is further expanded though its range of outputs. It exists as a museum project, Moving Mountains (1850–2012): of Aperture Masters of
Photography with Umbrico’s works printed as photographic objects in a traditional 
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style, hung on white walls alongside original gelatin prints from the Aperture Masters of Photography Archive. It is also brought forth in a rich, printed, limited edition art photobook, which plays to the exclusivity of the historical, unique, photo print. Yet in contrast, the same book is also distributed online as an unlimited digital publication for free download.5 It was re‐staged as an installation in the Swiss Alps at the Alt+100 
Photography Festival in 2013 ( Mountains, Moving: of Swiss Alp Postcards and Sound of
Music, 2013) on four large billboards, with an accompanying interactive and collaborative online work called A Proposal and Two Trades (2013): The camera apps on my smart‐phone will learn from your image – a process of give and take, addition and subtraction, overlay, fragmentation, and reconstitution: an image‐to‐image dialog that results in a trade between the original photograph of a mountain and a new construct of that mountain, produced through digital ideas about analogue photography. (Umbrico 2013) For Umbrico, the mountain “characterized by its remoteness and inaccessibility” 
(Oxford English Dictionary, cited in Umbrico 2014) is stable and marks an historic moment for the gravitas of the single image in photography’s history. In contrast, the iPhone and its media platforms denote the ideas of the multiple and the accessibility of photography in its current state. 
In contrast to the “Printed Web,” Alan Warburton’s “Spherical Harmonics” (2013)6 
investigates “how software is increasingly called upon to mimic the massive complexity of photographic ‘reality’” (Sluis and Warburton 2014) and proposes a computer‐generated photography that has no indexical link to the image subject. This type of photography is what Flusser terms the “synthetic image” (2011a, p. 219) as he interrogates a cultural shift in the meaning of the word “immaterialism” to one which encompasses the “strategy of computation” (2011a, p. 219). 
As such, many contemporary debates on digital photography are an attempt to understand the specific digitality of the image and it is in this context that the architecture of the digital photograph is often investigated as a specific “site” in and of itself. For example, through an analysis of the use of the digital image, and its reliance on the lossy (meaning “with losses” to the file) compression of the JPEG file format (named for and by the Joint Photographic Experts Group), the compression algorithm itself has become a site of investigation into immateriality and data in representational form. It is, for example, the subject of Daniel Palmer’s essay “The Rhetoric of the JPEG” in The Photographic
Image in Digital Culture (2013, pp. 149–164). It is also the subject, object, and title of artist Thomas Ruff’s monumental photographic series of works, jpegs (2004–2007). 
While Palmer himself notes that “JPEGS make up almost all of what has been called 
‘transient photography’” (Palmer 2013, p. 152), he points out that it was highly unusual to see reference to a simple file format within an art photography context when Ruff’s jpegs appeared as art in galleries. On one hand, the JPEG file format has become one of the most democratic image file formats currently in use: it is multi‐platform and explicitly built to enable the transmission of the photographic image across networks for its re‐mediation on another platform as similar to its original appearance as possible. As Palmer notes, its success was cemented in conjunction with its use across the World Wide Web, and subsequent mobile devices such as smartphone cameras show no signs of halting its use as a “product of the desire for immediacy” (Palmer 2013, p. 151). 
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On the other hand, the JPEG has become synonymous with loss and, as Ruff’s jpegs exemplify, a way for us to visualize the usually invisible data structures produced by the file’s otherwise lauded compression process. The digital image’s ability to be endlessly reproduced exactly the same is claimed by Michael Betancourt, in the “Aura of the digital” 
(2006), as a utopian success of the digital image. Although correct in principle, the digital image’s perfect reproducibility has been shown to be incorrect in practice. Through our necessary and day‐to‐day handling of digital images, using file formats and compression, mobile digital photography is explicitly revealed as a site of multiple erasures and thus its reproducibility was quickly criticized by many, including media theorist Lev Manovich in 
“The paradoxes of digital photography” (2003). Manovich stated that “while in theory digital technology entails the flawless replication of data, its actual use in contemporary society is characterized by the loss of data, degradation, and noise; the noise which is even stronger than that of traditional photography” (Manovich 2003, p. 243). 
Digital image files are developing a new rhetoric based around their computational or algorithmic emphasis. In the case of the algorithmic image, the file is specifically programmed to process the data as a visual image, yet could just as easily be processed as an audio file, a string of numbers or left non‐processed (Rubinstein and Sluis 2013, p. 31). 
Until very recently, digital photography has only been discussed in opposition to analog photography: still using the codes, signs, and languages that have developed alongside it. 
Talking at Tate Britain in 2014,7 Sarah Kember poses that this use of language forces us into binary oppositions and antagonisms: smart media is therefore, smart/dumb, or we have open/closed, or technicism/humanism (Kember 2014). For example, in Manovich’s statement above, when the technology turns out not to be “flawless,” it can therefore only be flawed. Kember asks instead if we can look to scientific language to deconstruct and discuss the ideas that digital media poses in a more positive way. This is mirrored by Rubinstein and Sluis in their essay “Algorithmic photography and the crisis of representation” (2013), discussing what they call “computational photography”: Because the image is continuous, frameless, multiple and processual, it cannot be unpacked with the tools of semiotics and structuralism that were developed to deal with finite, framed, singular and static images. (Rubinstein and Sluis 2013, p. 31)
Computational photography is not indexical (see Chapter 6 in this volume), regardless of any likeness it represents to an actual object, but instead has everything to do with software. Lev Manovich is a media theorist who regularly employs computational and scientific language to explain the image, not least in his recent book Software Takes Command (2013): “… it would be more correct to say that a medium as simulated in software is a
combination of a data structure and set of algorithms” (Manovich 2013, p. 207: original emphasis). This is the very structure of the mobile digital image, yet we recognize it within the fabric of our social histories and cultural memory as a photograph. 
Ephemeral Images
The digital, computational photograph reflects a transition in the ways in which we interact with each other via the image. Martin Hand recognizes this move toward photography‐as‐communication rather than as memory‐making in Ubiquitous Photography:
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“digital images are ephemeral or transient. They can now be viewed immediately and deleted, altered, distributed, and so on, all of which have been related to a notion of cultural disposability …” (2012, p. 22). The image itself is fragile and unstable; it is not just deteriorating and disappearing through technical acts but through cultural reception. 
The way we interact with the image is through its very transience and disposability. 
Jean Baudrillard describes this essence of photography as “a very brief revelation, immediately followed by the disappearance of the objects” (Baudrillard 2009). The disappearance of the image signifies the mobility of the photograph in the process of moving between scene and image, especially in the digital photography era, where the sites of mediation are multiplied through multiple points of connectivity. Alexander R. 
Galloway, referring to the state of communication between the thresholds of the interface argues that “a middle – a compromise, a translation, a corruption, a revelation, a certainty, an infuriation, a touch, a flux – is not a medium, by virtue of it not being a technical media device” (2012, p. 18). 
From Batchen’s transient and fleeting analog images collapsing into history and memory (2002, p. 205) to Hito Steyerl’s (2009) more recently digital, accelerating, deteriorating, errant, and itinerant images squeezed through movement and flow, the temporal nature of photographs can be only fluid, or as Sherry Turkle states, “always already not into being” (Turkle 2008, p. 121). Geert Lovink talks of fluidity through our online experiences of “real‐time” and continually refreshed information as a flow. For Lovink, real‐time, as experienced through televised news, for example, is no longer enough. 
Instead we need “multiple and omnipresent viewpoints” (Lovink 2011, p. 11), through Twitter updates and other online feeds. We can see these trends echoed through popular mobile apps that reward the fleeting nature of visual communications. Early on, was Chatroulette8 in 2009 (a website rather than an app), which uses computer webcams to link up random chat connectees. At any point, either pair of chatters can leave the conversation by initiating another random connection. Chatroulette hit the headlines for being known for nudity among its participants as a direct result of the anonymity and chance of fleeting encounters. Similarly, Snapchat is a popular mobile App (especially among younger phone users) that also embraces the unstable and short‐lived image, which is deleted automatically from the receiver’s device after a short amount of time. 
This shows a trend to favor the ephemeral over the archive. These are images that are not meant to be kept in order to re‐live moments or occasions, but that denotes life that is simply lived on‐the‐go. 
 Networked Photography
The transient and ephemeral mobile photograph is also influenced and perceived through the networks by which it travels. Even though the photograph has always been mobile, we could say that the networked image is more mobile in the digital age. As shown, it is not only cameras and photographers that have become mobile, but the photograph itself. It is now edited on‐the‐move and instantly distributed across multiple networks. Imaging post‐production occurs in‐camera, or is laptop‐based and distributed by cloud technology to multiple viewing platforms. Entire collections of users’ 
images now exist in online archives instead of in print collections and the public interface of “shared” images contributes to the creation of a new image culture. 
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The Rise of the Apps
“App photography” relates to photographs that are taken and edited with mobile device software applications or “Apps.” As images are shot on the move, usually with smartphones, they are more often than not edited in‐camera before being instantly disseminated across networked viewing platforms and their respective photo‐sharing websites. 
Applications such as Hipstamatic and Instagram are two of the leading products of their genre and they typify a specific mobile photography esthetic that returns to a nostalgia for photography’s history. 
Rubinstein and Sluis point out the technical and cultural distinction that is placed between photographs that are created with apps from those taken with more “professional” cameras:
Instagram and Hipstamatic are ready examples of the way algorithms can be used to create the impression of faded and old‐fashioned snapshots, but what is often overlooked is that all digital photographs regardless of the final ‘look’ are algo-rithmically processed. (2013, p. 29)
For example, Hipstamatic’s marketing strapline, “Digital photography never looked so analog”9 makes clear the intention to simulate non‐digital photographic techniques. 
Created in 2009 by Synthetic Corporation for use with Apple’s iPhone (and subsequently with iPod Touch and iPad), the App allows users to take square‐shaped photographs with their mobile camera that resemble the square negative format of analog box cameras rather than the 16 : 9 widescreen format more commonly associated with current mobile device cameras. In addition, the App lets the user choose and swap between different photographic effects created by simulating film, lenses, and flash units. The popularity of Hipstamatic rose quickly in the first month after its release in December 2009 and less than a year later, as of November 2010, Synthetic Corp. were reporting 1.4 m downloads from this App alone (Plummer 2010). 
Instagram is similar to Hipstamatic. It was introduced to the Apple App Store in October 2010 by its originators Kevin Systrom and Mike Krieger, just under a year after Hipstamatic was launched. Since its inception, Instagram has differed from Hipstamatic through an emphasis on photo‐sharing, rather than just photo‐taking. 
Another main difference is that the traditional photographic effects are added post-production to the image, rather than prior to taking the image as with Hipstamatic. 
Instagram’s popularity has far exceeded that of Hipstamatic. Significantly, Instagram was bought for US$1 billion by social networking site Facebook in early 2012, showing an unprecedented popularity for software of its kind. This in turn has reportedly gained them 170 million new users, with them passing the 200 million users mark in March 2014 (Gibbs 2014). Its success can be seen in relation to the popularity of the digital sharing economy itself. 
Although both Hipstamatic and Instagram have clear distinctions, they represent a myriad of similar apps on the marketplace that all attempt to emulate the processes of analog photographic cameras, techniques, and prints. Examples of digital effects created by both Instagram and Hipstamatic include: chromatic aberrations in order to make the photographs look like faded photographic prints or as if they had been taken by a specific color‐balanced photographic film; the addition of borders that resemble 
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those of Polaroid film, film negatives, or chemical emulsion marks; the application of what looks like scratches to the referent “print” or “negative”; and simulated film grain. 
These Apps can be contextualized within a contemporary marketplace of consumers who have either experienced the changeover from analog to digital in their lifetime, or younger iphoneographers who have been seduced by the growing fashion in popular culture for retro photography through the re‐introduction of other initiatives such as Lomography and The Impossible Project’s aim to save “analog instant photography from extinction.”10 Or, indeed, the recent return to nineteenth‐century wet‐plate photography techniques that are seeing a resurgence in both art photography (see, for example, the work of New Zealand artist Ben Cauchi11) as well as in a commercial market.12 As such, the images that are created with the mobile apps are imbued with the nostalgic rhetoric of analog photography. They attempt to signify technical skill, the mastery of the photographic craft, and a uniqueness of the image that does not exist. 
One such distinguishing and seductive digital effect, that can be applied to recreate an analog photographic technique is Hipstamatic’s Tintype Snap Pak which mimics a nineteenth‐century wet‐plate photography process. Where the image would have originally been created on light‐sensitive coated metal and traditionally this would create a unique photographic object without either a negative or any subsequent copies, the Hipstamatic app conversely applies a uniform, repeatable effect to every image created with this algorithm (Figure 18.1). Where once singularity presided, now simulation and repetition have become synonymous with (mobile) photographs. 
Rachel Hope Allan is a New Zealand artist who has explored the use of app photography in a range of recent projects (Figure 18.2). Although she regularly works with traditional chemical processes that result in unique photographic artworks, her investigations into digital photography and resulting relationships with culture attempt to question a Figure 18.1 R.H. Allan (2014). Caged Serenity. Source: © Rachel Hope Allan. Image courtesy of Rachel Hope Allan. On the edges of each photograph that comprise the diptych we can see exact same simulated (digital) emulsion marks, which on a traditional analog Tintype would be different and unique to each photograph: on Hipstamatic, they are the same on every image, produced by a computer algorithm. 
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Figure 18.2 R.H. Allan (2013). Ladydrive #1 (Installation Image). Source: © Rachel Hope Allan. Image courtesy of Rachel Hope Allan. 1120 Digital Chromogenic prints, dimensions variable. Simulation and repetition are key tropes in “App photography.” 
contemporary notion of what photography is.13 Like Umbrico, the complexities between the traditional and the new, the fixed and the ephemeral become a source from which to interrogate photography’s history and shifting nature. 
Distribution and Remediation
Access to photography through its reproducibility was initially written about by Walter Benjamin in “The work of art in the age of mechanical reproduction” (1936), where Benjamin discussed the change in the social reception of art via the camera and the printing press. Where the photograph had previously been known for its uniqueness, Benjamin argued that its reproducibility made photography more democratic, and in doing so reduced the “aura” of the singular photographic object (Benjamin 1999). In terms of democracy and perceived value through notions of authenticity, similar parallels are drawn of the digital image. In opposition to the “eradication of aura” (McCarron 1999) as a result of mechanical reproduction, instead the accelerated distribution and multiple access points of the digital photograph mean a substantial increase in its aura and authenticity, as claimed by Steyerl in “In defense of the poor image” (2009) and by Michael Betancourt in “The aura of the digital” (2006). Steyerl says that “by losing its visual substance it recovers some of its political punch and creates a new aura around it. This aura is no longer based on the permanence of the ‘original’, but on the transience of the copy” 
(2009). Yet, Steyerl refers to this lack of aura in what she terms the “poor image”: The poor image is a copy in motion. Its quality is bad, its resolution substandard. 
As it accelerates, it deteriorates. It is a ghost of an image, a preview, a thumbnail, 
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an errant idea, an itinerant image distributed for free, squeezed through slow digital connections, compressed, reproduced, ripped, remixed, as well as copied and pasted into other channels of distribution (Steyerl 2009) In this process of moving from printed image to digital image and beyond, the itinerant photograph participates in multiple processes of mediation every day. Mediation occurs when someone views the image and reads its signs, as well as through “second‐level” sites of mediation which are activated when the image is viewed through a secondary mode such as the internet or a gallery (Kember and Zylinska 2012, p. 80). For Sarah Kember and Joanna Zylinska, in their book, Life After New Media: Mediation as a Vital Process (2012), photographic mediation is an event that encompasses the wider, active processes involved in making an image. For them, the process of mediation flows, is “of time,” and is temporal: 
“It is a complex and hybrid process that is simultaneously economic, social, cultural, psychological, and technical. Mediation, we suggest, is all‐encompassing and indivisible” 
(Kember and Zylinska 2012, p. xv). Lister extends a notion of multiplicity in the photograph, stating that the same image can be viewed in multiple ways—as thumbnail, grid, cropped, etc. Photographic images don’t exist singularly in this context, but scroll, moving the viewer from one image to another. And ultimately, screens are switched off. Thomas Hirschhorn’s work Touching Reality (2012; http://www.thomashirschhornwebsite.com/
touching‐reality‐lavenir‐looking‐forward‐la‐biennale‐de‐montreal‐montreal‐canada/) is a particularly salient example of this point. The silent, color video, just over four minutes long, shows a touchscreen user’s hand and fingers scrolling through and across multiple images of human atrocity and war, including horrific images of death. The swipe action is one that has already become natural to most mobile device users. In Touching Reality, we watch the fingers seamlessly navigate the controls, zooming in and out on the images. It is the incompatibility of the naturalness of the action with the content of the imagery that makes us stop and look more closely at the way we interact with mediated images on a daily basis. As Kember and Zylinska propose:

If we are to think about photography in terms of mediation – whereby mediation
stands for the differentiation of, as well as connection between, media and, more
broadly, for the acts and processes of producing and temporarily stabilizing the
world into media, agents, relations and networks – we need to see the ontology of
photography as predominantly that of becoming. (2012, pp. 77: their emphasis) Thus, one of the fundamental impacts on the mobile image’s reproducibility is the way in which it is shared online and endlessly remediated across device and screen. Photo‐sharing sites such as Flickr are built around the archive and public sharing of the networked mobile image. As a result, we have moved from a linear to a non‐linear mode of storing, searching, and viewing images: “Digital technologies have made indexing and annotation easier, faster and more flexible. Images can be associated and re‐associated …” (Van House 2011, p. 129). Image‐tagging with keywords has enabled digital photographs to be sought out via the (largely invisible) metadata associated with it. Archives work on searching, rather than knowing the system in which the data is stored (see Chapter 8 in this volume). 
In turn, this means that mobile images turn up in multiple places through these varying networks. They can be called up via different systems and are then viewed via a 
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choice of platforms, depending on their required context. In this way, the networked image is not located but locatable, not fixed but itinerant, and not singular but multivalent. Despite its lack of “quality,” this does not diminish its potential. 
Personal Photography and Self‐representation
In the mirror, I see myself there where I am not, in an unreal, virtual space that opens up behind the surface; I am over there, there where I am not, a sort of shadow that gives my own visibility to myself, that enables me to see myself there where I am absent … (Foucault 1967, p. 3)
As mentioned at the start of this chapter, personal (or vernacular) photography has been a significant area of research for photography theorists and researchers in the advent of digital mobile photography. Writing in 2007, Lisa Gye discusses three ways in which mobile photography has extended current photographic practice. She follows Nancy Van House et al.’s 2005 study, which provides the following motivations for making personal photography: to construct personal and group memory; creating and maintaining social relationships; and for self‐expression and self‐representation (Van House et al. 2005). In 2005, Nancy Van House, Marc Davis, Morgan Ames, Megan Finn, and Vijay Viswanathan released their preliminary findings on their seminal study entitled “The uses of personal networked digital imaging: an empirical study of cameraphone photos and sharing” (Van House et al. 2005). Each participant was given a Nokia 7610 cameraphone and free access to a networked sharing platform. The study of 60 participants aimed to show “what people do when photography can be a daily activity, not requiring forethought in carrying a camera” (Van House et al. 2005). Lisa Gye (2007) also notes that mobile photographs are personal, yet fleeting. They are usually functional or affective, either used for a personal reminder or for sharing later. 
Since 2007, we have seen that sharing has become more immediate following a wider availability of WiFi, 3G, and now 4G networks connecting smartphones and tablets. 
Lisa Gye presents us with the notion of a “presence economy” (Gye 2007, p. 286) enabled by the network’s connectivity. The personalized nature of cameraphones means photography is potentially becoming more asocial in its emphasis on the individual. 
To be photographed is to exist. 
With the rise of the mobile camera, embedded not only once but twice in our mobiles and smartphones, we see the rise of another mobile photography characteristic: the representation of self. Popularized with the word “selfie,” the installation of a front camera on most mobile devices, particularly phones and tablets, has resulted in the popularity of taking pictures of oneself for immediate dispersal over social networks. While the self‐portrait is not new in art or photographic practice, what distinguishes this particular trend is the inclusion of the photographer in the image with the immediacy in which the photograph is then distributed across multiple social networks. The dramatic popularity of both the word “selfie” and the act itself is highlighted by the Oxford English Dictionary’s naming of it as Word of the Year 2013. They reported that in one year, the use of the word “selfie” increased by 17 000% (Oxford Words Blog 2013). 
Thinking of networks then, not just as global but individual, we might consider discussion in The Interface Effect (2012) where Alexander R. Galloway examines the mediation of the photographic image online and suggests that the digital image allows 
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us a certain level of access, but also keeps us at arm’s length. For Galloway, photography enables the world to be brought near to us, but we are not brought near to the world: 
“Thus it is a desire to be brought near, but one already afflicted with a specific neurosis, that of the rejection of the self” (Galloway 2012, p. 11). Conversely, in terms of the networked photographic image, Galloway states that the reverse is also true. Because we project ourselves into the worlds of the internet, everything is now mediated in reference to ourselves (or our online profiles). Thus, the world retreats as it is and materializes in our own image through this process. 
The recent work Excellences & Perfections (2014) by Amalia Ulman responds directly to the self‐image represented through social media. Over several months in 2014, Ulman performed an art project that addresses the ways in which young women feel pressure to conform in society. Her camera was an iPhone, and her presentation format was Instagram. The project works specifically because of the ways in which it traverses media and status, and is measured in success (at least initially) through the amount of followers, and the likes it received on Instagram. It reflects the ways in which people now interact online and measure a “sense of selfie.” 
Other studies, which try to capture meaning in the “selfie” include Lev Manovich’s research project called SELFIECITY,14 which investigates the style of the selfie through theoretical, artistic, and quantitative analysis. Through this work looking at mobile phone self‐portraits across five cities, the team is able to extrapolate particular findings about the selfie. For example, more women, and more young people take selfies than anyone else, and people in Bangkok and São Paolo smile more than those in Moscow, Berlin, or New York (SELFIECITY 2014). The results are embedded in an interactive website with rich data visualization of some of the findings, providing a useful analytical platform to consider the meteoric rise of this style of personal photography. 
In some ways, the selfie may seem like a fleeting cultural trope popular among the young, but it represents a fundamental motivation to use photography for self‐expression and typifies a move from “photography” toward visual communication. Yet, as Van House notes, meanings of any technology through the STS lens are multiple and varied. For example, “Photographs are instances of Latour’s ‘immutable, combinable mobiles’ (Latour 1987), which carry action and meaning across time and place. Both paper and digital photographs are artifacts that carry activity across space and time …” (Van House 2011, p. 126). Still, the photograph is shifting its alliance from holder of memory to one of communicator and instantaneous mediator. 
 Conclusion [Mobile Meaning]
Photography, established as a traditional mediation medium, has evolved and transformed into the multiple guises of digital media and corresponding processes that surround us today. The photograph itself is not stable and photographic images mediate our perception of the world. This evolution has followed a cycle of instability, disappearance and re‐emergence and continues to do so at an exponential rate. Alongside the social and cultural uses of digital technologies and the integration of their processes into our daily lives, photography has similarly developed in response through simulation, representation, and remediation. Photographic artists have sought to interrogate photography’s place alongside a visual image culture that favors quantity over quality, 
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and transience over permanence. Our perception of photography, described in a range of recent literature as socio‐technical consists of both human and non‐human agency: 
“photography is understood as an always provisional outcome of a (possibly changing) alignment of factors” (Lister 2013, p. 5). 
The mobile photograph is a visual mediator in a contemporary world of ephemeral images and multiple screens. Depictions of fluidity and flow in photography have become acts of “potentiality” (Kember and Zylinska 2012). Instability is a state that signifies becoming and reflects the currency of mobile photography. 
The ever‐expanding rate of digital innovation has not only ensured that photographic technologies remain on a forwardly mobile trajectory, but that resulting ideas of the photographic image in visual culture fluctuate as mobility determines our relationships to photographs, photographing, and photography. Photography continues to evolve: erasing and replacing, coming and going, much as we do. Technology, theory and the cultural adoption of multiple photographies regularly pause in motion long enough for us to reflect on them in context through renewed revelations of materiality, fluidity, and identity. Throughout all this, photography continues a process of becoming, it is multivalent and always already on the move. 
Notes
1 The publication resulted from the similarly titled conference at The Centre for Fine Art Research (CFAR), University of Birmingham City in May of 2013. See http://cfar‐biad. 
co.uk/index.php/conferences/341‐on‐the‐verge‐of‐photography‐imaging‐mobile‐art-humans‐computers‐24‐25‐05‐2013/181‐about‐on‐the‐verge‐of‐photography‐imaging-mobile‐art‐humans‐computers‐24‐25‐may for conference details and links to online videos of the speakers. 
2 “The Gesture of Photography” is a revised and extended version of a chapter that was originally included in Toward a Philosophy of Photography (Flusser 2000) in 1983. 
3 http://libraryoftheprintedweb.tumblr.com (accessed February 17, 2014). 
4 At the time of writing “Printed Web #1” had been published, showcasing topical work by Mishka Henner, Joachim Schmid and writing by Hito Steyerl, among other projects. 
5 Links to the photobook and project are through the artist’s website: http://www. 
penelopeumbrico.net/mountainsmoving/mm‐4.html
6 This work was installed on the media wall at The Photographers Gallery, London from the January 17–April 9, 2014, in collaboration with Animate Projects. http://
thephotographersgallery.org.uk/alan‐warburton
7 From the talk at Tate Britain “Session 1: Digital Culture,” May 20, 2014 from the series Cultural value and the digital: practice, policy and theory www.tate.org.uk/whats‐on/
tate‐britain/eventseries/cultural‐value‐and‐digital‐practice‐policy‐and‐theory 8 http://chatroulette.com
9 “Hipstamatic,” http://hipstamatic.com. 
10 The Impossible Project, “About Impossible,” accessed April 19, 2013, http://www. 
the‐impossible‐project.com/about
11 Ben Cauchi is represented by Ingleby Gallery in the UK. http://www.inglebygallery. 
com/artists/ben‐cauchi
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12 A quick Internet search will yield results of wet‐plate photographers across the UK 
photography fairs and events taking portraits with large format cameras producing unique plate photographs. 
13 See further work at https://rachelhopeallan.com 14 Available at http://selfiecity.net
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Famous for a Fifteenth of a Second
Andy Warhol, Celebrity, and Fan Photography

Stephen Bull
Andy Warhol has been described by Victor Bockris as “the perfect fan” (Bockris 1989, p. 38) and by Glenn O’Brien as “the ultimate fan” (O’Brien 2008). Warhol, born in 1928, was an artist and then a celebrity, but, as this chapter will argue, he was always, first and foremost, a fan. This chapter will also contend that Warhol’s fandom, his art, and his fame were articulated primarily through photographs and that he used photography to create his own identity as a celebrity. It will also suggest that the legacy of this approach is more prominent than ever in fan photography, and, more widely, in popular photography in the early decades of the twenty‐first century. 
The first section, “Andy Warhol as Fan,” will consider Warhol’s relationship as a child and in his years as an art student and illustrator with celebrity magazines and with publicity photographs of celebrities. It will also look at how he used photography during that time to mimic the poses of the famous in order to recreate his own identity. Fan theory is introduced and applied to analyze Warhol’s actions, and these theories are returned to throughout the chapter. 
“Andy Warhol as Artist,” the second section, examines Warhol’s use of the same kinds of photographs that obsessed him as a fan—magazine and publicity pictures of celebrities—to produce much of the work that made his name as an artist in the 1960s. The series of works that he created became the site in which Warhol further developed his new identity as a “subcultural celebrity,” an idea reinforced by the many photographs made of him by others during that era. 
The third section, “Andy Warhol as Celebrity,” examines the proliferation of Warhol’s fame following his shooting in 1968. Warhol successfully cultivated this fame using photography. In the 1970s and 1980s, he became a mainstream celebrity, with the ability to photograph—and be photographed with—the stars he had previously admired through images. 
In the twenty‐first century, photography is used online by millions of people every day to construct their own form of celebrity, sometimes through making a connection with famous people. The final section of this chapter, “Fan Photography in the Twenty-first Century,” argues that Warhol’s approach to the recreation of the self through photography and the elevating of status through photographic proximity to celebrities has become a central aspect of contemporary fan photography, as well as a key element of popular photographic practice. 
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 Andy Warhol as Fan
Andrew Warhola and Celebrity Photographs
Warhol’s status as a fan initially developed during his periods of illness as a child in the 1930s, when he spent his time convalescing looking at movie magazines (King 1999; Smith 1999; Butin 2008; Wrbican 2008). Photography was central to magazines of the era. For example, in the 1930s Photoplay, as its name suggests, featured brightly colored, idealized, close‐up photographs of cinematic celebrities on all of its covers. Inside, Photoplay included many further photographs, in sections such as “The Camera Speaks.” Even the images used on the “gossip” pages were flattering, clearly made when the stars were fully prepared to be photographed. 
This era, at the height of the Hollywood studio system from the mid‐1920s to around the end of the 1950s, was a period where studio photographers such as Clarence Sinclair Bull, George Hurrell, and Ruth Harriet Louise were grafting to create the glamor seen in the publicity portraits of the time (Howells 2012; Dance 2013). John Smith has argued that these photographers “helped refine a star’s image and kept that image alive between films” (Smith 1999, p. 28). There was a high level of artifice during the initial making of these photographs, further enhanced by the process of retouching. Even the celebrities themselves found the idealization of their images jarring: As Joan Crawford told John Kobal, the renowned collector of Hollywood photographs: “I photographed better than I looked” (quoted in Dance 2013, p. 17). 
Already, before his childhood illness, Warhol had started going to the cinema on a regular basis. In the 1930s, visits to Saturday morning picture shows often ended with children being given an 8 × 10-inch glossy photograph of a star from the film when they left the cinema. Warhol kept these prints and, as Warhol’s biographer Vicror Bockris puts it, the photographs became Warhol’s “first collection” (1989, p. 29; for more on Warhol and collection see Smith 2002). 
Around 1939, based on Margery King’s interview with Warhol’s brother, John Warhola (King 1999, p. 41), Warhol took this engagement with photographs of film stars further by sending off a dime for a signed image of Shirley Temple, a child star of a similar age to Warhol. The tinted, idealized photograph of Temple that was posted in return seems to be signed to “Andrew Worhola,” an apparent misspelling (although the then‐Andrew Warhola was yet to drop the final “a” from his second name and restyle his first name as 
“Andy”) (see Wrbican 2008, p. 115n). Matt Wrbican, Chief Archivist at the Andy Warhol Museum, has pointed out that Warhol would send off for many signed photographs, assembling the prints on the pages of a scrapbook, with smaller photographs presented in grids and larger portraits in pairs. The Shirley Temple picture had a whole page dedicated to it. On the rest of the page, around the photograph, Warhol repeatedly wrote the name of the child star in elegant writing (Wrbican 2008, p. 115). 
As I have noted elsewhere (Bull 2010, p. 176), Scott Thorne and Gordon C. Bruner have defined the four key characteristics driving fan behavior as:
• internal involvement: focusing time, energy, and resources intently on a specific area of interest; 
• a desire for external involvement: demonstrating the interest to others; 
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• a wish to acquire: a strong desire to possess material objects relating to the area of interest, expressed through consumption; 
• a desire for social interaction: a need to meet with like‐minded fans. 
(summarized from Thorne and Bruner 2006, pp. 53–55)
On this basis, much of Warhol’s behavior can be seen as fitting that of a fan. Therefore, it is useful here to consider some ideas from fan theory that are of particular relevance to photography and to Warhol’s relationship to fame via photography, before turning the spotlight back onto Warhol. The ideas from fan theory will be returned to throughout this chapter. 
Fan Theory and Photography

In his essay, “Heroes, saints and celebrities: the photograph as holy relic,” Richard Howells offers a useful approach to understanding just why fans such as Warhol might wish to dedicate so much time to acquiring photographs of stars (Howells 2011). 
Howells’ essay is written from a perspective informed by celebrity studies, religion, and classical mythology, with some reference to established photography theory (such as André Bazin’s “The ontology of the photographic image” (Bazin 1980)). Howells argues that photographs of people can have similar effects to holy relics, in that they bring the presence of the person depicted to the viewer (Howells 2011, pp. 122–128). Arguably, the fixed, portable photographic image of a celebrity, as opposed to the fleeting image on a movie screen, offers a greater opportunity for such presence to be felt (see also Metz 2003). Howells does not refer directly to the idea of indexicality, however, the notion of the photograph as indexical is relevant here (see, for example, Bull 2010, pp. 
13–16; and Chapter 6 in this volume). The direct trace of a person in a photograph experienced through its indexical link to the person in real life can give the impression that to look at the image is to look at (and perhaps meet) the person. 
In the case of the signed photograph of Shirley Temple, the illusion created was of the star being present in Warhol’s Pittsburgh home, as if he were in the company of someone most fans would be unlikely to encounter in person (Howells 2011, p. 113). The signature on the photograph (which, like some relics, might not be genuine but can still have genuine effects) is also a trace of the body of the star—in this instance, a graphic record of the movement of the hand of Shirley Temple. Thus, Temple’s signed image offered to Warhol a kind of double‐indexical experience of the celebrity via the picture and the signature. It’s little wonder that Warhol treasured the photograph, keeping it until his death (Wrbican 2008, p. 115). 
In a sense, Warhol’s signed photographs of celebrities could be seen as a “window” 
between worlds, a portal from Warhol’s day‐to‐day life into the world of fame. Nick Couldry has discussed the perception that most people, including fans, occupy the “ordinary world,” 
while celebrities exist within the “media world” (Couldry 2000, pp. 41, 44). The “media world” is regarded as better and “larger than life,” whereas the “ordinary world,” from this perspective, might be seen as everyday and existing somehow lower down in a hierarchy (pp. 44–46). Although these distinctions are imagined, Couldry argues that there is a symbolic boundary between the two worlds that is normally reinforced—and that the crossing of this boundary is seen as an extraordinary event (pp. 47–48). 
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However, such binary distinctions between the fan and the famous, as though they occupied two separate worlds, have been questioned. Much of Matt Hills’ book Fan
Cultures, as well as some of his other writings, are dedicated to challenging the kinds of categories that theories of fandom often attempt to define (Hills 2002, 2006). The traditional binaries that emerged in the fan theory of the 1990s and early 2000s make distinctions between celebrity and fan, and (by extension) between those that are visible and invisible, those that produce and consume, and those with and without power (Hills 2006, pp. 101–102). One of Hills’ main arguments is that fans can participate in celebrity culture, perhaps even becoming celebrities—as long as we acknowledge that there can be different kinds of celebrities. 
One example of a different kind of celebrity is the “Big Name Fan,” who becomes recognized by other fans as having direct links with their object of fanaticism—through, for example, the fan meeting or interviewing stars. This could be regarded as a form of 
“subcultural celebrity” (Hills 2006, p. 103). Such celebrated fans can sometimes become producers of the object of their fandom too, seeming to cross over into the world of celebrity in order to participate in its construction (something that has appeared more possible with links made via social media) (2006, pp. 104–110). 
As Hills acknowledges (2006, p. 102), the idea of the Big Name Fan that crosses over into the world of celebrity has a precedent in Leo Braudy’s book The Frenzy of Renown:
Fame and Its History, originally published in 1986. In this central text for the history of celebrity’s development Braudy discusses “the advent of the fan” (Braudy 1997, pp. 380–389). He locates this historically in the eighteenth century, when there was a greater presence of (not‐yet photographic) publicity that “introduced the famous to the fan,” and an increased desire among the masses to find out more about those who were celebrated (1997, p. 380). Beyond this, eighteenth‐century fans began to take an active role in defining their idols. Braudy gives the example of James Boswell, who, in his extensive chronicling of the life of writer Dr. Samuel Johnson aimed to provide the most complete picture of his hero as he could, spending a great deal of time with the writer and chronicling conversations and events in tiny, near‐“photographic,” detail (Boswell 2007). Importantly, Boswell took it upon himself to ensure that Johnson was immortalized through his chronicling via the publication of Boswell’s The Life of Samuel Johnson (in 1791). Further to this, Boswell sought some degree of fame and perpetuity himself; which he achieved. Indeed, the idea of a “Boswell” has now entered into regular use to refer to anyone who records the life of another in detail through close personal experience. 
As well as the prevalence of mass‐reproduced publicity material, Braudy also connects the aims of active fans such as Boswell to a wider desire among individuals for 
“completeness.” This was at a moment in the western world of the eighteenth century where religious guidance in life and the assurance of an afterlife were being questioned. 
In their place, there developed an attempt to discover wholeness through celebrated people. As Braudy puts it, for many fans: “soaking in the famous man’s aura of completeness was the first step in dealing with their own sense of personal and social fragmentation” (p. 381). 
The theory that celebrities fill a perceived deficiency in the lives of fans has been expanded upon by a number of authors. Stephen Hinerman has taken a psychoanalytic approach, applying the Lacanian idea of the “Mirror Stage” (Hinerman 2006). In this theory, the child who no longer gains pleasure from being at one with the mother’s 

Andy Warhol, Celebrity, and Fan Photography 333
breast seeks plenitude and fullness elsewhere to overcome this “lack” (see also Chapters 11 and 12 in this volume). This (mis)recognition of wholeness can be discovered in, for example, idealized images such as photographs. Thus, photographs can be used to construct a “whole” version of the self through images of others that are perceived as ideal (Hinerman 2006, pp. 593–596). Hinerman argues for the importance of fantasy. When the self is in doubt, such as at moments of trauma, star figures can be “cast” in our fantasies and dreams to fill in for the perceived lack (pp. 596–597). 
More recently, Melissa Click, Hyonji Lee, and Holly Willson Holladay have interviewed fans of Lady Gaga, a star who is sometimes known as “Mother Monster” (Click et al. 2013). Gaga’s fans often refer to themselves as “Little Monsters,” as if they are the children of their idol. Click, Lee, and Holladay argue that these fans embrace aspects of their lives that might cause them trauma through identifying with Lady Gaga as both an idealized other who can help them to compensate for dissatisfying self‐image and someone whose own acknowledgment of imperfections helps them to overcome social anxieties (Click et al. 2013, pp. 360–365). These points return us to Warhol’s childhood and teenage years. 
Posing as a Celebrity in the “Ordinary World” 
Warhol’s early years were, at times, traumatic. As well as Warhol’s recurring illnesses, which left him with skin problems for the rest of his life, his father died when Warhol was in his early teens, which was followed by his mother barely surviving a life‐threatening illness (see Bockris 1989, pp. 33–48). Hubertus Butin has noted how, growing up in Pittsburgh, the son of immigrants, with concerns over his looks and his sexuality, Warhol may have seen himself as being on “the wrong side of the tracks” (Butin 1999, pp. 252). It is entirely possible to see how, as a fan, Warhol’s fascination with idealized photographs might have filled in for a lack of self‐image, in the ways that Click, Lee, and Holladay and Hinerman have discussed. Collecting publicity photographs and closely following the lives of stars through photo magazines over the years offered Warhol a route to an idealized world, providing him with a detailed insight into the central role that photographs can perform in turning people into stars (see King 1999, pp. 42–44). 
Smith suggests that, “though Warhol would always willingly surrender himself to glamour and celebrity, he, no doubt, recognized the lie behind the myth of Hollywood, and studied these photographs in order to discern how that myth could be so seamlessly constructed” (Smith 1999, p. 27). 
It is no surprise then that, as well as collecting publicity photographs, Warhol began to use photographs of himself as an idealized mirror and a way to play out his fan identification with the celebrities he idolized. In the early 1950s, Warhol manipulated photographs of his own face (using, for example, images of him by Otto Fenn) so that his nose was smaller and his receding hair was restored; foreshadowing the cosmetic surgery Warhol was to undergo and the wigs he went on to wear (see Butin 2008, p. 48; Meyer‐Krahmer 2008, p. 234). Warhol often consciously adopted poses from photographs of his idols when he was photographed (Schick 1999, pp. 205–206). In 1958, Warhol posed for a well‐known series of photographs by Duane Michals. This series includes a number of frames apparently mimicking Howard Halma’s provocative photograph of Truman Capote lying on a couch, which appeared on the back of Capote’s 1948 book, Other Voices, Other Rooms (Meyer‐Krahmer 2008, p. 233). 
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But, earlier than this, Warhol also took on poses for photographs made by his fellow students at Carnegie Tech and by his housemates during their first years living in New York. In 1951, for example, Warhol posed for his friend George Klauber with his hands at the sides of his head in direct imitation of Edward Steichen’s famous 1928 publicity photograph of Greta Garbo, where the actress sweeps her hair back to frame her iconic face (Keller 2000, p. 133). Not long afterwards, Leila Davis Singeles photographed Warhol posing with his arms raised and holding onto an iron gate. This seems to be inspired by a photograph of another of Warhol’s heroes, artist Ben Shahn (see Comenas 2006). Singeles, presumably in part through Warhol’s direction, even made the picture looking up from below in the style of the original photograph of Shahn. 
As Butin has detailed, in the photographs from the 1950s where Warhol is shown in photographs to be performing aspects of his idols, he is often obscuring his own face, as if their identity were replacing his own—reinforcing the more general idea of identity as 
“a largely variable construct created by the individual” (Butin 2008, p. 51). Sequences of images where Warhol adopts a wide range of poses and expressions appear “as though the artist portrayed was in fact an actor exploring his acting skills” (Butin 2008, p. 50). 
It is clear that Warhol was identifying not just with celebrities, but also with how they appeared in photographs, and was using photography to experiment with new identities based on ideas about his idols formed from the images themselves. As Braudy comments on Boswell’s admiration of Dr. Johnson and of other writers such as Jean‐Jacques Rousseau in the eighteenth century, “like so many later fans, [Boswell] continually crosses the line between admiring and wanting to be like his idols” (1997, p. 382). 
Prefiguring Warhol’s actions, Braudy also notes that Boswell, “a great mimic when he was young,” later “tried on the lives of others to find himself” (p. 384). 
But Warhol’s attempts were still within the category of the fan. After the publication of Other Voices, Other Rooms, Capote became the object of Warhol’s fanaticism. As Bockris suggests, Capote seemed to be everything Warhol wanted to be: successful, glamorous, rich, and a friend of stars including Greta Garbo, as well as society photographers such as Cecil Beaton (1989, p. 79). Indeed, part of Warhol’s reason for moving to New York was the possibility of meeting Capote (Keller 2000, p. 134). Warhol phoned the writer’s home regularly and would wait outside in the hope of encountering him. He also sent Capote fan letters and drawings. Capote did not reply, but later recalled becoming the focus of Warhol’s attention as a fan: “I became Andy’s Shirley Temple. 
Until after a while I began getting letters from him every day!” (Capote, quoted in Bockris 1989, p. 100). Bockris describes how Warhol eventually spoke to Capote’s mother, Nina, on the phone. Warhol met with Nina Capote at her apartment and Truman found them there later, at which point Andy Warhol, the fan, met Truman Capote, the celebrity (Bockris 1989, p. 100; see also Warhol and Colacello 1979, pp. 
143–144). However, the meeting was brief and, sometime later, Nina Capote asked Warhol to stop calling her son. At this point in time, the symbolic boundary between Warhol as fan and Capote as famous author was retained. 
Lawrence Grossberg has argued that many fans actively appropriate popular culture in a productive relationship with the object of fandom. The text, such as a photograph (see Chapter 10 in this volume), is remixed and remade (Grossberg 2006, pp. 582–583). 
The text can become something more than entertainment, offering empowering opportunities for fans to experience “new forms of meaning, pleasure, and identity in order to cope with new forms of pain, pessimism, frustration, alienation, terror and boredom” 
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(Grossberg 2006, p. 590). Building upon what he did with photographic texts as a fan, as an artist, Warhol went on to appropriate the same form of celebrity photographs in order to produce work where he began to position himself among celebrities. 
 Andy Warhol as Artist
Andy Warhol as a Photographic Artist
While Warhol as an artist is often described in the context of painting or filmmaking (Wrbican, for instance, sees film as Warhol’s “passion” [2008, p. 115]), the past few decades have seen many writers argue that photography was Warhol’s primary medium (e.g. Derenthal 1999; Keller 2000; Zuromskis 2013). In his introduction to Andy Warhol:
Unexposed Exposures, a book of outtakes from the 1979 photo book Andy Warhol’s
Exposures, Bob Colacello summarizes this argument effectively: Photography is an essential ingredient – one might even say the essential ingredient – in all of Andy Warhol’s work, from his paintings, drawings, prints, and sculptures to Interview magazine and most of his books. Arguably, Warhol did more than any other 20th‐century artist to legitimize photography as a fine art form… What is a Warhol portrait, at its root, if not a colorized photograph? 
(Colacello 2010, unpaginated)
In 1962, having initiated his best‐known series of works reproducing multiple images of items (dollar bills, soup cans), Warhol returned to publicity photographs of celebrities. 
Along with continuing to buy photo magazines, Warhol carried on collecting publicity images throughout the 1950s and 1960s, often purchasing them in bulk (King 1999, p. 41). Some of these publicity photographs formed the basis of early multiple silk screens of actors Troy Donahue, Warren Beatty (a signed photograph), and Natalie Wood. For most of his silkscreens of Elvis Presley from 1962 to 1964, Warhol used a publicity still of a gun‐toting Elvis from the 1960 film Flaming Star. Most famously of the celebrities whose images he reproduced, Warhol made prints of Marilyn Monroe, a series he started following her death on 4 August 1962. For these works, Warhol acquired a publicity photograph of Monroe made by Gene Kornman for the 1953 film Niagara, cropping into the image for an even closer close‐up (Bourdon 1989, p. 124). 
Photographs of famous people from magazines and newspapers were incorporated into Warhol’s work from the early 1960s onwards. In 1962, he made a drawing based on the photographic cover of an issue of Movie Play featuring Ginger Rogers, as well as a series of drawings of cosmetics adverts where publicity photographs of actresses such as Joan Crawford and Hedy Lamarr are signed and dedicated “To Maybelline” as though, instead of the product, they have been addressed in thanks to a fan. In June 1963, when Warhol began to make silk screens of another of his idols, Elizabeth Taylor, he appropriated some of the photographs from a 10‐page article in an issue of Life magazine (Bourdon 1989, p. 143). 
The Liz Taylor silkscreens were the first series made with Warhol’s new assistant Gerard Malanga, with whom Warhol worked on most of his well‐known prints (Malanga 1999). From initially hand‐painting the soup cans and dollar bills, Warhol 
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had made the manufacturing of his work increasingly mechanical and quick, mirroring the advances in twentieth‐century mass reproduction charted earlier in the century by Walter Benjamin in his essay “The work of art in the age of mechanical reproduction” 
(Benjamin 1999). Judith Keller has noted how the silkscreen printing process is a way to duplicate images “photographically,” appropriating the techniques of reproduction used for publicity pictures and magazines (p. 175). As an artist, and as a fan, Warhol was actively taking on using these photographic techniques of reproduction to remake the objects of his fanaticism (Grossberg 2006, pp. 582–583). 
Warhol, the Factory, and Subcultural Celebrity
Although the sources of many of Warhol’s screen‐printed works of the time derived from his personal life (he had Campbell’s soup for lunch), it was in 1964 that Warhol began to exhibit images that can be considered “traditional” self‐portraits, where his face appeared in the work. This was a significant step in Warhol’s own performance as a participant in the pantheon of fame. The photograph of Warhol used in each of the 1964 self‐portraits subtly mimics the close‐up cropped photographs of the publicity images of Monroe or Taylor. From then on, when Warhol’s work was exhibited or published in books, his own face often appeared side‐by‐side with the celebrities’ faces, as if the image of Warhol was on the pages of a celebrity magazine alongside images of established stars. As Butin has noted, “Warhol dreamed himself into the situation where he, too, was a star and a celebrity” (Butin 2008, p. 51). 
This mimicking of the process of fame achieved through mass reproduction is echoed in the movies Warhol made in his studio. As these films progressed from the almost motionless long‐term studies of single subjects, starting with Sleep (1963) to more “narrative” stories with a shifting repertory, such as The Chelsea Girls (1966), Warhol created an alternative version of cinematic celebrity that was to “mimic and subvert the Hollywood studio system of constructing stars” (Smith 1999, p. 28). Warhol’s company of players were often drawn from the increasing number of visitors to the studio, which became known as “the Factory” from 1964. 
While the studio had previously been a hat factory, the name “Factory” was also coined with awareness that the studio was the site where Warhol’s work was being manufactured in a mechanical fashion. Importantly for the focus of this chapter, there was also an idea, suggested by Factory “foreman” and resident William Linich, that the Factory was a place where people could reflect upon themselves and try out new identities: “It was almost as if the Factory became a big box camera – you’d walk into it, expose yourself and develop yourself’” (Name 1997, p. 18). Indeed, Linich restyled his name into “Billy Name.” Warhol, who also adapted his name, could be regarded as the person who used the Factory the most to fabricate his own new identity as a star. 
In the mid‐1960s, Warhol was well known in the New York art world and could be regarded as a subcultural celebrity, rather than a mainstream one. As noted above, Hills has argued that there are different forms and levels of celebrity, including, for example, the Big Name Fan who might also turn into a producer of the object of their fandom (Hills 2006). Warhol’s position as a productive Big Name Fan was on the border of the 
“ordinary world” and the “media world”. Indeed, Warhol still appears to have seen himself primarily as a fan. While the artists, film stars, and singers who visited the Factory 
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might have thought that they were hanging around with Warhol, looking back on the 1960s Warhol adamantly argued that the reverse was true: “It was me who was hanging around everybody else. I just paid the rent …” (Warhol and Hackett 2007, p. 93). 
Warhol’s Photographic Boswells
The activities of those people “hanging around” at the Factory were well documented, with Warhol as the constant in the center. Paralleling Boswell’s recording of the life of Dr. Johnson, Warhol’s day‐to‐day existence had started to be chronicled photographically. This was not entirely new for Warhol. As Smith has noted, from 1949 onwards, when Warhol was photographed by his housemates and fellow students, he “surrounded himself with photographers who would ensure that every aspect of his life was captured on film” (1999, p. 27). However, this documentation increased dramatically in the 1960s and continued to do so across the following decades. Warhol’s 1960s “Boswells” include Brigid Berlin, Nat Finkelstein, David McCabe, Billy Name, and Stephen Shore. With some exceptions, most of their photographs were more widely published after Warhol’s death (e.g. Berlin 2015; Finkelstein 1999; McCabe 2003; Name 1997; Shore 1995; see also the section “Warhol Exposed” in Andy Warhol Photography 1999, pp. 284–379). 
Berlin recorded day‐to‐day life at the Factory, in an “ongoing documentary project” 
made via a pioneering series of Polaroids (Zuromskis 2013, p. 204). Finkelstein photographed Warhol and his entourage between 1964 and 1967, making images where we appear to learn everyday details of the artist’s life, such as how he sucks the topping from a pizza before eating the base. McCabe documented Warhol at various times from late 1964 until mid‐1965 at the Factory, at parties, at screenings, and at exhibition openings; capturing Warhol, as David Dalton has observed, in the process of creating the cool, distanced persona that the artist came to be known for (Dalton 2003). 
Billy Name set up his own darkroom in the Factory in 1964, and had enough access to Warhol and the Factory to allow for a long and intimate photographic record of Warhol. 
Name’s photographs, which Warhol encouraged him to produce, were initially made in black and white and then, from around 1968, in color. More than 270 photographs by Name were included in the catalog to a large show of Warhol’s work at the Moderna Museet in Stockhom during early 1968 (Warhol et al. 1968). It is revealing that, as well as reproducing his work, a significant part of the catalog of Warhol’s first large‐scale European retrospective was dedicated to photographs of Warhol himself. (The catalog features the first appearance of Warhol’s line “In the future everyone will be world famous for fifteen minutes.”)
The Moderna Museet catalog also included 180 photographs by Stephen Shore, who made regular visits to the Factory between 1965 and 1967 (Shore 2014, pp. 25–26). 
Shore also appears in what seems to be a self‐portrait with Warhol: Shore comes into the picture on the left, with Warhol on the right. Based on the slightly awkward positioning and facial expression, as well as the crediting of the photograph to Shore, we might presume that Shore was operating the camera, with the lens pointing toward him and Warhol. From the perspective of the twenty‐first century, the image resembles a 
“selfie,” as if Shore were snatching a fan photograph with Warhol (an idea this chapter expands upon later). In another of Shore’s pictures, dated 1965, Warhol is depicted stretched out on one of the Factory’s couches, which has apparently just been delivered (it is wrapped in polythene). Being depicted lying on a couch is a common trope of 
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images of Warhol at the time. The positioning of Warhol’s hands in Shore’s photograph strongly suggests that Warhol was still imitating the pose on Capote’s book‐cover photograph, 15 years after its publication. 
In the 1960s, Warhol was using the photographic materials of celebrity fandom and taking the approach of a fan to make his work as an artist. Simultaneously he was beginning to present himself, through photographs, alongside celebrities, while his life was being documented photographically. By the middle of the decade, Warhol became a celebrity within the art world and, to some extent, became notorious more generally as the artist who “painted cans of soup.” But this fame still had its limits. In November 1966, he was established enough in New York to be invited by Capote to “the party of the decade,” Capote’s black‐and‐white masked ball at New York’s Plaza Hotel. Cecil Beaton was also in attendance. According to biographer David Bourdon, “Andy was by now nearly as famous as Truman and Cecil, but he still felt like an outsider as he surveyed the crowd. He turned to his escort Henry Geldzahler, and said: ‘We’re the only nobodies here’” (Bourdon 1989, p. 252; see also Warhol and Hackett 2007, p. 196). This changed in the aftermath of Warhol’s shooting in 1968. 
 Andy Warhol as Celebrity
Warhol’s Scars and Mainstream Fame
In The Frenzy of Renown, Braudy writes: “The pathologies of the fan’s identification with his idol has led to murders and attempted murders by fans who believe their identities have been destroyed by their love and therefore must be revenged” (Braudy 1997, p. 381). This may help to explain why Valerie Solanis, who had appeared in a Warhol movie in 1967 and believed that he had taken control of her life, shot and nearly killed Warhol at the Factory on Monday, June 3, 1968 (see Bockris 1989, pp. 356–375). 
Bockris quotes Warhol’s brother John Warhola stating, “I never even knew Andy was famous until he was shot and he got all those headlines and stories” (p. 367). The day after the shooting a recent photograph of “Pop artist‐filmmaker Andy Warhol,” taken at a party, appeared on the front of the New York Post. It was placed underneath the headline “ANDY WARHOL FIGHTS FOR LIFE” and next to a picture of Solanas photographed at her police station booking. A photograph by Jack Smith of New York’s Daily
News soon emerged and has since been widely reproduced; it shows Warhol 30 minutes after the shooting, still wearing his leather jacket and being carried into the ambulance outside the Factory building. Warhol survived the assassination attempt, but the surgery required to save his life left Warhol with a scarred torso, bearing the traces of stitches. 
Butin states: “The mass media were transfixed by this attempted murder, and Warhol quickly realized that he could capitalize on his dramatically scarred body” (2008, p. 53). 
While in hospital, Warhol photographed a half‐length self‐portrait in the mirror, an image that drew attention to the prominent stitches. The film was developed as part of a commercial service designed for family snaps, so that, when printed, one large version of the picture captioned “FOR YOUR ALBUM” was positioned alongside a smaller version captioned “FOR YOUR WALLET.” This double‐photograph of Warhol appeared as part of an article in Esquire magazine nearly a year after his shooting (see Zuromskis 2013, pp. 213–216). 
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In 1969, Warhol posed for Richard Avedon, who with his work for Vogue, his book, Nothing Personal, and his images inside The Beatles eponymous 1968 album, was widely recognized as one of America’s key portrait photographers of the era. In Avedon’s detailed, beautifully lit black‐and‐white photograph of Warhol, the artist’s clothes are pulled aside to reveal his scars and stitches. Bourdon writes that “Warhol seemed to view his surgical scars as the stigmata of his celebrity,” displaying his body for photographs, “like a modern‐day Christian martyr” (Bourdon 1989, p. 290). Butin makes a similar point, arguing that it was as if the scars represented “a martyr who has had to suffer dreadful torments for his faith and beliefs” (2008, p. 53). In 1970, Warhol sat with his stitches visible while Alice Neel painted his portrait (a process documented photographically by Brigid Berlin); but it is arguably the hospital self‐portrait and the image by Avedon, photographs with indexical connections to Warhol’s body, that are closest to the holy relics of martyrdom that Howells argues relate so directly to celebrity. 
In April 1969, Cecil Beaton came to the Factory and photographed Warhol surrounded by various members of his entourage. After fleeting encounters with Beaton the previous decade (see Bourdon 1989, p. 52), Warhol was now being visited and photographed by the society photographer he wanted to meet, and might perhaps have wanted to be. This prefigures Warhol’s life as a mainstream celebrity in the 1970s and 1980s, where he crossed the symbolic boundary between the “ordinary world” and the 
“media world.” 
Warhol as “Media World” Celebrity
Warhol started Interview magazine in 1969, while he was still predominantly a filmmaker, as a journal for underground cinema, using publicity stills and stock photographs (Bourdon 1989, pp. 301–302). By the mid‐1970s, the magazine had expanded in size and distribution, and its coverage had shifted much more to mainstream cinema and to interviews with celebrities, who were specially photographed for the occasion. There was now an emphasis on gossip, particularly in Interview editor Colacello’s monthly column. Interview presented Warhol as someone who could spot potential stars and bestow celebrity upon them. By the end of the 1970s, Richard Bernstein had developed a design for the magazine covers where photographs of celebrities were turned into bright, idealized, and somewhat unreal paintings; making the stars look impossibly glamorous, and echoing the movie magazines and publicity photographs of Warhol’s childhood (see Bernstein 1984). 

Interview formed part of the reciprocal process through which Warhol gained access to celebrities, while reinforcing his own celebrity (Butin 1999, p. 253). Arguably, the most prominent visual art that Warhol produced during the 1970s were his commissioned portraits. These were usually made for collectors and for celebrities and came at a price of $25 000 for a 40‐inch square painting. Now that Warhol was within the “media world,” the photograph of the celebrity was no longer appropriated from a publicity photograph, but instead was almost always made by Warhol himself, usually at the Factory. Warhol had started using a Big Shot Polaroid camera, which had a built‐in flash and the potential to see within seconds how good the celebrity looked, and to then adjust as required. Factory member Vincent Fremont has recounted the process by which celebrities’ faces were made‐up, the women often in thick white powder (seemingly regardless of their actual skin tone), with a great deal of attention paid during the 
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taking of the photograph and in its post‐production to ensure that the star’s best features were emphasized and any “imperfections” erased or replaced (Fremont 1999). 
Like Bernstein’s covers for Interview, Warhol’s portraits of this era were as romanticized as the Golden Age Hollywood studio photographs. 
In the 1970s, Warhol was an insider, fully assimilated into the “media world” (Butin 1999, pp. 253–255, 2008, pp. 53–55). This allowed him to be a fan, photographing celebrities with his Polaroid camera at the preview screenings of his own films and then asking the celebrities to sign the picture for his collection (Colacello 2014, p. 182), but it also enabled him to live the life of a celebrity. This is exemplified by his regular presence at New York’s Studio 54 nightclub, the packed opening of which Warhol was invited to in 1977. The 1979 photo book Andy Warhol’s Exposures features a chapter dedicated to the club, where Warhol tells us: “The key to the success of Studio 54 is that it’s a dicta-torship at the door and a democracy on the floor. It’s hard to get in, but once you’re in you could end up dancing with Liza Minnelli” (Warhol and Colacello 1979, p. 48). 
Warhol begins the book by discussing his “social disease,” his need to go to openings, dinners, parties and clubs every night, ending up at Studio 54, and encountering other celebrities at each stop. Warhol was compelled to record every moment of his nights out, beginning the evening by filling a carrier bag with fresh supplies of blank cassettes and batteries for his always‐on tape recorder and black‐and‐white Kodak film to load his autofocus cameras (Warhol and Colacello 1979, p. 19). Colacello has told how Warhol swapped his chunky Polaroid for a small Minox camera in 1976, obsessively photographing his own life as a celebrity from that moment on by shooting at least one film a day until his death in 1987 (see Colacello 2007, 2010). 
Colacello calculates that between 1976 and 1987, Warhol must have made around 150 000 photographs (referred to in Butin 1999, p. 249). At this point, Warhol becomes his own Boswell, making, in Colacello’s words, “a visual counterpart to the private diary he dictated to Pat Hackett first thing every morning” (Colacello 2010; see also Hackett 1989). A great many of the photographs Warhol made depict his fellow celebrities. He had become a “celebrity photographing celebrities” (Keller 2000, p. 210). 
The first few pages of Exposures begin with a sequence of 238 small photographs of celebrities captioned with their names to ensure we know who they are. Across the rest of the book the famous people of the time are indeed exposed: Truman Capote, now a good friend of Warhol, dances at Studio 54 with Colacello, visits his doctor for some cosmetic surgery, and lies full‐length on a couch at his home (in a photograph that is surely a knowing reference to the picture that ignited Capote’s fame); Liza Minnelli steps out of a backstage shower, wearing a bathrobe, then, at the Factory, meets John Lennon; Bianca Jagger shaves under her arms at fashion designer Halston’s house; Liza is at that party too … Catherine Zuromskis has pointed out the contrast between these un‐posed, candid images and the elaborate idealization involved in creating Warhol’s commissioned prints, such as his 1978 portrait of Minnelli based on a posed Polaroid where her face is reduced to a few basic, beautiful features. As Butin points out, while these two forms of photographing the celebrities were contemporaneous, the photographs that Warhol took with his Minox were made to be seen as photographs in books such as Exposures, rather than to be transformed into something else, such as an idealized silkscreen portrait (Butin 1999, p. 250). 
Warhol’s increasing accent on photography in its own right in his practice is emphasized early on in Exposures, where he talks about his photographic technique: “I think 
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anybody can take a good picture. My idea of a good picture is one that’s in focus and is of a famous person doing something unfamous [ sic]. It’s being in the right place at the wrong time” (Warhol and Colacello 1979, p. 19). In fact Colacello wrote the text in the book “in Andy’s voice” (not an unusual occurrence) and contributed “several” of the pictures (also not too surprising, as Warhol features in a number of the images) (Colacello 2007). This was, in part, a result of the book’s origins. Warhol’s initial idea was that, as he and Colacello were going to the same parties, openings and dinners, both of them could photograph the same events and people from slightly different viewpoints (Colacello 2010). Neatly, this also meant that Warhol could be both the photographer and the photographed: a fan and a celebrity simultaneously. 
Andy Warhol and Ron Galella
Colacello aside, those who photographed Warhol most often in the 1970s were the paparazzi. From the late 1950s onwards the meticulously constructed and idealized photographs that were printed in celebrity magazines during the Golden Age of the Hollywood studio system had gradually been replaced by the snapped, unflattering images found on the pages of the new celebrity gossip magazines, such as People (launched in 1974) (see Cashmore 2014, pp. 50–57; Dance 2013, p. 18; Squiers 1999, 2010). 
In Exposures, Warhol states that his favorite photographer is Ron Galella, perhaps the best known of the American paparazzi (1979, p. 19). As O’Brien has pointed out, the 
“correct” answer when asked at the time to name your favorite photographer “would have been someone like Ansel Adams, Edward Steichen.” But Warhol was sincere: The paparazzo was another of Warhol’s idols that he wanted to emulate, Galella having perfected the paparazzi art of being in the right place at the wrong time (O’Brien 2008). 
In his book, Warhol by Galella: That’s Great! , Galella reproduces page after page of Warhol out and about with celebrities, photographing celebrities, and regularly turning his camera back onto Galella too. The result is a hall of mirrors of celebrity photography. This mirroring is reflected in the writings in Galella’s book. Galella quotes Keller’s essay “Andy Warhol’s photo biography,” as evidence of how much Warhol liked him; he also refers to Warhol’s lines about a “good picture” from Exposures (Galella 2008). 
Galella himself become famous. An interview with Galella called “The celebrity photographer” – the title of which can be read in two equally relevant ways: as a photographer of the famous and as a famous photographer – is included in Andy Warhol’s Party Book (Warhol and Hackett 1988, pp. 97–103). 
The Party Book is the final photo book that Warhol worked on during his lifetime; it was published posthumously in 1988. Throughout his last decade Warhol was synonymous with being seen and photographed at celebrity parties, such as the party for the Love Boat television series that he attended along with two idols of his youth, Troy Donahue and Ginger Rogers. Warhol had joined the “jet‐set” of the 1980s, using publicity, self‐promotion, and commercialization to gain purchase on his own image (Butin 1999, 2008). While Robert Hughes, in a scathing article published in 1982, saw this process of publicity as representing the loss of Warhol being perceived as any kind of 
“radical” practitioner and as a symptom of the new decade (Hughes 1990, pp. 243–256), others have since argued that the years of publicity and commercial promotion (ultimately of Warhol himself rather than the products he advertised) are an important and 
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highly influential development in Warhol’s late career (Bankowsky 2009, pp. 19–35). 
With Colacello departing Interview in 1983, having made the magazine into a profitable success, photographer Christopher Makos became the last of Warhol’s Boswells. Makos photographed Warhol’s life as he traveled the world, with an emphasis on depicting Warhol posing alongside celebrities such as Salvador Dalí, Debbie Harry, and the now ubiquitous Ron Galella (Makos 1988). 
As Pat Hackett writes in the “Coda” of the Party Book: “By going out every night to every event he could, Andy gave everybody else something to go out for – the chance to have fun seeing him” (1989, p. 151). But, as Keller points out, this should perhaps have read: “the chance to have fun being photographed by him” (Keller 2000, p. 143). Unlike the paparazzi, which even if they were allowed inside to photograph a celebrity event were still outsiders, Warhol and his camera were welcome at the party. Indeed, to Keller, the presence of Warhol’s camera “became a sign that the party had really begun” (2000, p. 142). 
But, importantly, Andy Warhol was still a fan: simultaneously equal to and in awe of his celebrity subjects (Keller 2000, p. 142). Warhol was an “insider but also an outsider … at once a superstar and a perpetual groupie” (Galella 2008). O’Brien has said that, throughout his life, “Andy’s biggest thrill was meeting celebrities.” He argues that this thrill is visible in photographs such as those by Galella, where Warhol is depicted alongside the stars of the twentieth century, including Bianca Jagger, Liza Minnelli, Elton John, Brooke Shields, and Truman Capote:
He glows from being near Bianca. He’s all lit up thinking “Gee, everybody’s looking at me and Liza.” He’s the happiest sandwich in the world between Elton and Brooke … And he grins as he realizes he’s finally made it – he’s become the peer and confidante of the idol of his youth, Truman. (O’Brien 2008) In the twentieth century, Warhol redefined what it meant to be a fan and a celebrity. He existed simultaneously on both sides of the symbolic boundary between the “media world” and the “ordinary world.” Through obsessive recording he revealed in detail his public life and made public much (but not all) of his private life. He constructed and reconstructed his identity through repetitive appearances, especially alongside celebrities, until he become a celebrity too. Photography was the central medium through which he achieved this. These same elements can be seen as central to fan photography, and to the wider culture of popular photography in the twenty‐first century, as the final section of this chapter will address. 
Fan Photography in the Twenty‐First Century
Fan Photography Before the Twenty‐First Century
Before moving on to fan photography as a genre and its relationship to the desire for fame in the twenty‐first century, it is useful to consider fan photography in the twentieth century, prior to the existence of online social media. The brief case studies below provide two examples (among many) of the development of a style of photography where the image of a celebrity is grabbed quickly by a fan, sometimes as part of an interaction where items such as books or existing photographs are signed. A subgenre 
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of this type of picture, which has now become a key element of fan photography, is the depiction of the fan with the celebrity. 
A snapshot photograph made during the late 1970s in New York by Gary Lee Boas shows Bianca Jagger leaving some kind of event. Positioned between Jagger and the doorway behind her is Warhol, camera in hand. This photograph appears in the book Starstruck: Photographs from a Fan (Boas 1999), which traces the fan photography of Gary Lee Boas from the 1960s when (like Warhol) Boas sent off to celebrities for signed photographs, to the 1970s when Boas regularly waited outside stage doors, along with many other fans, to snatch photographs of the stars in person. Boas spent many years photographing celebrities and sharing the resulting images with fellow fans (one of the main things fans do while waiting for celebrities is show each other their collections) and, ultimately, publishing and exhibiting many of his 60 000 pictures (Boas 1999, pp. 11–14). His behavior fits all of Thorne and Bruner’s criteria of fandom, with the photographs as a visual demonstration of his dedication. Like many Big Name Fans, Boas’ position is on the border of the “ordinary world” and the “media world.” He got to know some celebrities, including Katherine Hepburn and Julie Christie, and this proximity to celebrity is suggested visually by Boas’ appearance in some of the photographs alongside the celebrities, in pictures that were taken by friends or fellow fans. However, in the fraction of a second it takes to make the photograph, even the briefest encounter can give the impression that the fan and the famous are acquainted (such as in a Boas’ 
image from 1979 where he appears with Ronald Reagan during Reagan’s presidential election campaign). In 1980, with the shooting of John Lennon, the easier access fans such as Boas enjoyed during the 1970s diminished with an increased concern over security (1999, p. 14). 
In his 2007 book, Richard and Famous: 20 years of Meeting & Snapping the Stars, fan Richard Simpkin provides advice about how to negotiate security guards at hotels in order to meet and photograph celebrities (Simpkin 2007, pp. 12–13). Simpkin’s book of photographs provides hundreds of examples of his success in this enterprise, as he photographs and is photographed by fellow fans with celebrities during the 1980s, the 1990s, and the early 2000s. In the book, each photograph is accompanied by the everyday details of Simpkin’s encounter with celebrities such as Carrie Fisher, Michael Jackson, and Arnold Schwarzenegger, often discussing the triumphs and tribulations of his attempts to get the pictures. This contrast between the illusion of friendship in many of the pictures and the efforts involved to get the photograph is further emphasized in Simpkin’s introduction to the book. He seems to echo Couldry’s ideas in his text, describing the photographs where he is depicted with the stars as “a mix and match of two worlds. From my world which is the ordinary to the extraordinary world of the celebrity” (2007, p. 11). Simpkin’s regular presence in the photographs (his look changing subtly across the years), along with the personal stories in the text, results in a form of Big Name Fan celebrity. This is underlined by Simpkin’s photographs of Michael Hutchence, singer with the band INXS, whom Simpkin did befriend, photographing him for nearly 10 years, including being depicted with Hutchence in the final photograph taken of the star before his death in 1997. 
A few of the later photographs in Richard and Famous that show Simpkin with celebrities are made by Simpkin himself; his digital camera held at arm’s‐length and turned around, not unlike Shore’s 1965 analog photograph with Warhol. The use of this technique by Simpkin pre‐empts by a few years the technique of the 
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selfie using a mobile phone camera. The move to the increasingly common digital format hints at how the approach of dedicated fans such as Simpkin shifted in the twenty‐first century from subcultural practice to mainstream and widely adopted popular photographic practice; the ease of grabbing photographs with celebrities becoming coupled with the ability to post the photographs online to a potential mass audience. 
Fame as a Goal in Itself
The year after the publication of Simpkin’s book, O’Brien described the twenty‐first century as “the real celebrity age” (O’Brien 2008). O’Brien discusses the proliferation of paparazzi photographers as symptomatic of this. However, by the second decade of the twenty‐first century, it was mobile digital devices and digital photographs that had proliferated most of all (see Chapter 5 in this volume). Almost everyone now carries a phone or other mobile device that is also a camera, and is in a position to “pap” a famous person should the opportunity arise. 
But this shift is not just the product of a change in technology. During the first decade of the new millennium, the idolization of celebrities seems to have been accompanied by a mass Warholian aspiration to join a fast track to fame. As Richard S. Woodward writes in his essay, “Dare to be famous: self-exploitation and the camera”, for the twenty-first‐ century “Warhol’s children,” “fame, no matter what the source, is a desirable commodity” (Woodward 2010, p. 237). Graeme Turner has contended that the desire among the public to be famous is reciprocated by such genres as “reality” television, which have a need for “ordinary” people to appear on them to fit their formats. Despite the prizes available on such programs, “celebrity is the real prize that is on offer,” he argues (Turner 2014, p. 59). Turner also notes that, in the results of a survey of “ordinary television” 
(reality television, game shows, infotainment) published in 2003, Frances Bonner estimated that more people in the UK and Australia have appeared on television than have not (Turner 2014, p. 58). 
In the twenty‐first century, building upon the twentieth‐century tradition of fan photography, central aspects of the gaining and maintaining of fame are to photograph yourself, photograph famous people, and be photographed with famous people; and then, equally importantly, to disseminate these images via social media. 
Writing in 2010, Woodward argued:
Today, the negligible cost of making pictures and uploading them to networks gives anyone with a cell phone the chance in theory to appear before an audience of billions on seven continents. In the absence of authority figures on the World Wide Web, exhibitionism is no longer judged by most as shameful. For those who measure success by counting hits on their websites, self‐promotion is a necessary strategy in the competition for eyeballs in the digital marketplace. (Woodward 2010, p. 230)
Further to Woodward’s comment about measuring success by hits on websites, there is a useful parallel between the measurement of fame suggested by the number of clicks of cameras that a celebrity might generate as they are photographed in the real world and the number of clicks on “like” or “follow” that a photograph might attain when posted 
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on social media. There is the potential, often made manifest, for a large number of likes and follows to be attained by non‐celebrities as well as established stars, suggesting a fluid, unfixed aspect of celebrity. 
Social Media, Selfies, and Celebrity
Alice Marwick and danah boyd have argued that celebrity is not an intrinsic personal characteristic, but is rather an on‐going performative practice. This helps to explain how many people, using their online presence to gain followers and likes, establish a form of temporary, limited “micro‐celebrity” through the documentation of their everyday life (Marwick and boyd 2011, pp. 140–141). Butin quotes Carter Ratcliff describing Warhol, in a pre‐World Wide Web era, as making himself “the star of his own show, the leading citizen in Andy Warhol land” (Ratcliff, quoted in Butin 1999, p. 255). Many users of social media (whether famous, fans, or otherwise) seem to put themselves in a similarly central position. 
For fans, social media can be a way to access celebrities such as Kim Kardashian West, Lady Gaga or Beyoncé via their photographs. Marwick and boyd note that established celebrities regularly take on the techniques of the micro‐celebrities by, for example, using photographs online to show their day‐to‐day life. Borrowing terms from Erving Goffman, Marwick and boyd argue that celebrities often use social media to show their “backstage” existence. This acts as a counterpoint to the “onstage” performance that has been the more traditional way of seeing celebrities (pp. 144–147). As Click, Lee, and Holladay argue, the presentation of a celebrity’s “backstage” life creates a feeling of perceived intimacy between the celebrity and their fans and followers (Click et al. 2013, pp. 373–376). 
Selfies are both a form of self‐promotion and a way of creating or recreating an image of one’s self. Kardashian West is arguably the most famous contemporary example of someone who has done this. Kardashian West’s selfies have played a major part in the formation of her celebrity (Kardashian West 2015). In her 2015 book, Selfish, Kardashian West makes reference to the high numbers of selfies that need to be attempted in order to attain the “perfect selfie,” recalling Warhol’s labor‐intensive experiments to create his own “perfect” face and pose using photographs (Schick 1999). At around the same time as Kardashian West’s book appeared, the work of the artist Amalia Ulman on Instagram appropriated and subverted the idea of using selfies to recreate identity and gain celebrity (for her series Excellences and Perfections [2014], see also Chapter 18 in this volume). 
The celebrity selfie, where the fan meets the star, is a form of this dialog between fans and famous people. For a fraction of a second, the fan and celebrity pose together specifically for the photograph, often with the performance of gestures of physical contact such as the celebrity putting their arm around the fan or the positioning of heads together. As with the performance of celebrity in general that Marwick and boyd discuss, these actions for selfies can be regarded as a performance of closeness. 
Celebrities showing their “ordinary” life through photographs and fans interacting with and perhaps even joining the “media world” through photographs might make it seem as if popular photography is a vehicle which can call into question the configuration of fame. Nevertheless, many writers on fan theory argue that the structure that creates a perceived boundary between the “ordinary world” and the “media world” 
remains a vital component of celebrity culture, without which celebrity would not 
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function (Couldry 2000; Hills 2002). Despite the apparent closeness between celebrities and fans enacted via photographs on social media, the distinct performances of the celebrity and of the fan must continue if the idea of celebrity is to remain. 
 Conclusion
All of the elements of contemporary fan photography online can be related back to Warhol’s use of photography throughout his life as an artist, celebrity, and fan. Fans and celebrities use photographs on social media to construct their identities (reflecting a wider use of popular photography online to construct identity). Acting as their own Boswells, many celebrities document their day‐to‐day life photographically, including encounters with fans. Simultaneously, fans making selfies with celebrities often use these images as a form of “photographic namedropping” to gain likes and followers, raise their status, and achieve a form of fame as Big Name Fans. In 2014, Colacello wrote: “Reality TV, Facebook, Twitter, Instagram … all pure Warhol. A society in which narcissism, exhibitionism, and voyeurism run rampant, celebrity and notoriety have merged, and fame is the ultimate goal – Andy would feel right at home” (Colacello 2014, p. xxvi). 
Andy Warhol’s life began and ended in the twentieth century. But, from a contemporary perspective on photography and fame, Warhol can be regarded as the most influential artist, celebrity, and fan of the twenty‐first century. 
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Boring Pictures
Photography as Art of the Everyday

Clare Gallagher
 Art of the Everyday
Art is often seen as distant from the everyday world. The rarefication and separateness, even alienation, of the art world contrast sharply with the authenticity and democracy of the ordinary world. “It is possible to avoid theatre and ballet, never to visit museums and galleries, to spurn poetry and literature … Buildings, settlements and the daily tools of living, however, form a web of visual impressions that are inescapable” (Papanek, in Saito 2010, p. 12). Given this dichotomy, what relevance can art have for everyday life? 
How might it facilitate our engagement with the everyday and help reveal its complexity without elevating or partitioning that experience? I will suggest that photography might provide a mediatory role. 
Photography, like the everyday, is a site of contradictions and dualities. It has contributed to changing perceptions of the quotidian and influenced the understanding of modern life. Photography rendered visible sights and subjects previously considered unimportant or uninteresting; it also contributed to the cataloging and consumption of exotic places, events, and people. It shares many of the traits of the everyday since it is frequently taken for granted, regarded as part of the general furniture of the environment, and perceived to lack meaning, importance, and design. As with everyday life, photography is often situated separately to art, seen as too real to contain depth or to merit deeper questioning, and is commonly associated more with function than aesthetic. Both the photograph and the everyday are customarily regarded as simple, obvious, and artless; it seems one scarcely need engage one’s critical faculties to contend with them (Burgin 1982, pp. 142–144; Price 1994, p. 4). 
Intertwined with much of our understanding and representation of daily life, photography is, however, a somewhat difficult medium with which to reveal the unobtrusive, inconspicuous details that escape notice, given its propensity for the rapid production and seemingly insatiable consumption of images. I will propose that since its inception, photography has had a difficult relationship with the quotidian that both helps and impedes its ability to render the everyday more visible. “Despite the illusion of giving understanding, what seeing through photographs really invites is an acquisitive relation to the world that nourishes aesthetic awareness and promotes emotional detachment” 
(Sontag 1979, p. 111). Guy Debord’s work, The Society of the Spectacle, suggests that the A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
352 
Popular Photography 
image‐world fragments ordinary life: it encourages vicarious experience, stimulates material desire and determines the demands placed upon reality. A treatise on contemporary consumer culture and commodity fetishism, it points unequivocally to the role of images in separating us from our own experience as well as from other people. By identifying all life with appearances, “all that once was directly lived has become mere representation” (Debord 2010, paragraph 1). If, in the spectacular society, “that which appears is good, that which is good appears” (Debord 2010, paragraph 12), then the question must be asked—what happens to that which does not appear? Does this emphasis on appearance lead photography to contribute to the spectacular image and the denigration of the ordinary? 
I will explore the suitability of photography as a medium for investigating and revealing the ambiguity and elusiveness of the everyday. I aim to examine a number of photographers whose work addresses aspects of the quotidian. Whether they are making use of the photograph’s indexicality to fix and retain a transient moment; exploring its potential for engaging with the nature of perception; recording creative acts in the ordinary environment; documenting the details of the small rituals and constructions of everyday life, or challenging the separateness of the everyday and the art experience, all of the artists I discuss make work that moves away from the tradition of “making strange.” 
 The Photograph
Tracing the connection between photography and the quotidian, Shelley Rice describes photography as
[the] ultimate transcriber of the mundane, the unparalleled recorder of the stream of time in its transience and its banality; its images, too, select, and exhibit some facet of the world, focus attention on some hitherto unnoticed corner of the real. (Rice, quoted in Gumpert 1997, pp. 31–32)
Since its invention, photography has drastically changed perceptions of ordinary life, particularly how the everyday is situated in relation to the exotic and dramatic. Early on, the camera brought back new views of far‐off places and strange sights, rendering the exotic lives and lands in photographs as objects for fascinated domestic consumption and diminishing the need for firsthand experience. Along with the development of faster modes of travel and communication, it shrank the experience of distance and encouraged the acquisition of vicarious, seemingly broad, knowledge of the remote. 
The reach of photography was such that in 1907 James Douglas wrote that: It is impossible to gaze upon a ruin without finding a Picture Postcard of it at your elbow. Every pimple on the earth’s skin has been photographed, and wherever the human eye roves or roams it detects the self‐conscious air of the reproduced. 
(Douglas, in Schor 1992, pp. 216–217)
So, photography may be seen to have had a role in increasing the speed with which modern life is experienced as well as a physical disconnection with place that makes it difficult to pay attention to the everyday. 
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Photography has had a substantial impact on visualizations of modernity, from the Impressionists onwards. Their break from tradition owed much to the influence of photography, which, as it became more rapid and portable, enabled images to be made quickly and easily, on location rather than in the studio, and encouraged more candid recording of ordinary life (see Chapter 18 in this volume). The camera’s ability to seize a section of daily life in a frame without necessarily dictating the placement of people and objects inspired painters to reproduce the effects of spontaneity by composing paintings as though more casually framed in a snapshot, with people in the foreground sometimes cropped or making unselfconscious gestures (Scharf 1974, pp. 181–188). This also suggested that the image was a fragment of a larger reality from which it had been snatched, rather than a slow, considered, self‐sufficient totality. Photographic characterization of the speed of modern life persists today in the use of its qualities in representation: blur, misaligned angles, unusual viewpoints, and hasty framing have all been employed to suggest a fast‐moving, busy modernity. 
In attempting to use photography to reveal the everyday, it is difficult to avoid the issue of the camera’s power to transform what it records. It manifests itself in several ways. The famous line in Walter Benjamin’s essay “The author as producer” points out the troubling and seemingly relentless tendency of the camera to beautify what is in front of it, its incapability of “photographing a tenement or a rubbish‐heap without transfiguring it,” and he decries its transformation of social injustice into an “object of enjoyment” (1998, pp. 94–95). In making permanent and reproducible that which is so essentially transient, the camera fundamentally changes the everyday by eroding its ephemerality. Transformation has historically been one of the key cultural strategies used to reveal the everyday. Beginning with the Surrealists, the idea of “making strange” 
the ordinary and banal functioned to make it unfamiliar and thus more noticeable. 
Their acceptance of the quotidian as subject matter stemmed from their determinedly democratic stance— everything is real after all. By presenting what others saw as uninteresting, irrelevant, or ugly in new ways, they allowed “the everyday to be ‘othered’ in a move that forces a denaturalizing of the everyday” (Highmore 2008, p. 30). The Surrealists’ insistence on transformation led Henri Lefebvre to attack their strategy of retreat from the banal reality before them: “the Surrealists belittle the real in favor of the magic and marvelous” (in Roberts 1998, p. 98). Contemporary photography maintains this tactic, often leaning on constructed imagery in an attempt to see and represent the real, depicting the familiar through its “defamiliarized underside” (Lowry et al. 
2009, p. 81). 
Conventional understanding of time through photographs is different to the experience of it in daily life. While everyday life marches on, the photograph enforces the idea of time as a sequence of separate instants, decisive moments, or blinks of an eye. Once wrested from the stream of life by the camera, they are in one sense dead or historic and in another, stretched out in an ageless frozen state in which they can be held and examined in ways that are impossible in life. 
If the everyday is seen as a flow, then any attempt to arrest it, to apprehend it, to scrutinize it, will be problematic. Simply by extracting some elements from the continuum of the everyday, attention would have transformed the most characteristic aspect of everyday life: its ceaselessness. (Highmore 2008, p. 21)
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Photography’s ability to provide a lasting image has the potential to alter the ways we re‐experience the everyday through recollection. Sontag referred to this as “the enterprise of antiquing reality” and to photographs as “instant antiques” (1979, p. 80). If photographs serve as aides‐mémoires, then it follows that what we find easiest or clearest to recall might be what was deemed worth photographing at the time and, therefore, worth remembering in the future. This selective recording of everyday life is probably most evident in the family album. Despite accumulating huge collections of images depicting family life, the content of albums is dominated by photographs of “occasions” such as birthdays, holidays, Christmases, graduations, and weddings (see Chapter 17 in this volume). These emblems of happiness, pride, normality, and success provide an edited version of life. Rarely do families deliberately aim to document the very ordinariness of everyday life—the messy kitchen, piles of paperwork, and unmade beds—or try to record more representatively the emotional spectrum of family life—the arguments, upset, boredom, frustration, and yearning that go with the joy, companionship, and love. In this sense, the photography that purports to represent daily life is usually a highly‐managed interpretation or even a construction and serves to further the notion, consciously, or otherwise, that large parts of everyday life are not valuable or appropriate subject matter, unworthy of documenting or displaying (Bourdieu 1990, p. 30; Chalfen 1987). 
 Noticing Things
While the sociologist Susie Scott reiterates without question the notion that making strange is an essential premise in approaching the everyday (2009, p. 4), the work of French writer Georges Perec stands in direct contradiction to this position. Perec’s observations of the everyday belie the accepted reliance on Surrealist strategies. Instead, he puts forward paying attention as the deceptively facile means with which to examine it. By simply noticing the detail, action, movement, and tempo of ordinary life, he suggests we should be able to begin to investigate the significance hidden in plain view. 
Writing angrily about the sensational version of the everyday displayed in the daily newspapers ( les quotidiens), Perec complains that we always seem to be talking about the eventful and extraordinary; trains and airplanes don’t appear to exist until there has been an accident or hijacking, the deadlier the better. He feels that, in our obsession with the momentous and unexpected, the historical and significant, everyday injustices are ignored in favor of dramatic ones:
What is scandalous isn’t the pit explosion, it’s working in coalmines. “Social problems” aren’t “a matter of concern” when there’s a strike, they are intolerable twenty‐four hours out of twenty‐four, three hundred and sixty‐five days a year … 
The daily papers talk of everything except the daily. (Perec 2008, p. 209) Maurice Blanchot echoes Perec’s difficulty with this paradox, saying that “in the everyday, everything is everyday; in the newspaper everything is strange, sublime, abomina-ble” (Blanchot 1987, p. 18). 
Perec rejects the exotic for the “endotic,” a term Paul Virilio uses to describe “seeing what is not really seen” (Virilio, in Burgin 1996, p. 185). Instead, Perec turns his attention, and that of the reader, toward the infra‐ordinaire: the realm of daily experience so utterly 
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prosaic that it lies hidden beneath it. He finds interest and significance seemingly everywhere. “What we need to question is bricks, concrete, glass, our table manners, our utensils, our tools, the way we spend our time, our rhythms. To question that which seems to have ceased forever to astonish us” (Perec 2008, p. 210). Perec demonstrates a stubborn attentiveness that ignores apportionment of significance or insignificance. In Species of Spaces, he outlines a number of exercises to assist the reader in their engagement with the quotidian, beginning with the directive to observe the street: Note down what you see … Nothing strikes you. You don’t know how to see. You must set about it more slowly, almost stupidly. Force yourself to write down what is of no interest, what is most obvious, most common, most colorless. (Perec 2008, p. 50)
These efforts result in a kind of interrogated inventory, producing thorough lists of minutiae that are both exhaustively encyclopedic and critically considered. As a method, it has parallels with the camera. Photography’s intrinsic indexicality facilitates the development of a dialogue around the borders of noticing and not‐noticing and of a democratic representation of the richness of the ordinary, as can be seen in the work of Nigel Shafran. “The indexicality of the image connects the spectator to the messy materiality of the world” (Roberts 1998, p. 104), enabling the detail in the images to expand to reveal something of the lives, needs, and principles behind them. Shafran quietly observes the details of predominantly domestic daily life, recording the transient and overlooked evidence of the small rituals and constructions of the everyday: the stacked dishes and accoutrements of meals on the draining board, day after day, the arrangement of building tools, domestic utensils, and the ever‐changing array of cards, notes, and leaflets on the table. His photographs often feature his partner and attend to the seemingly chaotic objects and surroundings of their home, through which we gain an intimate insight into her ways of doing things. She leaves a delicate tower of a sewing box perched on a stool on a coffee table, creates an improbably careful string and clothes peg arrangement with which she hangs chair legs by their castors to clean them, and labels with touching precision their odds and ends in storage, all amidst the chaos of a house in progress. 
The ethnographer Bronislaw Malinowski asserted the value of attending to these small acts of everyday existence, which he called the “imponderabilia of actual life” 
(Robben and Sluka 2012, p. 76). This notion is discernible throughout Shafran’s photography, which always stems from his refusal to disregard ordinary things—charity shop shelves, the array of domestic cleaning products, hair on a bar of soap—and his determination to see in them values, interests, and traces of others’ ways of being and doing. 
In examining and recording the tiny, quiet, unobtrusive parts of daily life, Shafran makes the statement that here lies value, saying that his work represents “an acceptance of how things are” (2004, p. 121). 
 Tactical Resistance
What is it that erodes our ability to engage fully and sensorially with how things are? 
Firmly established in the post‐war years, the study of the philosophy and sociology of everyday life encompassed intense intellectual and political discussion about the effect 
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of consumer society. Lefebvre’s critique (1991) laid the blame for the fragmentation of experience on the capitalist drive toward consumption and novelty. His theories were developed further by the Situationist International and particularly in Debord’s text The
Society of the Spectacle. 
When the real world is transformed into mere images, mere images become real beings … But the spectacle is not merely a matter of images, nor even of images plus sounds. It is whatever escapes people’s activity, whatever eludes their practical reconsideration and correction. It is the opposite of dialogue. (Debord 2010, paragraph 18)
“The spectacle is a permanent opium war,” claims Debord (2010, paragraph 44), exchanging Marx’s comment on religion for commodity, and aiming to awaken the spectator sedated by a diet of spectacular images. 
A capitalist society requires a culture based on images. It needs to furnish vast amounts of entertainment in order to stimulate buying and anesthetize the injuries of class, race and sex. And it needs to gather unlimited amounts of information, the better to exploit natural resources, increase productivity, keep order, make war, give jobs to bureaucrats. The camera’s twin capabilities, to subjectivize reality and to objectify it, ideally serve these needs and strengthen them… Social change is replaced by a change in images. (Sontag 1979, p. 178) Photography is clearly implicated in this enterprise. 
The camera has long been the favorite medium of the advertiser. It convinces with its realism even as it fascinates as with the magic of a dream so that even the people of our time are cajoled into worshipping the idols it creates” (Giebelhausen, in Wells 2009, p. 220)
Sontag bolsters Giebelhausen’s criticism by accusing the camera of “miniaturizing” 
experience (1979, p. 110), adding that “photography is the reality; the real object is often experienced as a letdown” (1979, p. 147), and suggesting that reality is diminished in the face of the spectacular image. 
The Situationists took Lefebvre’s concept of the everyday out of academia and brought it into the arena of cultural intervention. In focusing their attention on the organization of social space and ways to disrupt it, they moved away from the Marxist concern with time. They also transferred their attention from the relations of production to the then 
“under‐theorized problem of social reproduction – the myriad activities and conditions for existence that must be satisfied in order for relations of production to take place at all”. To do this, they embarked upon a series of “empirico‐utopian experiments” (Kaplan and Ross 1987, p. 2) under the general banner they termed psychogeography, or the effect of place on emotion and behavior (Debord, in Knabb 1981, p. 8). These employed 
“a whole toybox full of playful, inventive strategies for exploring cities … just about anything that takes pedestrians off their predictable paths and jolts them into a new awareness of the urban landscape” (Hart 2004). These tactics included détournement
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(appropriation or hijacking) and the dérive (drift). For the latter, Debord gives the following instructions:
In a dérive, one or more persons during a certain period drop their usual motives for movement and action, their relations, their work and leisure activities, and let themselves be drawn by the attractions of the terrain and the encounters they find there. (Debord 1997, p. 696)
During these excursions they sought to appraise the potential of the city to be sal-vaged and reconstructed in a new, utopian design for living they called “New Babylon.” 
Drawn up by Situationist architect Constant Nieuwenhuys and refined over a 20‐year period, the plan laid out the foundations for a moveable, adventurous city designed to facilitate play and interaction throughout, for “the creative act is also a social act” 
(Nieuwenhuys, in Doherty 2009, p. 123). Nieuwenhuys’s aim then was to transfer creative action from the domain of the individual to the collective. 
The legacy of the Situationists’ détournement strategies can be seen in the work of Sherrie Levine and Barbara Kruger and other “Appropriationists” who took popular art or mass‐media images and decontextualized them to critique the commodification of the artwork (see Chapter 26 in this volume). The Situationists had a contradictory relationship with art, on the one hand, expressing their wish to institute “a revolutionary critique of all art” (Debord, in Knabb 1981, p. 311) but, on the other, calling for “the end of or the absence of art, a bohemianism that explicitly no longer envisages any artistic production whatsoever” (Anon, in Knabb 1981, p. 107). Naomi Klein’s book No Logo details how anti‐corporate activist group Adbusters applied détournement to the commercial world as “culture jamming,” appropriating advertising images and slogans to subvert their corporate message of consumption (2000, pp. 279–309). Quick to learn, however, and keen to absorb the hip edginess of the work, advertisers began to co‐opt the Adbusters’ methods to lend their ads the appearance of having already been détourned. As Bertolt Brecht noted, “capitalism has the power instantly and continuously to transform into a drug the very venom that is spit in its face, and to revel in it” 
(in Ford, 2005, p. 158), thus reinforcing the sense of the spectacle as total and inescapable. 
The cultural critiques of everyday life by Lefebvre and Michel de Certeau have used 
“this ‘obliquity’ of the everyday, its resistance to law, surveillance and control, as a resource for radical transformation of the quotidian, producing the everyday as a category, a utopia and an idea, rather than as average existence” (Clucas 2000, p. 10). De Certeau’s two‐volume work, The Practice of Everyday Life, vividly characterizes the everyday, interpreting the problem of control, which he calls strategy, and puts forward the means with which it could be resisted, through tactics. Strategy is experienced by people as “a system that, far from being their own, has been constructed and spread by others” (De Certeau 1984, p. 17). Tactical resistance means “attempting to rescue the traces, the remainders of the overflowing unmanageability of the everyday” (Highmore 2008, p. 26) and escaping the hierarchy of the visual and scriptural senses to include knowledge passed on through gesture, smell, and posture. This hierarchy is entrenched in the anthropological tradition, in the attempts to assert a civilized versus primitive division of the senses, with vision and sound considered more “European” and the 
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“lower” senses of touch, taste, and smell associated with “animality” and seen as primary to the exotic savage (Pink 2006, p. 5). According to Ross, De Certeau reinvented the quotidian. Along with Luce Giard and Pierre Mayol, his co‐authors on Volume 2:
Living & Cooking (de Certeau et al. 1998), “their new, more contentedly phenomenological quotidian dispensed with Lefebvre’s emphasis on critique and transformation, and instead celebrated the homely practices – cooking, hobbies, strolling – of life as it is lived in the here and now” (Ross, in Gumpert 1997, p. 30). 
De Certeau emphasizes attention to a startlingly eclectic, imaginative, inventive, and ever‐present practice of everyday life as the means “whereby potential plenitude is realized from within the everyday’s own logic rather than by its being transcended” 
(Sheringham 2009, p. 301). He suggests that a tactical resistance to the powerful strategic forces of political, economic, and scientific rationality could arise out of attention to childhood memory, the work and pleasure of cooking, the insistent presence of the body and senses, particularly those neglected senses of taste, touch, smell, and of the body holding itself. And, in examining “ways of doing,” that is, the gestures, actions, and arrangements with which we adapt to the requirements of the day, the photographic series Making Do and Getting By by sculptor Richard Wentworth presents glimpses of tactical resistance in the everyday. The work shows “an interest in human energy and in the resourcefulness of small and often tender acts … tiny acts of survivalism” (Bright 2005, p. 210). Improvisational, situational, functional, these are also traits celebrated in Vladimir Arkhipov’s photographs of homemade gadgets (Arkhipov 2012). The objects speak of the people absent in the images and their ways of thinking and acting, much as Shafran’s do; they are “injected with an inherently human vigor.” What is evident in both Wentworth’s and Arkhipov’s work is a resistance to the rules, an unwillingness to conform to the world of appearances, signaling “a sort of victory over the mass‐produced, materialistic modern world” (Grasso 2012). 
De Certeau’s work refined the Situationist drive toward a revolution of everyday life and with his notion of tactical resistance, built on the idea that the everyday provides the means with which we might repudiate systems of control, like capitalism or patriarchy. Developing this notion of resistance has led some artists, like Wentworth and Peter Fischli and David Weiss, to focus on adaptability and creativity in the mundane. Lefebvre argues that there is a dynamic relationship between play and art, in that both have many uses and also none at all. He describes the artwork as functioning in the everyday, like a 
“play‐generating yeast … an action that suggests both the splitting down into simpler substances and the process of fermentation, agitation and disruption” (in Johnstone 2008, p. 14). Play as a creative strategy fuels Yoko Ono’s 1964 book, Grapefruit, a manual of instructions which includes mischievous directives such as “Step in all the puddles in the city” and a map piece recalling Situationist psychogeographical mapping and their use of the “wrong” maps to explore the city. 
Playfulness, as a tactic of insubordination to habit and authority, was absolutely central to the Situationist movement. Its richness also emerges throughout Fischli and Weiss’ oeuvre. Using unprepossessing materials and familiar objects and sights, they have made artwork that questions the value of art as commodity and of the artist as decision maker. Their labor‐intensive carved and painted polyurethane replicas of ordinary objects represent a misuse of time in the reproduction of worthless, useless things. 
This mischievous “pleasure of misuse” (Fleck et al. 2011, p. 23) appears repeatedly in their work. In the precariously‐balanced arrangements of their series Quiet Afternoon
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they found they could leave the decision‐making process about choosing and placing the components in the hands of equilibrium and, in the following work, the film The
Way Things Go, chairs and tires escape their usual function to become elements in a chain reaction. The piece Visible World consists of a hundred hours of video footage and thousands of slides depicting unedited excursions where nothing seems to happen other than the journeys themselves. Having originally set out to photograph places of interest, they realized that they took just as many photographs on the way there, and began to question this apparent need to make decisions about what is interesting. At the heart of their work is both a surrendering to the process and a childlike irreverence for rules and conventions. 
 Everyday Aesthetics
The relatively new study of everyday aesthetics provides criteria with which to examine how “an experience,” and particularly an “art experience,” is constructed in relation to the barely discernible mundane continuum. This intersects with phenomenology, the study of sensory experience, and with the Japanese esthetic of wabi sabi (Richie 2007; Koren 2008), both of which align more closely with everyday experience than traditional Western aesthetics does. Furthermore, the moral issues implicated in our attitudes and experiences of the everyday are far from insignificant, and worth examining if we are going to reveal the ordinary as valuable and important. Lefebvre’s critique of the rituals and interactions of daily life exposed them as signifiers of society and dominant social relations in a wider sense (1991). In this way, buying a bag of sugar in a corner shop could reproduce the normally hidden chain of capitalist commodity relations and production. Yuriko Saito also warns of the moral and environmental ramifications of separating the consumer from the means of production, allowing us to ignore child labor, dangerous working conditions, and unchecked pollution in pursuit of shiny newness (2010, p. 102). Favoring the dramatic, novel, cute, or spectacular also affects how endangered species and habitats are treated, with those landscapes and species regarded as attractive or exciting afforded more protection than “boring” ones (Saito 2010, pp. 59–71). 
Uta Barth approaches the mundane by exploiting precisely our disregard for the everyday to make perception the central focus in her work (Figure 20.1). She is interested in our relationship to photography as a medium and its association with subject, describing the conventional notion of the camera as
[a] sort of pointing device. It makes a picture of something, for the most part; therefore it is a picture about something … The inescapable choice is what to point the camera at and the meaning that this subject matter might suggest. 
(Barth, in Higgs 2004, p. 20)
Barth chose to disengage with the focus on subject, working in her most everyday setting in order to supply a neutral visual environment. She photographs at home because home is “so visually familiar that it becomes almost invisible. One moves through one’s home without any sense of scrutiny or discovery, almost blindly” (Barth, in Higgs 2004, p. 21). By working in such a familiar and uneventful environment she 
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Figure 20.1 Uta Barth, From …and of time. (Untitled 00.4), 2000; LightJet prints in artist frames; Diptych, 35 × 90 inch (88.9 × 228.6 cm) overall; Edition of 2, 2 APs. Source: © Uta Barth. Reproduced with permission. 
questions the idea of familiarity and boredom as something to be avoided or escaped in favor of more remarkable experiences. Instead the work engages with “time, stillness, inactivity and non‐event, not as something threatening or numbing, but as something actually to be embraced” (Higgs 2004, p. 22). By playing on our oblivion to everyday surroundings in this way, Barth is able to render her photographs almost subjectless, making perception central to the viewing experience. This use of the everyday as a means to reject external subject matter in order to evoke a perceptual experience in the viewer echoes Virilio’s notion of the endotic since it is concerned with renewing “the very conditions of perception,” witnessing that which is within, as opposed to the exotic which lies outside (Virilio, in Burgin 1996, p. 185). 
Using the camera to preserve the remains of meals, Laura Letinsky utilizes the “photograph’s transformative qualities, changing what is typically overlooked into something beautiful” (Letinsky, in Newton and Rolph 2006, p. 77) (Figure 20.2). By fixing and retaining an overlooked moment of time, we are able to study and admire the transience of the everyday. In her work, the paradoxical nature of photography’s relationship with time becomes unavoidable. The photograph at once attests to our impermanence, our 
“mortality, vulnerability, mutability,” and transcends it. “All photographs testify to time’s relentless melt” (Sontag 1979, p. 15). The images cause us to consider the rapid transformation from raw ingredients to occasion for nourishment and social interaction, to mess and leftovers waiting to be cleared away, and the cycle started again. Photographing this stage in the continuum from alluring freshness to repulsive decay allows us to expand the moment, extending in imagination back in time to envisage the preparation and consumption that went before the image and the resumption of cleaning and disposal that follows it. The photographs transform these scraps of meals, establishing value through looking at and photographing them. 
Letinsky’s series echoes the philosophy of the wabi sabi aesthetic. Arising from Taoist and Zen Buddhist ideas about acceptance of reality and non‐attachment, “wabi sabi is ambivalent about separating beauty from non‐beauty or ugliness. The beauty of wabi sabi is … the condition of coming to terms with what you consider ugly” (Koren 2008, 
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Figure 20.2 Laura Letinsky, Untitled #54, from Hardly More Than Ever series, 2002. Source: © Laura Letinsky. Reproduced courtesy of the artist. 
p. 51), of learning to appreciate whatever one faces, and not engaging in the hierarchical thinking that deems some things better or worse, more valuable or less significant than others. The wabi sabi tea ceremony encompasses a number of ideas pivotal to attending to the everyday. It emphasizes an appreciation of functional utensils, along with their consequent aging and degradation. In this way, the crude, even chipped accoutrements, minimal decor, and meager portions of food in the tea ceremony represent the recognition that insufficiency and difficulty are facts of life and enable a view that appreciates value and significance in the ordinary. In seeing worth in aging, wear, and damage, wabi
sabi also contradicts the Western idea that there exists such a thing as an optimal state, as in pristine newness, a clean tidy room, a plant in flower or a sunny day, from which they only deteriorate. 
While Western aesthetics demarcates experiences worthy of contemplation through recognized conventions like the use of frame, the wabi sabi experience is frameless, so that the sounds, smells, feelings, and sights, whether of birds, rain, cold, or traffic, become an integral part of that encounter. John Cage’s piece of blank score 4′ 33″ is an example of a frameless aesthetic experience, akin to the wabi sabi tea ceremony, in that while it is framed explicitly by a period of time, the duration makes space to contemplate the everyday occurrences such as coughs, shifting in seats, physical sensations, and emotions that are normally external to the art‐centered aesthetic experience. In his music, the artist’s function shifts “from that of the prosecutor of meaning to that of the witness of phenomena … waiting, listening and accepting” (Kaprow 2003, p. xxiv). 
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 The Sensible
Where wabi sabi concerns itself with the aesthetics of function rather than spectacle, for the writer and academic Jacques Rancière, aesthetics and art are more closely associated with politics. For Rancière, aesthetics
denotes neither art theory in general nor a theory that would consign art to its effects on sensibility. Aesthetics refers to a specific regime for identifying and reflecting on the arts: a mode of articulation between ways of doing and making, their corresponding forms of visibility and possible ways of thinking about their relationships. (Rancière 2013, p. 4)
His analysis of perception, particularly of the systems of divisions that bound what is perceptible, led to a number of interesting propositions, the most relevant to this study being the “distribution of the sensible.” Constituting the fabric of recognizable experience, the sensible is that which can be sensed, heard, felt, seen, and noticed within a particular aesthetic‐political system. It is what is discussed in conversation, depicted in television programs, heard as music, and exhibited in art galleries. Controlled, according to De Certeau, by strategy or, as Pierre Bourdieu suggests, by complicit social silences (Tett 2010, pp. xii–xiii), it renders marginalized voices as unintelligible noise and keeps invisible those activities considered undeserving of attention. Rancière proposes that the sensible is distributed—“policed”—by organizational systems that implicitly separate the protagonists and the excluded. 
The police is thus first an order of bodies that defines the allocation of ways of doing, ways of being and ways of seeing and sees that those bodies are assigned by name to a particular place and task; it is an order of the visible and sayable that sees that a particular activity is visible and another is not, that this speech is understood as discourse and another is noise. (Rancière 1999, p. 29) Ben Highmore gives the example of female hysteria in the nineteenth century, in which women’s complaints about marital conditions were defined as senseless babble or deranged ravings (2010, p. 48). However, as that example indicates, distribution is not immutable. A “dislocation” in the distribution of the sensible occurs when people, things, or experiences gain an audience or presence and become noticeable. 
The task of political action, therefore, is aesthetic in that it requires a sense perception so that the reigning configuration between perception and meaning is disrupted by those elements, groups or individuals in society that demand not only to exist but indeed to be perceived. (Panagia, in Deranty 2010, p. 96) Rancière suggests that art has the potential to disrupt the distribution of the sensible. 
He urges erosion of the aesthetic paradigm that partitions “pure” art from the decorative and functional arts, following the examples of the Arts and Crafts movement and its successors Art Deco, Bauhaus, and Constructivism (2013, p. 10). Indeed, it is the very nature of partitions that so exercises Rancière: “this dividing line has been the object of my constant study” (2004, p. 225). He rails against hierarchies of representation, 
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preferring instead an aesthetic system that is uninterested in a hierarchy of significance and which appreciates equally the sounds of, say, the water pump and the cathedral organ (Highmore 2010, p. 46). The redistribution of the sensible is therefore a continuing realization of the potential for everything to be significant. 
The aesthetic revolution is the idea that everything is material for art, so that art is no longer governed by its subject, by what it speaks of; art can show and speak of everything in the same manner. In this sense, the aesthetic revolution is an extension to infinity of the realm of language, of poetry. (Rancière 2003, p. 205) Paying attention to the ordinary, according to Rancière, is to engage in the political action of distributing and redistributing the sensible. He emphasizes the value of attending to the insignificant sounds and occurrences of everyday life in effecting a “new education of the senses” (2009, p. 6), one made up of “sensory micro‐events, that new privilege of the minute, of the instantaneous and the discontinuous” (2009, p. 10). For him, everyday art forms such as photography and cinema, as well as art of the everyday, most freely permit dislocation of the sensible. Their realism, as well as proposing an equality of representation, suggests that there is “an inherent splendor to the insignificant” (Rancière, in Highmore 2010, p. 51). 
Both aesthetic and political deeds, whether enacted by artists, politicians, or laypeo-ple, redistribute the sensible in ways that reshape sensorial perception. One redistribution might be the profound effect photography had on ideas of representation, enabling images to be made of factories, ordinary activities, and the working class: themes which had hitherto been a matter of insignificance to the wealthy commissioners and consumers of images and deemed unworthy of the effort and time required to record them. 
Dislocation therefore makes visible what had been considered invisible—or unseeable. 
The development of cameras and film allowed the photographic image to be treated without the preciousness of a painting, and encouraged a wider range of subject matter to be recorded. Considered a popular, democratic medium in contrast with the more rarefied arts of painting and sculpture, photography expresses an “unpreciousness” of subject matter and resulting artifact. Lewis Hine was “a crusader with a camera” (Badger 2009, p. 46), who turned his attention, and the fidelity of the photograph, to the exploitation of child laborers during the early twentieth century in order to advocate an end to their abuse. Eugène Atget photographed the streets and shops of Paris as it began to change rapidly in the face of modernization. Did Atget realize these details were soon to disappear, forgotten, and otherwise unrecorded? His neglect of the spectacular and monumental, such as the Eiffel Tower, in favor of the ordinary streets he knew well, suggests that perhaps he did. 
 Conclusion
Photography’s innate qualities seem to offer the means of engaging with and appreciating the everyday. Its indexicality facilitates the recording of vast quantities of detail and, even if that richness of detail is shrouded in familiarity in the moment, the photograph’s democratic realism allows us to notice, re‐experience, and re‐evaluate it through the image. Existing both as art form and as ordinary tool, photography is probably the 
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creative medium most embedded in everyday life. It is accessible, rapid, and almost ubiquitous. A capability of many common devices, it offers the possibility of a more immersive experience of representation. 
The impact of digital photography on our understanding, production, and consumption of images is difficult to quantify, given the speed of its evolution. Work made by artists and photographers which appropriates the enormous quantity of images in the public domain has proliferated in recent years (see Chapter 28 in this volume). Writer and editor Fred Ritchin underlines the growing need for these “metaphotographers” 
who can make sense of the billions of images being made and can provide context and authenticate them. “We need curators to filter this overabundance more than we need new legions of photographers” (Ritchin, in Lybarger 2013). Interested in ways of making sense of the panoptic vision of Google Maps and Streetview, Mishka Henner, Michael Wolf, Jon Rafman, and Doug Rickard use photographic images taken from the internet, developing their own filters with which to sieve out data from the morass. Erik Kessels, Penelope Umbrico, and Joachim Schmid have all made installations of photographs from social and image‐sharing networks. For Kessels’ piece, Photography in Abundance, he printed every image uploaded to Facebook, Flickr, and Google over a 24‐hour period—one million in total—producing an avalanche of photographs in the gallery to comment on the overwhelming scale of private digital photography and its slide into the public domain. “ We’re making more than ever, because our resources are limitless and the possibilities endless. We have an internet full of inspiration: the profound, the beautiful, the disturbing, the ridiculous, the trivial, the vernacular and the intimate ” 

( Fontecuberta et al. 2011 ). Umbrico’s compilation, 8799661 Suns from Flickr, and Schmid’s series, Other People’s Photographs, both make the point that, despite these boundless possibilities for picturemaking, the content and conventions of most digital photographs are narrow. This highlights the continuing relevance of Hans‐Peter Feldmann’s comment: “Only five minutes of every day are interesting. I want to show the rest” (Feldmann, in Johnstone 2008, p. 121). 
The growth of digital photography has, however, undoubtedly altered the concept of the family album from a domestic image library of special occasions to a fluid, much more prolific and substantially more public showcase, distributed through the internet on blogs, social networks, and online photo‐sharing sites like Flickr and Instagram (see Chapter 18 in this volume). This use of digital photography signals a shift in the engagement with the everyday image that has more to do with a move towards transience and the development of a communal aesthetic that does not respect traditional amateur/professional hierarchies. On these sites, photography has become less about the special or rarefied moments of domestic/family living … and more about an immediate, fleeting display of one’s discovery of the small and mundane. (Murray 2008, p. 151) I have touched upon what Johnstone calls the “thorny issue” (2008, p. 17) of making art of and about the everyday without eroding its everydayness. Some writers, including the everyday aesthetician Saito, believe that “presenting a slice of everyday life as a work
of art does seem to pose an unbridgeable gap between art and life” (2010, p. 251). 
Nonetheless, I hope my argument of the close link between photography and the quotidian has demonstrated the medium’s potential to overcome that rift. The works of the 

Boring Pictures: Photography as Art of the Everyday 365
theorists discussed here suggest ideas that might help develop an art that retains its quotidienneté: by being mindful of the conventions of aesthetics, such as permanence, framing, context, and their consequences, by integrating function and resourcefulness, and by attending to the rhythms and habits of ordinary life. 
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“Things As They Are” 
The Problematic Possibilities of Documentary

Ian Walker
To begin with an apparently simple question: what is the difference between a photographic document and a documentary photograph? At first sight, these two concepts might appear to be pretty much the same and indeed they are often elided, as we slip between one and the other. But, in fact, they are subtly different and the difference is rather illuminating, if we can just unpick it. 
There is initially the evident shift in the order of the words, since the dominant term in any such combination of noun and adjective will always be the noun. Thus, we have a distinction between a document that is a photograph and a photograph that is documentary. In the first case, “document” denotes a thing, in the other it indicates a quality. 
It is a distinction that is effected by that suffix “‐ary,” which, turning noun to adjective, tells us that the thing being so described (in this case a photograph) is related to the original noun. (Other examples would be elementary, revolutionary, supplementary, and visionary.) But the nature of that relation is not always straightforward and “documentary” will turn out to be a looser concept than its root word “document.” 
It’s useful here to go back and look at something of the history of these terms and, in that process, there’s no better place to start than their entries in the Oxford English
Dictionary. The word “document” comes from the Latin “documentatum,” which apparently carried a variety of meanings: example, pattern, warning, specimen and, most interesting for our purposes, proof (Simpson and Weiner 1989, p. 916). By medieval times, the term had come to specifically mean “an official paper used for instruction or evidence” and the word has never really lost that edge of officialese or legalism. It’s not until the eighteenth century that the OED records the first use of the word in a more general sense as “written evidence” and it’s not until the nineteenth century that it is extended to cover “pictorial evidence.” 
It is around the same time, in the first third of the nineteenth century, that the adjective 
“documentary” is coined, initially it seems by historians such as Thomas Carlyle and Lord Macaulay, and the meaning is given very straightforwardly as “consisting of documents” (Simpson and Weiner 1989, p. 917). But then the OED gives a second, later and rather more vague use of the term “documentary” as meaning “factual or realistic.” This second definition is interesting because of course “realistic” is not the same as “real.” 
Documentary has two meanings, which often shift about. It can mean acting as a A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
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document, which is very close to a “photographic document” though it’s still not quite the same as saying it is a document. It can though also mean acting as if it were a document, a quality that is altogether more slippery and suggests an appearance rather than an actuality. 
The first quotation that the OED gives in illustration of this second use of the word 
“documentary” is credited to the Scottish filmmaker and polemicist John Grierson in 1926. This is also what is usually regarded as the first use of the term in relationship to visual media (though other claims have been staked—the American photographer Edward Curtis had used the phrases “documentary materials” and “documentary works” 
in 1914 [Winston 1995, p. 9]). On February 8, 1926, Grierson wrote a review for the New
York Sun of the film Moana by Robert Flaherty, in which he stated: “Moana, being a visual account of events in the life of a Polynesian youth … has documentary value.” 
It was an apparently innocuous comment yet one with many ramifications. 
Whatever its origin, the term quickly caught on, and by the early 1930s one could refer to a film simply as “a documentary”—the adjective had become a noun. In a popular sense, the word has continued to apply primarily to the moving image. Documentary films for the cinema and later for television have continued to be central, indeed dominant, to any discussion of documentary as a whole and it has been in this context that the theorization of the genre has been most richly developed. But the term also came quickly to be applied to a range of other media, so that by the end of the 1920s and into the 1930s, documentary photography acquired a distinct and important presence. 
Indeed, some have argued that documentary was the primary artistic genre of the 1930s, extending from film and photography into theater and a wide range of literature. 
William Stott stated the case for this in his influential study Documentary Expression
and Thirties America (1973); his examples were all American but the same argument could be made for Britain, with the productions of the GPO Film Unit (founded and led by Grierson until 1938), photographic magazines such as Illustrated and Picture Post, the Euston Road School of painters, the quasi‐anthropological organization Mass-Observation and the work of individuals such as George Orwell and Bill Brandt. 
In the 1930s, in both Britain and America, the term documentary would usually be prefixed by the adjective “social,” indicating that the genre was driven by a humanistic and often political impetus to reveal and ameliorate the conditions of working people then suffering through the Depression. (As we shall see, the concept would also be extended backwards to cover earlier uses of photography as a socio‐political tool.) This social inflection has colored our understanding of documentary ever since, so that when we hear the word, we immediately think of tenant farmers in lean‐to shacks, grubby children playing in backstreets, and sweating miners bent double at the coalface. 
But documentary also celebrated working‐class culture, from the pigeon‐fanciers, male voice choirs, and kazoo bands portrayed in Humphrey Jennings’ 1938 film Spare Time to the founding of a new community at Pie Town, New Mexico, photographed by Russell Lee for the Farm Security Administration in 1940. 
If the dominant Anglo‐American understanding of documentary was as a social and often institutionalized practice, elsewhere it was looser and less directed. In France, 
“documentaire” had originally been the term for a travelog film, but as early as 1928, an anonymous review in Cahiers d’art referred to the development of “la photographie documentaire,” citing as examples the work of Germaine Krull, Eli Lotar, and André Kertész (Walker 2002, p. 22); a few years later, the names of Brassaï and the young Henri 
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Cartier‐Bresson might have been added. Like more socially‐minded photographers, they undertook commissions which would end up as picture stories in magazines but the core of their work was developed in a more personal, subjective, and expressive direction. Often, they sought to explore the poetic ambiguities of their medium rather than its social value and in this aim, they were allied with broader avant‐garde artistic practices. 
Surrealism was perhaps the most important of these artistic contexts, yet its use of photography points to another ambiguity (Walker 2002). Photographers, such as Brassaï, Kertész, Lotar, and especially Cartier‐Bresson, were, to a lesser or greater extent, indebted to Surrealism and their work appeared in books and journals produced by the Surrealist group. Yet the Surrealists often preferred the photographic document to the new forms of documentary photography, which perhaps seemed already too selfconsciously artistic. Thus, when, in 1929, a new journal edited by Georges Bataille was simply entitled Documents, the gesture might be read as a deliberate refusal of artistry in favor of the raw and the brute. Sometimes the images in Surrealist publications were actual documents taken (“appropriated” as a later generation would call it) from the mass media. Sometimes they were the work of documentary photographers trying to make them look like unmediated documents; the street photographs made by Jacques-André Boiffard for André Breton’s 1928 book, Nadja, are a good example. 
This points to a more general ambiguity that was embedded in documentary practice from the start. The founding definition of documentary was famously offered by John Grierson as “the creative treatment of actuality.” (This phrase has often been quoted without giving its original source, but it has been traced by the film historian Derek Paget to a 1933 article by Grierson in the Scottish magazine Cinema Journal [Winston 1999, p. 76].) Some have been irritated by the generality of Grierson’s formulation, Kevin Macdonald and Mark Cousins (1996, p. 93) arguing, for example, that it is “so broad it is almost meaningless.” For others, it has more problematic, even pernicious connotations. As Brian Winston remarked:
One does not have to be too much of a sceptic to spot the obvious contradiction in this formulation. The supposition that any ‘actuality’ is left after ‘creative treatment’ can now be seen as being at best naive and at worst a mark of duplicity. 
(Winston 1995, p. 11)
But perhaps one might rather interpret that phrase “creative treatment” as acknowledging the inherent role of subjectivity in the documentary process. This is an understanding that has become central to documentary practice in the last couple of decades, but it is nothing new. Arguably from the start, documentarians understood this apparent paradox to be integral to their work, distinguishing it from the more straightforward process of documentation. 
The link with “actuality” has nevertheless obviously remained central to documentary; it is what makes it distinctive and, when that link is broken, we have moved away from documentary. It operates, however, on a number of different levels. One is social, but another is ontological. The concept of the index has already been examined in this volume (see Chapter 6) and I do not propose to dwell on it. But indexicality is key to the power of the document. In some sense, this is true of any document; we are affected by the knowledge that someone actually wrote these lines on the page in front of us, or 
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actually held this object in their hands. But it is true in particular ways of the photograph, where it implies that, in some sense, the object makes its own picture. As one of the inventors of the medium, William Henry Fox Talbot, wrote in 1839 of his home, Lacock Abbey: “this building I believe to be the first that was ever known to have drawn its own picture” (Batchen 1999, p. 66). 
That faith in the index persists in documentary photography as well, for after all, these images would not be as they are without the mechanism of the camera. (Not for nothing do the French call the camera lens un objectif.) But, of course, there is a human presence at work here interacting with the mechanical, and it’s significant but somewhat paradoxical that, in many studies of the medium, these two elements—the human and the mechanical—have been seen as mutually supportive rather than contradictory. 
We end up with a double validation: what we see was not only witnessed by a camera, it was also witnessed by a human subject. And interestingly, this made the photograph seem more reliable in its evidential power rather than less so. 
We can trace the power of the index back through history, with such processes as mummification, plaster casting, and the silhouette. So also does the role of the “eye witness” have a history that extends back before photography. In the wake of the Peninsular Wars of 1808–1812, the Spanish artist Francisco Goya made a series of etchings entitled The Disasters of War. The images vary from the fantastic to the realistic, but under one picture of slaughter, Goya wrote “I saw this,” an assertion of his own presence which prefigures the tradition of war photography. Yet it goes without saying that we wouldn’t mistake this image for a photo. It has too evidently been transcribed in terms that we would now find a bit melodramatic and contrived. And of course, Goya’s image lacks indexicality; it wasn’t made on the spot, but in retrospect. It is a memory, not the event itself. The ability to bring the past into the present, to make what was actually there now actually here, is the vital shift effected by the invention of the camera some three decades after Goya. What we might say defines documentary in photography and film is the welding together of the machine and the human, the objective and the subjective. Yet what also makes documentary perpetually fascinating is that these elements never simply meld together, but always remain in an inescapable but productive tension. 
Photographic images which fit this definition were being made long before the term 
“documentary” was coined in the 1920s, by several generations of photographers making landscapes, portraits and, increasingly, images of what we would now call “news.” 
But to what extent did the adoption of the terminology in the second quarter of the twentieth century actually help photographers themselves to understand what it was they were doing? If documentary as a concept did not exist before the 1920s, what did photographers working in the decades before that think they were doing? 
The answers would vary of course—and vary also from how we might view the pictures today. Timothy O’Sullivan, working for the Government surveys to photograph the terrain of the American Southwest in the 1870s, saw his job as recording the landscape so that it could be understood by the policy‐makers back in Washington. 
Nevertheless, a viewing of the pictures suggests that he did this with a strong esthetic feeling for the harsh sublimity of that landscape. For Jacob Riis, photographing the slums of New York in the 1890s was part of his campaign to reveal the desperate living conditions of the poorest inhabitants of the city. But it can be hard to separate the brutality of those living conditions from the brutality with which Riis often photographed them. Perhaps the photographer whose work best prefigured the humanistic “social 
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documentary” of the 1930s was Lewis Hine, documenting with great subtlety and sympathy child labor conditions in the first decades of the twentieth century. But even Hine would surely have insisted that the photography was only a means to an end—a gathering of evidence—and that the main thrust of his work was toward social change. 
So if any of these American photographers had been asked the value of their pictures, they would probably have agreed with the Frenchman Eugène Atget, when in the mid-1920s, he apparently told his neighbor Man Ray: “These are simply documents that I make” (Hill and Cooper 1979, p. 17). Atget’s photographing of the city of Paris started in the 1890s and ended with his death in 1926, just predating the moment when “documentary” was being conceptualized. But, as Maria Morris Hambourg observed, soon after his death, Atget was transformed into the “precursor of modern documentary photography” (Hambourg 1984, p. 24). The presentation of Atget’s work in a monograph, published simultaneously in Paris, Berlin, and New York (Atget 1930) ensured that his influence was felt across Europe—by Brassaï and Cartier‐Bresson in France, Bill Brandt in Britain, the “New Vision” photographers in Germany—and in America by Berenice Abbott (who had been instrumental in rescuing Atget’s archive), and by Walker Evans. It was Evans who, in a 1931 review of that monograph, wrote that the poetry of Atget’s photographs was “not ‘the poetry of the street’ or ‘the poetry of Paris’ but the projection of Atget’s person” (Evans 1931, p. 126). Now, it was Atget’s subjective investment that gave these pictures their particular value and made them stand out from the mass of topographical photography. 
It was also Evans who, in his own photographs of the mid‐1930s, took the influence of Atget in its most interesting direction. They continue that tradition of seemingly direct, impassive seeing, but render this, if anything, even more rigorous. Atget rarely stood directly in front of the building he was photographing: after all, if you want to understand the function of the building, it’s not a particularly illuminating place to stand. But that’s how Evans made some of his most beautiful photographs, adopting a stance that made them seem more like impersonal documents—diagrams almost—at the same time that it aligned them with the most advanced Modernist art of the time with an arrangement of geometrical forms on a frontal, flat picture plane (Figure 21.1). 
This was a far more knowing decision on Evans’ part: a “creative treatment of actuality” that encouraged the viewer to respond as if there is no “creative treatment,” just actuality. In this respect, it’s intriguing to see how Evans himself retrospectively characterized his work. It is by now a well‐known description, stated in an interview in 1971 
when Evans was asked whether photographs could be documentary as well as works of art. He replied, 
Documentary? That’s a very sophisticated and misleading word. And not really very clear. You have to have a sophisticated ear to receive that word. The term should be documentary style. An example of a literal document would be a police photograph of a murder scene. You see, a document has use, whereas art is really useless. 
Therefore, art is never a document, though it certainly can adopt that style. I’m sometimes called a “documentary photographer,” but that supposes a quite subtle knowledge of the distinction I’ve just made, which is rather new. (Katz 1971, p. 87) The terms which Evans used here are of course differently defined from those with which I began this chapter. What I have described as characterizing the “document” 
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Figure 21.1 Walker Evans (American, 1903–1975). Tin Building, Moundville, Alabama, 1936. Gelatin silver print (1936). 17 × 23.2 cm (6 11/16 × 9 1/8 inch). The J. Paul Getty Museum, Los Angeles. 
(having a function to provide evidence), Evans already calls “documentary.” He thus elides the distinction I tried to maintain between the “document” and “documentary,” so that the second order of referencing he calls “documentary style.” In some respects this fits with Grierson’s definition of documentary as creative treatment, but it lays emphasis on the apparent identification of the two approaches which can only be distinguished by a sophisticated understanding of “style.” (Ethical questions seem to have played no part in Evans’ definition.)
Evans’ acute self‐consciousness is important here and marks the difference between himself and Atget. As far as we know, Atget genuinely did think that he was just making 
“documents.” Evans was adopting the form of the “document” to say something different. But, in his irony and detachment, Walker Evans was also very atypical of documentarians of his generation. We can imagine that, just as his position would have been incomprehensible to a photographer of a previous generation such as Atget, so would it have been to contemporaries like Dorothea Lange, Humphrey Spender, or Robert Capa. 
They would have been repelled by Evans’ description of art as “useless.” They wanted their pictures to make an immediate difference and, in some cases, their work did affect the public discourse and play its part in changing social attitudes. But beyond that effect, their photographs have a more extended role, in that our understanding of the 1930s—of dustbowl America, the slums of industrial Britain, and the Spanish Civil War—would be immeasurably impoverished without those images. Even if we take Evans’ own work as our example and acknowledge his detachment from his subject, we still can refer to his work as “useful,” indeed essential, in helping us to understand the time and place in which the pictures were made. 

The Problematic Possibilities of Documentary 377
When the Magnum Agency was founded after World War II by a group of photojournalists (see Chapter 22 in this volume), one of their number, David Seymour, wrote: There is great affinity among Magnum photographers in terms of their photographic integrity and respect for reality, their approach to human interests and search for emotional impact, their preoccupation with composition and layout, and their awareness of narrative continuity. (Seymour 1956, p. 144) Among succeeding generations, however, this understanding of documentary as fundamentally a positive, noble, and coherent process would come under sustained and repeated threat. 
The challenge initially came in the 1950s from unruly practitioners who wanted to use the medium in less consensual and more confrontational ways. The best‐known example is the Swiss émigré Robert Frank and his book The Americans, published first in France in 1958. But there were other photographers working in the USA, Europe, and Japan whose work also probed the underbelly of society using a deliberately uncouth style. In 1967, John Szarkowski at the Museum of Modern Art, New York, brought together three individualistic and challenging photographers—Garry Winogrand, Lee Friedlander, and Diane Arbus—in an exhibition with the deliberately flat title, New
Documents (so far removed from the grandiose pretensions of The Family of Man, curated in 1955 by his predecessor, Edward Steichen). What exactly, the audience might have wondered, was being documented here: the crack‐up of American society, the disruptive intervention of the camera or the troubled psyche of the photographer? 
But these ways of working, by exploiting endemic but uncomfortable aspects of documentary, raised even more difficult questions. In 1977, Susan Sontag published a collection of essays whose bland title On Photography fronted an often cutting and sarcastic commentary on the medium (Sontag 1977). Her particular target was Diane Arbus, recently deceased, and the focus of much debate about the rapaciousness of the new breed of photographer. By the end of the 1970s, a thorough and devastating critique of documentary had been developed by a number of theorists, including Allan Sekula, Martha Rosler, and, a little later, Abigail Solomon‐Godeau in the USA, and Victor Burgin and John Tagg in the UK. (Their essays, first published in a variety of journals, were later collected in Bolton 1989; Burgin 1982; Sekula 1984; Solomon‐Godeau 1991; and Tagg 1988.) In his essay, “Dismantling Modernism, Reinventing Documentary (Notes on the Politics of Representation),” Sekula put the case for the prosecution succinctly: “Documentary photography … has simultaneously contributed much to spectacle, to retinal excitation, to voyeurism, to terror, envy and nostalgia, and only a little to the critical understanding of the social world” (Sekula 1984, p. 57). 
The most specific attack was mounted by the artist and writer Martha Rosler in her essay, “In, Around, and Afterthoughts (on Documentary Photography)” (Rosler 1981, reprinted in Bolton 1989). This critique was mounted on two fronts—through the essay and through her photo‐work The Bowery in two inadequate descriptive systems of 1974–1975, which she called “a work of refusal,” addressing the same issues as the text (Bolton 1989, p. 322; see also Edwards 2012). In the essay, she described the Bowery, a street in New York notorious for its many drunks and down‐and‐outs, as “the site of victim photography in which the victims … are now victims of the camera—that is, of the photographer” (Bolton 1989, p. 306). Things had evidently changed since the high 
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point of documentary liberalism in the 1930s: “The exposé, the compassion and outrage, of documentary fuelled by the dedication to reform has shaded over into combinations of exoticism, tourism, voyeurism, psychologism and metaphysics, trophy hunting—and careerism” (Bolton 1989, p. 306). 
In the succeeding decade, these polemical attacks had a widespread if often unac-knowledged influence, spreading from the generalized arguments of photo‐theory into the practices of younger generations of photographers. At its most extreme, this led to a paralysis of representation; was it ever possible for a photograph of one person taken by another to escape the accusation of exploitation? For many, though, it was a question of how those problems could be acknowledged without losing the attachment to “actuality” which was fundamental to documentary. It was therefore no coincidence that more oblique forms of social documentary developed in the 1980s, the photography of place being a particularly important example. The work of, for instance, John Davies, Gabriele Basilico, Richard Misrach, and Edward Burtynsky dealt with the problems of society by examining the landscape it creates—the people who suffer and those responsible are present only by implication. 
Some photographers refuted the Roslerian critique and insisted on their right, indeed their obligation, to confront larger social issues through the representation of particular people in a distinctly unflattering way and with considerable subjectivity, even bias. The English photographer Martin Parr remarked with typical robustness, “Photography is a naturally exploitative medium. I’m not ashamed of the fact that I exploit people … I’m very proud of my prejudices. Without them I’m buggered” (Parr 1993, p. 22). His first major work in color, The Last Resort (1986) depicted the run‐down seaside resort of New Brighton, across the Mersey from Liverpool, where working‐class visitors cheerfully ignored the rubbish surrounding them. This broke with the usual assumption in Britain that documentary was inevitably sympathetic to the working class who were its frequent subject and Parr’s satire provoked much criticism from (largely middle‐class) critics. There was no comment from the working class who were its subject, perhaps because they were more at ease with such depictions, perhaps because they were less au
fait with the problematic nature of representation or, more likely, because they never actually saw the pictures in book or exhibition. Apparently it was when Parr turned his attention to the middle classes with his next body of work The Cost of Living (1989) that he had the most complaints from the participants themselves, since they were much more likely to see his images and to be sensitive about their own portrayal. 
Looking back, while one can still appreciate the satirical edge of Parr’s photographs of the late 1980s, the outrage that they once provoked has largely subsided. Other bodies of work came along that seemed to twist the knife even more. These varied though in terms of their rationale and the photographer’s relationship with the people depicted. 
Boris Mikhailov’s photographs of the homeless people (the bomzhes) left stranded after the collapse of the Soviet Union were made with a deliberate crudeness and excess which were challenging and uncomfortable (Mikhailov 1999); he did, however, pay them for their participation, a gesture which could be seen as acknowledging the transaction that had taken place in terms that were of some tangible use to the participants. 
Richard Billingham’s images of his dysfunctional family in a Black Country tower block ( Ray’s a Laugh, 1996) depicted not the noble working class of socialist idealism but a latter‐day example of what Karl Marx had called the lumpenproletariat. Yet this was Billingham’s own family; he was no outsider, and he would argue that his 
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photographing them had made no difference to their lives. Still when the work became art‐world flavor of the month, part of the Saatchi Collection, exhibited in the Royal Academy and reproduced on the cover of Artforum, it was hard not to feel that an element of voyeurism, indeed class‐tourism, was again in play, now shifted from the act of photographing to the act of spectatorship. This was a particularly extreme example of the movement of documentary into the space of art—a shift to which we will return later in this chapter. 
Billingham’s photography of his own family was part of an important shift in documentary subject matter in the last decades of the twentieth century. Many photographers moved inward, to photograph not the large conditions of public culture but the smaller, more personal environments of the family. Two very different exhibitions of the early 1990s that focused on this area were Peter Galassi’s Pleasures and Terrors of Domestic
Comfort (1991) and Val Williams’ Who’s Looking at the Family (1994). The work included in these exhibitions suggested that the state of the nuclear family can be seen to be a microcosm of what is happening in society at large and that photography might best address itself to the particular rather than the general. The family need not be biological; Nan Goldin’s exploration in The Ballad of Sexual Dependency (1986) of her long‐term circle of friends living an alternative lifestyle in New York City developed a depth and compassion as it continued into the era of AIDS. And, indeed, the family need not be the photographer’s own (see, for example, Nick Waplington’s Living Room (1991)). 
But more usually the personalization of the project was made particularly pointed by the photographer focusing on his or her own family, so that this was a documentary in which the documentarian played a central role. The photographer might be related to the other characters by blood, but be very different in temperament, with a sense of unease existing between the artist who had left home (but was now returned for their project) and those who had stayed and made their way in the world in a distinctly unar-tistic way. Larry Sultan’s book, Pictures from Home (1992), was an account of his relationship with his parents, particularly his father, a retired executive. Sultan’s own photographs and first‐person testimony mixed with the comments of his parents and—
most potent of all—stills from the family’s home movies, which depict, as such images always do, a world of joy and bliss at right angles to experience. Though it’s never explicit (and it’s important that it is not so), the space between Larry Sultan and his parents might also stand for that between pre‐ and post‐Vietnam America. 
In the credits to Pictures from Home, Sultan remarked with a deep irony: “My father keeps asking me why I get all the credit for the pictures that he and my mother have made. It’s a good question.” Indeed, it is and one of the criticisms of documentary in the late 1970s had centered around authorship. When, in 1979, the Appropriationist artist Sherrie Levine copied some of Walker Evans’ photographs and exhibited them as her own, part of the point might be taken to be a questioning of why it was his name under the picture and not hers or ours or indeed, why not theirs—the people who appeared in the pictures and without whom the images would not have existed? 
If one response might be a forceful re‐assertion of authorship, another, gentler and more consensual approach was the move toward what came to be known as the “multivocal” documentary. (The phrase appears to have been originated by the anthropologist Jay Ruby in his influential 1991 essay, “Sharing the Power: A Multivocal Documentary” 
[Ruby 1991].) The simplest but often most effective way to do this was to juxtapose two 
“voices,” that of the photographer through the pictures and that of the subject through 
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text (usually in the form of quotations). An important early example of this would be Bill Owens’ Suburbia (1973); later Jim Goldberg in his Rich and Poor of San Francisco (1985) asked his subjects to write their comments below the image. But since in both cases, the quotations were chosen by the photographer, often, it seemed, in order to satirize the attitudes of those photographed, the relationship between the two inevitably remained unequal. 
But more complex versions of the multivocal documentary, with a range of different voices alongside each other, were also developed. Their most natural placement was in book form. Ever since the interwar years, the book had been a key site for documentary photography (perhaps the key site) (see Parr and Badger 2004, 2006, and 2014). August Sander’s Antzeit der Zeit (1929), Brassaï’s Paris de nuit (1933), Bill Brandt’s The English at Home (1936) and Walker Evans’ American Photographs (1938) established the photobook as a form in which pictures can be ordered in rich and interwoven patterns so the whole is more than the sum of its parts; it also gives the possibility of distribution without control being handed over to the commercial mass media. 
Although the auteurist photobook pioneered by Sander, Evans, Brassaï, and Brandt has continued to have a major presence, the format of the book has also offered the possibility of greater intertextual exchange between image and texts, and between different sorts of images and authorships. Julian Germain’s Steelworks (1990), for example, was an examination of the County Durham town of Consett, which might formerly have been the subject of a traditional study of industrial, working‐class culture. But the steelworks closed down and the basis of Consett’s economy shifted, as the book’s subtitle tells us, “from steel to tortilla chips.” Germain’s book was thus a study in the process of post‐industrialization, and the bright primary colors of his photographs were in ironic contrast with the pain of that process. But the book contained other types of pictures as well: snapshots collected from local people, the work of the local press photographer Tommy Harris, and a reprinting of a 1974 Sunday
Times Magazine reportage by Don McCullin, monochrome images full of belching smoke and grimy rain. The texts in the book were equally diverse, speaking both about the local community and about photography, written by both insiders and outsiders. It was thus a more complex example of the multivocal documentary, and, though the book’s cover still said “by Julian Germain,” the project did contain a plurality of voices; any single position is consistently questioned and one comes to understand that wherever one stands to look at the subject, there’s somewhere else over there that would be equally viable. 
The documentary photobook in its many forms has perhaps never been stronger; certainly, it has never been so ubiquitous. This is striking, given that the other major change to documentary in the past couple of decades has been the shift into the art gallery. Of course, documentary images have long been shown in exhibitions, but there was often something slightly awkward about this—was London’s Victoria and Albert Museum the best place to see the harrowing war photographs of McCullin, each neatly held within its off‐white matte? Moreover, the images were rarely printed much bigger than they would have been in a book or magazine, leading one to feel that it would be more appropriate to view them in that form. 
This began to change in the 1980s, as photographs in galleries got bigger and more singular. Many of these images were, to all intents and purposes, documentary 
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photographs, but at that point it was the differences between this new work and ‘documentary’ that was emphasized. An example of this can be found in the work of the Canadian Lynne Cohen, who photographed empty interior spaces—variously corporate, military, and recreational—to bring out their uncanny atmosphere. In her use of a large format camera to make frontal, detailed, and dispassionate images, Cohen paralleled the approach of Walker Evans. 
It would seem logical to think of Cohen’s work as “documentary.” After all, it’s important that the spaces she photographed were found and pre‐existed the photographs, that they performed a practical function in the “real world” and were not built by or for the photographer to be photographed. But Cohen herself distinguished between her work and that of documentary photographers:
My goals are not as noble as theirs … I don’t see myself as a documentary photographer. Of course my photographs document places I go to. But they are also documents of what I am thinking about, resonances between what is in the world and what is in my head. I don’t photograph streets, industrial sites, people in their homes for their own sake and rarely feel compelled to capture the essence of the places I visit … The documentary photographer’s job is to record something. It isn’t mine. (Cohen 2001, p. 25)
This is a statement which sounds some striking echoes of the earlier definition offered by Walker Evans of his work. It suggests that documentary’s main job is actually to create “documents” and it has a responsibility in that process to its subject; the photographer working in what Evans had called the “documentary style” only has responsibility to his or her self. But this of course offers too stark a choice and ignores the fact, now widely acknowledged, that documentary photographs also cannot help but be “documents of what (the photographer) is thinking about.” 
By the new century, the place of documentary within the art gallery was changing. 
Indeed, there was a swing from a refusal to acknowledge that the documentary photographs shown in galleries were indeed documentary photographs across to a claim that, with the demise of the picture magazine, the gallery was now in fact the most important site for documentary. (A significant moment in this respect was documenta XI, curated by Okwui Enwezor in 2002 and featuring a wide range of documentary film and photography.) In 2009, David Green wrote:
It is possible … to suggest that the “art concept” of documentary photography has become the principal vehicle and possibly most potent form in which the documentary mode of photography now exists. It is, therefore, possible that it is no longer the case of the migration and re‐contextualization of documentary photography from where it exists outside of the domain of art but the emergence of a new set of possibilities for new kinds of documentary photographic practice which are original and specific to the discursive and physical parameters of the gallery and museum, including certain kinds of practice that might not be immediately recognizable as documentary. (Green 2009, p. 105) There is no doubt that this “art documentary” represented a striking shift both in the subject‐matter of documentary and in the way images are presented, but to claim 
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this as the new hegemony of the genre may be going too far. It is instructive to set this statement next to more skeptical, indeed cutting, comments by David Campany: These days art does have a way of regarding itself as the privileged arena for the discussion of documentary photography … When documentary photography is critically discussed the focus tends to be on the practices that have a currency in art. This may be understandable and even helpful, but it is also odd. It is like studying a tiger in the zoo, not the wild. Documentary behaves differently in art and so do its audiences. Some have suggested, a little rashly, that documentary no longer exists in the wild – that it is an endangered species, surviving only in protected environments, such as art. So quick to announce the end of everything but itself, art sometimes fails to see beyond its own outlook. (Campany 2006, p. 8) The importance of “art documentary” and its relationship to other forms may remain in doubt, but we can usefully sum up its general characteristics, even though they may be contradicted by specific examples. Gallery exhibitions nowadays will nearly always feature fewer, simpler, and of course bigger pictures than they would have done previously. 
The photographs will usually stand on their own or be loosely grouped, rather than being tied to the close narrative sequencing associated with the classic picture story. 
This renders them particularly ambiguous, an effect increased by the lack of external referencing (no caption and often no title). “Art documentary” also seems rather nerv-ous of overt emotion, which it perceives as shifting too easily into sentimentality, and thus it favors the cool, the understated, and even the deliberately bland. 
When people appear in these photographs, they often show little response to either the world or the camera. James Elkins remarked, “This practice derives from a mistrust of theatrical expressions … Photographs of affectless stares also respond to the notion that an expressionless face is potentially more ambiguous, and therefore more profound, than one that registers a nameable emotion” (Elkins 2011, p. 179). Whether one reads that as a positive or negative development, it does suggest a move toward a greater openness of image‐making in which a range of meaning can be read rather than a closing down to a single and determined meaning, as is often (deliberately) the case with photojournalism. It also speaks to spectators who are perhaps more familiar with the rhetoric of representation than they might have been in the past. 
An interesting example here was the large exhibition with which the Tate in London (finally) placed photography at the heart of its enterprise: Cruel and Tender (Dexter and Weski 2003). As the accompanying brochure explained, the exhibition explicitly emphasized “the quiet documentation of overlooked aspects of our world” (Burton and Bolitho 2003). This had two strands. One was American, linking Walker Evans with contemporary photographers such as Robert Adams, Stephen Shore, and William Eggleston; the other was German, beginning in the interwar period with August Sander and moving forward to the work of Bernd and Hilla Becher, Thomas Struth, and Andreas Gursky. 
What the show explicitly left out was what it described as “the dramatised scenarios of some types of photo‐journalism.” There was therefore no sign of the humanistic tradition of documentary (nothing from France, for example), though work that dramatized and exaggerated to a critical end was included; toward the conclusion of the show, there was a run of rooms showing the work of Boris Mikhailov, Diane Arbus, and Martin Parr. 
But Mikhailov’s bomzhes did look uncomfortably out of place in this context. 
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The statement from David Green quoted above ends by referring to “certain kinds of practice that might not be immediately recognizable as documentary.” Given that his essay was published in the catalog of an exhibition entitled Theatres of the Real, one of those practices would be the interweaving of fact and fiction, the acknowledgment that fiction is not necessarily opposed to the factuality of documentary, but often embedded within it. Looking back at the history of documentary, however, we can see that this has always been the case. Within the work of Brassaï, Brandt, and Kértesz, for example, there are many examples of posing and manipulation. James Curtis made a convincing case that Dorothea Lange’s “Migrant Mother,” one of the classic images of the genre, involved a good deal of staging on Lange’s part (Curtis 1989, pp. 45–67). Thanks to a court case in 1993, we also know that Robert Doisneau’s apparently spontaneous “Le Baiser de l’Hôtel de Ville” was played out by actors (Hamilton 1995, pp. 136–138, 354). 
Documentary photographers of these earlier generations were, it seems, quite unworried by the staging or manipulation of their images; whether their audience would have been quite so sanguine had they known this remains to be seen. (It’s interesting to speculate when the interdiction on staging in documentary came about. One guess would be that it was in the 1960s, with the development of “street photography” on the one hand and “direct cinema” on the other, both emphasizing the values of spontaneity and the caught accident.)
However, beyond such examples of actual, physical manipulation, it is also possible to argue that the very process of compressing the complexity of the world into the flat rectangle of the photograph involves fictionalization. (This can be seen as reflecting a wider awareness in many fields of enquiry that any form of representation entails processes of abstraction or restriction which move the result away from the original object of enquiry.) Once more, the work of Walker Evans provides an important historical example. In 1984, the historian Alan Trachtenberg published an essay on Evans’ classic book American Photographs. He began by noting that, when the book first appeared in 1938, critics “assumed at once that the pictures represented a real and demonstrable America.” However, after an analysis of how the book actually constructs our view of its subject, Trachtenberg ended by calling American Photographs “a fictive world, an America of the imagination: a documentary invention” (Trachtenberg 1984, p. 66). This goes beyond a simple revelation that Evans would sometimes change the scene in front of his camera, though certainly he occasionally did that. Rather, it claims that the very act of extracting images from the world and putting them together in a structured relationship is an act of fictionalization. Or rather—and more subtly—that what is created is a new and hybrid form where the found and the invented, “creative treatment” and 
“actuality” have merged together and can no longer be separated. 
In recent documentary photography, the real and the fictional have intersected in a range of different ways. One that has proved very popular is the factual documentation of fictional scenarios, photographs made in places that have been constructed to replicate real scenarios. As with Lynne Cohen’s earlier work, these spaces might have been built by the scientific establishment or the entertainment industry, but the most unnerv-ing reflect the power of the State. Sarah Pickering’s Public Order (made in 2004 and published 2010) showed an empty, fake English town used by the police to practice riot control, while Chicago by Adam Broomberg and Olivier Chanarin (2006) was photographed in an artificial Arab settlement built in the desert by the Israeli army for urban combat training. In both these examples, it is important that, while the actual place may 
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Figure 21.2 Sarah Pickering, Denton Underground Station from Public Order (2003). Source: © Sarah Pickering. Reproduced with permission. 
be a fictional construct, the photographs are as straightforwardly documentary as possible (Figure 21.2). 
In other examples, though, it was the process of photography that added the element of fictionalization through, for example, the restaging of events for the camera. One photographer whose work of the 1980s was interesting in this respect was the American Tina Barney. Her pictures in fact connect to a number of elements already referenced in this account. She photographed her own family who happened to be very well off, far from the traditional subject matter for documentary. She shifted to a large format camera in order to make big prints for gallery exhibition and, because of this, she began to restage incidents she had observed in order to crystallize the everyday tensions of living with other people. Even if one doesn’t know they are restaged, one is aware in her pictures of an edge of unease and awkwardness different from that of a caught moment. 
The critic Andy Grundberg called Barney’s work “neo‐documentary” (Barney 1997, p. 252). It is a term that rubs up against those other formulations—“documentary style,” 
“documentary invention”—that we have met with here. Another one was coined by the Canadian artist Jeff Wall to describe a certain kind of picture that he has made: “near documentary.” One way that Wall has defined this is as “a re‐enactment, but essentially indistinguishable” from the real thing. Describing one such picture, he remarked: “It’s not a documentary photograph but it has a very intricate relationship with documentary photography. It depends on it, talks about it, thinks of it, but isn’t quite it” (Luke 2011, p. 50). In fact, Wall has also made images that are, in themselves, purely documentary. Many of his street scenes or landscapes would qualify here. Yet they also seem to 
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stand aside from the genre, partly because they are shown as light boxes in art galleries, but also because, whether documentary, near documentary, or overtly staged and manipulated, Wall’s work is made with an awareness of and in relation to conventions and codings already embedded in visual culture. 
Yet this sort of referentiality was also a feature of much documentary made during and after the era of postmodernism. The clearest examples of this historical awareness were in the many rephotographic projects of the period, most notably those undertaken by Mark Klett and others in the American West (Klett et al. 1984; Klett 2004). But such historicism now affects all photography. Earlier photographers, from O’Sullivan to Capa, could operate as if the genre had no history; now it is hard to make any sort of photograph without a sense of precedence hanging over it. Walter Benjamin once famously remarked that a deserted street scene by Atget looked like a crime scene (Benjamin 2009, p. 192); now, as Adrian Rifkin neatly put it, “a crime begins to look like the scene of an Atget” (Rifkin 1993, p. 124). An estate agent’s picture looks like a Robert Adams, a car advert like a Martin Parr image and a color photograph advertising a bingo hall like a picture by Andreas Gursky. 
Documentary photographers reacted in different ways to this evolving growth of selfconsciousness. In the late 1970s, two reportage photographers made innovative work that challenged the traditional understanding of photojournalism through their recording of key revolutions of the period: Susan Meiselas in Nicaragua and Gilles Peress in Iran. But the subsequent trajectories of their careers moved off in markedly different directions. 
Meiselas’s book Nicaragua (photographed in 1978 and published in 1981) was significant not only as an example of a new use of color in reportage; more importantly, it was clearly partial in its political alignment with the rebels, rejecting the traditional photojournalists’ credo that they “take pictures, not sides.” But what was even more impressive was the way that Meiselas continued to renew and expand her project. In 1989, she returned to Nicaragua with a copy of her book to discover the subsequent histories of the people in the pictures; this time the resulting work was a co‐directed film: Pictures from a Revolution. Then, for the 2004 project Reframing History, she arranged for several of her 1978 pictures to be blown up to poster size and displayed at the site where they had been made, to become part of the environment, embedded in its history. Through all this work, Meiselas, as Kristen Lubben remarked, “grappled with pivotal questions about her relationship to her subjects, the use and circulation of her images in the media, and the relationship of images to history and memory” 
(Meiselas 2008, p. 8). 
It is interesting to contrast Meiselas’s trajectory with that of the French photojournalist Gilles Peress. In 1984, he published Telex Iran, an evocation of his experience during another revolution—in Iran in 1979 (Peress 1984). Lost in a foreign culture that he could not decipher or understand, Peress just kept shooting pictures that expressed his own sense of displacement and alienation. The book is packed with images taken through car windows, through screens, images of images, images that are decentered and unstable. In some ways, Telex Iran looked like traditional black and white photojournalism: black and white, gritty, 35 mm, the reportage of a committed individual in the midst of historical events swirling around him. But in other crucial ways, it was very different, for Peress did not pretend to have either the intimate understanding or the objective overview that the Western reporter is traditionally supposed to aspire to. 
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Such deliberate referencing of his own positioning could still be felt in his work of the 1980s from the Balkans, where, for example, he continued to photograph from inside a car (Peress 1994). But as he moved on to work in Rwanda following the 1994 genocide, Peress came to feel that such images were solipsistic and that the duty of the photographer lay in making documents—direct, raw and factual—of the scenes he was witnessing:
I work much more like a forensic photographer in a certain way, collecting evidence. I’ve started to take more still lifes, like a police photographer, collecting evidence as a witness. I’ve started to borrow a different strategy than that of the classic photojournalist. The work is much more factual and much less about good photography. I don’t care that much anymore about “good photography.” 
I’m gathering evidence for history, so that we remember. (Peress 1997) This move back to the “purity” of the document in reaction to the increasing estheticization and self‐referentiality of documentary has had many manifestations in recent photography, and by now it has a history. Perhaps the most thorough (and convincing) example of the use of the document as an artistic strategy is the well‐known work made by the German couple, Bernd and Hilla Becher, between the 1960s and the 1990s. Early on, the Bechers made a decision about what to photograph—industrial buildings—and how to photograph them—squarely, from the same angle, the same height, with the same camera, in a flat dull light. It was, to borrow a phrase from Roland Barthes (1953), a sort of “degree zero” of photography, a determination to remove subjective emotion and superfluous stylization which can be found in much art and literature of the period. 
But the Bechers, having decided on this way of working, never deviated from it. 
In one sense, their pictures are perfect “documents” of those buildings, many of which have now gone, and they could be slotted into an archive without any trouble. But of course, that is not where we are going to find them. The Bechers’ photographs were very quickly picked up in the mid‐1960s and shown within the context of contemporary art; the buildings were dubbed “anonymous sculptures” and related to Minimalist sculpture. Later, their pictures were the only non‐American work in the New Topographics exhibition. And now, if one walks into any gallery of modern art and sees a bank of photographs of pitheads or steelworks, one first thinks not “coal” or ‘steel’ but “Bechers.” 
The typological approach espoused by the Bechers has become one of the most ubiquitous tactics within “art documentary”; indeed, it is now a style that can be adopted by any photographer when appropriate. Donovan Wylie from Northern Ireland had previously operated as a reportage photographer working in the tradition of humanist documentary. But when, in 2002, he had the opportunity to photograph in the empty and soon to be demolished Maze Prison, he chose to work in a cold, formal, and repetitive manner that he felt best reflected the dehumanizing nature of the place (Wylie 2004). 
Like the work of Bernd and Hilla Becher, these pictures look like and indeed can operate as documents, but are in fact (or are also) documentary pictures looking like documents. 
The work of the Bechers and of more recent practitioners such as Wylie pose in a particularly acute form a number of questions that have arisen throughout this chapter. 
Are photographic documents and documentary photographs two different things or can images be both? Does the self‐consciousness of the documentary process and its placement within a creative context undermine the value of the image as 
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documentation? Which matters more: the mechanistic impassivity of the camera or the decisions and desires of the photographer? Or, again, is it possible to separate them? 
Does it matter what we know of a photograph’s making and does it matter what we call it—document, documentary, art? 
As the twentieth century moved to its close, large, and apocalyptic claims were made that photography (by which was often meant documentary) was on its last legs and that we were already entering the era of the “post‐photographic” (see, for example, Ritchin 1990, and Mitchell 1992). This time, the cause was not the collapse of ethical assumptions but rather a shift in technologies from the analog to the digital. In particular, it was claimed that this development would destroy the faith in photographic veracity that was so fundamental to documentary. Post‐digital, we would no longer believe photographs as we had previously. This did not really come to pass. As we moved into the twenty-first century, the digital did sweep in and change many aspects of photography, yet the result was far from devastating. We are of course not yet near the end of the process and, in many serious practices, the analog and the digital continue to mix and merge. 
Yet the signs are that we continue to believe, or indeed disbelieve, documentary photographs as much as we ever did and that new processes have complicated and extended our relationship with such images, but not destroyed it. 
Perhaps this is because documentary practice has never been a simple and unitary process but always complex and ambiguous. In his 1972 poem, “I am not a Camera,” 
W.H. Auden wrote that, “The camera records visual facts: i.e. all may be fictions” (Auden 1972). Such an insistence that the camera’s delivery of ‘visual facts’ cannot be untangled from its potential for creating fictions now hardly seems contentious and most contemporary documentarians would not contest it. Yet they would resist the collapse of that statement into what might seem to be its corollary: that all “documents” are therefore fictions. For what we now have is a genre that, while it still involves a belief that what can be found out there in the world is more potent than anything invented, also comprehends that this ‘out there’ can never be simply recorded; it is always filtered through technology, subjectivity, and culture, and any representation must indeed be a re‐presentation. 
At its core, photography is what Svetlana Alpers called an “art of describing” (Alpers 1983). This was the title of her book on seventeenth‐century Dutch painting which, to adapt the description of Martin Jay, “casts its attentive eye on the fragmentary, detailed, and richly articulated surface of a world it is content to describe rather than explain” 
(Jay 1988, p. 13). Photography—in particular documentary in its broadest definition—is likewise a medium that precisely works with surface, allowing us to look intensely at surface, be it that of a face, a wall, or a mountain. The great documentary photographs of both past and present show us those surfaces, from the smallest crease on the skin to the pattern of buildings on a far hillside. They hold the detail of the world and give us time to scrutinize it, and, through that scrutiny, ascertain what is significant and meaningful. 
Much theoretical writing of the past century was profoundly skeptical of the power of the visual, a tendency identified by Martin Jay as “the denigration of vision” (Jay 1993). 
In the 1980s, the arguments of the French theorists discussed by Jay—Lacan, Foucault, and Barthes among them—were particularly influential in photographic theory; this theorization was combined with the political and ethical critique developed by Sekula, Rosler, and others to mount a powerful attack on—a denigration of—photographic 
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vision. However, the subsequent development of a more nuanced examination of 
“Visual Culture” and a larger understanding of just how much we think through images has enabled us to understand that while images—appearances—may be deceiving and sometimes deceitful, they are not always intrinsically and necessarily so. We can return to the particular visual qualities of photography and use the stilled moment and the attentive scrutiny that the medium allows us as a way to, as it were, enter the surfaces of the world, interrogate them and come to understand what they can tell us about the world, human nature, and human society. 
This aspiration might take us back to the sublime quotation from the English philosopher Francis Bacon which Dorothea Lange had pinned up on her darkroom wall: “The contemplation of things as they are, without substitution or imposture, without error or confusion, is in itself a nobler thing than a whole harvest of invention” (quoted by Curtis 1989, p. 47). We may feel somewhat uneasy today with that aspiration to nobility, and we are now all too aware that our desires, ideology, and culture will always be an inextricable part of any act of contemplation. We might also feel that a certain amount of 
“substitution” and “imposture” is inevitable, perhaps even desirable. But Bacon’s statement still expresses a fine sentiment and photography allows us a glimpse of what this might entail. 
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Citizens’ Photojournalism
History’s New First Draft

David Brittain
When it’s time to illustrate the history of the dramatic “Arab Spring” uprisings of 2010 
and 2012, it will be ordinary citizens, not professionals, who supply most of the images. 
Wadah Khanfar, former director general of the Al‐Jazeera television network that closely covered these events, explained, 
When the Tunisian revolution broke out we didn’t have reporters or cameramen there, but we had a tool that cannot be controlled by the authorities: active young people reporting live from the squares, sending video footage and calls for freedom. (Khanfar 2011)
The tools that enabled this and, some argue, the catalyst that helped topple the regimes in the Middle East and North Africa was the combination of cheap, versatile camera phones and interactive media such as Facebook and Twitter. Facebook was used to form covert groups, Twitter was used for real‐time organization and news dissemination, while photo‐sharing sites YouTube, Yfrog, Flickr, and Twitpic provided instant visual evidence to back up—or contest—breaking reports. While the authorities were not exactly powerless to intervene—some cut off the internet and the mobile phone networks to thwart dissent—they could not, ultimately, prevent opponents—inside and outside their countries—from exploiting the technology. Government‐controlled media were bypassed as images from inside countries were shared with the rest of the world, and ordinary people took the place of reporters. Since the start of these cataclysmic events, newspapers, and TV networks everywhere have been adjusting to a world in which so‐called citizens’ photojournalism has moved from being a supplement of news to an alternative source of news with its own outlets and distribution channels. While journalists have many more images to choose from, it is no less difficult than before to identify the truthful ones from the rest. 
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 Champions and Opponents
Who are citizen photojournalists and how do they challenge established patterns within the photography in the press and the cultural sector? Mostafa Bahgat was a self‐taught video‐maker who witnessed some of the worst clashes between the army and the dem-onstrators in Tahrir Square, Egypt. Alexander Chadwick was a commuter who used his phone camera in the tunnels of the London Underground following the so‐called 7/7 
bombings. Unlike Bahgat and Chadwick, most citizen photojournalists are anonymous and include activists, regular, and rebel soldiers or just plain bystanders. Many are also bloggers. What they all have in common is having been in the right place at the right time to bear witness to and photograph a significant event. James Wallace, editor‐and-chief of the Toronto Sun, told Jasmine Pazzano that the difference between the professional and the citizen photojournalist is motivation. “Citizens do it out of commitment and interest or other personal reasons,” he says. “For professionals, it is their job” 
(Pazzano 2011). When The Guardian (2011) asked Mostafa Bahgat why he endangers his life making photographs in dangerous circumstances, he made a connection between photography and democracy. He said: “If I’m not there to record what is happening, then the lies of the state will go unchallenged” (Shenker 2011, p. 28). 
Citizens’ photojournalism is popularly portrayed as part of the phenomenon of citizens’ journalism or user‐generated content (UGC) that encompasses written and visual forms of testimony. Hayley Watson distinguishes between “dependent” and “independent” citizens’ journalism (Watson 2011). Independent citizens’ photojournalism is conducted via the participant’s own systems of communication, including blogs and social networking sites, where content can be shared with others or viewed by browsers. 
Dependent forms rely on broadcasters such as Al‐Jazeera or the BBC for dissemination. 
Well‐known examples of the latter that appeared in the international media in recent years include dramatic images of the 2011 Japanese tsunami as it struck and shaky footage of the capture and grim slaughter, in 2012, of Muammar Gaddafi by Libyan opposition soldiers. Sub‐genres of dependent UGC have acquired their own newsworthiness and include the suicide‐bomber’s video and the execution video, both made as propaganda in anticipation of global dissemination (see Chapter 23 in this volume). Another such sub‐genre is so‐called “sousveillance” ( sous is French for below) in which citizens on the ground turn cameras against the powerful that impose surveillance ( sur is French for above). A celebrated example concerns a fatal assault on a London newsvendor, Ian Tomlinson at the 2009 G20 summit. The story broke after activists leaked to the press video evidence of Tomlinson being struck by a police officer (Lewis 2009). In yet another variation of dependent citizens’ photojournalism, Google made headlines in 2007 when a suspicious member of the British public used it to unearth incriminating snapshots of a canoeist, John Darwin. These banal snaps, that had evaded police and reporters, proved that Darwin was not presumed drowned, as had been reported, but was alive and involved in fraud. As Wadah Khanfar noted, “This people’s media couldn’t have played the vital role it did on its own …” (2011). 
There is nothing new about the publication in the press of photographs by non-professionals. Photography became a key ingredient in reporting news in the early twentieth century, after the invention of half‐tone enabled photographs to be reproduced with clarity. Once the unique realism of the photograph became an indispensable supplement to the authority of the news reporter, the photojournalist was born. But 
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when professionals were not on the spot to deliver images, editors relied on amateurs who were and could. “Citizen photojournalists” avant la lettre, include Abraham Zapruder who filmed the assassination of President Kennedy in 1963 and George Holliday who shot a video of Los Angeles police beating Rodney King in 1991. In both cases, the photographers were bystanders and their images have since been reproduced many times as testimony to the events they witnessed. This kind of opportunistic content used to be relatively rare. But as editors gain access to more and more sensational images via the internet, the news is changing. Images themselves are making headlines. 
A good example is the infamous snapshots from inside Abu Ghraib, the American-administered prison in Iraq. Intended as soldiers’ mementos, they caused universal outrage and embarrassment when leaked to the press as evidence of mistreatment and torture. It has been argued that easy accessibility to such images has caused a shift from 
“institution‐initiated” news (government/corporate announcements) to “event‐driven” 
news (Schudson 2005, pp. 172–191). 
A turning point for dependent citizens’ photojournalism, where UGC is made available to existing media outlets, was the aftermath of the July 7 bombings of the London transport system in 2005. Within hours of the atrocity, Alexander Chadwick’s grainy image from the tunnels below the capital was displayed on the BBC’s website, to be rapidly followed by exposure in newspapers in UK and USA (after Associated Press syndicated the images world‐wide). Jeff Bornstein (2009) described its impact. “Readers witnessed a crude but striking representation of what life was like moments after the explosion in the tube – 
its rawness unmatched by professional images, its authenticity compounded by Chadwick 
‘having‐been‐there’” (Bornstein 2009). This image was part of a deluge of some 1000 stills and videos, 4000 texts and 20 000 emails received by the BBC within six hours of the atrocity. Helen Boaden (2008), then BBC Director of News, recalls the impact. 
What an incredible resource. Twenty‐four‐hour television was sustained as never before by contributions from the audience; one piece on the Six O’Clock News was produced entirely from pieces of user‐generated content. At the BBC, we knew then that we had to change. We would need to review our ability to ingest this kind of material and our editorial policies to take account of these new forms of output. (Boaden 2008)
These events, that were the catalyst for the bottom‐up revolution of UGC, have divided the journalistic profession. Among proponents is the writer Dennis Dunleavy who announced that, “… the digital camera phone is the future and we have much to learn from this emerging technology” (Dunleavey 2005). Not surprisingly, perhaps, professional photographers have been less enthusiastic. As early as the 1990s, photojournalists were among the very first to feel the changes brought by the internet as the sociology of news began to change. Darkrooms closed, technicians were retrained or laid off, and new skills were demanded as laptops and modems replaced gadget bags as the signature tools of photographers on assignment. While many professionals would understand why editors rushed to publish Chadwick’s image of the aftermath of the 7/7 
atrocity, and would even defend this decision, they would oppose the trend for relying on UGC. Many argue that the untrained eye of amateurs can never compare with that of the professional when producing finished documentary images. This may be true, but now, as never before, the sophistication of a photograph is much less important 
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than its topicality as journalists find themselves competing with the speed of the internet and its lack of restrictions. As the blogger and author, Dan Gillmor (2006) writes, decisions about images tend to be based on topicality, not esthetic quality: Will [UGC] threaten professional photographers who capture images so well for news organizations today? I hope not. Their skills are far beyond mine and most amateurs. But we have to be ready to capture images when the pros aren’t around; even a poorly composed photo of a pivotal event is better than no picture at all. 
(Gillmor 2006 , p. 131)
Gillmor hopes more writers will carry cameras in future, leading to the possibility that the “great” images of the early part of the twenty‐first century may be distinguished less by their style than by their topicality, or perhaps even their notoriety. 
Many professionals are suspicious that citizens’ photojournalism represents the thin end of a wedge that will end with the loss of their livelihoods. At a time when traditional printed news is experiencing falling circulations (in the US between 2008 and 2009, newspaper circulation dropped by more than 7%), budgets for photography are being cut. In 2009 Times newspapers cut their fees for freelance photographers by up to 60% 
in a “struggle to remain competitive” ( British Journal of Photography 2009). In this cli-mate, amateur content may seem tempting as a cheap alternative that is plentiful and easy to appropriate. Blogger and photographer, Sion Touhig writes: It’s a race to the bottom, and is a fundamental failure by publishers to invest in their businesses for their readers’ benefit. It has consequently put massive pressure on professional photographers, who have to reduce their rates, or submit to copyright grabs themselves in order to get work, which is drying up and being replaced by stolen audience content. (Touhig 2006)
The context for the hostility of some professionals is a long history of distrust between photographers and editors (or between image‐makers and scribes as some will have it). 
There is, for instance, the perception that editors took far too long to accept photographers as “journalists,” wrote Barbie Zelizer. “Photojournalists only became ranking members of the journalistic profession in the 1940s, a full 80 years after images made their way into the news, and only 50 years later did they take on leadership positions” (Zelizer 2005, pp. 198–211). In John Szarkowski’s view, editors have long conspired to undermine the photographer’s specialized contribution to news. After a “golden age” (the late 1920s to the late 1950s) in which photographers and editors co‐operated with mutual respect, the balance of power changed to the disadvantage of photographers. He stated: The basic effect of modern mass media on photography has been to erode the creative independence and the accountability of the photographer who has worked for them. This is not a value judgment (except from the point of view of the photographer) but rather a recognition of a shift in effective authority. 
(Szarkowski 2000, pp. 28–31)
A new breed of new photo agencies is professionalizing the citizens’ sector, negotiating fair rates for images, and addressing some of the criticisms of photojournalists. 
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One of the agencies, Demotix (Corbis purchased it in 2012), represents what they call 
“street photographers,” a catch‐all term that refuses to distinguish between opportunists, amateur documentary photographers, and experienced freelancers. The agency’s name derives from “the form of writing used and most easily understood by the man in the Alexandrian street in 200 BC.” Demotix is proud that its image‐makers have strong personal opinions. Clyde Bentley contrasted such a personal approach to the “neutrality” 
of the professional. 
The main difference between traditional journalism and citizen journalism is that traditional journalists are sent out to cover things they don’t really care about; in other words, the next city council meeting isn’t going to make or break their lives. 
But a citizen journalist is not out to cover something, but to share it. For them, they want to tell everybody about their passion. (Bowman and Willis 2005) Demotix showcases its international membership on its web site but also markets their images to a network of over 200 mainstream outlets including the BBC, CNN, NBC, and The New York Times. Royalties are split 50–50. 
Given resistance among photojournalists to aspects of digital culture, it is perhaps ironic that we now know more than ever about their opinions because so many write or comment on blogs. We often read that professionals, who are accountable for their images, oppose UGC because it is often difficult to authenticate. These fears are understandable as much of the credibility of photojournalism rests on its endorsement by a responsible, independent press. The reputation of an editor can be harmed when a lie is presented as the truth. The risks are increased by the advent of clever digital fakes—including one that seemed to show the American politician, Sarah Palin, brandishing an assault rifle. Apparently, it appeared online shortly after John McCain selected her as his running mate in the 2008 US election. Palin’s real‐life penchant for posing with guns may have lent the image some of its initial credibility. In the event, it was exposed as an artful grafting of Palin’s head onto another woman’s body by means of Photoshop. 
Sometimes fakes are accepted as real and published (the web itself often functions as an early warning system about circulating fakes), with dire consequences for those concerned. 
In 2004, the London Daily Mirror published falsified photos of British soldiers supposedly abusing an Iraqi prisoner and the editor‐in‐chief was sacked after the truth was exposed. 
Long before digital technology, readers struggled to detect the line separating the authentic and the inauthentic, which was often elusive because photographs were routinely cropped, retouched, or even montaged prior to publication. One interesting case, from the pre‐digital era, concerns the famous and highly‐respected W. Eugene Smith who worked for LIFE. Picture editor, Wilson Hicks, recalled how Smith “re‐created” his photo essay, “The Spanish Village” with help from his subjects. 
For the camera [the subjects] enacted consciously what they theretofore had done unconsciously; they did what they were used to doing better than they were used to doing it. In re‐creating an actuality, Smith gave to it more power and beauty than it had originally. (Hicks 1952)
Whether or not this constitutes “fakery” is a moot point. What it underlines though is that the truth that photographs are thought to embody is always contingent, never the 
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preserve of even the most reputable photographer. Citizens’ agencies, such as Demotix and France’s Crowrdspark, take great pains to reassure clients that they check facts and can guarantee the authenticity of their members’ content. 
Large media outlets are beginning to co‐operate with social networking sites. In an early instance, journalist Rob Walker sourced images from Flickr to illustrate an article in The New York Times magazine about Martin Luther Boulevards (MLK BLVD, www. 
flickr.com/groups/mlkblvd). Walker wrote that he was attracted to the idea of 
“throw[ing] it open to others” and having an “unlimited number of people contributing.” 
A glimpse of the future of visual newsgathering is offered at Buzznet.com (a smaller rival to Flickr that consists of various themed communities), that has been proactive in its relationship with media outlets. Buzznet’s community of users is considered to be more attuned to a reportage approach, and in 2005 the organization collaborated with the Sun‐Herald on a website about Hurricane Katrina, “crowd sourced” from its members. Such deals take advantage of the global and networked nature of the site and are designed to benefit both organizations. Buzznet founder Marc Brown explained: 
“Generally it’s a monthly license fee, and a revenue split for advertising.” Buzznet publi-cized this commercial relationship with clients such as the Houston Chronicle and the Miami Herald to recruit members. As such developments suggest, new business models are emerging as distinctions between independent and dependent content disappear. Dan Gillmor predicts that in future UGC will become less reliant for its impact on mainstream media, “as social media become the news‐access tools of choice for a new generation that consumes, produces and shares news in varying ways” (Khanfar 2011). 
There is no better symbol of the struggles between editors and professional photographers than the Magnum photographic agency, co‐founded in 1947 by Cartier‐Bresson and Robert Capa and still run today as a co‐operative. It is often recounted that differences between freelance photographers and press barons—over the ownership of negatives, copyright, and so on—provided the impetus for Magnum. Tales of the heroic personal sacrifices by agency photographers, such as Robert Capa, who died while on assignment in Vietnam, are well known and are an inspiration for all photojournalists. 
Press photographers still invoke Magnum’s integrity and high moral principles in defense of their profession—and, indeed, press freedom—in their battle against UGC. 
But a large gap between the ideal and the real is opening as the modern photojournalist, instead of being perceived as a paragon, comes to personify the excesses of the press in the internet era. Photojournalists sometimes set themselves apart from citizen photojournalists because they say they abide by professional codes of practice, while amateurs are indifferent to ethics. The findings of the 2011–2012 Leveson Inquiry into modern press practices suggest such codes are ineffective, in the UK at least. Based in London, the Leveson Inquiry was instituted in the wake of a phone‐hacking scandal that led the mighty News International to close the tabloid, The News of the World. It had emerged in 2009 that journalists paid a private detective to access the phones of thousands of people in public life. The illegally obtained information was passed on to photographers, as well as journalists, who acted on it. Witness after witness, from all walks of life, implicated photographers (known by the pejorative, “the paparazzi”) with the harass-ment and manipulation they claim to have suffered. In a moving testimony, the parents of the abducted child, Madeleine McCann, told how photographers leapt out of hiding to startle them into giving “distorted” expressions that were used to convey them as 
“frail” or “fragile.” Such accounts led the reporter Dan Sabbagh to conclude in a 
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newspaper article in 2011 that a “new set of villains have emerged: the photographers who at one time or another have besieged almost everyone else giving evidence.” 
Another issue that perennially concerns the dwindling readership of newspapers is the recurring scandal of digital reconstructions by professionals who claim to be bound by strict codes concerning manipulation. For instance, during the bitter 2006 conflict between Israel and Hamas, the Reuters agency withdrew a “doctored” picture from circulation, suspending the freelance photographer, Adnan Hajj. The aerial shot shows volumes of black smoke billowing up from a sector of Beirut. Reuters apologized for 
“changes,” then issued a “corrected” version that is identical except that there is less smoke (and less “drama”). As an uncredited blogger at the Jawa Report noted, the effect of the electronically “cloned” picture was, “to make it appear that an Israeli missile strike did much more damage than it actually did” (Jawa Report 2006). Despite strict rules designed to prevent the practice of digitally enhancing reality, the industry seems powerless to stop it. This persuades some commentators that the greatest threat to the integrity of a healthy press is not the actions or ambitions of a few naïve and untested citizen photographers, but rather the unscrupulous or sloppy practices of professionals. 
Many photojournalists blame digital technology for declining standards and falling circulations. Others, however, recognize opportunities in the new multi‐media platforms that proliferate on the internet, such as audio‐slideshows that augment the still photograph and rich media videos. One professional who operates in this area of “convergence” is the Englishman, David Berman. Berman (2010) stated that technology gives him control and does not disempower. 
What is a multimedia photojournalist? A photographer who is unafraid of learning new skills and technologies. A photographer who is passionate about telling stories, shooting compelling images be it still or video. I look at it as an opportunity to get back to being a story‐teller, not just a space filler for the print edition. 
I shoot, I edit and I publish. (Berman 2010)
Multimedia presentations are increasingly common and specialized production houses—such as Mediastorm—now exist to facilitate and disseminate them. Mediastorm produced The Marlboro Marine (2007), a powerful 16‐minute documentary with voice-over for the internet by Luis Sinco of the Los Angeles Times. This reveals the human story behind an iconic press image of a tough, cigarette‐smoking marine called James Blake Miller. The theorist Fred Ritchin has welcomed productions such as this because they offer, “enormous new possibilities for storytelling in the hyper‐textual environment of the web” (Ritchin 2012). Regrettably, says Ritchin, most publishers have been shy in taking advantage of these exciting developments. 
Such technological innovation can overshadow other, more complex developments that engendered citizens’ journalism. Hayley Watson (2011) argues that a key precondition is the rise of “participatory culture.” This is when individuals participate in the consumption of culture online, and also produce online culture. An example of pre-internet participatory culture would be the zine network of the 1970s and 1980s that is sometimes identified as the forerunner of today’s blogosphere. While zines (from magazines) were not interactive, they encouraged non‐professionals to write, produce, and distribute their own publications about specialisms that the mainstream overlooked, and without professional skills. In the UK, internet use appears to be increasing, 
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potentially boosting participatory culture. In August 2010, 30.1 million (60%) adults are thought to have had accessed the internet on a daily basis compared with 16.5 million (35%) in 2006 (Office for National Statistics 2010, cited in Watson 2011). It is suggested that 133 million blogs have been created since 2002. It is thought that blogs, often containing photographs, are responsible for encouraging individuals to play an “active role” 
in the process of “collecting, reporting, sorting, analysing and disseminating news”: a function that once belonged solely to the news media (Watson 2011). Participatory culture also has its critics (Watson 2011). The author Andrew Keen disapproved of the march of “amateur” content (Keen 2007), comparing it with “the blind leading the blind” 
(Watson 2011). 
Another precondition for citizen journalism, in Watson’s opinion (2011), is the complex notion of “lived” experience within digital culture. She refers to Deleuze’s model of the internet as an “amplifier” of participation. “This amplification of participation can be seen in the audience’s ability to participate with the news media, in terms of the submission of information by individuals and the subsequent publication of that 
‘selected’ information” (Watson 2011). Spurred on by the events of 7/7, the BBC 
enhanced the ability of international audiences to interact with its programs online by supplying a range of portals, from polls to blogs and The Guardian, among others, has introduced an application for mobile phone users. This conventionalization of interaction is considered a “key precondition for dependent citizen journalism” (Watson 2011). 
With little effort, the bystander can become a news reporter and this benefits editors by extending their reach as never before. Now they can view images by amateurs on the scene of a breaking story, well in advance of professionals. When the Asian tsunami of December 26, 2004 struck Indonesia and Thailand, Western news organizations were absent. Tom Glocer, head of Reuters, wrote, “For the first 24 hours the best and the only photos and video came from tourists armed with telephones, digital cameras and cam-corders. And if you didn’t have those pictures, you weren’t on the story.” Similarly, former BBC staffer Richard Sambrook recalls that following the earthquake in Pakistan and India in October 2005, “the most vivid descriptions of what happened and its effects” reached the BBC in emails and texts from the area. 
Precedents and Legacies
There is much eager discussion within the social sciences of the phenomenon of citizen journalism or blogging, as attested in books such as Mass Media and Society and Below
Critical Radar: Fanzines and Alternative Comics from 1976 to Now, and in journals such as Convergence: The International Journal of Research into New Media Technologies. 
By comparison, there has been little dedicated research on citizen photojournalism, per se. Barbie Zelizer (2005) places the citizen journalist at the end of a long line of “outliers” 
that have shaped the press from the margins rather than from within the core. Zelizer suggests that the forerunners of today’s blogger include, among others, Charles Dickens, George Orwell, Tom Wolfe, and Joan Didion. In a similar way, one might find the first citizen photojournalists among such early visual innovators as Jacob Riis. This Danish-born “muck‐raking” reporter and activist worked in late‐nineteenth‐century New York and became the father of modern photojournalism. Riis taught himself photography, then used his rudimentary images to bolster a campaign against poverty waged in 
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newspaper articles, public lectures and his book, How the Other Half Lives (1890). 
Another outsider figure is the German photographer, Erich Salomon, whose snapshot style of depicting the rich and powerful during the 1920s and 1930s, made existing professional standards obsolete. Zelizer (2005) argues that the contributions of outliers show that, “who is a journalist and what constitutes journalism remain categories to be challenged on craft, professional, moral, political, economic and technical grounds” 
(Zelizer 2005, pp.198–211). 
It is easy to see why the phenomenon of citizens’ photojournalism is often attributed to technological advances, which is consistent with most histories of photography. 
There is an obvious analogy to be made between the no‐nonsense digital camera phone (that can deliver excellent or poor quality, depending on the make) favored by citizen photojournalists and the 35 mm cameras that began to transform the illustrated press in the late 1920s after years of domination by clumsy plate cameras. Just as the forerunners of the modern photojournalist, including Martin Munkacsi, André Kertész, and Tim Gidal, were viewed with suspicion for deploying the Leica camera, so there has been much criticism of the comparatively crude technical quality of phone cameras. The Leica revolutionized pictorial journalism by miniaturization, so too the camera phone deploys the latest technical innovations to enable almost anyone to take publishable pictures. Another interesting parallel between the pioneering days of photojournalism and the present is that the pioneers of the small camera were—like the majority of citizen journalists—self‐taught. This includes the famous Henri Cartier‐Bresson, inventor of the esthetic of “the decisive moment.” He was not a journalist, but an artist who brought a Surrealist sensibility to reporting in the post‐WWII years. The main difference is that today’s small camera users can preview their images instantly then publish them without worrying about fussy editors or deadlines. 
The media—newspapers and magazines, radio and television—constitutes much of the so‐called “public sphere” in any society. This idealized place, where all voices are tolerated and public opinion is formulated, is often invoked (Schudson 2005) amidst concerns that too few powerful organizations control the globalized media. Citizen photojournalists are identified with a widening of the discursive space of the public sphere through their activities as both dependent and independent news‐gatherers and commentators who use the internet. One possible precedent for the phenomenon of citizen photojournalism, within photographic history, might be the ideological worker-photography movement that flourished in Europe and the USSR between 1926 and 1939. Leftist organizations encouraged thousands of ordinary amateurs to take pictures to be disseminated via factory newspapers, wall publications, and sympathetic magazines. These included the German publisher Willi Münzenberg’s AIZ and the movement’s organ, Der Arbeiter Fotograf (The Worker Photographer). The Soviet equivalent was Sovetskoe foto. Through the use of their own distribution channels, the movement demonstrated that it was possible to deny powerful press owners hegemony over the public sphere. One legacy of this movement is detectable in the number of present‐day projects, on exhibition and online, which depend on the participation of non‐ professional, 
“insider” photographers. In some societies, new organizations have grown up that enable non‐professional photographers to contribute to the pluralizing of media. The Korean internet news agency, Oh‐myNews, is often mentioned in this connection. In 2000, the former journalist Oh Yeon Ho founded Oh‐myNews. A recent survey discovered that the organization represents 65 000 citizen journalists and supports a staff of 70. 
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In an interview with The New York Times in 2003, Oh hinted that a part of his motivation in launching Oh‐myNews was a desire to counter the bias in the provision of news in Korea. Oh explained to Sarah Hartley (2011): “We have a real imbalance in our media—
80 percent conservative and 20 percent liberal—and it needs to be corrected. My goal is 50–50.” By 2000, the state had closed 49 of the 64 daily newspapers that were available in South Korea in 1961 because they contravened reporting regulations. Jean K. Min commented, “For lots of angry young Korean ‘Netizens’ who felt their voice was perennially ignored by the overwhelmingly conservative Korean mainstream media, Oh‐myNews was a godsend when it was launched in February 2000” (Hartley 2011). 
The organization recently launched a service called “Umji news” (
)—meaning 
thumb news—which exploits the sophistication of mobile phone technology, enabling contributors to text in photos from various places. 
The main legacy of the twentieth-century worker‐photography movement is probably its ideal of photography as a tool for progressive social change. The movement was conceived as an antidote to photography pursued in the interests of capital. Worker photographers were trained to resist dominant ideology by detecting the “bourgeois picture‐lies” of the press. The theorist Walter Benjamin was an early supporter of this radical photographic practice. Writing in the 1930s, during the rise of fascism and the expansion of the illustrated press, he differentiated between postures of radicalism found in public life and proper revolutionary action, as advanced in the Soviet Union. 
He considered it the duty of those who supplied images to what he called the “production apparatus” to change it. In his essay, “The author as producer,” Benjamin was especially critical of the art photographers of the Neue Sachlichkeit movement (1936). He considered that esthetics was the enemy of progressive photography because of an atavistic link between art and social elites, and scorned the photographer, Albert Renger-Patzsch for his book, The World is Beautiful (Die Welt Ist Schön) of 1928. Through a highly stylized technique, this photographer presented a range of subjects, from nature and industry, as a parade of undifferentiated pure forms. Benjamin considered that Renger‐Patzsch, “succeeded in turning abject poverty itself, by handling it in a modish, technically perfect way, into an object of enjoyment” (Benjamin 1936, p. 24). Benjamin especially condemned this practice because he thought it converted revolutionary content into “amusements” (see also Chapter 25). 
In the 1960s, the English writer John Berger took up Benjamin’s call for an alternative mode of photography, after he encountered a telling paradox in print. This was the conjunction of a damning Don McCullin photograph of a Vietnamese man clutching his bleeding child within a magazine whose owner supported American intervention into that country. Berger wrote:
The task of an alternative photography is to incorporate photography into social and political memory, instead of using it as a substitute which encourages the atrophy of any such memory … For the photographer this means thinking of her or himself not so much as a reporter to the rest of the world, but, rather, as a recorder for those involved in the events photographed. The distinction is crucial. (Berger, quoted in Ritchin 2009, p. 125)
Might citizens’ photojournalism qualify as Berger’s “alternative” in our time, asked Fred Ritchin in After Photography (2009, pp. 125–130)? Though not legally a 
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“publication,” the web has shown itself to be an accessible, cheap, and effective vehicle for news, and is sometimes, controversially, lauded as the last unregulated part of the public sphere. Ritchin is enthusiastic about the web as a catalyst for new approaches to documentation, such as those practiced by David Berman and others, including radical models of “those involved in the events photographed.” With regard to the latter, Ritchin mentioned the participatory project, “Photographs by Iraqi Civilians” (Ritchin 2004) that maintains an internet presence because it struggled to find a publisher (2009 , p. 127). In 2004, the Daylight Community Arts Foundation equipped ordinary Iraqis with cameras in an effort to counter the otherwise negative press representations of Iraq. “Photographs by Iraqi Civilians” is a professionally‐produced slide show of these pictures that attempts to restore the voices of some Iraqi people that were drowned out by news commentary (www.pixelpress.org/iraqi_civil/intro.html). Another such model, this time driven by users, is We are Not Afraid.com that functions as both a site of protest and a memorial. Set up in the aftermath of the 7/7 bombings by the English blogger Alfie Dennen, We are Not Afraid refers to the atrocities in London and other bombed cities such as New York, Madrid—and, more recently, Paris—and the fear these provoked in ordinary citizens. Dennen asked for users’ images that convey the message, “We will not waste one moment, nor sacrifice one bit of our freedom, because of fear.” The site presently contains almost 800 galleries of upbeat snapshots, each captioned with the phrase, “We’re not afraid.” Because these are predominantly snaps of Western family life and friendships, the site has been criticized, writes Panizza Allmark, for drawing too much attention to the values of “predominantly white middle‐class online participants” (Allmark 2008). This misses the point, she suggests. By using uploaded personal pictures in place of the sensational images of violence that dominate the press, We are Not Afraid may be judged to subvert efforts to use photography as a substitute for “social and political” memory (as Berger wrote). Allmark writes: Rather than focus on the tragic victim of traditional photojournalism, in which the camera is directed toward the other, the site promotes the sharing and triumph of personal moments. In the spotlight are ‘everyday’ modalities from ‘everyday people’ attempting to confront the rhetoric of terrorism. In their welcoming gaze to the camera the photographic subjects challenge the notion of the sensational image, the spectacle that is on show is that of middle‐class modalities and a performance of collective power. (Allmark 2008)
Benjamin (1936) concluded that an indicator of the radical potential of any contribution is the place its maker occupies within the relations of production. In light of this analysis, the position of UGC within the context of contemporary production constitutes its progressive potential within the public sphere. UGC is often hostile to the professional attitude of mainstream news in several respects: its technical and formal qualities can be crude and “amateurish” and—more importantly—content is usually unverifiable. Moreover, UGC is typically partisan, made out of passion, and is therefore counter to the media ideal of objectivity. Yet in spite of this list of taboos, the big networks—from the BBC and CNN to Al‐Jazeera—prefer to accommodate it. 
Benjamin argued that a gauge of the effectiveness of any progressive “apparatus” was that it “will be the better, the more consumers it brings in contact with the production process – in short, the more readers or spectators it turns into collaborators” (1936 , p. 24). 
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Stephen Duncombe (1997) insisted that the zines and alternative comics of the 1970s and 1980s achieved precisely this through their DIY ethic (Duncombe 1997). Now that news outlets offer various forms of interactivity, is not the modern news process more like a collaboration of professionals and audiences? Well, enabling interactivity is not the same as being radical. As we have seen, the news networks are no longer the only players. The Arab Spring events of 2011–2012 shone a spotlight on web sites that not only compete for audiences with global media brands but promise to enhance the potential of UGC to erode further, boundaries between producer and consumer. 
CrowdVoice, for instance, is a platform that, “tracks voices of protest from around the world by crowd sourcing.” Its backer, Mideast Youth, describes itself (http://crowdvoice. 
org/about) as an “independent grassroots movement” founded to “amplify diverse and progressive voices advocating for change in the Middle East and North Africa using digital media.” By selecting one heading from a list of “featured voices”—such as “Tibetan Monks Protest Against China” or “Kurdish Protests Against Assad”—users access written and visual content by citizen eye‐witnesses. They may upload their own content and access links to stories that provide the context for content. Small World News, described as a conduit for web journalism from teams around the world, offers to train citizens to deploy newsgathering technology. Its site contains a downloadable DIY “Guide to Safely and Securely Producing Media” that has sections about planning, production, uploading (compression, file formats, etc.), ethics, and personal risk. In different ways, then, these sites are potential catalysts for converting consumers into progressive producers. 
Do these various “unconventional” photographic platforms constitute a genuinely radical use of photography; can they maintain their independence or are they destined be assimilated into the spectacle of news? 
 Art, Photography and the Internet
What are the implications of this globalized participatory photographic culture for the esthetic practice and discourse of photography? While humanist esthetics and progressive politics have long been uneasy bed‐fellows—the former often being accused of neutering the latter—photographic exhibitions that claim to address social issues continue to proliferate. The blueprint for many of these was The Family of Man, featuring the most reputable photographers in the US and Europe, including many from the Magnum agency. This giant exhibition began its world‐wide tour, to promote “universal values,” in the New York Museum of Modern Art at the height of the Cold War in 1955 
(see Chapter 25 in this volume). Such prestigious events do not generally contain contributions by vernacular photographers on grounds that they are stylistically incompatible with prescribed esthetic criteria (see Chapter 17 in this volume). Yet there are signs that the phenomenon of UGC may yet influence the opinions of exhibition organizers. 
A recent indicator was the 2011 Arles photography festival in France that featured several projects by young artists who took images from the internet then recontextualized them. The oldest of the photography festivals, Arles is often seen as a litmus test for changing tastes in a sector that is dominated by the profession. The exhibition, From
Here On (2011, co‐curated by Clement Cheroux, Erik Kessels, Joan Fontcuberta, 


Citizens’ Photojournalism: History’s New First Draft 405
Figure 22.1 Mishka Henner, Unknown site, Noordwijk aan Zee from the series Dutch Landscapes (2011). Source: © Mishka Henner. Reproduced with permission. 
Joachim Schmid, and Martin Parr) issued its own manifesto announcing that: “Things will be different from here on …” as a result of the, “internet full of inspiration ….” One of the contributors, the artist Mishka Henner, raised questions about surveillance by presenting a series of altered images from Google Earth that the Dutch authorities had mysteriously censored (Figure 22.1). In past festivals, such political issues would have been the concern of sole documenters, exploiting photography’s “reality effect.” So Henner’s metaphorical approach, his use of ready‐made images, seems significant at least in terms of its challenge to photographic norms. In the opinion of Ben Burbridge, then‐deputy editor of Photoworks, the most interesting work was a multi‐screen projection by Claudia Sola called “Being There.” This drew content from across the internet— 
from medical scans to family snapshots and pornography. In the mix were pictures taken at Abu Ghraib. Burbridge thought that these posed a special challenge to the gatekeepers of the art institutions who are charged with keeping abreast with trends in photography. He wrote:
The manner in which [the pictures] changed, or represented changes to, the roles and significance of photography within culture cannot help but shape understandings of how institutions should aim to respond to this new photographic landscape. (Burbridge 2011)
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Burbridge wondered how long the arts sector would continue to ignore the fact that photography’s cultural importance lies more and more in its functioning, than in its form. 
The significance of those [Abu Ghraib] pictures lay not in what they looked like, in aesthetics and issues of form, but in issues of instrumentality, information, and use: why they were made and by whom; the abuses they depicted and why these took place; how the leaking of the pictures resulted in new functions, offering a damning form of insider testimony; and, more generally, how changing technologies have shaped such possibilities. (Burbridge 2011)
For now, images from the internet find their way into galleries as the “appropriated” 
content of artists and photographers. It will be interesting to see how far art institutions may be prepared to go to embrace the phenomenon and meet the challenges it poses to notions of esthetics based on originality, authorship, and tradition. 
Concurrently, the theory that informs the artistic practices of photography is waking up to the digital revolution. Since the late 1970s, theoretical debates on the uses of photography, including its role in the press, focused on power relations between image producer and spectator, putting into contention the bond that photography was said to have with the real. Now this focus is shifting toward a model that encompasses the photographer, the spectator, and also the photographed subject as participants in what the theorist Areilla Azoulay identifies as a “citizenry of photography” (Azoulay 2008) (see also Chapter 12 in this volume). As a theoretical concept, “the civil contract of photography” is complex, but it has been welcomed because it re‐attributes agency to the photograph, recognizing the internet as a catalyst for re‐politicizing spectatorship through the distribution of “the intolerable gaze of conflict … across the entirety of the photographic terrain and its citizenry …” (Carvill 2010, pp. 353–358). Finally, there’s the acknowledgment that the photographed subject is not merely a visible presence, but an active participant within the relations of photography. 
Conclusion
To a large extent, the identity of photography has been shaped by its association with the press. About 100 years ago, photographic technology revolutionized news by promising to satisfy the desire of ordinary readers for things to be brought closer “spatially and humanly,” to use Walter Benjamin’s words. This gave birth to the new profession of photojournalism that inspired generations of photographers in search of high artistic and moral standards. Now, in league with wireless networks and the mosaic of technologies that are termed Web 2.0, photography is transforming the press and the public sphere yet again and undergoing its own momentous changes. Change is fast‐paced and some of it seems ominous. By making it possible to generate seamless fakes, digital photography is blurring the lines between fact and fiction, posing a serious challenge for the professionals and casting doubt on the authority of the photographer as the guarantor of truth. Perhaps the greatest fear is that the printed press will simply be unable to compete with internet platforms and cease to exist. Whatever happens, everyone agrees that there is no going back to the “golden age.” 
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Other changes, however, are potentially exciting. Spurred on by events of the Arab Spring, and unable to compete with the pace and the maverick nature of internet dissemination, big media players are embracing the insider’s view of breaking events (“History’s New First Draft,” as Newsweek online called it). Technology has dismantled the barriers that once separated those who make news and those that news is “done to,” 
creating a “citizenry of photography” that is upsetting long‐held notions of who is fit to report and what should be reported. For some—among them photojournalists—this is threatening, for others, it is liberating. Thanks to web sites such as We are not Afraid. 
com, anyone with a camera, not just professionals, can make a contribution, however modest, to the world of current events that passes for history. The identity of photography itself is in flux in this networked world. The use of such photographic manipulation software as Photoshop has exposed the deceit of the photograph as a “window on the world.” Once simply viewed as a still image, photography is now encountered in a hyperlinked environment connected to video, text, sound and, crucially, other images in the network. This has provided photographers with new creative tools and new business models and posed serious questions about long‐cherished perceptions about photography and photographers. How long before the lone photographer with the still camera is consigned to history? How long, too, before the physical photograph disappears? 
Meanwhile, the situation has revived one of photography’s abiding obsessions: the potential of the camera for reform. Since digital cameras became cheap and accessible, taking photographs has come to rival (or even surpass) writing as an expression of dissent. 
In the pre‐war years, Walter Benjamin had no confidence in the progressive credentials of photography because it was so easily recuperated into the realm of esthetics. UGC has entered the gallery—as the content of artistic works, the Abu Ghraib photographs have been treated as “found”—but so far it resists easy assimilation. The advent of new web sites such as the idealistic CrowdVoice and Small World News with its downloadable training manuals, seems to affirm its radical credentials. The ability of activists and protestors to record and disseminate their reportage (most powerfully seen during the ongoing Syrian civil war from 2012), either via the news networks, or alternatively to audiences via the internet, is changing the face of news. It is a remarkable phenomenon worthy of the ideals of writers such as Benjamin and Berger. It has even been suggested that social networking sites, with their displays of visual testimony, have been responsible for promoting new social and political movements during the Arab Spring and since—for there is now a post-Spring movement. On the other hand, it must be remembered that the internet is also the home of YouTube. This is where much UGC—whether it is dissenters in Syria or dexterous kittens in California—co‐exists in an eerie state of moral and intellectual relativism that Benjamin could barely imagine. Truth on the web is as difficult to ascertain as it ever was in print. So it is probably still too early to know whether this process of democratization of the media will lead to a truly pluralized public sphere and the universal demystification of spectacular journalism, or become a significant threat to democracy. But whatever happens, the institutions of the media will never be quite as unaccountable as they once were, nor will the media consumer seem as passive as in former times. Amazingly, the power of the eye‐witness photograph to astonish and motivate audiences remains undiminished (seeing is still believing despite the weight of evidence to the contrary!). And today, more than ever, it is the content of a picture that matters, not who took it. For skilled photographers, and for their supporters in the world of galleries and international photo festivals, this realization might be the hardest lesson of the digital revolution. 
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Seeing Is Not Believing
On the Irrelevance of Looking in the Age of Operational Images Edward Dowsett
Whereas Poe’s passers‐by cast glances in all directions, seemingly without cause, today’s pedestrians are obliged to look about them so that they can be aware of traffic signals. Thus, technology has subjected the human sensorium to a complex form of training. 
(Benjamin 1999, p. 328)
It has been over one hundred and fifty years since the birth of photography. During this time its nature has been transformed by many new technologies. It has also changed simply as a result of continued exposure. Our relationship to photographic images has now reached a point where we must fundamentally alter our conception of them if we are to make sense of the way we now see them. What kind of “training” 
has caused this change? Where does our mixture of fear and reliance originate from and manifest itself? 
In this chapter, I propose a recent shift in our culture toward photography and video becoming perceived as non‐visually centric media. I will examine how these media are functioning within society in this new way, and what the connotations of this might be. 
As a broad outline of the path this discussion takes, Section 23.1 deals with the phenomenon of not looking at images, and proposes some preliminary arguments as to what has caused this change. Section 23.2 looks in more depth at this phenomenon, with a case study of a recent example of non‐looking, the beheadings by radical terrorist group ISIS. Section 23.3 proposes a possible model to use when thinking about these images and the way they function. Section 23.4 outlines some possible further ways that we should attempt to look at images in the light of this shift. 
Throughout this chapter, I will refer to photography and video as if they are analogous. The reason for my lack of a distinction is that, when no longer viewed, the main characteristic both mediums share is a perceived ability to imprint from an event that has really happened, and so to offer some kind of link to, and proof of, that event. Within the news media that I analyse, video stills are often used interchangeably with the videos themselves as representations of the photographic document being discussed. In the situations I examine, both mediums are dealt with and reacted to in much the same way, both technologically and socially, and so for the purposes of my argument a distinction A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
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does not need to be drawn. When I refer to a “photographic document” or simply the 
“photographic,” I am therefore referring to both mediums. 
I have made a conscious decision, after much self‐questioning, not to include any images in this chapter. It is impossible to properly represent videos with a few screen stills, especially if these screen stills will then be compared with photographs. This problem becomes much worse with videos that have very graphic scenes in them as to focus only on the gore is to deny the complete image in favor of the most shocking one, while to avoid it is a conscious censoring of the central aspect. I have found myself in the same position that the newspapers I analyze are in, and have decided that not including any images would be the fairest representation possible. A simple Google search is all that is needed to bring any of them up. If my argument is strong enough, then I hope I can convince you that the visual presence of the image in these situations has become unimportant now in any case. In this sense, for the purposes of this chapter, it is appropriate that they are not included, since the chapter becomes one more example of the irrelevance of looking. 
 The Unseen Image
Something has been happening recently that I do not believe has happened before: western society is increasingly being influenced by photographs and videos that are, for the most part, not being seen. The questions “What do photographs do?” and “What is our response to them?” have been asked since the advent of photography and have mostly been examined in terms of the effects of looking at photographs. This has been particularly true of images of war, violence, and suffering. This is perhaps not only because they are so prevalent in the media and have such an important role within it, but because their effect on us as viewers is often strong and so they are less difficult, and more gripping, to analyse. The questions asked of them often run along the lines of: What does it mean to look at an image of a dying soldier? Does the rendering of the scene into a photograph somehow give a neutral informative viewpoint? Is this neutral rendering possible in the social context within which the image will be shown? Do we take pleasure from these images and, if so, is that right? Does the viewing of such photographs empower or oppress us? Roland Barthes (1977, 1981), Susan Sontag (1966, 1979, 2004), John Berger (2013), Alan Sekula (1984), John Tagg (1993), and Martha Rosler (2004), to name but a few, have all looked at these types of photographs and have posed such questions about them and come to varying conclusions. What is central to all of these arguments is the idea that the photograph’s reason to exist is to be seen, that this is fundamental to the nature of the photographic image. The photograph visually represents, and what is at stake in the debate is how it does this, what is the nature of its visual communication, and, sometimes, even if this communication should continue. 
Sontag went so far in her book, Regarding the Pain of Others, as to suggest that: Perhaps the only people with the right to look at images of suffering of this extreme order are those who could do something to alleviate it – say, the sur-geons at the military hospital where the photograph was taken – or those who could learn from it. The rest of us are voyeurs, whether or not we mean to be. 
(Sontag 2004, pp. 37–38)
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While this statement was delivered without a real sense of its sentiment being achievable, it seems to me that we are now living in a world where images are increasingly not being looked at: either because of legal constraints around images of children or images of an extreme sexual nature; because the images are owned and protected by governmental intelligence organizations; or, simply, because we are following Sontag’s advice and choosing not to look. It is this last group which interests me the most here. 
Susie Linfield’s The Cruel Radiance (2012) is perhaps the most recent academic book to look at these issues, and aimed to counter the kind of sentiment which has led people to turn away, or make claims that we should turn away, from violent photographs. She takes us on a tour of some of the most troubling photographs that have been produced: Holocaust photographs; photographs from the Chinese revolution; from Sierra Leone; from Abu Ghraib; and, lastly, those images generated by the recent Islamic war of Jihad. 
Linfield carefully defends the human insights that looking at these images can give us, trying to counter some of the criticisms that have been levied both at the making of them and the act of viewing them. At the end of her section about this last group of images something curious happens:
The beheading videos, and our relationship to them, are different: viewing them is a matter of choice. Those who are bleakest about the present political situation may be the most loath to do so; journalist Ron Rosenbaum wrote that he had not viewed such tapes “because to watch would be to lose the last shreds of optimism left in this pessimist’s soul.” I, too, have assiduously avoided them, not because I think it is politically wrong to watch them but beca use I don’t think I can bear to. 
(Linfield 2012, p. 171)
Linfield does not give a full account of what makes these images so different, and why she is able to face up to images of the worst crimes against humanity but not what are relatively small acts of destruction, however, she is not alone in her avoidance of them. 
Within the media, it has been claimed that to look is an act of aiding the enemy by completing the cycle of their propaganda. The metropolitan police have even used this logic to falsely claim that viewing video executions of American journalists could be a crime in the UK under terrorism laws (Elgot 2014), a claim they later retracted. This fear of participating through seeing is the reason many give for not looking at such images. Many more do not believe this reasoning and have still chosen not to look. 
Among my friends and acquaintances are a large number of people interested in photographs and their effects and nearly all of them have preferred not to see these photographs and videos, particularly those images most recently released from the Islamic State Caliphate which has raised the game in the production of beheading videos. What, then, is different about these images? 
Most of the images of violence that people in western societies had become used to seeing in the media during the twentieth century, that were not images from advertising or films that do not claim to accurately represent an event, had been taken from a fairly neutral, usually compassionate, standpoint. The images we saw often came from the western press, since the relatively expensive process of photography, and the difficulty in distributing and mass‐producing photographs, meant that it was only established western image makers who could get their images seen, and surrounding their work was a broadly social documentary philosophy that the journalistic image maker should be as 
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neutral as possible. Hence the images were easily open to different interpretations and political viewpoints, albeit usually from a privileged, white, western perspective. It is for this reason than images such as Eddie Adams “Saigon Execution” of Nguyễn Ngọc Loan executing Nguyễn Văn Lém on February 1, 1968, could be transformed from the perspectives of Adams and the Associated Press, who were not anti the Vietnam War, into a potent anti‐war image. Even those images that were made by the perpetrators of their crimes, such as images taken by the Nazis of the Holocaust, were quite neutral in their outlook and intended mostly as documents. The photographs taken by German officers of the ghettos, such as those by Heinrich Jöst, for example, bear this kind of social detachment and conformity to photographic standards so as to seem somehow separate from their crimes. What we can say is that for the majority of the photographs we were exposed to, the production of the photograph was somehow separated from the crimes the photograph depicted. 
This is no longer the case, there is a much wider availability of photographic equipment and an increasingly cheap network within which to distribute photographs and videos. The United Nations recently reported that there are six billion people in the world who have access to a mobile phone, most of which have photographic capabilities and access to the internet, to put this in perspective only 4.5 billion people have access to working toilets (Robson 2013). Not only this, but it is now possible to share these images anonymously and secretly, removing the risks of social stigma attached to the creating and viewing of images that are outside of the norm. These factors have contributed to the monopoly of the mainstream viewpoint becoming much weakened and consequently many more photographs and videos are being produced and are available to be viewed that are implicitly from the perspective of the creator of the extreme acts (see Chapter 22 in this volume). There is a disturbing element to an image of cruelty that is taken by someone enjoying that cruelty, since we see something of the person’s psyche within the image and are very affected by this. In the words of a professional content moderator, someone paid to view these images:
If someone was uploading animal abuse, a lot of the time it was the person who did it. He was proud of that … And seeing it from the eyes of someone who was proud to do the fucked‐up thing, rather than news reporting on the fucked‐up thing – it just hurts you so much hard er, for some reason. It just gives you a much
darker view of humanity. (Chen 2014)
Despite the similarities between photography and video that I mention in my introduction, it is worth making a distinction at this point, in that videos are perhaps more suited to creating a narrative and atmosphere, and so are less neutral recorders. Because of this, the effect of seeing from the perspective of the person doing the act is perhaps more acute with video than stills, and is presumably why Linfield singles out beheading videos in her writing, though I believe that people are avoiding both. It could be argued that more formally neutral images, such as those taken by the Nazis of new arrivals to the death camps, are equally disturbing psychologically, since we glimpse through them the complete disregard of the people in the images. There is some other element at play, then, that distinguishes these images. 
The images that we are finding so difficult to examine are images where the depicted action and the recording are intimately interwoven. The video that Linfield singles out 
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in her writing about beheadings is of the execution of American reporter Daniel Pearl in 2002 by Pakistani militants as part of a demand for the release of prisoners from Guantanamo Bay. It is perhaps the first widely known of video beheading. If we look at this example we see that Daniel Pearl was executed specifically so that a film could be made of his execution, as demonstrated by the fact that what we witness in the video is actually a recreation of his execution taken a few moments after his real execution, as the videographer was not competent enough to correctly set up the camera for the actual act (Ansari 2004). Similarly, gangs in Russia who seek out homosexuals to torture on film and then post these videos online would not be committing the acts in the way that they do if a camera was not there to resolve their torture by “outing” the homosexual and therefore complete the circle of their violence. The images are the violence, they are both why the violence takes place, and an intrinsic element of that violence (Channel 4 Dispatches 2014). Viewing them is a uniquely harrowing experience, one becomes more than a witness, one sees from the perspective of the very instrument of torture. When one examines images taken of S‐21 prisoners in Cambodia immediately before their execution by the Khmer Rouge, we can discuss how the pictures functioned within the genocide; the people shown within the pictures have been forever reduced to victims, no longer named, only numbered, starving, etc. (Linfield 2012, p. 56). The photographic act itself can be reduced to torture; the subjectification, the harsh flashing light, the indignity of the act. However, while the camera plays its part in the crime, and is a little crime of its own, it is not entangled at the root of the crime as with the images which we are now faced with. 
There is then perhaps a new method of image‐making happening within the mediums of photography and video. It is a form of image‐making which must make us question how relevant are our previous models of these mediums that are based on visual representation. This method is prompting people to turn away from looking at images and yet at the same time these images seem to continue having a great effect on us, and are being created at a rapidly increasing rate. We must ask how these images function, and we must then grapple with what this can mean for the photographic image itself. 
 The Irrelevance of Looking
Daniel Pearl’s execution video typifies the majority of propaganda execution videos. 
There is a minimal amount of computer processing to black out the surroundings of where Pearl gives his speech, and to superimpose a few images next to him, however, it is incredibly rough. The video is poorly made, grainy, and short. The Islamic State of Syria and Iraq, ISIS, which has been designated as a terrorist group by western governments and which, as I am writing in 2015, controls a large portion of both Iraq and Syria, began their self‐promotion to the West with a series of similarly poorly produced photographs of their beheadings of Syrian soldiers in July 2014. Beginning in August 2014, they then progressively released videos of the execution of British and American hostages. These began in the conventional style of straightforward execution videos, the hostage and executioner are composed in the center of the frame, speeches are given, and then the execution takes place. Their fifth execution video, of Petter Kassig and 18 Syrian soldiers, was of a completely different nature. The whole video is nearly 16‐minutes long, shot in full HD with multiple cameras. News report‐worthy graphics 
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are used for the propaganda message at the beginning of the video which lasts around eight minutes and is grippingly composed. This is then followed by footage of ISIS fight-ers marching with their Syrian hostages, picking up hunting knives in slow motion, after which another speech is given and then a well‐choreographed sequence of the soldiers being beheaded, close up, in slow motion and with graphic sounds, followed by the execution of US aid worker Petter Kassig. Analysts have claimed that the video took four to six hours to film and cost over $200,000 (Shubert 2014). The whole video is slick and reminiscent of Hollywood action films. 
What is the point of all of this expense and production if, as I have claimed, nobody is watching? First of all, what do I mean when I say “nobody is watching,” and where am I getting this evidence from? After the first execution video from ISIS of a Westerner, James Foley, an American reporter working out of the Middle East, Foley’s sister issued a response on Twitter: “Please honour James Foley and respect my family’s privacy. 
Don’t watch the video. Don’t share it. That’s not how life should be” (Parkinson 2014). 
This was followed by a movement #ISISmediaBlackout posted on Twitter and articles written about not looking in the mainstream press (Kohli 2014; Poniewozik 2014). 
Nearly all comments to articles about the executions online are from people who say they could not bring themselves to watch the videos. No Western media will show the videos in full. Articles that discuss the videos are typified by one posted on The Guardian website by Nancy Snow, where she comments, 
I haven’t watched the beheading videos of the journalists Steven Sotloff or James Foley – even a few seconds of Daniel Pearl was too much for me – but I know good propaganda when I see it, even for a second. I used to be a government propagandist with the US Information Agency, and Isis is good at propaganda. 
(Snow 2014)
The sentiment can be summarized as: “I have not watched the video, I have not stooped to those levels, but I know what I am talking about, I have read the analysis, and so I will discuss what these videos mean.” In this environment it is difficult to know who has seen what, since the viewing of the videos does not seem to alter one’s ability to write about them. If Linfield could write about videos of beheadings in the same indepth theory‐laden way as all the images that she had actually seen (it is impossible to tell while reading that she has not watched the videos until she says so at the end of her analysis), then why not the press? It is clear that some people must have watched the videos, some analysts somewhere, curious people like me, potential recruits for ISIS, but what becomes questionable is how relevant it is whether you have seen them. John Berger could write about images of the Vietnam War in a magazine at the time that “I am aware that there are people who pass them over, but about them there is nothing to say” (Berger 2013, p. 38). Since those “passers over” were assumed to be so few, and so politically unengaged, that they could be, for him, and for society, irrelevant. It is now a huge majority of people, within Western society, who are refusing to look and it is these people who seem to have everything to say. 
Despite not looking at the videos, it is the videos themselves that are being reacted to and scrutinized. If we look at the kinds of headlines that relate to the stories, one can see that the execution of the prisoners themselves is second to the production of the videos: 
“More barbaric than ever, video that seeks to trigger an invasion,” The Daily Mail (Brown 
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2014); “Peter Kassig beheading: A new Isis video, but a different ending. What could it mean?,” The Independent (Usborne 2014); “After James Foley, this video killing by Islamic State butchers was even more bloodthirsty,” The Telegraph (Spencer 2014). Even those articles with more neutral titles focus their analysis on the videos rather than the killing: What does it mean to film such a graphic video? What are ISIS hoping to achieve with this video? Where was the video filmed? How long did it take? Who are the executioners and what is their inclusion in the video significant of? (One of them was found to be French, what does this mean?) Little details, such as all of the executioners being unmasked except for one, are pored over. What the meaning of the executions themselves might be is no longer asked, since it is the act of filming the massacre which is seen to be the statement. The initial analysis of these questions usually comes from non‐media sources, such as the US‐based terrorism research organization TRAC (Terrorism Research & Analysis Consortium) and UK‐based counter‐extremism think tank Quilliam, which produced the research relating to the cost and length of time the Kassig film took to produce that was then published by CNN and re‐analyzed by all the other media outlets. This, combined with graphic descriptions of the contents of each video, and uninformative video stills taken at non‐graphic moments, is the way that the majority of people now “see” these unseen images. This is a reversal of the principles by which Roland Barthes described the press photograph as somehow other than the surrounding text: “In front of a photograph, the feeling of ‘denotation,’ or, if one prefers, of analogical plenitude, is so great that the description of a photograph is literally impossible” (Barthes 1977, p. 8). It is a reduction to the “connoted” meaning, in that this is what much of the analysis fixates on. “Connotation,” Barthes argues, “the imposition of second meaning on the photographic message proper, is realized at the different levels of the production of the photograph (choice, technical treatment, framing, lay‐out) and represents, finally, a coding of the photographic analogue” (1977, p. 20; see also Chapter 9 in this volume). 
However, it is at the same time other than this, since the image exists and is constructed in the mind through the text. We cannot quite say that “the text is only a kind of secondary vibration, almost without consequence” (1977 , p. 20), since it is the main form through which people will construct the images. And yet, the text does rely on and reference an image, it is simply an image that is not there. What we are left with is a mental image which bears the weight of photographic truth: a hybrid. 
There are indeed photographs within these articles, the film stills that I have mentioned, but these are opposites to the concept of a photography that attempts to distil an event into a decisive moment, they are specifically chosen because they do not demonstrate that moment. In this way they become no more denotative than the linguistic descriptions, they suggest an image that we do not see, and function within the article merely as evidence that the video is real or as evidence of some other analysis, such as to show that the men are unmasked, or what they are wearing. The other photographs that accompany such reports are those of the victim, in happier settings before his death. These function as a kind of negative image of the deceased, an attempt to balance the books of representation with an image of the man without his head separated from his body, a negative which has no visible positive, and so only reinforces its own inadequacy and the weight of that which it is trying to counter. 
What this shows is a subtle change from needing to see an image to merely needing to know the image exists, a change which may be linked to new technology. There was previously a sense of urgency in viewing images. Images published in newspapers are 
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there for only a day, if they are in books, then the books must be obtained, if they are exhibited, then they may be on show for a month or less. Images shown on television are transitory unless they are actively recorded. This means that if you missed your chance to see something, it might be difficult to find that image again in the future. 
With the internet, images seem as if they are always available for a later viewing. “[O]
nce these images are online they will never be deleted again. Ever been photographed naked? Congratulations – you’re immortal” (Steyerl 2012 , p. 168). Through this, the very act of uploading takes the place of viewing. Once an image is uploaded to the internet, it can be assumed to have been seen, at least by someone somewhere, and to be continuously available for more seeing. Unless you get specific traffic information from a website, you do not know when or how often the image is being seen, giving it the illusion of it being continuously viewed. The image then is seen, even if not by you, or anyone you know, or even the people describing the images, but its vitality is proven by its very existence online. 
Whether or not ISIS were aware of how their videos would be “viewed,” and hence designed their videos specifically for this environment, is questionable. We know that they are aware of the possible effects that their videos will have on the West. This can be seen by their own analysis of them in a series of propaganda videos presented by another hostage, the British journalist John Cantlie. In episode three of Cantlie’s “Lend Me Your Ears” series, he says of the videos:
The public will respond in one of two ways. They’ll either demand an end to this cycle of bloodshed and say ’what are we doing back there, let’s get out’, or they’ll demand revenge and support more military action … For the Islamic State it’s a win‐win situation. If these executions force public outcry or a policy change that is a huge victory, and if they only goad our governments into dropping more bombs and spending millions more dollars making our countries weaker in the process, then that is a victory too. (Leaksource 2014) ISIS have clearly defined goals for their propaganda and a working understanding of the media, this is not much different to any other propaganda unit. It could be that they spent the amount they did to make the videos look the way they did, assuming that when people saw the videos, they would become even more outraged and therefore they were expecting the visuals to accomplish their goals. What is curious is that even if it had not been their intention that people would only see the images indirectly, through a kind of linguistic/media mirror, the effects of the images on the intended audience has been exactly as anticipated. Since the videos were published, there has been a public outcry, an outcry partly driven by how gratuitous and expensive the filming methods were. The US and British governments have increased their military aid to nations fighting ISIS, the US has stepped up its aerial‐bombing campaign, and Britain has joined the aerial offensive (Fantz 2014). It is safe to assume that the execution videos played an important role in these decisions. The day after James Foley’s execution video (the first of the Western hostage videos) was released, President Obama gave a press conference, despite being on holiday, where he directly talked about the execution in relation to the United States intervention against ISIS and declared, “No just God would stand for what they did yesterday” (White House 2014). Most state leaders have referred to the videos directly when discussing their reasons for intervening in the region. While it has 
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become indeterminable who has seen what, the act of looking seems to make no difference to events or opinions. We must conclude that actually looking at these images has become irrelevant. 
The Operational Image
How should we approach thinking about images where the visual is such an ambiguous part of their make‐up? It is useful here to mobilize a concept of Harun Farocki’s regarding images of the first Gulf War. The images from this conflict, the American military’s images of it in any case, which were the images that most people saw broadcast by CNN 
and can be said to have defined the war (Baudrillard 2006), were often taken from the perspective of the weapons and machines of war themselves. Some of the most iconic of these images came from “smart missiles,” as they were called during the conflict (Farocki 2004), which would record and respond to images that their own equipment produced as a way of controlling their flight path: “I called such pictures, made neither to entertain nor to inform, ‘operative images’. These are images that do not represent an object, but rather are part of an operation” (Farocki 2004, p. 17). 
In the strictest definition of “operative images,” the images we saw from the Gulf War are somewhat of an anomaly. 
[T]here are no pictures that do not aim at the human eye. A computer can process pictures, but it needs no pictures to verify or falsify what it reads in the images it processes. For the computer, the image in the computer is enough. 
(Farocki 2004, p. 21)
The images that we saw had been selected and removed from their operational environment and were broadcast as propaganda by the American military to reinforce the perception of their being both technologically superior and emotionally detached combatants. The success or failure of the Gulf War was going to be decided by the American public, and the actual conditions on the ground would be less relevant than the images of the war shown to the American public. The weaponry images were used by the military to cleanse the war of casualties and avoid the emotive public response that so plagued the Vietnam War (Farocki 2004). The only footage we have of the Amiriyah shelter bombing, for instance, which killed roughly 400 civilians, shows no dead bodies, only the missile’s path to its target, a significant victory in keeping support for the war high. Once used as propaganda in this setting, the image’s operation becomes visual. Still, it was one of the first times that people had witnessed images which were at once records of an act and a part of the very act itself. 
As I have argued above, the act of filming a massacre has become much more important to the media than the massacre itself. The video in this sense becomes a record of itself, it is image as event. In this way the videos from ISIS and the images that the bombs make relate quite closely; they are both circular, feeding back to their own operation. The images I am concerned with, however, have a new form of operationality, they are operational in a social context, rather than a digital one, and they do not require extraction from the system within which they are operating to have a human effect. 
Farocki saw in the bombs a self‐contained unit of image production and usage where 
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the visuality of the image becomes secondary to the data usage of that image, an image without being seen. The images from ISIS operate in the same way; they are created, then analysed by professional or governmental organizations, re‐analysed by the media based on this analysis, and described to us through this process. There is then a feedback response, the images affect governmental policy, all contained within this system of analysis. It is quite likely that our heads of state have read governmental analysis reports rather than watching the videos, similarly, the reaction of the public is gauged from their position of non‐viewing. Rather than the analysis and feedback of these images (in an operational sense) being done by a processing unit, they are now done within the space of the media. The image does not become extracted as a stand‐alone visual entity, as it does in the case of the smart missiles, where we as observers stand outside of the operation and marvel at its unique visuality, it remains operational at all points, and viewing the image does not fundamentally alter this operation. 
Within this environment, the documentary and reportage photographers have been superseded. Photographers are no longer being sent to Syria or Iraq by the Western media, and the Agence France‐Presse is no longer accepting work from freelancers in places they will not send their own photographers (Taibi 2014). Similarly, in the Gulf War, journalists were only allowed to record the conflict from very carefully choreographed positions, either embedded with certain allied regiments so that the American military could control what they could photograph, or confined to certain hotels and sites so that the Hussein Regime could control image production at their end. There is no need for the journalists to photograph in any case when the events are recording themselves. The CNN reporters on the ground in the Gulf War would watch CNN to find out what was really happening (Baudrillard 2006). Those journalists who were in ISIS territory have been captured by the forces they were seeking to document and have been turned into the images their cameras were supposed to capture. If they could produce images, then those images would seem strangely lacking to us. In a world where the image is the story, what effect would a series of images that propose to tell a story have on us? I expect they would be quickly passed over and forgotten; the way we see has changed. 
I have argued that the internet environment within which we live has been a partial contributor to this phenomenon. However, it is important not to attribute this new facet of image solely to technology. It is true that the operational images we saw during the Gulf War were a result of technological innovation and there are many examples of such image systems in the contemporary world, one commonly mentioned is car license plate scanning technology. The effect of these new technologies on image is important (Tagg 2009; Kember and Zylinska 2012; Rubenstein 2013; Andersen 2014; Hoel 2014; Legrady 2014). However, Daniel Rubinstein’s contention that “[v]isual culture has now entered a phase in which computers and not humans are the ones who process, sort, store, archive and distribute images” (Rubenstein 2013, pp. 33–34) is only partially true (see also Chapter 8 in this volume). What we witness with the ISIS imagery is a human processing, distributing, and archiving, and a conscious “evacuation of the visual,” as argued by John Tagg (2009, p. 24), rather than a technological one. Technology often has a role in making this effect seem seamless, ask most people how Facebook or YouTube processes their imagery and they will probably respond that it uses algorithmic computer software. It may be surprising to know that it is in fact an army of over 100 000 commercial content moderators, most with university degrees, who view and 
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process this imagery (Chen 2014). These people are paid to view the huge number of images uploaded to social media websites and determine which images are acceptable for these environments and which are not. They are given rigorous training on their specific company’s standards of acceptability. They are often based within the country they are moderating, as culturally specific knowledge is needed to make decisions about images. However, the Philippines is now becoming a central hub because of their close cultural ties with America and the low wages there. The job has been compared by one moderator to “all of the mess/dirt/waste/shit of the world flow[ing] towards you and you have to clean it” (Chen 2012). The distress that content moderators experience, often manifesting itself in post‐traumatic stress disorder (Chen 2014), is very real and very human. It is difficult to square this trauma with a view that:
… what we are dealing with here is not just the horizon of some technological future but a shadow cast over the present and the past, in which photography loses its function as a representation of the ego and the eye and even as a pleasure machine built to excite the body. (Tagg 2009, p. 25)
The effects of the images can only be caused by a continued presence within the image, a perceived link between photographic image and reality and an ability to see photographic images of humans as humans. While the majority may not experience the psychological implications of this imagery directly, it finds its way into our society indirectly. 
We are left with a population who have taken on the burden of viewing for us, and what is left of the images seeps into our lives through this process. We hear stories of them, we see glimpses of them before they are removed, we know they are there. We may not have all seen the images, but we are all psychologically affected by them. 
We can think of these images, then, as a new form of operational imagery, where society has begun to process and assimilate images in a way similar to technology. It is impossible to understand this operation fully without taking into account representation and reality. While these images may not visually represent to us, they do continue to constitute our perceived reality. When Jean Baudrillard was asked to write about the Gulf War by the French newspaper Libération and British newspaper The Guardian, he did it on condition that he could do so based only on CNN’s TV reports, his reason being that this is where the war was really taking place (Baudrillard 2006). Baudrillard’s overarching argument, that the war was in fact a simulation of a war, that the real war had already taken place on computer screens and conference rooms in America and that we were only witnessing its cinematic retelling, is perhaps true, but it does not address the continued hold that photographic images have on us within an increasingly simulated world. 
Unlike earlier wars, in which there were political aims either of conquest or domination, what is at stake in this one is war itself: its status, its meaning, its future. It is beholden not to have an objective but to prove its very existence. 
(Baudrillard 2006, p. 32)
The proving of its existence manifested itself in transforming the virtual images of the war that existed into photographic images. This is a seemingly pointless task if it is true that, in Farocki’s words, it is “impossible to distinguish between the 
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photographed and the (computer) simulated images. The loss of the ‘genuine picture’ 
means the eye no longer has a role as historical witness” (Farocki 2001). The eye may no longer have a role, as I have argued, but what this has resulted in is not a merging and equalization of the photographic image with all images, but a reliance on professional analysis to confirm an image’s authenticity. Once the image is confirmed, it is then allowed its indexical power and gains a special status in terms of representation. 
It is why people who may watch graphic movies about the war on terror will not watch the actual videos of executions, and why the content moderators experience such trauma. 
That these images have such an effect on us, and largely dictate the course of current events, suggests that there is a mental distinction between the simulated image and the image that can be said to represent an actual event, even if the integrity of this belief is questionable. It is as if we can now only accept an event as real if there is a photographic document of it. American mistreatment and torture of prisoners in Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq were known and reported on by the Associated Press in November 2003, however, it was not until April 2004, when photographs of the mistreatment surfaced, that there was a widespread outcry and actions taken. 
In this process, the hostages are once again revealing. Extracted like molecules in an experimental process, then distilled one by one in the exchange, it is their virtual death that is at issue, not their real death. (Baudrillard 2006, p. 27) It is the death of the hostages on camera that is at issue. Within the conditions of non-viewing, it is as if the indexicality of the photograph has at once been distrusted to the point of no longer looking, and completely accepted. 
Where, Then, to Look? 
I have given an account of how we might describe and explain the new workings of these images within society today. What the consequences of this change are is much more difficult to say. What becomes of the act of taking a photograph or making a video within this new system of operation? One avenue that might be useful here is to think of the photographic in terms of “gesture” rather than image‐production. By this I do not mean an analysis of the gestures that take place when photographing, as discussed by Vilem Flusser (2014) (see also Chapter 18 in this volume), but an attempt at incorporating photography into our knowledge of pre‐existing human gestures. Has photography been somehow assimilated into this more primal and instinctive method of understanding and communicating? Within the field of gesture studies, gesture “is a name for visible action when it is used as an utterance or as a part of an utterance” (Kendon 2004 , p. 7). 
In a broader sense, when an action or process becomes a gesture is when it leaves the realm of function and is transformed into communication. In a society where reality is constructed through images, can the act of photographing be seen as the catalyst that transforms a specific action into a symbolic action, a way of indicating what things in the world need their symbolic action to be fully interpreted? “Deictic Gestures” consist of “indicative or pointing movements” (Krauss et al. 2000, p. 265) and it easy to think of photography as being an equivalent of this. “Lexical gestures” are those which are used 

Irrelevance of Looking in the Age of Operational Images 423
as a way of retrieving words from our memory that we are having difficulty accessing, it is thought that this process works by somehow tapping into our symbolic memory (Krauss et al. 2000). There is another theory put forward by Krauss, Chen and Rebecca in their paper on lexical gestures and lexical access (2000), that the purpose of some lexical gestures is as a form of tension reduction:
Noting that people often gesture when they are having difficulty retrieving an elusive word from memory, Dittmann and Llewelyn (1969) have suggested that at least some gestures may be more‐or‐less random movements whose function is to dissipate tension during lexical search. The idea is that failures of word retrieval are frustrating, and that unless dealt with, this frustration‐generated tension could interfere with the speaker’s ability to produce coherent speech. (Krauss et al. 2000, p. 267)
Does there lie somewhere in the constant need to photograph and upload, even when we know that the images produced will instantly be censored or in some other way never seen, an unconscious action of tension reduction? Is this an attempt to communicate in a social situation when how we communicate seems blurred and incoherent? 
Leading on from this, the psychological implications of this new form of image are ripe for scrutiny. In what way can the repression of images, the sweeping under the carpet that goes on through content moderation and the refusal to look even at those pictures we are consciously aware of, be seen as the formation of a collective unconscious? Colleen Boyle (2013) has examined the role of the photograph in relation to our imaginative process and this certainly seems to warrant more research when the image is reconstructed in people’s minds through other mediums. If, as Boyle argues, it is “via the photograph that we are able to ‘imagine’ ourselves into a broader field of reality” 
(2013 , p. 232), and so photographs should be used as fragments that help a perception based around imagination, then what role does this new way of seeing play within this process? A dictionary definition of “image” is:
1: A physical likeness or representation of a person, animal, or thing, photographed, painted, sculptured, or otherwise made visible. 2: An optical counterpart or appearance of an object, as is produced by reflection from a mirror, refraction by a lens, or the passage of luminous rays through a small aperture and their reception on a surface. 3: A mental representation; idea; conception. 4: Psychology. A mental representation of something previously perceived, in the absence of the original stimulus. (Dictionary.com 2014) These ideas all seem to blend together when images are perceived in the way I have argued, and so perhaps a re‐examining or broadening of the concept within the photographic and filmic disciplines is needed. 
There are two pieces of art that I would like to mention here as being relevant for re‐evaluation in light of what I have discussed. Alfredo Jaar’s Real Pictures (1995) is an installation of pictures from the Rwandan genocide, where the pictures themselves are not visible but hidden in black boxes. Each box has written on it a description and the narrative of the photograph contained within it. While the hidden nature of the images was a result of Jaar’s “incapacity to represent it (the Rwandan genocide) in a way that 
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made sense” (Jaar, quoted in Schweizer 2007, p. 13), and hence fits within the discourse of the lack of photography discussed in the first section, it is an interesting precursor to what has become a widespread practice in the media. The other piece I would like to mention is The Day That Nobody Died (2008) by Adam Broomberg and Oliver Chanarin. The pair were embedded with a British Army unit on the front line in Helmand Province during the deadliest month of the war. At each event that a photographer would usually record with a documentary image, Broomberg and Chanarin instead unrolled a 7‐meter section of a 50‐meter‐long roll of photographic paper and exposed it to the sun for 20 seconds. The resulting document “den[ies] the viewer the cathartic effect offered up by the conventional language of photographic responses to conflict and suffering” (Broomberg and Chanarin 2014). It also questions the role of the photograph as a record of an event. Embedded photographers are usually not allowed to record the death of a British soldier. When it is the existence of a photograph rather than the image itself that is important, how does their piece function as a usable document? The performance of making the images, that took the form of co-opting the British Army into helping them to transport such a large and heavy photographic item, fits their image into the category of “image as event.” So the image they produced ticks all of the boxes of the types of images that I have discussed; it is image as event, it is a photographic record of events, they are events of representationally problematic things, the image is in a sense unviewable and to see it relies on imaginative reconstruction by the viewer from surrounding sources. What is most interesting, then, is the ways in which the image may be lacking compared to the ones I have mentioned. While thought‐provoking, their image does lack some form of referential power. It does not quite feel image enough. Does this imply that the form of the photographic image is still somehow relevant, even if it is no longer seen? Or is it simply that we have become so used to this form that we struggle to accept anything outside of it, even if that image is just as functional? 
 Conclusion
I do not pretend to have given a full account of what this new processing of images means. What I hope I have achieved is to convince the reader that there is a new processing taking place, that something in the way we deal with photographic images has changed, and that this requires us to question and create new concepts of the photographic image. Increasingly, people are refusing to look at images, while still relying on them to provide information about the world. The image has become inextricably linked to its production, to the extent that the making of an image has become more important than the action imaged. The reworking of the concept of the 
“Operational Image” that I have proposed is one possible way of looking at how these images function, and provides a model upon which to further think through these images. I have attempted to open up a discussion that we must have if we are to deal with the rising mountain of unseen images. To suppress these images and refuse to look while letting them dictate our lives will, I believe, have a profound effect on the human psyche and on society generally. Within this situation it is vital that we reconfigure our understanding and relationship toward the photographic image in its current form. 
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Travel Books, Photography, and National Identity 
in the 1950s and 1960s, seen through the prism 
of the LIFE World Library

Val Williams
This chapter is based on a collection of mass‐produced photo books about travel and place, accumulated over the last two decades and published in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s. The LIFE World Library is lavishly illustrated, with carefully researched instructional texts and was published when foreign leisure travel was restricted to the intrepid or the wealthy. Before mass travel opportunities, “armchair traveling” was a serious pastime. The LIFE World Library provided its primarily US audience with a carefully calibrated view of the world, an intriguing combination of political dialectic, popular intellectualism, carefully conceived photography, and a startling insight into post‐war US thinking. With photography as its basis—picture books were attractive to the public, and the photographic quality was high—the Library anticipated the mass travel boom of the late 1960s and 1970s; as tourist guidebooks rarely ventured beyond descriptions of antiquities and accommodation, they also anticipated the beginning of independent travel by a generation of young people. In the years before the Rough
Guide and Lonely Planet, the World Library provided glimpses into both the exotica and the ordinary of “abroad.” 
Photography played a central part in all of Time Inc.’s many series of publications, and the LIFE World Library was no exception. Published in the early 1960s, in a set of 32 
volumes, it contained both color and black and white photographs, many of which, but not exclusively, were by LIFE staff photographers. Time Inc. under its proprietor Henry Luce, became a significant publisher of multi‐volume sets of highly illustrated books of popular education in the 1960s and 1970s; other sets included the 28‐volume Library of
Art (1962) and the 12‐volume History of the United States (1975). The format was a successful one, with new sets appearing until the 1990s. Time Inc. was founded in the 1920s, when Henry Luce and Briton Hadden launched Time magazine in 1923. Time was followed, in 1930, by the business magazine Fortune, House & Home in 1952, and Sports Illustrated in 1954. LIFE magazine was acquired by Henry Luce in 1936 as an addition to the Time Inc. portfolio, and, through its use of high‐quality photography and carefully researched and written text, became the most influential picture magazine in the world, reaching its apex of influence during the American Depression and World War II. Luce was said to have based the reinvented LIFE magazine on the British magazine Weekly Illustrated and realized that documentary photo reportage could be A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd. Published 2020 by John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 
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used to tell compelling narratives of both the spectacular and the everyday. The average American did not, or could not, travel abroad, and Luce saw his publications as being not only a window onto the world beyond the USA, but also a way of presenting the world through the prism of an intense American‐ness. As LIFE reporter Dora Jane Hamblin remarked in her 1977 memoir, That Was The LIFE: It quickly developed that Americans, bereft of king or emperor, pope or poten-tate, loved looking at these colorful creatures from afar. Those too poor to travel in Depression days found the world in their mailboxes in the pages of LIFE. 
(Hamblin 1977 , p. 20)
The magazines published by Time Inc. were directed to, or perhaps even aimed to create, a particular kind of American reader, intelligent, aspirational, and intensely patriotic. Luce and Haddon realized, ahead of their time, that powerful photography, expressed in a story format, would engage generations of readers who were already avid cinemagoers. 
The LIFE staff on publication day included nineteen persons and three offices – New York, London and Paris. From the beginning, Luce, who knew little about photography except that he liked it, pinned his faith on photographers and established them as the keystone of the new publication. The first four on the masthead were Margaret Bourke White, Alfred Eisenstaedt, Thomas McAvoy and Peter Stackpole. (Hamblin 1977 , p. 32)
For photographers, working with LIFE presented opportunities that were not available elsewhere. Dora Jane Hamblin refers to “God the Photographer” and as well as the famous practitioners associated with LIFE—Bourke‐White, Carl Mydans, Gjon Mili, Leonard McCombe, W. Eugene Smith, David Douglas Duncan, Gordon Parks, Larry Burrows, Cornell Capa—there were many other less well‐known names—Terry Spencer, Walter Sanders, Francis Miller, and Mark Kaufmann, and the staff list also included a number of women photographers, Lisa Larsen, Martha Holmes, Nina Leen. 
From the beginning, LIFE was international and catholic in its coverage, documenting major events and famous people at the same time as it investigated obscure places and ordinary people. Mydans, Burrows, and Douglas Duncan all covered war zones for LIFE, and Margaret Bourke‐White reported on the liberation of the Buchenwald concentration camp; in the same year, Alfred Eisenstaedt made photographs of the survivors of Hiroshima. For all his passionate, Republican, belief in America, Henry Luce gave considerable freedom to LIFE photographers to report on war and conflict across the world, even if the photographs that they took did not always support the US cause. 
But LIFE photographers and reporters were required to be versatile, and they also covered the idiosyncratic “ordinary”—animal stories, small town life, the Venetian party circuit. 
In the 1950s, Henry Luce began to assign research into specific topics to the magazine’s researcher reporters. Young men and women were assigned specific topics, which they explored in depth over a number of months. Their research involved them in assembling experts, bibliographies, and photo sets, which would explore the topic much more extensively than was usual for a magazine article. The results of the research, 
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crafted into magazine format, were published as a 13‐part series, The World We Live In, later published as a successful mail order book (Hamblin 1977 , p. 101). The journalist researchers who worked on these projects were sometimes referred to as “Luce Fellows” 
(Hamblin 1977 , p. 101). The World We Live In set a precedent for producing the book series which Time LIFE published throughout the 1960s and 1970s. By commissioning these surveys (of which the World Library would be the most significant), Luce advanced the post‐war US view of the world, in which America was the predominant superpower. 
Photography made these publications attractive and intelligible and LIFE’s efficient and powerful photography machine was able to provide the photographs that would give the books power and dramatic effect. As objects, the volumes in the World Library were handsome, well bound, substantial, and extremely well printed. 
Photography was a central component of Time Inc.’s success, and particularly in the growth of LIFE magazine. Time LIFE books played an important part in the renaissance of interest in the history of photography in the early 1970s with its issue of the Time
LIFE Library of Photography, which included 16 thematic titles out of a total of 32 volumes. Included in the thematic list were Great Photographers (11, 1971), Travel
Photography (16, 1972) and Documentary Photography (14, 1971). The Library of Photography not only promoted and made accessible LIFE’s extensive photographic archive, but also, by dividing photographic practice into genres and themes, gave a distinct structure for the study of photography’s history. Much care was taken with the production of the books, the standard of black and white printing was high, and the text was a careful balance of technical information and exploration of the given themes. 
Since the beginnings of the medium, photography had been used to illustrate exploration and survey. In 1867, the American photographer Timothy H. O’Sullivan became the official photographer on the United States Geological Exploration of the Rockies and the Humboldt Sink. He worked on this commission until 1869. O’Sullivan’s career as an explorer‐photographer was illustrious—Panama in 1870 with the Darien Expedition, the Wheeler surveys of the American West in the early 1870s. For the photographer Ansel Adams, who produced some of the most well‐known and iconic images of the American landscapes for four decades from the 1930s, O′Sullivan was an important reference and a continuous inspiration. Documenting monumental change in the United States, exploring the Far East in a mission to document the 
“exotic,” nineteenth‐century photographers made remarkable journeys, long before the idea of the traveling photojournalist became common currency. As Timothy O′Sullivan’s work with the Geological Exploration was coming to an end, another American, William Henry Jackson, was making a record of the new Union Pacific Railway. From then, 
[Until] the end of his very long career, Jackson devoted most of his career to the making and promoting of his expeditionary photographs, for the United States Geological and Geographical Survey of the Territories and from 1894 to 1896 
traveled extensively abroad with the World Transportation Commission, photographing railways and landscapes in North Africa, Turkey, India, Siberia, Ceylon, and across Europe. That Jackson part‐financed this journey through the sale of photographs to the mass‐market publication Harpers’ weekly was an early indication that travel photography had a market, which lay far beyond learned societies and government agencies. (Paddock 1999)
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By the beginning of the twentieth century, photographers had established themselves as important and energetic travelers. The British photographer Herbert Ponting, who accompanied Scott to the Antarctic as the Terra Nova Expedition photographer in 1911, had already photographed the Russo‐Japanese War in the early 1900s, and had traveled extensively in Asia. His book In Lotus Land Japan was published in 1910. Like William Henry Jackson before him, Ponting saw the commercial possibilities of travel photography, selling many of his photographs to magazines and newspapers, publishing The Great White South in 1921 (Ponting 1921), and the film The Great White Silence soon afterwards in 1924. 
Travel photography became one of the most important engines of the development of the photographic industry. Though the domestic market was strong, travel was an experience that demanded documentation. The development of colonial empires and worldwide trade meant that travel began to be a necessary part of many lives. No longer just for the wealthy who undertook the Grand Tour or for statesmen and explorers, travel became a regular experience for those involved in trade and commerce. And as Europe prospered in the twentieth century, leisure travel also became more common. Though few travelers would have been able to master the complex equipment carried across mountain and iceberg by expedition and survey photographers, the US company Kodak was able to supply the means of making photographs with lightweight and technically simple equipment. In 1888, the first Kodak camera was issued, quickly followed, in 1889, by the transparent roll film. By 1895, Kodak launched its first Pocket Camera, and in 1900, the Brownie emerged, consolidating the amateur market, and ensuring that photography was within the reach of the ordinary man and women (see Chapter 17 in this volume). But travel photography did not simply become snapshot photography, as the many existing travelers’ photographic albums prove. The introduction of the Rolleiflex camera in 1928 and the Leica in 1925 
made the use of precision equipment a possibility for many travelers. Travel photographs seen in albums of the 1920s, 1930s and 1940s are frequently highly skilled and carefully visualized, and meticulously annotated with date and place. 
The rise of modern photojournalism, which again coincided with the introduction of the 35 mm camera, brought another kind of travel photography to a wide audience. 
Photographers traveled the world, often on assignment for magazines and publishers—

National Geographic Magazine (later National Geographic), first published in 1888, became an important outlet for travel photography and was one of the first mass circulation magazines to use color photographs made with 35 mm cameras. And although later magazines such as LIFE and Picture Post used photography in a freer and more exciting way, National Geographic brought images of a wider world to a primarily untraveled public. 
Post‐war interest in travel was at the core of the LIFE World Library in the 1960s. Like many travel publications of the period, it was instructional, teaching its English‐speaking audience (many of whom would not have traveled abroad) about foreign cultures and societies. The Library included at least 29 volumes, published between 1960 (Russia) and 1965 (The River Plate Republics), and taking in Mexico (1964), China (1963), Brazil (1963), the USA (1965), Scandinavia (1963), Australia and New Zealand (1964), and Greece (1963). The LIFE World Library’s book on Britain was published in 1961, in conjunction with the Sunday Times newspaper, and was edited by J.F. Osborne, an American Time correspondent, who had been Bureau Chief of Time’s London office just after the end of WWII (Figure 24.1). To assist him, he called on Robert K. Webb, and Harold Barger, then both teaching at Columbia and Alan Pryce‐Jones, who had edited the Times
Literary Supplement. Osborne called on the then editor of the Sunday Times, Dennis 
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Figure 24.1 Cover of LIFE World Library: Britain (1961). Source: Photo: Val Williams. 
Hamilton, to write the introduction. In the year after the publication of Britain, Hamilton launched the Sunday Times Colour Magazine, which became an international benchmark for innovative use of photography throughout the 1960s and 1970s. Hamilton’s introduction was ambivalent‐ he clearly found Osborne’s US perspective sometimes troubling, but generally praised the book for its discussion of politics and economics. 
Osborne devoted much of his writing to the “British character,” but also took time to develop a critique on the newly born Welfare State, and what he saw as the heavy hand of state government and the nationalization of services and industry (p.89): No Briton need go hungry, homeless, or, when ill, untreated. Literally from womb to tomb the citizen is under state protection. Virtually free medical care begins before he is born. As an adult he may live in subsidized housing, collect a comfortable allowance when he is jobless, and receives a pension when he is old. And when he dies’ he may be buried free of charge. Not only is the individual cared for, but also most economic activity is rigidly supervised. 
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In true LIFE style, Osborne used “case studies” to narrate his version of post‐war Britain to a US audience, and it was in these sections, that photography played a major part. The lives of the working‐class Bird family of Chiswick, Welsh miner Ben James and the fashionable Kensington lifestyle of TV presenter Honoria Plesch were described in words and pictures, Graham Sutherland and Jacob Epstein were featured as 
“Moderns,” and a whole section was devoted to the Angry Young Men of literature—
John Braine, Colin Wilson, Kingsley Amis, and John Wain, commenting that they 
“inveigh against conformism voicing youth’s frustrations in a land they find lacking in challenges” (pp. 142–143). 
Though “Britain” was a miscellany of photographs and illustrations, much of its impact comes from its use of high‐quality photojournalism. British photographer Brian Seed contributed a powerful photograph of Glasgow shipyard workers (pp. 84–85) and the portraits of the aristocracy used in the section “Widely Disparate Ways of Life” (pp. 104–105) were by Cornell Capa. The picture story on Ben James, the Welsh miner, was made by Robert Frank and the photograph of primary school children in a school gymnasium was by Larry Burrows (p. 152). But many of the staple color photographs were contributed by a LIFE staffer, Mark Kauffmann, who had worked for LIFE from his teens, and was the youngest photographer to shoot a cover for the magazine (Obituary notice, New York Times, August 11, 1994). 
Kaufmann’s photographs, of atmospheric London streets, picnics at Glyndebourne Opera and graduation at Oxford University represented a Britain infused with heritage and upper‐class culture, offsetting the more critical and interesting photographs made by Frank, Henri Cartier‐Bresson, Esther Bubley, and Leonard McCombe. But Kaufmann also made the most interesting set of photographs in the book, to illustrate The Doctor, a section which was used, quite unashamedly, to attack Britain’s new system of free healthcare, remarking both on the doctor’s high pay and the “trifling injuries” he was called out to attend on (pp. 89–90). 

Britain is an intriguing publication, which praises the picturesque and the traditional in glowing color photography, while describing the new and the progressive warily, and in black and white. But the main thrust of Britain was to emphasize the extent to which Britain, which Osborne saw as a declining nation with a fragmented empire, was dependent upon and indebted to the United States. In the concluding section of Britain, Osborne describes the investments that US companies have made in the UK since the end of WWII, and praises the “British character,” which he notes as having: “endured and survived far worse trials than the current invasion of American dollars, bomber crews, films, television Westerns, slang and juke boxes” (p. 164) adding that: the most severe strains imposed upon the national character have arisen within Britain itself, among a people adjusting to a loss of power and status in a world community … Losing an empire, they have relinquished it with a wisdom and grace that at least assures them of recompense in world esteem 
… “Little Britain” is what the country will probably be for the discernible future. But this will be a demeaning status and will augur a mean and listless future only if the people of Britain make it so. If they are true to their national character and to the island that does so much to shape it and them, they will keep for Little Britain a large place in the world’s affairs and in the affections of mankind. (p. 164)
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Britain seen through the prism of Time Inc’s post‐war Americanism was a portrait of a former imperial power which, though lacking in power and influence, was a place of heritage and character. 
Henry Luce, the founder of the modern LIFE magazine, owner of Time.Inc. and dedicated Republican, was conscious of the persuasive value of the mass‐produced encyclopedic library series that Time Inc. produced in the 1960s. The World Library was published when the US was in the throes of the Vietnam War and at the time of the Cuban Missile Crisis (1962), and the height of the nuclear age. But Britain had a successful and flourishing travel book sector of its own. In the 1950s and 1960s, numerous books of photographs about the British landscape were published. They used color photography techniques well beyond the reach of the average person, producing highly detailed, deep‐hued photographic essays about Britain’s built and natural heritage. 
Britain was still deeply scarred, both psychologically and physically by World War II and these publications sought to re‐establish a national confidence and sense of identity. Books such as Colourful England (text by A.N. Court, photographers not credited, published by Jarrold, undated but probably mid‐1960s), Colourful Scotland (photographs by W.S. Thomson, published by Oliver and Boyd in 1956), and Britain in Colour (published in 1964 by Batsford and including photographs by Noel Habgood, Kenneth Scowen, and A.F. Kersting) were produced as transportable memories mediated by an imagined “Britishness.” In these books, Britain is a strangely unpopulated place. Village greens are bereft of villagers, fishing ports have no fishermen, farms are without farmers, pubs have no customers, and roads have no traffic. The people have quite simply vanished, replaced by the deserted and the sublime. The emergence of the tourist industry in Britain was concurrent with the greater freedom and economic prosperity enjoyed by the mass of the population in the post‐war years. The introduction of paid holidays and the growth in car ownership plus the attractions of caravan and camping holidays put the annual vacation within the grasp of more Britons than ever before. During World War II, the British had become increasingly mobile, as servicemen and women were posted across the country, and many city children were evacuated to the country. The possibilities and potential of travel loomed large in the post‐war British imagination. As the population increased, towns and cities grew more crowded, the empty spaces and tranquility of Britain’s rural landscape became increasingly desirable. In the souvenir books and postcards which emerged in the 1950s and 1960s, these dreams became photographic realities. 
The ascendancy of color slide photography meant that the photographic albums which give us so much information about the ways in which amateur photographers documented travel became less common. Color photography, though technically increasingly accessible from the 1960s onwards, proved to be more esthetically demanding than the black‐and‐white snapshot and much of the charm of amateur photography was lost. The increasing use of color transparency meant that photography became more private, more hidden within the family. Slide shows were cumbersome to organize and required a static audience, unlike the photo album, which could be brought out at a moment’s notice, a repository of memory often annotated with time, place, date, and cast of characters. The deceptively simple but highly skilled photographs made by professional photographers such Scowen, Kersting, and J. Allan Cash for the souvenir books of the 1950s and 1960s were not easily emulated. 
Photographically illustrated books about place and travel have appeared throughout photography’s history. The LIFE World Library and the numerous travel photo books 
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which were published in Britain during the post‐war years could be seen as being merely a part of that history, but their appearance at a time when a new world order was emerging indicates the ways in which they could be used to reinforce carefully calibrated national identities. The celebration of the British “character” (seen through American eyes) as resilient and fair‐minded in the World Library’s Britain, together with an insistence of Britain’s new “littleness,” sat well with the depiction of an empty, beautiful Britain of thatched cottage and monumental landscape, which was such a central part of the souvenir travel books published in the UK in the post‐war years. Both the World
Library and the “Colourful”  series depended on photography to convey a very particular message about national identity, and were presented primarily as photo books. Not until the 1970s and 1980s, and the emergence of a new generation of color photographers, was this view challenged, by photographers including Martin Parr, Peter Mitchell, and Paul Graham, who used photography to construct a new concept of “Britishness.” 
The LIFE World Library is now nothing more than a curiosity, a cumbersome set of books which appears, from time to time, in pristine condition, from house clearances and on the second‐hand book market. The books in the “Colourful”  series occupy the same position in the hierarchical world of the photo book. But within their deceptively banal covers is a polemic on post‐war national identity, which is powerful, compelling, and expertly crafted. 
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Photography’s Conflicting Modernisms and Modernities
Sarah E. James
 Photography’s Conflicting Modernisms 
and Expanded Modernities
In what ways can modernity and modernism—as cultural, intellectual and artistic phenomena—be thought of as specifically photographic? The modern period (roughly defined as spanning from the early nineteenth century to the first few decades of the twentieth) has come to be understood in terms of a wave of revolutions—political, cultural, technological, and philosophical—all of which soon defined the experience of modernity. In contrast, modernism emerged as a range of philosophical, literary, cultural, and artistic movements which championed new approaches to representing and understanding the world—inaugurating the re‐examination of every aspect of existence, accompanied by a simultaneous break with previous traditions in the domains of politics, history, religion, science, philosophy, psychology, art, literature, architecture, and music. Technologies of every kind played a central role in the revolutions that occurred in the daily life and cultural experiences of the modern epoch—and the camera was one of the most radical. Its impact—in its very many different forms (from the early proto‐photographic experiments with chemicals and optics of the late eighteenth century, which sought to produce and preserve a detailed and stable image, to the first simple handheld box camera in the late nineteenth century and beyond, and the many later inventions that enabled photojournalism, including smaller cameras, film rolls and simultaneous developments in printing technologies)—was soon felt in all fields of culture, from industry and science, to anthropology, advertising, journalism and art to tourism, family and social life. 
Broadly speaking, modern and modernist photography, like modernism in other forms, also broke with traditions—with the conservative, painterly surfaces of Pictorialism (occupied as it was with imitating painting). Instead of the picturesque, mythological, or rural sources of Pictorialism, modernist photography sought to depict the post‐industrialized environments and experiences of the early twentieth century from suitably modern perspectives. This meant utilizing the technological possibilities unique to the camera—including playing with light and stark tonal contrasts; unusual angles (such as aerial views and close‐ups) and using the power of the lens, the speed of exposure and photo‐printing processes to reveal and revel in representing the surfaces, A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
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textures, and movement of the modern world. In so doing, self‐consciously modern photographic practices also strove to train, and even produce a new kind of modern viewer—one capable of a new kind of modern visual literacy and way of seeing. 
The self‐consciously modern photography produced by both artists and commercial photographers soon came to be a recognizable style—identifiable by its often dizzying vantage points, such as those channeled in the early twentieth century by the Soviet Constructivist avant‐garde practitioner Aleksandr Rodchenko, who often deployed extreme camera angles and bird’s‐eye perspectives. Other characteristics often associated with a modern or modernist photographic style include the fascination with the close-up and crisp detail of things, seen in the work of the German photographers Albert Renger-Patzsch and Karl Blossfeldt, or with surface patterns and sharp tonal contrasts, as found in the work of the American photographer, Paul Strand. Other modernist photographers engaged in the depiction of sensual shapes and textures printed in startling detail, as epitomized by the work of Edward Weston. The modern and modernist photographic image of the early twentieth century can also often be identified by an embrace of an even more extreme kind of abstraction, as artists and photographers sought to push the medium to its representational limits. This is something we find pioneered in the photograms of the Bauhaus‐affiliated Hungarian artist, László Moholy‐Nagy. Many experimental modernist techniques and styles were further pioneered in the illustrated mass media and the modern medium of the photographic book, particularly by women photographers such as Germaine Krull, Laure Albin-Guillot, Florence Henri and Grete Stern. But although such formal and stylistic characteristics might loosely describe the kind of modern practices that soon became both widespread and popular within mainstream and commercial culture in the 1920s and 1930s—becoming the predominant style in advertising, fashion photography, and magazines—as even these very diverse positions suggest, no singular style or politics can define self‐consciously modern or modernist photography. And the difference between the terms “modern” and “modernist” is equally complex and shifting. 
This chapter will hope to make clear that photography emerged as both modern and modernist because of both its form and content, because of its mode of production, its intended circulation, and its reception. Therefore, although this chapter will be primarily concerned with modern and modernist practices that were specifically defined as artistic—as well as those which were only defined as so retrogressively, once rehoused in the museum, and removed from the context of their original production and reception—it is impossible to consider such practices without an analysis of the broader and conflicted photographic cultures of modernity. Thus, before we are able to explore the emergence of the modern, avant‐garde, and modernist photographic practices in the early decades of the twentieth century, it is first necessary to establish some of the complex ways in which photography remains inseparable from discussions of modernity and the modern. It will soon become apparent how the medium of photography is centrally implicated in many of the tensions which run through these contested categories. Furthermore, it is important to register the fact that photography was not only taken up enthusiastically by artists and photographers as the modern medium par
excellence— best placed to affirmatively picture a post‐industrialized and technological modernity. Instead its uses in the modern period often also described fraught anxieties as to the medium’s inadequacy, or its unstable political and representational functions within the modern world. Such crises and anxieties were equally crucial in contributing to and delineating photography’s modernity and modernism. 
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Broadly speaking, the historical experience of modernity involved the transformation of society via capitalism, industrialization, rationalization, secularization, and the birth of the modern nation state. But we can only understand the photographic dimensions of modernism once we acknowledge that modernity itself is a complex, contradictory, and fractured category. In fact, we can perhaps best think of (at least) two modernities, and each play a crucial role in the story of both “modern” and “modernist” 
photographic cultures and practices. The first of these is what we might call “bourgeois modernity”—the post‐industrial culture that emerged in the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries with the new middle classes and consumers who were associated with the Industrial Revolution, and defined by their ownership of capital. (Friedrich Engels defines the bourgeoisie as the class of modern capitalists, owners of the means of social production and employers of wage labor in the 1888 edition of The Communist
Manifesto, but we can also expand it to include the middle classes, the liberal profes-sions, the merchants, small business owners, clerks, and sales personnel. See Marx and Engels 2012 [1888], p. 79.) The second is the modern avant‐garde—the artists, writers, and thinkers who emerged at the dawn of the twentieth century in opposition to the mainstream cultural values of modern society—whose work mounted a critique of bourgeois modernity, in the form of an “esthetic,” “cultural,” or “critical modernity.” This is not to say that many of the individuals involved in the avant‐garde weren’t “bourgeois,” but that their radical rejection of bourgeois values enabled them to position themselves as opposed to them. Further, obviously, not all “critical modernists,” or members of the avant‐garde were equally critical of bourgeois culture and values, and in fact, as will become apparent, held highly disparate and conflicting positions in relation to modernity. Yet, in general, the avant‐garde’s subversive indictment of bourgeois modernity, as the historian Peter Gay has suggested, was in part directed against the crassness of bourgeois middle‐class life, the “mechanical rationality” of consumer society, and the belief that the bourgeoisie “converted all of life into merchandise, all of experience into the cool operations of adding and subtracting” (Gay 1984, p. 36). As well as these two antagonistic forms of modernity, we might then add the emergence of a modernist photographic esthetic style, which often had little to do with the radical political or critical goals of the avant‐garde, and soon became popular and mainstream. 
So how can we understand the photographic dimensions of “bourgeois modernity”? 
Unlike the formally experimental dynamism of avant‐garde modernism, bourgeois modernity made its imprint on photographs quite differently. As Steve Edwards has rightly observed, in its pictorial form, nineteenth‐century photographic modernity was often rather banal or prosaic, and normally simply amounted to “a direct image of things which had not previously been the subject of a picture” (Edwards 1999, p. 80). But behind its often unspectacular pictorial forms, in its social and ideological functions, photography was quite radically implicated in the demarcation of the spatial, temporal, gendered, and racial dimensions of bourgeois modernity, as it was being defined and produced by the newly emerging modern western states. The proto‐photographic technologies of vision such as the camera obscura and the many new experiments in optics that preceded photography-proper as well as the photographic medium, and the changing technology of the camera played an integral part in shaping the cultural and subjective experiences which came to define both modern visual culture and the observer in the modern period. Photography’s invention and its development in the modern period were also part of the processes of the modernization of the means of production inaugurated by the Industrial Revolution. 
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The medium of photography played an instrumental role in the definition of the newly emergent bourgeoisie of the modern period. The daguerreotype and shortly afterwards, the cartes‐de‐visite enabled the middle classes to perform and define their own identities in contrast to the painted portrait, which was the reserve of the upper classes. The rapidly expanding commercial photographic portrait industry soon meant the photo‐portrait functioned as a more widespread social experience, and also as a circulating, serial, mass‐reproduced commodity, which produced a distinctly modern subjective experience that was both more democratic and more constricted. As well as defining the bourgeois subject through the conventions of studio portraits and family albums, the photographic medium also enabled the expanding middle classes to be defined against their others, including criminals, the clinically insane, and colonial subjects (see Batchen 2009). As photographic processes and materials became slightly cheaper, their use expanded beyond the upper middle classes and became a more pervasive part of society for all classes (each class’s relation to the medium remaining, however, defined by their relative wealth and social traditions). If photographs—
particularly portraits—played a central role in defining the modern experience as it operated on an individual, social, and familial level, as explored in depth by John Tagg (1988) and many others since, photography also played a central role in the new instrumentalizing regimes of the modern state, from surveillance to psychiatry, and the positivist, controlling, colonial, patriarchal discourses that underpinned them. In all of these fields, it was the realistic, evidential, supposedly truthful character of photography that was exploited to create new hierarchies and power relations. 
Yet, bourgeois modernity was also defined by a strangely mystical and irrational approach to the photographic medium understood as illusory, fantastical, and para-normal. If the daguerreotype represented a detailed, indexical trace of the real, its sister invention, the stereoscope—a highly fashionable binocular‐like device which enabled its user to view two slightly different stereoscopic cards, producing a three-dimensional effect—relied upon the total illusion of a photographic trick (see Crary 1990, pp. 122–134). The illusory and fantastical side of modern photography was no less apparent in the huge popularity of spirit photography, which perversely, for a considerable period, was simultaneously approached as both occult and rooted in science (see Cheroux et al. 2005). In many ways then, the modernity of photography in the nineteenth century was defined by the ways in which the medium both affirmed and also concurrently challenged the epistemological and ontological bases of realism, as photography’s evidential and documentary functions were called upon, and continually collapsed or problematized. Similar schizophrenic oppositions emerged around photography conceived as industrial, mechanical, and inartistic, versus photography understood as the mirror of nature, an aristocratic pursuit, and a highly skilled, artistic medium, capable of offering lofty esthetic experiences. It was exactly via these sets of opposed but twin functions, that photographic modernity shaped bourgeois experiences, politics, taste, and esthetics. 
The issue of whether photography belonged in the commercial studio, on the pages of newspapers, in the photo‐albums of the middle classes, and eventually working classes too, or in the museum, was a central and defining tension of the modern period, given the centrality of the museum in the production of modernity itself. The 
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traditional art historical story of modernism as it emerged in the nineteenth century tends to privilege the museum‐worthy medium of painting. However, more recent histories of modernism have argued that photography—and its often antagonistic, and transformative relationship with painting—played a crucial role in defining modernist painting (see Scharf 1991). 
Photography’s invention shared a complicated genesis with the birth of modernist art and painterly abstraction. Although it is far too reductive to claim that photography simply unburdened painting of its mimetic function and consequently facilitated the development of abstract painting, it is certainly true that many of the central protagonists implicated in the painting of modern life were influenced by the new technology. Édouard Manet—one of the painterly fathers of modernism—appears to have drawn much from the photographic medium, in terms of his paintings’ subject matter, often traced to his use of newspapers, postcards and cartes‐de‐visite of the time, and general photographic effects, particularly his characteristic flattening, raking light. Equally, many other modern artists pushing the medium of painting to its limits—such as Georges Seurat, Edgar Degas, and Walter Sickert—did so through an exploration of mechanically produced images produced made via new photographic technologies. However, photography’s role in the story of modern art can also be over‐stated. For example, Degas’ severely cropped and unusually composed paintings have been understood as mimicking many of the characteristics we have come to equate with photography (see Armstrong 1988). Yet, as Edwards has argued, Degas was actually utilizing such techniques in the 1860s and 1870s before they really became common with amateur photography practices in the 1880s (Edwards 1999, pp. 72–75). To read photography into the history of modern painting in this way has the effect, Edwards warns, “of binding the ‘modernity’ of photography to changes in fine art,” when “the ‘modernity’ of the photograph must be sought elsewhere” (1999, p. 74). Indeed, the modernity of photography is not located in the canon of modern art, but as already stated, in exactly the kind of fraught and contradictory social spaces which existed outside of the museum. 
Equally, the fact that photography was not readily accepted as a legitimate artistic, or even properly modernist medium in the nineteenth century exposed the many paradoxes at the heart of modernity. For the champion of the modern, Charles Baudelaire, the modern painter had to capture the experience of modernity conceived as the constantly changing, fleeting encounters most clearly felt in the metropolitan city. Yet, strangely, he didn’t see photography as properly modernist, but as a 
“great industrial madness,” no less than “art’s most mortal enemy.” Writing in 1859, he proclaimed that photography had been demanded by the “idolatrous mob,” which like “Narcissus,” “rushed to gaze at its trivial image on a scrap of metal” (Baudelaire, in Trachtenberg 1859/1980, pp. 87–88). The crass realism and industrial or social nature of photography ruined the spiritual and beautiful aspects of Baudelairean modernity, and his critique of the medium brought to the surface the dualisms and incompatible versions of modernity—acknowledged by Baudelaire himself in terms of the “poetry versus progress” that characterized the modern age. Yet, perversely, Baudelaire’s condemnation of the medium relied on a vision of art that actually cut it off from the modern life he championed. It is telling that he did not see Manet as the 
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painter of modern life, but the Romanticist Eugène Delacroix. What’s more, perversely, the figure of the flâneur—the detached urban observer, roaming the new modern boulevards and opening up the metropolis as a space for investigation—so celebrated by Baudelaire, and later the German philosopher of modernity, Walter Benjamin, found obvious parallels in the figure of the photographer. In particular, it anticipated the newly liberated street photographer of the early twentieth century. 
But even before the invention of the handheld camera, the French journalist Victor Fournel referred to the flâneur as:
a roving and impassioned daguerreotype that preserves the least traces, and on which are reproduced, with their changing reflections, the course of things, the movement of the city, the multiple physiognomy of public spirit, the confessions, antipathies, and admirations of the crowd. (Fournel 1858, p. 261) How we might begin to trace and define the emergence of a modern or modernist photography outside of the parallel histories of modern art and the museum is equally complex. From the 1890s to the 1920s the French photographer Eugène Atget took thousands of photographs documenting a Paris being transformed by modernization (see Nesbit 1994). Although not made with Fournel’s daguerreotype, but a large plate‐back camera, Atget’s preservation of the “least traces” of Parisian street life, and the physiognomy of the city’s “public spirit” led him to being claimed posthumously as the father of modernist photography. In Atget’s curious documents, which often depicted shop fronts or empty streets, the two contradictory sides of photographic modernity—the evidential and the transitory, the real and the illusory, the commercial and the esthetic—met head on. Tellingly, Atget would become a key figure for the avant‐garde when they launched their attack on bourgeois culture, particularly the Surrealists who found a melancholy and uncanny quality in his images. Similarly, Benjamin paid homage to Atget’s photographs, seeing them as wiping the mask off the bourgeois photographer, and sucking 
“the aura out of reality like water from a sinking ship” (Benjamin [1931] in 2005, p. 518). 
And, even if Baudelaire didn’t see it himself, Benjamin found in Baudelairean modernity, as in Atget’s photography, a radical shattering of the bourgeois aura of tradition and a poetry of the new commodity form. 
Given such fraught conflicts and contradictions, it is perhaps not surprising that, as Matei Calinescu has argued, 
at some point during the first half of the nineteenth century, an irreversible split occurred between modernity as a stage in the history of Western civilization – a product of scientific and technological progress, of the industrial revolution, of the sweeping economic and social changes brought about by capitalism – and modernity as an aesthetic concept. Since then the relations between the two modernities have been irreducibly hostile. (Calinescu 1987, pp. 41–42) For Calinescu, avant‐garde modernity was identifiable through its outright rejection of bourgeois modernity, “its consuming negative passion,” and its disgust with the middle classes, which it expressed “through the most diverse means, ranging from rebellion, anarchy, and apocalypticism to aristocratic self exile” (1987, p. 42). This split has, for many commentators, come to define the divided experience of two modernities. This 
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rift also fractures modern photographic culture; it is around it that the medium’s modernism can be understood as pivoting, causing reverberations throughout photography’s early twentieth‐century history. 
 Photographic Modernism and the Avant‐Gardes
Photography had an indisputable influence upon “esthetic” or what we might call 
“critical modernism” as it emerged in the art, literature, and culture in the rapidly transforming period that marked the beginning of the twentieth century. By the 1910s and 1920s, photography soon symbolized the radicality and vitality of modernity for many artists and commentators. It offered a means of liberation and emancipation from the confines of bourgeois traditions and esthetics. Photographic and cinematic techniques, particularly montage, filtered through and reframed the literary and philosophical experiments of modernist figures as diverse as Marcel Proust, Andre Breton, George Orwell, Walter Benjamin, James Joyce, and Virginia Woolf. The latter three of which were immortalized in fittingly modernist photographic portraits taken by the German born photographer Gisèle Freund, who also documented the impact of photography on nineteenth‐century culture in her influential study, Photography and
Society (see Freund 1979). 
Although the stylistic impact of photographic modes of seeing upon modernist painting is more difficult to gauge, painting’s conventions and mimetic accuracy had been revolutionized by the chronophotographic motion experiments of Eadweard Muybridge and Étienne‐Jules Marey, which accurately depicted a horse’s gallop or a bird’s flight path for the first time. However, beyond using the technology of the camera as a means of correcting the realism of painting, figures such as Marcel Duchamp found in the same freeze‐frame images, a different kind of modernity which could be deployed to deconstruct the hegemony of opticality which he saw as dominating painting and modern art more generally since the emergence of Gustave Courbet’s realism. In his radical Nude Descending Staircase (1912), which caused huge controversy when exhibited at New York Armory show of 1913, Duchamp subjected the traditional representation of the female nude to a radical rethinking via photography. He literally made the figure step down from its traditional pedestal, and in so doing complicated the politics of gendered representation with an androgynous technological figure. By opening up the medium of painting to a temporal, conceptual, performative, and gendered intervention, photography enabled Duchamp’s transgressive rejection of what he disparagingly termed “retinal art”—something he went on to negate further with the readymade, which, like the camera, shifted the emphasis from the making of art, to the “taking” or nomination of found objects (like those under the lens). Thus, Duchamp’s critique of originality, authorship and skill, as well as his embrace of chance and automation found many obvious resonances with the photographic medium. This early photographic destabilizing of identity and gender would be even more explicitly enacted in the portraits of Duchamp in drag as his female alter‐ego Rose Sélavy, taken by Man Ray in 1921. 
Duchamp was not alone in his embrace of photography. If the modernist European avant‐garde looked to smash tradition and reject the bourgeois conventions and institutions of art, taste and esthetics, to merge art and life, rejecting the bourgeois conventions of the museum, the canon, conventional materials and divisions between artistic 
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media, then photography offered a radical means of doing so. Perhaps more than any other modernist movement, the Italian Futurists identified their artistic enterprise with a violent vision of technological change, and latched on to photography as a means of depicting the dynamism of the new modern world. Their version of modernism was often naïve, macho, and crypto‐fascist. Filippo Tommaso Marinetti had declared in the founding manifesto of Futurism, published in Le Figaro in 1909, that art “can be nothing but violence, cruelty, and injustice” (Marinetti 2006 [1909], pp. 11–17). An early member of the Italian Fascist Party, Marinetti outlined in the manifesto that the Futurists sought to offend and outrage bourgeois taste. Before surrendering to Mussolini’s Fascism, Marinetti promised to fight moralism, feminism, and utilitarian cowardice, while championing divorce and free love. Painters like Giacomo Balla attempted to paint the movement captured in the photographs of animal locomotion taken by Marey. 
Futurist photographers such as Bruno Munari and Filippo Masoero took to collage and aerial photography to capture the speed of the world in static images that utilized blur and distortion. Fortunato Depero produced a serial kind of portraiture of theatrical and extravagant gestures, which resonated with the exhibitionism and drama of Futurism. 
Anton Giulio and Arturo Bragaglia pioneered “photodynamism,” producing images that tracked the movement of bodies in space and attempted to induce vertigo. Declaring their commitment to this new concept in the manifesto Fotodinamismo Futurista, published in 1913, they proclaimed their desire to reject the realism of the medium and draw on scientific and spiritual photographic experiments, embracing the mystical and occult dimensions of photography (see Lista 2001, p. 91). Mario Bellusi also attempted to use the static photographic image more dynamically. He deployed multiple printing to overlay the ancient streets of Rome with ghostly layers of chaotic traffic and busy pedestrians—a Futurist retort to one of the earliest photographic images taken by Louis Daguerre in 1838 of a busy Paris boulevard almost completely artificially emptied because of the extremely long exposure times required by the early emulsion process. 
However, the Futurists had an uneasy relationship with photography, and they soon condemned the medium as petrifying life. Instead, cinema was championed as the truly Futurist technology. Giulio Bragaglia produced films such as the iconic Thaïs (1916), a silent film with vibrant geometric set designs by Enrico Prampolini. Futurism’s volatile relationship with photography echoed Marinetti’s contrary relationship with Mussolini, whom he both celebrated publicly as the ultimate energetic, virile “Man of the Future” and, simultaneously, condemned in private as a reactionary, simple‐minded fanatic (see Berghaus 2006). 
If photography catalyzed the reactionary, nationalistic, and fascist politics of the Italian Futurists, in the Soviet Union it was soon the chosen medium of the revolutionary communist Constructivists. Following in the wake of the October Revolution in 1917, which saw the destruction of Tsarist autocracy, and the establishment of a new Bolshevik government led by Lenin, the Constructivists such as El Lissitzky demanded that the artist become an engineer. The artist was recast as a worker, the painter’s brush replaced by the camera. Under the direction of Lissitzky, Rodchenko, Gustav Klutsis, and Varvara Stepanova, photomontage became the weapon of the proletariat, and a means of destroying the last vestiges of petit bourgeois taste and habits. Unlike the mystical and occult interests of the Italian Futurists, the Constructivists valued the factual nature of photographs, which enabled them with a politically progressive means of representing reality, and a way of transforming individual and mass consciousness. 
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They sought an activated and politicized spectator, who was made to interrogate and critically engage with the world as it was represented to them. Often incorporating typography, highly graphic and striking photomontages were put to use as posters, the covers of books, propaganda, and in the design of utilitarian objects. Such photomontages engineered lively sequences, juxtaposed close‐ups and distance shots, shifted from the gazes of different protagonists, and from interior to exterior spaces, echoing the radical montage techniques in the cinema of the Soviet filmmakers Dziga Vertov and Sergei Eisenstein. For Vertov, this method was conceptualized as Kino‐Glaz or 
“Cine Eye,” whereby the camera became a kind of second vision, which, he argued, had the power to enable man to evolve and develop a more precise form (see Michelson 1985). Vertov had even renamed himself in honor of the camera: Vertov derived from a verb meaning to spin or rotate, and “dziga” echoing the repetitive sound of the camera crank turning. For Soviet film theorists such as Osip Brik, this new photographic and cinematic representation of agency enabled a kind of portraiture that was unfixed, contextual, and contingent. Unlike the stilted nineteenth‐century studio portraits of the bourgeoisie, people were to be represented in multiple and serial images, or in relation to other subjects. The new collectivized, mass subjectivity could also be represented in the endless details and facets that constituted each subject in relation to both their shifting social relations and their total environment. 
Rodchenko’s photomontages were greatly influenced by these cinematic experiments and were sometimes more like storyboards for movie scenes. Lissitzsky also created vast photo‐frescos or friezes that embraced a new kind of monumentality and an all-immersive environment closer to cinema. However, with Lenin’s death in 1924 and Stalin’s assumption of power, the Soviet state became increasingly critical of the formalist experimentalism of the Constructivists, which it soon saw as decadent, pretentious and, perversely, bourgeois—and not easily accessible to the proletariat. (On Stalinist Socialist Realism, see Dobrenko and Naiman 2003.) By the late 1920s, Rodchenko increasingly chose to take photographs with his handheld Leica camera as opposed to making complex photomontages. Often these documented Stalinist achievements, such as the construction of the White Sea‐Baltic Canal, which opened in 1933.1 But going against the orthodoxies of Stalinism, even these images tended to channel very modernist perspectives, monumentalizing their protagonists and making the world appear strange. However, by the mid‐ 1930s, Stalin had violently crushed the avant-garde in favor of the literal, realist, and simple compositions of Socialist Realism. He was responsible for the death of Klutsis, Rodchenko’s disillusionment and disavowal of photography, and the end of Constructivism’s utopian project. Aware of the power of photography to record the past, and legitimate the present, Stalin and his ideologues went about constructing their own version of modernity. They rewrote history by violently censoring, staging, altering and falsifying photographs, and building a monumentalizing socialist realist painterly style which was highly photographic, and often copied its subjects and compositions from iconic and well‐known photographs (see King 1997; Dickerman 2000). 
The Dada movement—which had begun to spread across postwar Europe—also adopted the technique of montage as part of their absurdist attack on bourgeois, milita-rized, capitalist culture. They sought to subvert, shock, and throw into question all bourgeois conventions regarding the art object and the status of art. Those artists affiliated with Berlin Dada, such as John Heartfield, Hannah Höch, and Raoul Hausmann, 
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were among the earliest figures to adopt photomontage, in around 1917. They turned to photography as a mass cultural, political, and social media, and often appropriated the fragments of their photomontages from advertising and the popular illustrated press of the early twentieth century. Unlike their Soviet colleagues who mobilized photomontage in the name of the Bolshevik cultural revolution, the Berlin Dadaists employed it as a means of sharp and satirical critique of the reactionary Weimar Republic. Its president until 1925, Friedrich Ebert, and his protectionist, reactionary policies were the subject of ridicule in one of Höch’s most famous photomontages Dada‐Review of 1919, which showed a newspaper image of Ebert montaged with ridiculous little military boots. 
Unlike the bold, typographic montages that the Soviets became known for, Dada photomontages were typically chaotic combining multiple photography fragments and details. However, Heartfield—soon known as the “Monteur” (engineer) for his highly politicized photomontages—also combined images and text in a more dramatic, iconic fashion for propaganda purposes. A dedicated Leftist, he exploited photography and the technology of photographic reproduction to produce iconic anti‐Nazi propaganda in the form of posters, book covers, and art work for the Communist newspaper the Arbeiter Illustrierte Zeitung ( Workers’ Illustrated Newspaper or AIZ for short). 
Heartfield’s searing and brilliant montages often combined fragments from photographs that he had specially staged and commissioned. In 1933, with Hitler’s assumption of power, and the banning of the AIZ, he moved to Prague, and then to Britain in 1938. Although not closely affiliated with Dada, but friends with Heartfield and Höch, Alice Lex‐Nerlinger was a similarly politicized photomonteur and poster artist. 
An active member of the German Communist Party, Lex‐Nerlinger, along with her husband Oskar Nerliner, founded the revolutionary artists’ group Die Zeitgemäßen (“The Contemporaries”) in 1924. 
The less explicitly politicized factions of the modern avant‐garde in Germany included the photographers associated with Neue Sachlichkeit (New Objectivity), such as Renger-Patzsch, August Sander, and Blossfeldt. They rejected any monumentalizing and experimental language and instead pursued a modernism which pushed the medium to its limits, favoring extremely skilled photography which fetishized realism, close‐ups, detail, and fidelity to the object under the lens. Renger‐Patzsch and Sander also worked commercially, producing portraits and advertising images. The burgeoning industry of commercial portrait photography, the explosion of the illustrated press and advertising also soon defined German modernist photographic culture in the interwar period. 
Many of these working photographers were women, including Ilse Bing, Lotte Jacobi, Marta Astfalck‐Vietz, Marianne Breslauer, Germaine Krull, and Lucia Moholy—who produced modernist images and portraits across the fields of avant‐garde and commercial production, photojournalism, and fashion. Many also worked in the business of studio portraiture, with Stern and Ellen Auerbach running the prestigious Studio Ringl 
& Pit, which pioneered an experimental and radically surreal approach to commercial photography. 
However, the sober artistic approach and emphasis on realism implicit in the work of New Objectivity practitioners such as Renger‐Patzsch were in explicit tension with the pioneers of the New Vision, such as the Hungarian born Moholy‐Nagy. For Moholy-Nagy, following a similarly techno‐utopian vision to Vertov, photography enabled the radical extension of human vision. Looking to x‐rays, solarizations, and aerial photographs, he proclaimed photography the only suitable means of representing the vitality 
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and complexity of modern culture. He produced photograms (placing objects directly onto the photographic paper to produce often abstract patterns in light), photographs, and photomontages (which he called fotoplastiks), whilst also continuing his experiments in painting, sculpture, film, and design. Many other artists at the Bauhaus also experimented successfully with photomontage, such as Marianne Brandt who created dynamic and witty montages, which, like Höch’s, also interrogated the place of modern women within Weimar modernism. The original one‐off artistic image was of little importance to Bauhaus members, and Moholy‐Nagy saw photography as a crucial means in the democratization of art. He also believed in the pedagogical possibilities of photography, and in 1925 he laid out his utopian belief in the revolutionary potential of photography in one of the most significant manifestoes and primers for the new vision, Painting, Photography, Film (see Moholy‐Nagy 1969). 
Interestingly, although the individual photographic prints produced by the various modernist practitioners in Germany attest to their pronounced differences, the production of cheap, mass‐produced photobooks—and an investment in the radical new pedagogical possibilities unleashed by photography conceived in series and sequences across pages—united them. These books often had very little text, or did away with it altogether in favor of the visual, constructing photo‐essays, engaging photography serially, and exploring the possibilities of contrast, juxtaposition, and repetition. In their avant-garde polemic photobook Foto‐Auge ( Photo‐Eye) of 1929 (Figure 25.1), Franz Roh and Jan Tischold placed images of extreme contrast in juxtapositions—in one instance, pair-ing an image by Atget showing rows of corsets displayed in a shop window with a photograph depicting a female bather in modernist costume leaping into water. The pair neatly demonstrated the dynamism of the modern Weimar woman unleashed from her nineteenth‐century constraints. 
The photographers associated with Neue Sachlichkeit also embraced the photobook conceived as modern primers for developing a new kind of visual literacy and agency. A year earlier, Renger‐Patzsch’s Die Welt ist schön ( The World is Beautiful), was published. 
It was conceived of as a manual, or encyclopedia for the new citizen of the modern industrial world, consisting of 100 images of nature, industry, and mass‐produced objects. However, Walter Benjamin found it more reactionary than radical, and criticized Renger‐Patzsch for fetishizing and decontextualizing the objects under his lens, and being dangerously estheticizing and apolitical (see also Chapter 22 in this volume). 
In 1929, Sander published a major photobook Antlitz der Zeit ( Face of Our Time), a selection of 60 portraits taken from his epic archival project which aimed to document the whole of German society in thousands of portraits of different types—from the unemployed, the baker, and boxer, to circus performers, bohemian couples, and aristocrats. Although the photographs appeared sober and realistic in comparison to the experiments of the Constructivists, Benjamin saw the book as enabling a radical comparative way of looking—and a modern form of portraiture. In his Little History of
Photography (1931), he argued that, like Soviet filmmakers such as Eisenstein, Sander had produced a revolutionary serial and social approach to the human subject. In contrast to earlier bourgeois studio portraiture, he claimed that Sander’s modern portraits were no longer individualized or isolated from the field of production (see Benjamin 2005 [1931], p. 520). Despite its diverse political forms, the photobook produced a new means of circulating images, to new audiences, defining a whole new area of photographic modernity against the singular modernist photographic image. 
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Figure 25.1 Cover of Franz Roh and Jan Tschichold’s Foto‐Auge: 76 Fotos der Zeit (Photo‐eye: 76 photos of the time), F. Wedekind, Stuttgart, 1929. Source: Artists Rights Society (ARS), New York/VG Bild‐Kunst, Bonn. Public domain. 
As well as actively drawing on the cultural, political, social, and documentary functions of photography in their experimental embrace of the medium, avant‐garde artists and photographers also used it as a technology to mediate, communicate and exchange their new experiments across different geographies. The technology of photographic reproduction enabled the production of illustrated journals. Although less democratic and far‐reaching than many of the photobooks, these acted as both visual manifestos for the different modernist movements, and as a crucial means of producing international multi‐lingual networks of exchange. They played a central role in the dissemination of ideas expounded by the various avant‐garde groups across countries and continents. This rapid exchange of ideas through journals was in part responsible for the emergence of photomontage in both Berlin and Moscow at around the same time, the internationalism of Dada, and the influence of Zurich Dada upon Surrealism in Paris. Such journals embraced photography as a means of transporting the work of art 
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to a multitude of different viewers and locations, and increasingly the images produced had their ultimate reproduction in mind. These developments arguably contributed to Benjamin’s famous observation in his essay of 1936, “The work of art in the age of mechanical reproduction,” that photography had transformed the very nature of art and the conventions of artistic engagement (see Benjamin 1969 [1936]). 
Photography was also central to many of the explorations of the Surrealists, who took much from Dada’s playful approach to the medium. Launched in Paris in 1924 with André Breton’s manifesto, they drew on the modern psychoanalytical theories of Sigmund Freud. Freud’s theories, like other modernist manifestos, rejected bourgeois traditions and offered a radically new way of approaching the mind in terms of the subconscious and automatic drives. The Surrealists embraced the irrational and subconscious, rejecting, like Freud, the confines and rationality of bourgeois culture in favor of explorations of dreams, madness, intoxication, chance, mimicry, and the uncanny (see Breton 1972 [1929]). As well as cinema, photography—with its automatic nature, and particularly street photography, with its random chance encounters—provided a technology paralleling the process of automatic writing favored by the Surrealists. It allowed them to stumble on moments of “convulsive beauty” that made the world appear strange and fantastical (see Krauss 1981). Although often understood as a highly masculine modern movement, many female photographers played a central role in defining Surrealist photography. Dora Maar turned images upside down, and made multiple prints to disconcert and confuse, or, as in her close‐up image of a baby armadillo suspended in formaldehyde, conflated the repulsive and compelling to provoke and disturb. However, the Surrealists’ position regarding women was problematic and contradictory—idolizing them as embodying the natural, irrational, and bodily as opposed to the cultural, rational, and cerebral, while also being heavily misogynist and controlling (see Caws et al. 1991). For example, Hans Bellmer created a series of sinister photographs of a sexualized doll he had created from genitalia‐like body parts, suggesting an obsessive and violent intent. Yet another key female Surrealist to exploit photography—mostly via performative self‐portraits—and to actively negate and complicate this macho culture, was Claude Cahun. Born Lucy Schwob, Cahun adopted her gender-neutral pseudonym in 1917 to confront and confound gender stereotypes. Like Duchamp’s portraits of his alter‐ego, her photographs proffered a radical restaging of gender as fluid, non‐binary, unfixed, and performed, rather than inherent and biological. 
The American photographer Man Ray—who had befriended Duchamp when the latter left Paris and brought Dada to New York in 1915, but had himself moved to Paris in 1921—produced some of the definitive photographic images of Surrealism. Creating photograms and photomontages, Man Ray often used solarization or multiple‐printing; picturing women’s bodies as strange landscapes. Equally he made the ordinary and vernacular appear strange, as in Dust Breeding (1920), which transformed the close‐up surface of Duchamp’s Large Glass (1915–1923) into a surreal moonscape. The American fashion photographer and later war correspondent Lee Miller, who worked with Man Ray for several years, before opening her own photography studio, also explored solarization and absurd subject matter. Many other figures now associated with the emergence of modernist photography played an influential role in Surrealist photographic culture. For example, the work of Brassaï, a photographer and journalist of Hungarian descent, also appealed to the Surrealists, particularly his influential photobook Paris by
Night (1932), which pictured a ghostly, unreal, empty Paris. In fact, many of Brassaï’s 
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other evocative night‐time images were reproduced in the Surrealist journal Minotaure, and later in Breton’s book L’Amour fou [ Crazy Love] of 1937. Brassaï also took images of graffiti gouged into walls, which morphed into faces, or complex portraits of people doubled by mirrors. For Rosalind Krauss, the Surrealists turned to photography because of its capacity to manipulate and distort the relationship between images and reality, utilizing doublings, duplications, spacings, close‐ups, and enlargements to disrupt the relation between signifier and signified (see Chapter 9 in this volume), and bring attention to the paradoxical nature of reality experienced as representation (Krauss 1981; Krauss et al. 1985). It was exactly this destabilizing of representation—and the conventions of bourgeois imagery—which made the Surrealist engagement with photography modern. 
Other photographers who have become central to the history of modernism were both influenced by and influenced Surrealism, such as the Hungarian‐born André Kertész, and the German‐born British photographer Bill Brandt. Both experienced exile, both worked in Paris at the height of Surrealism, and both produced startling, subtle, and deliberately strange documentary images with a social commentary. Even the photographer Henri Cartier‐Bresson—often celebrated as the father of modern photojournalism—who spent time in Paris as a young man, continued to pay tribute to the influence of the Surrealist avant‐garde on his documentary practice, street photography, and reportage. The Surrealists’ emphasis on chance became central to his concept of the “decisive moment,” and its simultaneous embrace of form and content in the instant. It was this dynamic new conflation of content and form that became a central characteristic of modernist photographic practice. Such work also heralded a new kind of modern photography defined by its release from the confines of the bourgeois studio into the social worlds of the street. 
 American Modernism
Most accounts of the modern photography of the first few decades of the twentieth century are polarized between the radical and revolutionary photographic experiments of the European and Soviet artistic avant‐garde, and what is seen as the more formalist, conservative, or even regressive American modernist photographic paradigm. The latter is often understood as represented by figures working in New York, such as Alfred Stieglitz, Edward Steichen, and Charles Sheeler, and those associated with the f/64 
group established in San Francisco in 1932, including Weston, Ansel Adams, Imogen Cunningham, and William van Dyke. But the differences between these two modern/
modernist paradigms can also be registered temporally. If the European modernist avant‐garde flourished in the first two decades of the twentieth century—being violently destroyed and dispersed at the beginning of the 1930s with the rise of Hitler and Mussolini’s Fascism and Stalinism—what John Raeburn has described as “the staggering revolution” of American photography really only occurred in the 1930s (Raeburn 2006). 
In contrast to a more politicized documentary modernist practice, which looked to the radical avant‐garde and privileged the social function of photography, Weston, Adams, and their other f/64 colleagues on the West Coast pursued a very American kind of modernism. Deliberately reacting to the hegemonic pull of New York by assert-ing the uniqueness of their Californian modes of seeing, they maintained a 
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commitment to straight, sharp‐focused, carefully framed artistic photography. 
Modernist in their rejection of Pictorialism, their commitment to medium‐specificity, embrace of close‐ups, use of extreme contrasting light, and attention to the detailed patterns and textures of surfaces, the group was named after the very small aperture stop on a camera lens which produces the greatest depth of field. Their brand of modernism embraced the medium’s purism and championed its artistic status. 
Although they did take some images of urban modernity, their favored subject was nature. They tended to view objects in close‐up, framed by the sky. Weston experimented with more avant‐garde approaches during his time in Mexico from 1923 to 1927, taking radical portraits which had much in common with the closely cropped, monumentalizing portraits of Rodchenko. But Weston spent most of his career producing highly composed images of the female form (particularly his partner in Mexico, the photographer, Tina Modotti) and organic objects such as shells and vegetables. Similarly, Adams became known for his theatrical and increasingly monumentalizing landscape photographs, with extreme crisp detail and drama, depicting the American West and areas such as Yosemite National Park. 
In the 1930s, with the rise of extreme poverty and poor living conditions caused by the American Depression, Adams chose not to turn his camera to social causes by depicting the destitute. Instead he put his photography to the defense of nature, supporting wilderness preservation and the attempt to secure areas of natural beauty in Nevada as national parks, against the tide of modernity’s urbanization and commercial developments. However, not all of the f/64 photographers maintained the same distance from politics. Van Dyke became increasingly engaged with social documentary practices incompatible with the rigid formalism upheld by f/64. Having moved to New York in 1934, he produced modernist images documenting industrial towns and unemployed factory workers and also began making documentary films. Like many left‐wing photographers working under the rabid anti‐communist McCarthyism of the 1950s, he fought continually against the government’s attempts to blacklist him. Although his rejection of the formalism of f/64 in part led to the dissolution of the group in 1935, in 1948 he also made a film about Weston, by way of homage to the photographer with whom he had originally apprenticed. 
Yet, between the radical photographic experiments associated with the European avant‐garde and the modernist photographic practitioners of their American contemporaries, there also existed a far more complicated plurality of photographic positions. 
Many other factors also confuse any reductive geographic or temporal dualisms: the complex networks of international exchanges and exile between Europe, the Soviet Union, and the United States in the interwar and postwar periods; institutional politics, and geographies, and the similarly commercial fields (outside of “art” or “museum photography”) in which photographers on both sides of the Atlantic were working. The reception of European modernism in America from around 1900 to 1929, and the emergence of a distinctive American modernist photographic culture in around 1915 
involved many complex processes, and both were also influenced by the American photographic culture of the nineteenth century. Further, it is important to gauge the vast geographic distances between West and East Coast photographic developments, and the relative isolation of Californian photographers in the 1920s and 1930s—in terms of exposure to major exhibitions, or the avant‐garde‐influenced work of émigrés from Europe—in comparison to those centered round New York. 
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Stieglitz offers a telling case study as to the complicated and even conflicting modernist preoccupations and influences often taken up by individual practitioners. An early proponent of Pictorialism, along with Steichen, he established the 291 gallery in New York in 1905. The gallery played a key part in Stieglitz’s mission to see photography given the same stature as painting and sculpture. But at the same time it acted as a focal point for international art, with exhibitions (mostly organized by Steichen) of Matisse, Cézanne, Picasso, Picabia, and Duchamp. In contrast to the smudgy and atmospheric images of his early career, one of Stieglitz’s first modernist works is often understood as The Steerage, made in 1907 but not published until 1911. Depicting the lower‐class deck of a steamer leaving New York for Germany, many commentators have argued that the image’s modernism emerges in its form, in the perspective and dynamic composition, and in its content—charting the social change, patterns of immigration and labor at the dawn of the twentieth century (see Francisco and McCauley 2012). 
The paradoxical position of Stieglitz as a former Pictorialist, idealist defender of photography’s esthetic status and progressive champion of modernity was perfectly pastiched in a 1915 portrait by Picabia, which appeared in the Dadaist journal 291 (see Balken 2003, pp. 33–65). Stieglitz is shown in diagrammatic form as a broken bellows camera, with a modern motorcar’s brake attached to it, attempting to accelerate into the future. Stieglitz’s relationship with Duchamp provided another fascinating narrative in the story of American photographic modernism, with the former contributing a photograph of the latter’s famous Fountain in 1917 to the short‐lived New York Dada magazine The Blind Man. Stieglitz’s act of photographing the urinal while it was being exhibited at the 291 could be understood as an act of meta‐appropriation. If Duchamp turned an object into a readymade, Stieglitz’s photograph arguably returned it to the esthetic realm, by turning it into a sculpture. 
There were many other points of contact with the European avant‐garde, which helped to frame early American modernist investigations. The American photographer Berenice Abbott went to Europe in 1921. After studying in Paris and Berlin, she became involved in photography in 1923 after Man Ray hired her as his assistant and she went on to establish her own studio in Paris in 1926. Having been introduced to Atget’s epic œuvre by Man Ray in 1925, Abbott acquired a large part of his estate after he died in 1928. She returned to America the following year to find an American publisher for his work, organize Atget’s first exhibition in the USA, and settle as a commercial photographer in New York. Responsible for bringing the father of European modernism to the United States, in the 1930s, Abbott also pursued a highly modernist straight photography. She sought to document the urban centers of the modern period and the new architectural monuments to modernity, such as the Pennsylvania Station or Manhattan Bridge, as well as the impact of technology, which she represented in images of the new automat machines in Manhattan or New York’s “Radio Row.” Atget’s approach and subject‐matter are clearly discernible in Abbott’s frontal images of the hardware stores found in the New York’s Bowery which also, like Atget’s, documented the social changes brought about by capitalist culture (see Weissman 2011). 
Other American photographers looked to the Soviet example. Strand, who is often understood as an early Pictorialist like his mentor Stieglitz, and then as an apolitical formalist because of his interest in Cubist‐like abstraction and pattern, was actually a dedicated communist. He worked closely with the left‐wing Photo League—a crucial New York organization founded after the disbanding of the Film and Photo League in 
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1936 by Sol Libsohn and Sid Grossman, and which provided an invaluable space for the teaching, debating, exhibiting, and making of documentary photography. The Photo League originally emerged because of their specific commitment to seeing documentary photography as an art form, and not just as a tool of mass communication. In his teaching at the League, Strand echoed this commitment, stressing the importance of form and technique within documentary work (see Kroes 2007, pp. 129–142). Strand was also much influenced by the formal and politicized innovations of Soviet film via his involvement with the collective Group Theatre in New York, with whom he traveled to Moscow in 1935. While his early collaboration with Charles Sheeler, the short silent film Manhatta of 1921, cinematically explored the explicitly modernist theme of life in the metropolis, by 1936 he was collaborating on a pro‐communist propaganda film Redes or The Wave, commissioned by the Mexican government. Strand finally left America for France in 1950 because of the McCarthyist witch‐hunt against any socialist or left‐wing photographers or filmmakers. Another politicized photographer with links to the Soviet Union was Margaret Bourke‐White, who worked as a photojournalist in the 1920s and 1930s. She traveled to the USSR in 1931, publishing the photobook Eyes
on Russia, containing many images that channeled the modernist perspectives and techniques of Soviet photography. 
 Modernism Expanded/Modernism from Below
As the photographic strategies pioneered by the European avant‐garde and American modernists spread across different geographies and into visual culture more generally, the forms and languages of modernism emerged in the popular and commercial photography, cinema, photojournalism, fashion, advertising, and typology of the period. 
The only term that loosely described all such formalist preoccupations of modernism which arose across these different fields was the “New Vision.” It was under this banner that the famous modernist exhibition Film und Foto of 1929 had been organized by the Deutscher Werkbund (German Work Federation) in Stuttgart. The exhibition—the American section of which was selected by Weston and Steichen—had brought together over 1000 images by European, Soviet, and American modernist photographers alongside advertising, propaganda films, and photojournalism, with an avant‐garde cinema program organized by the experimental filmmaker Hans Richter. 
For many commentators, the show marked both the high point and the commercialization and consequent decline of radical formalist and politicized modernist practice (see Marien 2006, pp. 264–266). Yet, this reading perhaps over‐simplifies and misrepresents the slippage from the revolutionary experimentalism of the avant‐garde to the trite consumerism of mass culture. Many avant‐garde artists and politicized modernists had directly interacted with the mass media and the worlds of commodity production and advertising during the height of the avant‐garde. This was particularly true of those artists associated with Dada, New Typography, and New Objectivity, but also of Rodchenko and the Soviet Constructivists (see Kiaer 1996; Sherwin 1999). Further, from the beginning of their careers, many of photographic modernism’s most emblematic figures—Man Ray, Evans, Abbott, Sander, Renger‐Patzsch, Cartier‐Bresson, Bourke‐White, Steichen—operated across the different worlds of the avant‐garde, photojournalism, commercial portrait photography, documentary, fashion photography, 
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and advertising (see Johnston 1997). However, the multiple and conflicting approaches to consumerism, the commodity form, and radical politics taken by the practitioners who took part in Film und Foto is clear in the extreme differences between their ideological and stylistic approaches to photography as both art and advertising. 
If modern photographic practices cannot be contained by the restrictive idea of a canon of modernist photographic art, then we might also think more broadly, of documentary photography of the early twentieth century as supplying the other and often repressed half of the self‐consciously esthetic, formalist, and stylistically experimental photographic culture more commonly identified as modernist. As well as commercially commissioned documentary photography, other radical modernist documentary cultures made up crucial parts of photography’s modernist history. For example, “Worker Photography,” which first emerged in Germany and Soviet Russia was geared toward the representation of the working classes. It spread internationally via global networks associated with communist and socialist parties or groups, but has, until recently, been excluded from the majority of Anglo‐American histories. This is in part, as the curator Jorge Ribalta (2011) has suggested, because such histories were a product of the anti-communist tendencies of the Cold War period. Although much “Worker Photography” 
appears documentary in nature, and fiercely opposed to the formalist experimentation of modernists such as Moholy‐Nagy, which was perceived by some as bourgeois, when it was printed in magazines associated with the movement such as AIZ, it was often presented in a radically modernist fashion, with photo‐essays forming dynamic page layouts interspersed with montages, pioneered by figures such as Heartfield.2
Indeed, the relationship between the formally experimental and social documentary—
and between form and content—in modern and modernist photography is frequently impossible to delineate, and pointless to police. Many European and American photographers produced documentary work in the 1920s and 1930s that engaged in elements of experimental formalism. For example, the aerial perspectives, high contrast images, a focus on industry and the urban landscape of modern New York by Bourke‐White; the formalist, yet increasingly politicized still lives Modotti took in Mexico; the self‐reflexive billboard sign images of Walker Evans; the combination of realism and abstraction in Strand’s politicized straight photography; the modernist angles and perspectives Austrian‐born Edith Tudor Hart brought from the Bauhaus to England, and the highly composed reportage of Cartier‐Bresson. Further, in many cases the establishment of a modernist canon has meant that the political and social aspects and uses of documentary practices remain obscured beneath their modernist appearances. 
Often critiqued for being modernist in their idealizing, estheticizing, and dangerously decontextualizing approaches, portraits such as Dorothea Lange’s Migrant
Mother, and Evans’ Allie Mae Burroughs (both 1936), produced under the program of the American Farm Security Administration (FSA)—which mobilized photography to depict rural poverty and support Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal—need to be appreciated in their original context: as images which functioned on newspaper covers, book pages, and governmental archives as part of a complex, fraught, and ever‐expanding modernist photographic culture. Their absorption into the canon of modernist photography, the art museum and the market, renders this history invisible. 
This has certainly been the case with the documentary images of Lange which were first exhibited by the curator Beaumont Newhall at the Museum of Modern Art (MoMA) in New York in 1941, starting a process which resulted in the acquisition of an 

Photography’s Conflicting Modernisms and Modernities 457
unretouched vintage print of Lange’s photograph by the Getty Museum for $244, 500 in 1998. Equally, Cartier‐Bresson, who published most of his images as photo‐essays in newspapers and magazines, had his first MoMA retrospective in 1947, a move into the art world which saw him increasingly print his images not as photo‐essays, but with their now characteristic black frame—the negative rebate of the film—which underscored their singularity and skill. Yet outside of the museum, it was the new illustrated magazines such as American Life, Fortune, and Look, the French Vu, and the British Picture Post and Lilliput (to name just a few titles from the myriad world of the illustrated press that exploded in the first few decades of the twentieth century) which gave shape to the expanded cultures of photographic modernity. 
It was in the field of the printed press that many exiles from Europe who had trained in the avant‐garde culture of the 1920s—particularly those Jewish or Left‐wing practitioners who fled Germany with the rise of Hitler—made a huge influence on the American photographic modernism of the 1930s. One such example was Kurt Korff: an émigré from Weimar Germany and former editor of the Berliner Illustrierter Zeitung

[ Berlin Illustrated Newspaper]. Korff had pioneered the photo‐essay and the juxtaposition of contrasting photographs, symptomatic of Weimar visual culture, and went on to play a leading role in the redefinition of the American magazine Life in the 1930s. Life became one of the world’s most influential large‐format, illustrated magazines which foregrounded photography and the photo‐essay, and transformed the standing of the photojournalist (see Chapter 24 in this volume). Many of the prominent photojournalists working for Life, including Alfred Eisenstaedt, Ralph Crane and the couple Otto Hagel and Hansel Mieth, were also émigrés from Germany. 
As in Europe, alongside the magazine, the photobook played an equally significant role in the production of American modern photographic culture. Clearly, photobooks had quite different purposes, narratives, pedagogical functions, and patterns of circulation than the more disposable pages of a magazine. The vast number of images and photobooks produced in relation to the FSA in the 1930s were as central to America’s photographic modernism as the ones pioneered in the Weimar years were to Germany’s. 
A selection of Evans’ FSA portraits were later published in book‐form as Let Us Now
Praise Famous Men, his now well‐known collaboration with the American writer James Agee (Agee and Evans 1941). Other modernist figures such as Strand privileged the photobook form, producing a great number in his later years. In contrast to many of the Weimar photobooks discussed above, which were almost textless, many American photobooks offered different ways of engineering relationships between text and image—a dimension which became key to American modernist visual culture (see Blinder 1999). 
The expansive field of print culture in both book and popular magazine form alerts us to the photographically mediated slippage between the visual culture of both artistic modernism and popular or mass modernity in the early twentieth century. 
In turn, the divide between photographic modernism as it was manifested within the museum and on the page, also alerts us to the role of exhibitions in the production of the photographic cultures of modernity, in 1930s America, as well as 1920s Europe. In the United States, as Christopher Phillips has outlined, New York’s MoMA played a particularly crucial role in the codification of photography’s modernist history, the construction of the medium’s modernist canon, and also in the production of histories of photography (Phillips 1982). For example, Beaumont Newhall, author of one the most influential histories of photography, The History of Photography, from 1839 to the 
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Present Day (1949) was appointed as the museum’s first photography curator by Alfred Barr in 1940, and, assisted by Ansel Adams, was responsible for many early retrospectives, art photography exhibitions and a highly estheticizing approach to photography. 
Yet his successor in 1947, Steichen, played a crucial role in attempting to build a more expanded version of photographic modernity as it was refracted through postwar mass and popular culture. In putting on a series of experimentally designed, hugely popular, didactic exhibitions that drew on photography as it appeared in the popular press, advertising, and as an amateur practice, Steichen was also influenced by the ambitious touring exhibitions—such as Film und Foto which had become popular under the avant‐garde in the 1920s. The Weimar Bauhaus‐trained émigré Herbert Bayer who helped him to realize many of his exhibitions brought the legacy of the German avant-garde into contact with American postwar modernism. Yet when John Szarkowski replaced Steichen in 1962, his approach, in contrast, would lead to the apolitical rees-theticization of photography, recast as artistic and personalized—a move exemplified with his New Documents exhibition of 1967 and his 1973 publication Looking at
Photographs. 
 Modernism without Borders and Late Modernism
The majority of existent histories of modernist and avant‐garde photographic practice are limited to discussions of America and Europe (and even then, France tends to feature more heavily than Spain, for example), and in many ways this chapter has replicated them. However, because the foundational narratives and theories of photographic modernism emerged within these geographies, and given the fact that the relationships between the modernist photographic cultures of Europe, Soviet Union, and the USA are still far from being fully mapped out, it has been necessary to return to, and complicate these hegemonic narratives before broadening our reading of photographic modernism. 
Crucially, however, more recently the definition of modernism has rightly expanded to include photographic cultures that span Central Europe, the East, and the Global South. But there is still much work to be done in writing these marginalized histories (see Chapter 3 in this volume). Matthew Witkovsky has investigated the role of large-scale touring exhibitions, journals, photobooks, collectors, and theorists in the emergence of modernist photographic culture across central and Eastern Europe (Witkovsky 2007). Such a perspective charts the spread of Neue Sachlichkeit from Berlin to Rijeka and Danzig, the explosion of Surrealist photographic culture in Czechoslovakia and Poland, and the importance of marginalized avant‐garde movements, such as the Yugoslavian Zenitists. These expanded histories bring to attention the role of certain figures in creating new networks and exchanges, such as Moholy‐Nagy, who, as a Hungarian with strong roots in Central Europe, frequently traveled and sent articles and images to Budapest, Brno, and Bratislava; the Czech Karel Tiege, who produced over 400 photomontages in the years 1938–1945 and wrote many influential texts on photography; and the experimental and influential Polish photographer and polymath Stanislaw Ignacy Witkiewicz (see Dluhosch 1990, and Czaroryska 1999). What becomes clear from such marginalized histories is the globalizing logic of the modernist “New Vision” and what Witkovsky terms the “pedagogically minded engagement with modernity in central Europe” (2007, p. 28) —as well as the charged differences in 
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the esthetic and political dimensions of photo‐modernism in each country across this expanded Europe. 
Once photographic modernism is de‐centered and opened up to include its global histories, we are also faced with a myriad of complex positions which relate in varying ways to the earlier contradictory and contested ground of nineteenth‐century photographic modernity. For example, as in the field of painting, much modernist photography—from Man Ray, Renger‐Patzsch, the Czech Josef Sudek, and Sheeler—
problematically embraced the primitivism of African culture and art, utilizing it as both a fetishized found object, but also a means of liberation from the bourgeois cultures that oppressed and “othered” it. The esthetics of such modernist primitivizing cannot be deciphered without appreciating the ethics and politics of photography’s role in colonizing and oppressing. Such complex relations—which return to photography’s role as pivot between bourgeois and critical modernity—emerge no less forcefully once we turn to the medium’s many marginalized global histories. For example, as Esther Gabara has suggested in relation to modernism in Mexico and Brazil, 
“photography provides a special opportunity to theorize modernism in Latin America, for it bore both the promise of modernity as technological advancement and the stain of late‐nineteenth and early twentieth‐century projects of imperial expansion” 
(Gabara 2008, pp. 3–4). For Gabara, such histories enable us to resituate the ethical dimension of the photographic encounter as inseparable from modernism’s formalist innovations. These histories also enable us to appreciate the role of previously mar-ginalised figures in photography’s modernist history - such as the Braxilian polymath Mário Raul de Morais Andrade. Andrade was a prolific writer and photographer who played a central role in the avant-garde movement of São Paulo. 
Other modernist photographic histories, such as that of Japan—where the photobook also emerged as a key genre—tell us both of Western influence and the importance of the internal histories of each locality. In Japan, photographic culture emerged around the same time as it did in the West, from the Meiji Restoration of 1868. By the 1920s, avant‐garde practices, hailed as the “New Photography” ( shinko shashin), were heavily influenced by German Neue Sachlichkeit, the experiments pioneered at the Bauhaus, and then in the 1930s by Surrealism. However, the rise and decline of modernist, experimental practices were uniquely marked by catastrophe internally experienced by Japan—the Tokyo Earthquake of 1923 and the nuclear destruction of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, at the end of World War II. 
Yet all modernists, despite their extreme political, cultural, and geographical differences, invested the medium with a certain belief in its radical esthetic and/or political possibilities, and its power to produce new types of agency and experience. These utopian impulses were violently and abruptly destroyed with the rise of Fascism and Stalinism. However, photographic modernism was given an afterlife in the postwar period in numerous “late‐modernist” projects of the 1950s. The key example of such a project, and particularly prescient in relation to the expanded modernity of mass culture and new geographies laid out above, is Steichen’s The Family of Man exhibition staged at the MoMA in 1955 (see Stimson 2006, pp. 59–104). This giant touring exhibition—the most popular of all time—was seen by nine million people in 38 
different countries, and brought together 503 images by 273 photographers of different nationalities (albeit with Europeans and Americans dominating) working in different fields around the world. Steichen’s exhibition was conceived as a giant photo‐essay with 
460 
Art 
a globalizing perspective, naïvely aimed to show the unity and similarity of people around the world, and generate a sense of post‐national collectivity in Cold War times. 
Although fundamentally criticized for its patriarchal, homogenizing, colonizing, corporate, infantilizing approach to photography, the exhibition still has a significant place in the history of photography’s modernity. This is because it was perhaps the last substantial attempt to rehabilitate modernism’s ambitious and utopian belief in the power of photography to unite and produce a new shared language and a collective community of spectators in an increasingly fractured postwar world. A world which would soon be transformed by consumerism, television, and the emergence of a postmodern photographic culture would have none of modernism’s radical faith in the medium as a vehicle for mass cultural, social, and political change. 
Notes
1 Aleksandr Rodchenko has been criticized for this series in particular, as his images failed to represent the horror of the forced‐labor camps, poor living conditions, and high mortality rates. However, the relationship between Constructivism and Stalinism was extremely complex. See Buchloh (1984). 
2
AIZ ran from 1924 to 1938 in Berlin and then Prague, and Arbeiter Fotograf was established by Willi Münzenberg and ran from 1926 to 1932. On “Worker Photography,” see Ribalta (2011). 
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26
Spectacle and Anti‐spectacle
American Art Photography and Consumer Culture

David Campbell and Mark Durden
This chapter will take a critical look at the relationships between photography, spectacle, and consumer culture in American art photography. We are considering photography within the context of what is generally referred to as Postmodernism, understood here as a moment emerging with photoconceptual practices within the 1960s. 
Section 26.1 examines the use of photography in the art of Ed Ruscha and John Baldessari. We will be especially concerned with the implication of Ruscha’s standardized and anti‐spectacular approach to photography evinced in such books as Twentysix
Gasoline Stations (1963) and Real Estate Opportunities (1970). John Baldessari’s photo-text paintings from the late 1960s will be considered in terms of their challenge to the question of esthetic distinction and value, the ways in which he uses photography to flout the conventions and modes of vernacular and amateur photography practice. 
Section 26.2 discusses the strategic interventions into the spectacle of commercial images through the appropriational “rephotography” of Richard Prince. Discussion of Louise Lawler’s photographs of art in collectors’ homes, for sale in the auction house or in museums and galleries, will open out discussion to the question of the value and aura of art in the face of its circulation as a prestigious and luxurious commodity (Lawler 2006). 
The final section brings this chapter to a close with a discussion of post‐documentary engagements with both the allure and hollowness of spectacle in two key projects, each concentrating on the darker sides of the Hollywood dream factory: Philip‐Lorca diCorcia’s filmic staged portrayal of male hustlers in his series Hollywood (1990–1992) and Larry Sultan’s “dismantling” (his term) of pornography in The Valley (1998–2003) (Sultan 2004, 2011). The term “post documentary” is used here to signal that such work both breaks with, but also continues certain premises of documentary (see Chapter 21 
in this volume). 
Throughout this chapter, we will keep in mind commercial photography’s essential role in creating and sustaining the fetishistic allure of the commodity. This enables us to think both about what possible distinctions there might be between mainstream commercial photography and the commerce of “art” photography, especially as some of the examples of anti‐spectacular photography we are writing about are themselves spectacularly commercially successful. If there is a claim being made that such photography functions as a kind of critical antidote, it does so in relation to photography’s own primary role as a handmaiden to consumer desire. 
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Consumer Photography: The Bad Art Photography 
of Ed Ruscha and John Baldessari

Twentysix Gasoline Stations (1963) was the first in a series of photographic books produced by Ed Ruscha. It features 26 black and white photographs of selected filling stations located along Route 66, the American highway connecting Chicago, via Oklahoma City where Ruscha was raised, to Los Angeles where he moved in 1956 to study at the Chouinard Art Institute (now California Institute of the Arts). Ruscha was familiar with the route and the topography of the surrounding landscape. A viewer in possession of this knowledge might assume that the photographs of gas stations and their sequencing in the book offer a visual documentation of Ruscha’s journeys from LA to his family home along Route 66, beginning with Bob’s Service in Los Angeles and moving through California, Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, and Oklahoma. Yet this account is disrupted by the out of place final photograph of the Fina station in Groom, Texas. The decision to terminate the journey, and the book, with the photograph of the Fina station as the punning final image, puts a spanner in the works, and might be thought of in the same disruptive way as the picture of a glass of milk at the end of his following book, Various
Small Fires (1964) as well as the photograph of broken glass that closes his Nine
Swimming Pools and a Broken Glass (1968). 
Ruscha’s books do not make sense as conventional photo‐documentation. Twentysix
Gasoline Stations is not a photographic contribution to the genre of the American road narrative, it is much too pragmatic. Instead the serial depiction of gasoline stations offers a mundane, unromantic view of the industrial and economic infrastructure upon which such stories ultimately depend. 
According to Ruscha, Twentysix Gasoline Stations “is not a book to house a collection of art photographs—they are technical data like industrial photography. To me, they are nothing more than snapshots” (Ruscha 2004, p. 24). Published, under his own imprint, Ruscha initially signed individual copies of the 400 numbered edition, an act he later regretted, claiming to prefer the uniformity of the industrial product to the individua-tion of the signed artist’s book: “It is almost worth the money to have the thrill of 400 
exactly identical books stacked in front of you” (Ruscha 2004, p. 27). All subsequent editions were unnumbered and unsigned. 

Twentysix Gasoline Stations presents us with a strange sort of photography, a strangeness partly engendered by the ordinariness of what is presented: gasoline stations, and their depiction in a style reminiscent of “industrial photography.” This in itself is not a novel idea; Marcel Duchamp’s enhanced visibility on the American art scene during the 1950s ensured that the concept of the readymade and the appropriation of industrial commodities was a strategy familiar to many American artists. What was distinctive about Ruscha’s use of the readymade was its systematic and serial application to photography, appropriating the Frenchman’s wry gesture and visual indifference, but subjecting it to the values of an American system of mass‐production. Ruscha claimed that he wanted to be the Henry Ford of book making (Ruscha 2004, p. 28). At $3.00 a copy, Twentysix Gasoline Stations fulfills the objective of producing standardized, low‐cost goods at affordable prices. 
According to Ruscha, the “book came out of a play with words. The title came before I even thought about the pictures. I like the word ‘gasoline’ and I like the specific quality of ‘twenty‐six’” (Ruscha 2004, p. 23). The work was driven by a desire to visualize a set 
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of pre‐determined conceptual and linguistic criteria—to present evidence of 26 gasoline stations. The title functions in such a way to both set the agenda for artistic practice and set its limits, while the photographs take on the status of confirmation, proof of what the book title claims, 26 gasoline stations. Recognizing the primacy of the conceptual over the visual in Ruscha’s photographic bookwork is important. While gasoline stations might be recognized as a familiar motif of an urban, car‐dependent culture centered on LA, and as such could be understood as symptomatic of Ruscha’s own experience of mobility, it seems that their primary importance relates to their status as a type of familiar readymade, standardized structure, varied in form but identical in function. As he stated: “My pictures are not that interesting, nor the subject matter. 
They are simply a collection of ‘facts,’ my book is more like a collection of ‘readymades’” 
(Ruscha 2004, p. 26). 
To allocate such a subordinate role to the visual results in a diminution of photography’s status, one that cuts against the efforts of those who were seeking to establish the medium as a fine art. For Ruscha, and other conceptual artists unburdened by any esthetic investment in the photographic medium, its history or status, such an approach offered liberating opportunities to meddle with the codes and conventions of representation, value and art. Speaking about Twentysix Gasoline Stations a few years after it was first published, Ruscha described the kind of photographs the book contained: Above all, the photographs I use are not ‘arty’ in any sense of the word. I think photography is dead as a fine art; its only place is in the commercial world, for technical or information purposes … Mine are simply reproductions of photos. 
(Ruscha 2004, pp. 23, 24)
It is clear that an interest in the depiction of individual gasoline stations is subordinate to the recognition of the conceptual system governing the selection and organization of what is photographed and how it is presented. Ruscha’s photographic iteration, performed 26 times, asserts the authority of a rule‐bound system. This process, complete with its own playful pragmatism, fuels Ruscha’s engagement with the city of Los Angeles in a number of his photographic books. 
In Real Estate Opportunities (1970), we are shown photographs of forlorn plots of land punctuating the urban space of Los Angeles. Ruscha presents a landscape where value is not measured in terms of the land’s capacity for spiritual uplift but as a site for economic gain. Here nature is revered not as a site of beauty, but a place of raw competition, a scrubby urban jungle where the opportunistic flourish. Ruscha’s Real Estate
Opportunities offers us an inventory of empty plots, each a temporary “wilderness” 
seeking to entice a pioneer to tame and exploit its potential. As the title of the series states, these are not photographs of landscape, but “real estate”—nature overwritten by capital, its bounty configured as an opportunity to make a buck. The images acknowledge photography’s essential role in the lubrication of commerce, they get to the point quickly, their matter‐of‐fact functionality catalogs what is not there: literally gaps both in the landscape and the market. The depiction of vacant space is offered as a stage upon which the viewer might speculate how the drama of commerce might be realized. 

Real Estate Opportunities registers transitional spaces, temporary lulls in the flux of an economic system engulfing the natural world; a landscape “held hostage by commerce” 
(Monk 2011).1
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Ruscha’s photographic work instills an acute awareness of movement; but one paradoxically incited by the stasis and banality of the locations he chooses to photograph. 
The stillness of the gas stations and real estate accelerates an awareness of movement or lack of it, and the passage of time, both in terms of the grand economic forces determining the historical transformation of LA and as a lived experience of an urban dweller whose mobility is so utterly dependent on the automobile. 
The photographic books introduce a range of vernacular subjects normally peripheral to our attention; so commonplace that they have become largely unseen, and become only visible again when we require their function. Under normal circumstances such utilitarian spaces are afforded little attention or time. Gasoline stations, building plots … Why would anyone choose to look at such places? 
But the overlooked and the anonymous are the very qualities that interest Ruscha, providing him with a category of readymade subject matter over which he asserts his affectless management: “I want absolutely neutral material. My pictures are not that interesting, nor the subject matter” (Ruscha 2004, p. 26). Such mannered indifference is of course a prerequisite of those who align themselves with the Duchampian tradition of the readymade, but Ruscha’s adoption of the strategy, by which an artist nominates individual industrial objects, or types of objects as art, is accompanied by the determining factor of quantity. 
Most of the photobooks carry in their title a register of the process of accumulation that bind and define category groupings: Twentysix Gasoline Stations; Various Small
Fires; Some Los Angeles Apartments; Every Building on the Sunset Strip; Thirtyfour
Parking Lots; Nine Swimming Pools and a Broken Glass; Real Estate Opportunities, etc. 
Such classification renders the fabric of social life as a series of abstract types, illustrated by photographs of a specified number of concrete examples. The books impart no sense of qualitative evaluation; no image is more or less important than the others, they establish their credentials to belong within the category set, a swimming pool, for example, and that’s it—Ruscha has no favorites. 
The form of Every Building on Sunset Strip very much corresponds with Ruscha’s description of LA as a succession of surfaces with nothing behind: how the city is “like a series of store front planes that are all vertical from the street, and there’s almost like nothing behind the façades. It’s all façades here …” (Ruscha 2004, p. 223). Ruscha took the photographs for Every Building on Sunset Strip with a motorized camera while standing in the back of a slow‐moving pick‐up truck. They document the street fronts and intersections on both sides of the strip—nothing is edited out. Photographs of each side of the strip were pasted together and printed to form horizontal bands of images at the top and bottom of the page, with the blank between indicating the road. Every
Building on Sunset Strip’s continuous page, in an accordion fold, pulls out to a total length of 27 feet. The overall effect is to intensify both the sense of spatial movement and duration. This sense of slow, panning mobility captures the experience of distance and detachment induced by viewing the city from a position within a moving car and signals a very different kind of engagement with the urban environment than the agitated, over‐stimulated scanning typical of the pedestrian’s viewpoint of the city. 
The city as a site of dynamic social interaction, so integral to avant‐garde depiction since the Impressionists, has all but evaporated from Ruscha’s images; only rarely do we get a glimpse of a human subject. In his photographs of the city we are offered a catalog of commodities, locations, and services, an inventory of “facts” at once recognized as 

American Art Photography and Consumer Culture 469
familiar yet seemingly distanced from human use. The “no frills” quality of the photobooks mimic “trade” photography, images with a job to do: providing information, cataloging commodities, and securing sales. The adoption of such an esthetic, allied as it is to the nomination of mundane industrial subject matter as art, suggests a compatibility between Ruscha’s adoption of anti‐spectacular photography, the indifference conventionally associated with the use of the readymade and the experience of alienation created in advanced consumer cultures such as Los Angeles in the 1960s. 
Photography was integral to John Baldessari’s comic interrogation of the esthetic distinction, specialness, and abstract assumptions underlying what we think art is. 
Exploring photography’s links to the commonplace and everyday, his esthetic is characterized by a comedy of errors, as he shows the shortcomings and limitations of both his own creative capabilities and the medium he is using, blurring distinctions between the art of the amateur, the technician, and the artist in the process. 
A conceptual primacy and embrace of the readymade characterizes Baldessari’s photography. Often he would devise strategies to remove himself altogether from the selection of images, equipping an assistant with a camera and instructions to photograph objects he designated without providing any further detail of how the task should be realized (Schuman 2009). The lure of readymade photography, freed from the burden of good taste and value judgment, is best demonstrated by Baldessari’s use of images sampled from television. His deployment of an interval meter attached to a tripod‐mounted camera, parked in front of his TV, supplied him with a regulated stream of undetermined TV 
images, in the process providing him with an automated procession of images with which he had no empathetic relationship and no responsibility for. The decisive moment (see also Chapter 22 in this volume) was here nullified by Duchamp’s esthetic of indifference. 
Baldessari’s photo‐emulsion paintings of the late 1960s drew upon the common images found in manuals and guides for photography and painting. His use of prescriptions and formulas for art making, which also took the form of texts painted on canvases by a sign painter, can be seen as a comic critique of the loftiness of Modernist abstract painting. Photography is used as a Trojan horse; wheeled into the citadel of high Modernism, from which spills the vernacular pleasures of the everyday. Such conceptual practices entailed a conscious de‐skilling, a casual, off‐hand use of photography. 
With some of the “ordinary” photographic snapshots used in Baldessari’s photo emulsion paintings there was no attempt to compose or frame the image. He has said how he took some of them:
I drove with one hand and pointed the camera out the window with the other, not looking where I was shooting pictures. Then I would stop the car and just write down the location … I wanted things the way they were, with ugly wires and telephone poles, without beautification and with the quality of newspaper photo-reportage … (van Bruggen 1990, p. 30)
While the printing of such photographs on canvas could be seen to bring to such low and off‐hand photography the high status of painting, it also gave a graininess and degraded quality to the images: that “newspaper photo‐reportage” look he had associated with the way he took the photographs. The sign painter employed to set out the names of the locations beneath each photograph was given instructions not to make the text “artistic.” 
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For the photo‐emulsion painting Wrong (1967), Baldessari appears as the subject in the photograph. The single word of the title is combined with a portrait of him standing in front of his home in National City with a palm tree apparently growing out of his head. 
Amateur photography guides, with their instruction on how to take “correct” pictures, are the most obvious point of reference here. There is much humor and pleasure in this bla-tant show of doing something wrong. It is a painting that rebounds on bigger questions about the hierarchies and distinctions integral to judgments about esthetic worth and value, of what is proper and correct in terms of composition. The error also, of course, plays upon something integral to photographic representation: its ability to collapse space. 
In another picture featuring Baldessari, the artist looks down a street with his back to camera (Figure 26.1). The photograph is apparently based upon an illustration from a book about perspective, showing a person pictured from behind standing on railway tracks. The accompanying text, itself also presumably taken from a manual on perspective, serves only to accent the pictorial inadequacy of the photographic image: “The spectator is compelled to look directly down the road and into the middle of the picture.” There is very little that could compel us to look into this banal image. And as a picture, with Baldessari blocking our view and facing the wrong way, it does not look right. Figures with their back to the viewer might also of course be linked to the landscape pictorial tradition of the Rückenfigur, with their immersion in sublime nature (in Caspar David Friedrich’s paintings, for example), a substitute for the spectator’s own rapt fascination and awe before the artwork itself. Such an allusion only adds to the comic shortfalls of Baldessari’s own picture. 
Photography becomes important to Baldessari because of its less clear‐cut identity as art. Its shortcoming in relationship to art becomes the subject of one photo‐emulsion painting in particular, showing a messy, non‐descript view through trees, plants, and bushes, of cars in a parking lot. The picture is accompanied by the following text: “An artist is not merely the slavish announcer of a series of facts, which in this case the camera has had to accept and mechanically record.” 
Photography’s “slavish” documentary description is insufficient as art and this quality is compounded by the evident lack of pictorial interest of his photographs, especially those registering the prosaic aspects of his southern California surroundings. He does not use photography appropriately, instead he dis‐assembles photography in order to explore and reveal what it is and can do. Chance and the decisive moment, for example, become integral to the five color photographs which result from his attempts to photograph the alignment of balls when thrown in mid‐air— Throwing Three Balls in
the Air to Get an Equilateral Triangle (Best of 36 Tries) (1972–1973). This was made at the same time Baldessari was editing and arranging his sequences of photographic images taken from television according to the direction in which the protagonists were looking ( A Movie: Directional Piece Where People Are Looking). 
Stories about what might or might not be art are anchored in the contingent world in Baldessari’s work. In The Pencil Story (1972–1973), he uses photography and text to raise questions about what art is. The text informs us about how he had an old pencil on the dashboard of his car and how every time he saw it, he “felt uncomfortable since its point was so dull and dirty.” He always intended to sharpen it and when he did, he says how he thought it might have “something to do with art.” The two color photographs show us the pencil. In one, its stub is blunt and in the other sharpened to a point. The shift is a nice way of presenting us with a thought about art in relation to a common object. The blunt “dirty and dull point” also becomes an apposite symbol of the grubby world of daily 
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Figure 26.1 John Baldessari, The Spectator is Compelled …, 1966–1968. Photo‐emulsion and acrylic on canvas (59 × 45 inch). Source: Courtesy of John Baldessari. 
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realities and human inadequacies, out of which Baldessari makes his art. Art as an act of editing out and abstraction is satirized in The Mondrian Story (1972–1973), showing two color prints of someone wearing white socks, sandals, and trousers walking on grass and on flowers. The pictures of the performance are a response to an anecdote about how the Dutch abstract artist who hated secondary hues and organic forms, said his trousers would be stained green by reflections when he went for a walk in the park. Like Wrong, it is also another demonstration of the joy of not being confined by rules and prohibitions, how the resolute strictures imposed by a quest for pure art can fail to enjoy the more messy pleasures of the day‐to‐day and ordinary. 
The embrace of the everyday, articulated through a genuine attraction to the material culture of West Coast suburban life was fused with the adoption of a form of amateur photography that reflected the limited technical capabilities of cameras aimed at the mass market, and the limited capabilities of the consumers who used them (see Chapters 13 and 17 in this volume). The proliferation of consumer photography, with its seemingly endless potential to yield images at odds with the conventions of good picture making, offered rich pickings for artists attracted to the comic and subversive potential of “bad” 
photography. Ruscha and Baldessari’s knowing and ironic application of the formal characteristics of amateur photography, or the misuse of instructional guide‐books seeking to remedy the amateur’s lack of skill, represent a deliberate and self‐conscious dumbing down that facilitates a form of deadpan depiction. 
As a teacher at California Art Institute of the Arts, Baldessari’s open attitude toward art and promiscuous use of photography proved to be both influential and popular with a younger generation of artists at ease with photography’s currency within mass culture. 
His playful engagement with art’s orthodoxies and his encouragement to embrace readymade photographic reproductions culled from the world of advertising and popular culture, proved inspirational to a generation of young artists. Many of his students graduated to become key figures of The Pictures Generation: a loose grouping of artists familiar with, and confident in, the appropriation of popular and high culture. While the term Pictures was originally the title given to the exhibition curated by Douglas Crimp in 1977 at Artists Space in New York and featuring the work of five emerging artists—Troy Brauntuch, Jack Goldstein, Sherrie Levine, Robert Longo, and Philip Smith—the reach of the term was further extended to other media‐savvy artists such as Cindy Sherman, Richard Prince, and Louise Lawler (Eklund 2009). 
 The Cultic Power of Images: Richard Prince and Louise Lawler While Ruscha’s and Baldessari’s art reveled in the experiences of everyday vernacular culture, an attraction to the gritty banality of its forms and conventions, Richard Prince’s eye was caught by the lure of an idealized world conjured up by advertising. His appropriational art involved rephotographing advertisements, with all ad copy excised. In cropping, editing, and sequencing commercial pictures, Prince exploits their seductive power. 
Prince’s rephotography of adverts dates from 1977, when he was working for Time‐Life and clipping editorials from different magazines for staff writers. He likened commercial advertisements in the magazines to freeze frames from a movie, they were “Authorless pictures, too good to be true, art‐directed and over‐determined and pretty much like film stills, psychologically hyped up and having nothing to do with the way art pictures were traditionally ‘put’ together” (Brookes and Rian 2003, p. 12). By 1981, Prince spoke about 
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eight variable elements in his appropriations—original copy, re‐photographed copy, angled copy, cropped copy, focused copy, out‐of‐focus copy, black and white copy, color copy—and compared it to a musical mix, calling it the “8‐track photograph” (Phillips 1992, p. 26). The point is that he is cropping and manipulating pictures that have already been retouched and manipulated, he is magnifying and distorting the fakeries and artifices of commercial photography. Caught up with the desires and fantasies that circulate around commodities, his art also serves to block them, as his process of rephotography begins to debase and de‐idealize the source images, accent their awkward plasticity. 
Prince’s work centers on the fact that his subjects, however imperfect, are presented as commodities. Moreover, his accentuation of the beguiling methods employed by advertising to lure our attention renders visible the esthetic process by which this commodification is achieved. We are made aware not only of what has been depicted but how; the commercial, promotional function of the image is imbued with the style and conventions honed on Madison Avenue—this is a form of imaging with which we are familiar, we recognize it as one that stirs our desire and takes our money. 
Prince’s early appropriations show us the display of products, fetishized commodities contained in the frame of the picture for our delectation, for our desire. Such rephotography is symptomatic of the inflation of reality found in advertising; our attention is drawn to both the products and the strategies of their display and promotion. They come replete with a lifestyle, the surplus of prestige. And his rephotography serves to augment that surplus. At the same time, by often being presented serially, his pictures also highlight the formulaic strategies of advertising, its reliance on a repetition of stock gestures. 
Matted, framed, and editioned, Prince’s pictures also mimic the exhibition of Modernist photographs, their production and display overriding the mass‐produced characteristics of their source images. Yet, such refined modes of display can also occasionally serve to supplement the high cultural allusions of the ads. In Untitled (Pens) (1979), for example, the geometries formed by the arrangements of expensive pens, lighters, and watches pulls them into the language of Modernist abstract painting, a refined esthetic complete with the texture of affluence appropriate to such expensive product. 
Prince’s rephotography, and the source material he exploits, radiate a fascinating blankness, a world of enticing surfaces with little depth. His appropriated adverts featuring luxury goods, stylish models, or sublime landscapes, arrest the mechanical character of commodity representation, foregrounding the serial repetition of the consumerist image realm. This is a world of highly posed, frozen gestures—some awesome, others tawdry—with Prince deftly capturing the superficiality and order of America’s commodity culture. 
His feel for artifice, and recognition of when this is fixed in a certain “posture,” takes on a spectacular turn in his Cowboys series. The work feeds off Hollywood’s mytholo-gizing projection of America as a vast, indomitable land. The original Marlboro advertisements’ imagery of stoic cowboys, amid awesome landscapes, successfully condenses and fixes the relationship between individualistic and heroic freedom and place. The advertisements’ appropriation by Prince in the early 1980s suggests recognition of their visual and ideological potency at a moment of political and economic change, ushered in by Ronald Reagan’s presidency. The images fuse the techniques of Hollywood fantasy and Madison Avenue’s commodity promotion with chauvinistic assertions of what it is to be American in an extraordinary way. 
This is not to say that the photos of commodities, or his Girlfriends, (appropriations of snapshots of bikers’ girlfriends, often posing topless or riding on their motorbikes), 
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are not also emblematic of “America,” but such images seem to have a different and perhaps more complex relationship to the dominant political ideology than that of the Marlboro works. Very different power relationships are at work in the production processes of the original Marlboro ads and the Girlfriends images. The images used by Prince in the Girlfriends series were taken from biker magazines that had invited their readers to send in photographs of their bikes, invariably accompanied by their girlfriends. The photos appropriated for Girlfriends come from a different visual economy to the Madison Avenue fabrications of Cowboys—amateurish and documentary, they are the product of a sexist, biker culture. Yet both the biker and the cowboy lifestyle operate as symbols of American individualism and independence. 
In the Girlfriends series, there is a slippage between the way people wish they could look and the reality of their appearance. There is a gap between the ideal and the actual as they look to glamor photography, but fall short. In their flawed realization, the posed images almost function as a demonstration of how not to present products: stiff poses, bad lighting, and off‐key color. In this respect, the images seem to occupy a similar space to Baldessari’s knowing embrace and fascination with amateurish photographic practice and its deviation from the conventions of “correct” image making set out in photographic manuals and guidebooks (Baldessari’s Wrong, etc.). The non‐correspondence between advertising’s “ideal” and the reality of everyday experience is astutely foreground by Prince’s use of the bikers’ amateur photography. Given the nature of their original context, the inclusion of “girlfriends” in photographs of bikers’ “possessions” is as predictable as it is sexist, but in principle is little different from the tradition of representation that goes back to, and beyond, Thomas Gainsborough’s painting Mr. and Mrs. Andrews (1748–1749). 
Encouraging his appropriations to be described as “thefts” or “piracy,” Prince evokes the myth of outlaw and deviancy, both for himself and the subjects he is drawn to. But such efforts to furnish his practice with a radical and rebellious edge seem strained and overly romantic. Prince’s appropriated pictures of the worlds of “outsiders”—the bikers and the cowboys—appear to yearn for a life a little more interesting and vital than that experienced by most city slickers, whom one supposes are the actual audience for his work. 
Even if we accept the language of criminality associated with the use of appropriated imagery in Prince’s art, what is the nature of his “theft”? If theft is the act of taking something that belongs to others, does Prince’s description of “stealing” images from consumer culture imply that he sees himself apart from that culture? After all, are not advertisements promiscuous images, created to be used? Their function is to infiltrate our common experience, our sense of self and individual identity, securing our attention and ultimately our money. The photographer or the commissioning corporation may own the copyright, but once the images enter the public realm, do they not become common currency? Prince seems to confirm this, stating: “I never associated advertisements with having an author” (Kennedy 2007). If that is the case, what can Prince be said to be “stealing”? In appropriating images of rebellious nonconformity, the “theft” 
may be cultural experiences that are not his own, feeding off the projected glamor of the biker and cowboy lifestyles, the thrill of the “other.” Such vicarious transgression entails the procurement and voyeuristic consumption of vibrant aspects of another social class’s “alien” culture from the safety of a secure and privileged cultural position. 
Prince’s most scandalous and infamous rephotography was that of Gary Gross’s 1975 
photograph of a naked and clearly eroticized 10‐year‐old Brooke Shields. Prince, according to Kate Linker, “seemed mesmerized” by Gross’s image; “[h]e was fascinated 
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by the way ‘they’ had slicked‐up this ten‐year‐old, greased her up, and represented her in a pornographic way” (Deitcher 2004). Gross had obtained consent to take this picture from the girl’s mother, who had been managing her daughter’s career as a model since she was a baby (Brooke Shields first appeared in an advert at the age of 11 months). 
Prince first displayed the picture on its own, in a cheap gold frame and beneath a picture light in a storefront gallery he opened in a run‐down part of Lower Manhattan in 1983. 
Both the picture and gallery were called Spiritual America. The title was lifted from Alfred Stieglitz’s 1923 photograph of the rear quarters of a castrated and trussed‐up horse, a photograph Prince had seen in New York’s Metropolitan and a picture that is generally seen as an ironic commentary on America’s lack of spiritual life, of a culture bereft of passion and sexuality. 
Sexuality is of course the very source of anxiety in Prince’s Spiritual America. By the time of Prince’s installation of the picture, Brooke Shields had gained star status and notoriety through her roles and nude appearances as a child prostitute in Louis Malle’s 1978 film Pretty Baby and as a teenage lover in the 1980 film, Blue Lagoon. She had also appeared in the controversial “What Comes Between Me and My Calvin’s?” campaign for Calvin Klein jeans. In 1981, Brooke Shields had convinced the Supreme Court of New York to issue an injunction against Gross to prevent further sales of his 1975 picture of her. Eight months before Prince opened his Spiritual America exhibition this ruling was overturned on the basis that children could not break a contract agreement signed by a parent or guardian. So Prince’s appropriation is alert to the debate on issues of ownership, commodification, and exploitation of a child. The picture was already contested before Prince appropriated it for his art, indeed, its very pre‐history is integral to its meaning—a pre‐history that taps into anxieties about sexualized images of children as well as opening copyright issues out to questions about ownership and possession in what is in effect the unnatural commercial exchange of a daughter’s body and image by her mother. 
In an insightful recent commentary upon Spiritual America and much of Prince’s rephotography, Michael Newman speaks about how his work shows us that “the cultic relation to the image” is “an attitude that has survived more in vernacular and popular culture than in the art world: in the world of the fan, the cinephile, the sexual fetishist, even the paedophile voyeur, all those believers in the image” (Newman 2006, p. 138). 
But Prince nevertheless moves such responses into the context of art. Part of the disturbance and agitation before his work is to do with its positioning and identification as art. As Luc Sante puts it, Prince “returns with raw material distinguished by its hostile distance from the art world, which he then submits to the protocols of that world” 
(Brookes and Rian 2003, p. 77). This is a very powerful cross‐wiring and courts controversy and unease—turning a storefront into a mock gallery which became in its first show a shrine to a rephotograph of Gross’s gross tableau of kiddie porn.2
Louise Lawler’s photographs of the display of artworks, in private collections, being sold off at auction houses, or in the museum, also raise questions about the cultic value of art. Her refined and minimalist sensibility and esthetic are far removed from the common and vulgar associations of some of the images Prince rephotographs. She nevertheless presents art’s rather diminished and sad fate in showing it as one prestige commodity among others in the home of the rich collector and subject to their often quirky esthetic arrangement or as price‐tagged merchandise being hawked in the auction sales room. Lawler’s work emerged in the 1980s, amidst America’s booming 
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consumer economy. Framed within the discourses of Postmodernism, her work was seen as critical of metaphysical and transcendental ideas of art’s value (Crimp 1993). 
She pragmatically presented the reality that art was simply a form of luxurious décor and economic investment. Her photography was less concerned with the properties of art than art as property.3
In her identical pictures of Warhol’s Marilyn gold tondo, with its rather glossy varnish and valued, as the auction‐house label that accompanies it reveals, between $300 000 
and $400 000, she gives us two titles as questions: Does Andy Warhol Make You Cry? 

(1988), Does Marilyn Monroe Make You Cry?  (1988). The questions imply that what might move us to tears is not the art but the artist or the subject of the art, which in this case one assumes is connected with both the celebrity status of Warhol and Marilyn and their tragedies—as Warhol started his Marilyns shortly after her death, so Lawler made this work a year after Warhol’s death. In other words, her photographs seem to be speaking of something that is lost in this star‐struck process of affective art response. 
What her pictures show us is not only other artists’ art but also other people’s arrangements of art. And these arrangements can set up quite amusing jokes about taste and value: in Pollock and Tureen (1984), for example, the great Abstract Expressionist painter’s drips are brought into uneasy proximity with the floral patterning on a posh sideboard serving dish. Who Are You Close To? (Red) (1980), picks upon the irony of a wealthy collector’s proud display and fetishizing of a “supermarket graphic” in the form of Warhol’s stamp painting of S and H Green Stamps (Bankowsky 2004, p. 78). Lawler’s vibrant color‐rich photograph accents the complementaries set up between the tur-quoise colors of the Warhol and the sumptuous red‐paneled walls upon which it is hung. The matching blue‐greens of two ornamental horses set out on a shelf either side the Warhol, add to this vibrant interplay of colors. 
Lawler’s photographs reflect upon the dispersal of art as commodities and décor. At the same time, they maintain a certain esthetic of their own. They are not anti‐esthetic, but maintain a faith in photography’s distinctive esthetic values, through their cropping and composition and the formal correspondences and contrasts this sets up. This seems especially so in How Many Pictures (1989), a photograph that shows us just the luminous colorful reflection of a Frank Stella Protractor painting in the sheen of the gallery floor. The painting is near, but remains just out of the photographic frame. 
Such a formally enticing photograph could be seen to describe how art comes under the sway of commodification, as Rosalind Krauss has suggested (Krauss 1999). Stella’s painting is transformed into an evanescent rainbow. This seems to cue Lawler’s use of the paperweight miniatures, in which she repackages her own photographs of art as ornaments. Such glass miniatures allude to the ceaseless dispersal of art as kitsch spectacle through reproduction, but at the same time counter reproduction because, as Krauss has noted, the “opacity” of the lenses of these crystal orbs means as objects they cannot be photographed (Krauss 1999). The display of these colorful glass domes, within vitrines on pedestals, gives them the identity of classic objects of contemplation within a museum, yet at the same time there is no getting away from their affinity with the tacky merchandise of the souvenir. 
Photography’s esthetic captures very well the reflective sheen of the surfaces of capital’s culture, indeed, it helps to create it. Photography as a medium of spectacle and allure embellishes consumer culture. Both Richard Prince and Louise Lawler intervene at the surface of this allure. Lawler’s work is, as we have shown, ambivalent, the 
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refinement and elegance of her own photography and its display support a certain esthetic that is distinct from the cruder relationships between art, commodity, and capital her art shows us. Prince’s rephotography of advertisements and commercial photography, much as it is clearly seduced and captivated by their spell, nevertheless also exposes their artifices and fakery—we sense the hollowness. In the mock shrine of Spiritual America’s display, we are also made aware of the awful exploitation of a child’s body as image for material gain, an exploitation Prince himself can never, of course, assume to be separate from. 
 From the Ideal to the Real: Philip‐Lorca diCorcia’s and Larry
Sultan’s Post‐Documentary
Much has been written about Cindy Sherman’s Untitled Film Stills (1977–1980), photographs that have, in many ways, become iconic of Postmodernism. One of the most original readings of Sherman’s work is by Kaja Silverman, who claims that while they show us how “our poses generally attest to the aspiration to conform as closely as possible” to the culturally‐valorized ideal, the corporeal or environmental details in the pictures are not always complicit with this aspiration (Silverman 1996, p. 206). There is a level of failing here, then, of falling short. Silverman invites us to rethink Sherman’s Untitled Film Stills—they are not seamless reflections of film’s specular culture, but instead show us an aspiration to ideality. She also suggests that, because the protagonists are shown to fall so short of the ideal, we identify with them. One of the clearest illustrations of this is in Untitled Film Still #2, in which the slightly “chubby” body of the woman in the bath towel is set against the glamorous pose struck and fixed in the mirror, which gives us a portrait of woman “as she wants to be seen” (Silverman 1996, p. 208). There are affinities here with the awkward esthetic of Richard Prince’s Girlfriends—that aspiration toward glamor model photography. 
This quality of a fractured spectacle image in Sherman’s Untitled Film Stills that Kaja Silverman discerns, is also central to Philip‐Lorca diCorcia’s Hollywood (1990–1992) and Larry Sultan’s The Valley (1998–2003). Except both projects are further complicated by the documentary context within which photography is being used here: both photographers deliberately play with assumptions about a particular social and evidential real which they position within and against the image‐dominated culture associated with Hollywood. 
diCorcia’s Hollywood, in its portraits of outsider types from Santa Monica Boulevard—an area of Hollywood often frequented by hustlers, drug users, and transients—gives us the stock subject matter of traditional documentary. Yet, the pictures are constructed and set up. With the help of an assistant, diCorcia carefully arranged each picture in advance and then began to look for a man off the street he could pay to appear in his photograph. His disclosure of the monetary transaction between photographer and subject as part of each image’s title, preceded by the subject’s name, age, and hometown, invites us to think of the documentary transaction as another kind of prostitution, with subjects who can be bought like commodities.4 This analogy is also made through the fast food signs some of his subjects are positioned against, the big florescent “Del Taco Drive Thru” sign that 
“Ralph Smith” is sitting in front of, for example. 
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Eddie Anderson, 21 years old; Houston, Texas; $20, depicts a young male, naked to the waist, through a diner window. His golden flesh is echoed in the bun of the uneaten burger in a tray on the counter, which is set between a tabletop jukebox and a carton of drink. Eddie Anderson becomes fully part of this little still‐life display of cheap fast food and music machine and is presented as if in a shop window display. He might be looking in, but it is the viewer who becomes the ultimate window gazer here. The set‐up of this scene, the solitary figure in relationship to the still life, and the bored blank look, links with Edouard Manet’s A Bar at the Folies Bergère (1893). Only in the photograph the blank look suggests compliance rather than defiance and helps assimilate this subject into the commodified glossed‐up worlds that diCorcia’s picture‐tableaux offer us. 
The shop window reiterates the subject’s status as a mere surface upon which fantasies are played out. In one tableau, the nearly‐naked figure of “Gerald Hughes (a.k.a Savage Fantasy)” is all image, reflected in a motel mirror which itself is set behind a wall‐mounted TV transmitting a head and shoulders image of a suited black male, a kind of spectral witness to the hustler’s display. In the portrait of “Christiano Valentino,” 
the young man staring to camera poses before a fence covered with cowhides. Here the repeated presentation of mottled brown and black skins become suggestive of his own display and presentation as another attractive object to purchase, a correspondence reiterated by the detail of his matching cowhide boots. 
Documentary as a genre is embellished, given the color and seductive appeal of commercial photography. We are struck by a collision between the fantasmatic scenarios in which the people diCorcia photographs are placed—what one might describe as the pictures’ “filmic” look (the movies are never far away) —and the reality and identity of them as subjects. The glow of capital mixed in with the ebbing sunlight gives aura and grace to these fallen and outcast subjects. While the lighting might also be seen to kin-dle the fantasies associated with Hollywood’s dream factory, at the same time it adds a wistful, melancholic edge, accenting a sense of these people’s transience, vulnerability, and ethereality—they remain out of this world, detached, and vacant. 
Larry Sultan grew up in the San Fernando Valley, an affluent Los Angeles suburb, home to middle‐class families and approximately 80% of the production of all adult films made in the USA. His series of photographs, The Valley, started as a magazine assignment for a story “A day in the life of a porn star” (Sultan 2011). But it is as much about the fantasy of the great American dream and the ideal of middle‐class domesticity, as it is about porn. 
While researching the project, Sultan noticed that adult film production companies seeking settings for pornographic films were renting middle‐class homes in the area. Sultan secured access to active film sets, photographing between takes and in rooms adjacent to where the porn was being filmed. His colorful large‐scale photographs hijack the seductive cinematic lighting of the set to reveal both the fantastic nature of the illusion and its mundane production. The series flicks between tangential images of beautiful entangled bodies delivering the filmic fantasy, to images of household commodities and actors and actresses in moments of repose, lounging amid the décor of the borrowed bourgeois home. The images speak of the glamor of the pornographic fantasy, but also play this off against a more quotidian and banal everyday reality. 
Like Prince’s rephotography, Sultan’s Valley photographs depend upon a strategy of appropriation. Only what is appropriated is a complete lifestyle. The homes used by the 
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adult film companies and, by extension, Sultan, are the homes of dentists and attorneys, their taste, lifestyle, and personal history are manifest in the décor of the houses. The film company does not simply hire architecture when they rent a house as a setting for their films, they also borrow the material trace of its owner’s life. 
Porn is a commodification of desire as a filmic fantasy. Similarly, the rented middle-class home, with its gaudy décor and excessive ornamentation, articulates another American fantasy, that of success and its material manifestation through the accumulation and conspicuous display of possessions. The Valley photographs flip between the depiction of both fantasies, exposing, in the process, the artifice and construction of both. They reveal the Valley, located close to LA, as a place embedded with the idea of stardom and happiness, a place where people have gone in the hope of changing and improving their lives. As Sultan describes it:
The Valley, too, has always been about fantasy. That’s why you have Tudor homes next to Mediterranean ones, palm trees next to pines. It’s about creating your own identity. The porn industry recognizes the lure of this fantasy‐of‐possibilities, it’s part of the fantasy adult film consumers are looking for as well. (Sultan 2011) In Sultan’s Valley images, the scenes of industrialized sex are repeatedly interrupted by distractions, his attention wanders and we are invited to scrutinize the mundane routine of porn’s production among the banal paraphernalia of suburbia. Hard is rendered soft, peripheral, and out of view made the center of attention as Sultan inverts porn’s core values and establishes a regime of visual titillation. In the pornographic world, sex is presented as a routine, compulsive activity occurring between a cast of regular folk: bored housewives, neighbors, cops, and deliverymen. The ordinariness of its location is seized upon by pornographers as a sign of its authenticity and as a means by which consumers can subscribe to the believability of the scenario and project their own desire on to it. The scenes of sexual frenzy often occur in spaces we recognize as part of our own domesticity, the kitchen, the garage, the backyard, or living room. The frisson pornography seeks is born out of the friction between the ordinary and the extraordinary. A world of fantasy, apparently realized in the mundane reality of domestic clutter, a parallel world of desire occupying the same space as tins of beef stew, flat screen TVs, and tapestry wall hangings. 
Sultan’s color links with the mise‐en‐scène and the narrative spaces of the porn films, his pictures are very much about the sets and tap into the look of porn, embellish it and also show up its artifice. There also seems to be a critique of the pornography of décor in some of the more opulent and extravagant interiors. Sultan does not show us the pornographic event, but instead lingers over the accumulations of interior décor, as a gaudy, vulgar show of excess. 
In many of the images, the sex workers are depicted as yet another commodity awaiting consumption. Sitting around between takes, often photographed next to food products that suggest their own refreshment and distraction, as well as drawing a parallel with their own consumption as a sex worker. In Sharon Wild (2001), the artifice and excess of bourgeois décor and taste are unsettled by the specific vulnerability of the subject. Unusually, Sultan gives the porn star’s name as the explicit title of the image, but in the context of an industry that trades in flesh, Sharon Wild is also a brand, a Czech porn star particularly known for her pale and slender physique. 
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Sultan’s image of Wild presents her sitting on the edge of a bed, the location may be an actual motel room or it may be a mock‐up of a motel room on a film set, either way the setting for the imminent pornography feeds a documentary reading. The grubby state of the mattress that is revealed at the edge of the image, and the bloodstain upon it, provide abject touches that make us think of the other, seedier side of the porn industry. Wild, her eyes heavily made up, is perched on the edge of the bed, effectively her place of work. She is nearly naked, wearing only a G‐string, bra, and the trademark shoes of her profession, transparent high‐heeled platforms. Sitting on the bed in a period of rest between takes, she remains guarded, her knees drawn together, her arms folded defensively across her chest. Near to her on the floor is a closed vanity case—one assumes containing the make‐up necessary for her work—and behind it is a larger suit-case resting on a stand. Perhaps these are mere props for the set, but they also connote transience and the fluid existence a porn star leads, moving from one staged fantasy to another. 

Sharon Wild (2001) suggests that there is something beneath the Postmodern veneer of the super‐lucrative porn industry, a revelation of the mundane, repetitious nature of the labor that underpins it; bodies that are becoming gradually worn out. This image might also be read as a gesture of quiet resistance by someone who knows the cost of looking at her body; this is not merely the passive victim of the sex industry but a worker who knows the value of her labor. In this respect, one gets the sense Sultan gives credence and credibility to a documentary mode of photography, the sense that the camera can go beneath the surface to a more volatile and less fixed real, open to resistance and challenge. Much as documentary is under the spell of fantasy and spectacle, one still has the sense of coming up against a particular unstaged and non‐theatricalized real in these pictures. The binding spell of spectacle culture is fractured and broken. 
Conclusion
Photography is an integral part of mass culture. This chapter has looked at Postmodern photography as one inextricably caught up in a set of values intrinsic to the culture industry and vernacular culture. The artists discussed in this chapter have variously addressed art as spectacle, shown its proximity to popular forms of entertainment, advertising, pornography, as well as commercial, industrial, and amateur forms of photography. All have used photography in relationship to non‐traditional artistic uses—in Ruscha’s books, the banality of industrial photography was deployed to yield a telling response to LA’s urban environment, while Baldessari’s preoccupation with amateurism involved a comic flouting of esthetic criteria and rules for picture making. Richard Prince’s fascination with commercial photography and its iconography and Louise Lawler’s preoccupation with the display of art and the values invested in it, exemplify a Postmodern practice in that their concern is with the meaning and affect of images other than their own, pictures which they hold up to scrutiny through repositioning and reframing. DiCorcia and Sultan play with illusion and fantasy in their photographic tableaux, but at the same time their engagement with mass culture through a documentary mode exposes the human effects of the maintenance of capitalism’s fantasy worlds. 
In this respect their work shifts away from a Postmodern context and introduces us to the complex dynamics of documentary’s social engagements and transactions. 
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Notes
1 The description is from an interview with Ruscha: “Early on, I took notice of vacant lots in the city. Now they all seem to be gone. The good old buildings of L.A. are held hostage by commerce” (Monk 2011). 
2 Martha Rosler, in a critical essay on the work of appropriation, suggested how work like Prince’s might simply be seen as a “slicked‐up version of the original, a new commodity” 
(Rosler 1989, p. 330). For her, the problem with Postmodern appropriation was its refusal of new production. Such art was not stemming from or returning to social relations. But her argument does not account for how the implications of Prince’s imagery takes us outside and beyond the museum. 
3 Craig Owens describes the work of Hans Haacke in this way, but it is equally appropriate as a description of Lawler’s work (Owens 1992). 
4 In 1989 diCorcia had won a third artist’s fellowship from the National Endowment for the Arts (NEA). Following attacks against the NEA by Republican Congressmen, led by Senator Jesse Helms, over its funding of art deemed to be obscene (the work of such artists as Andres Serrano and in particular Robert Mapplethorpe), diCorcia had to sign a document saying the work he made with this money would not be obscene. The act of paying his subjects for Hollywood is often therefore framed as a gesture of defiance, with diCorcia giving NEA money to the very people whose way of life would be abhorrent to Jesse Helms. The brochure for diCorcia’s showing of this series at The Photographers’ Gallery, London, July 1996, describes it this way and Galassai’s (1995) MoMA catalog also speaks of its symbolic significance. 
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What Can Photography Do? 
Considerations on Photography’s Potential as Contemporary Art Hilde Van Gelder
What photography can do, or rather achieve, as an art today, is a matter not free of consequences. The reasons why this is the case, are first of all to be found within the parameters of the art world, which finds itself divided as to how to make visual art through photography. Also, and more powerfully, opinions diverge with regard to the role that photography as art should perform in contemporary society. This chapter scrutinizes these issues via an analysis of carefully chosen photographs. All of them are nowadays considered, without argument, as works of art (although individual judgments on their esthetic quality certainly vary from critic to critic). Yet, that does not prevent them from, at times, being seen as proposing very different worldviews and carrying different ideological implications. 
 What Has Photography Done? 
It appears important to start such analysis retrospectively, asking: what has been photography’s role as an art up to now? What relevant lessons can we learn from past debates as to photography’s status as art as regards the critical issues today? What, on one hand, are its main artistic achievements over the past hundred and seventy‐five years that are relevant today? Where, on the other hand, do we situate its failures? In what ways has the medium revealed its own limits? 
Prelude: A Fairy Tale
In retrospect, the early history of photography can be read as a family saga. After an initial period of experimentation in the mid‐nineteenth century “Photography”—the maternal character in this tale—rapidly becomes conscious of her vast potential as a new scientific technique, and of her usefulness in various domains such as medical imaging, law procedures, visual communication, to only name a few. Realizing she wouldn’t be able to handle it all on her own, “Photography” decides to be ambitious and procreative. She invests in begetting a rich offspring of varying filiations as far as paternity is concerned. 
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From her union with “Painting,” two artistically gifted children, a twin pair, are born. 
They are a peculiar duo. They have a sneaking desire to engage in rivalry with a fickle enemy: the visual arts. The first, the stronger one, aims at nothing less than committing the classical patricide and conquering all of the traditional painterly genres (history painting, landscape, portrait, and still life). The other sibling, more cautious but no less ambitious than his brother, is keen to put his paternal pictorial heritage to the service of social engagement. Secretly, and from his position as underdog, he also feels affinities with the lower artistic disciplines, such as graphic art and drawing, which are barely taken seriously by his brother beyond their service as useful tools. 
Absorption and Intervention
In previous writings on contemporary photography, I have identified this pair of 
“photographies” in terms of two main trajectories and operative modes for the medium as it has developed as a contemporary art form: the absorptive and the intervening models (Van Gelder 2007a, b). Coincidentally, 2007 is also the year that Michael Fried published a major essay on the work of Jeff Wall, in which he applies his phenomenology-based theory of the “absorptive image” to photography (Fried 2007). 
The absorptive model is one within which photography has been identified with what Jean‐François Chevrier has defined as “the exemplary form of autonomous pictorial art” (2005, p. 17), namely, that of the tableau. Similarly, Jeff Wall, whose work Fried firmly places within the absorptive model, has famously described his employment of photography in terms of a renewal of the “Western Picture” (1995, p. 266). The realization of a composite, synthetic photographic picture is indeed this model’s foremost concern: it promotes a single‐image esthetic. It privileges the iconic properties of the work at the expense of the photograph’s indexicality, a shift that is often aided by the digital manipulation of the image. Thus, Michael Fried writes about Andreas Gursky’s pictures:
There is a consequent loosening of the connection between the picture itself and its real‐world source or origin, which is to say a loosening, verging in certain pictures on total dissolution, of the “indexicality” that … has been considered photography’s primary identifying trait. (2008, p. 166) Although exceptions to the rule exist, the overall formal conventions of this “hybrid” 
art (Galassi 2001, p. 19), which seems keen on preserving its “aura”—in the Benjaminian sense of the term (2008 [1931a], pp. 285–286)—have become more or less schematic: large‐scale image formats, highly sophisticated color printing techniques, limited editions (often single, unique prints), limited thematic variation if pictures are serially presented and the highly fetishized display of works in the gallery setting. Very often, these photographs have an easily recognizable style verging toward epic narration. 
Contrary to the absorptive, the intervening model emphasizes, first and foremost, the photograph as saying something substantial about the world surrounding us because it is a material index of the reality it displays. The photographic image is understood to be an analytic, critical inscription of the reality it aspires to understand. Most photographs within this model are made using analog technologies; and if digital cameras are used, it is important to artists to underline that no major manipulations of the image have 

Considerations on Photography’s Potential as Contemporary Art 485
taken place during the process of production. This model relies strongly on the socially engaged legacy of the documentary photography—though aware of both the weaknesses as well as the strengths of that tradition. Martha Rosler and Allan Sekula are two of the intervening model’s most prominent artists. 
Photography in this model testifies to an attitude, a way of approaching reality, to a particular method: the artwork is not only the result of a committed process of investigation but also a personally experienced record of it. Since the photo is so intimately and physically embedded in the everyday reality that it documents, the intervening model holds that photography is a privileged instrument to artistically contribute to imagining a more egalitarian world. Here, before anything else, photography’s task is to offer an analysis and initiate a debate on our political, social, and economic condition. 
In the intervening model, artists aspire to hold on to what they see as photography’s greatest tool: its ability to offer subtle critical comments on the political reality in which we live and thus actively take part in transformative social processes. The intervening model’s ways of presenting works to a public are much more varying. 
Over the years, I have found these models—the absorptive and intervening—to form a framework for thinking about photography’s achievements as contemporary art. 
Admittedly, thinking in such strict dichotomies entails the risks of appearing didactic and of losing the nuances of different photographic practices. Nevertheless, if we avoid using these models too rigidly, they are extremely useful instruments for examining the operative possibilities for photography as art today. As the extremes of a spectrum, they encompass many intermediary or more mixed possibilities between them. Consequently, few images are situated at these extreme limits: most of them lie somewhere between. 
Forensic Modernism and Dismantling Modernism
Today, both models operate in different leagues, as far as their relationship to the art market is concerned. The victory in the art world of the absorptive photograph‐as‐picture is undeniable, and is now a well‐known story. For at least two decades, it has been met with the highest acclaim by critics, curators, gallerists, and collectors altogether. Dissenting voices, even those of the most prominent critics such as Rosalind Krauss (1997), have been marginalized. A more recent critique is the one expressed by Julian Stallabrass, who has asked the following question: what exactly does this “museum photography”—as he identifies it—achieve beyond the genesis of “museum prose,” which, in his opinion, serves to “assure the status of its object of study for the museum and the canon” (2010, p. 118)? 
It also appears crucial to dwell upon the market price for these works. In 2011, a picture by Andreas Gursky, Rhine II (1999), was sold for the immense price of $4.3 m and thus became “the [world’s] most expensive photograph” (Waters 2011). Andrea Fraser’s recent analysis (2011) of this phenomenon is blunt: such works of art become included in a closed loop system that serves to create further wealth for the 1% of the richest patrons in the world. The photograph‐as‐picture, with its aura of exclusivity, is put to the service of contributing to the creation of excessive gains for only a handful of people within globalized capitalism. In Stallabrass’ opinion, photographic art here has even become a vehicle to keep “the ideal of democratic freedom” (p. 125) itself at bay. 
Furthermore, the deliberate rarity of these objects creates “an extraordinary environmental profligacy” (p. 120), Stallabrass adds. Shipping costs are extremely high, yet the frequency of these pictures’ travels is extremely intense. A globalized society that is not 
486 
Art 
satisfied with reproductions but insistently desires to continue to see the real picture itself confronts its participants with serious ethical issues. He urgently calls for a more responsible attitude on an ecological level. 
In order to grasp what exactly is involved in what Stallabrass describes as this process of breaching the ties between art and democracy, it is important to look more closely at the predominant esthetic and critical reading of such “museum photographs.” In the newspaper review that labeled Rhine II as “the most expensive photograph,” it was argued that the picture “teach[es] us to see – and read – the world around us anew” 
(Waters, 2011). But what exactly does this mean? One cannot but agree with Florence Waters that Rhine II indeed “read[s] as a deliberate challenge to painting’s status as a higher art form.” Already, in 2008, the unmistaken resemblance with Kenneth Noland’s horizontal stripe paintings was a decisive element for Michael Fried to accord the highest possible acclaim to Rhine II (p. 180), an image the effect of which he also related to the “sheer abstract facingness of [Morris] Louis’s ‘Unfurleds’” (p. 181). 
One notices the awkward resemblance between the journalist’s words and Fried’s much‐discussed epigraph that opens his 1967 essay Art and Objecthood. Fried begins with a quote from Perry Miller’s 1949 intellectual biography of the eighteenth‐century New England Puritan preacher Jonathan Edwards, which quotes from Edwards and reads: “because there is continuity, which is time, ‘it is certain … that the world exists anew every moment’” (1998 [1967], p. 148). With regard to the choice of this epigraph, James Meyer has offered the following explanation: “The continuity of the world is a sign of Grace, the rainbow sighted by Noah after the destruction of the Flood. On the other side of Grace is Chaos” (2001, p. 236). By concluding his famous essay with the solemn phrase “Presentness is grace” (1998 [1967], p. 168), Fried thus provides with what James Meyer has called a broader “moral motive” (2001, p. 235): art is allowed to safely distance itself from a world that will, in due course, self‐regulate its own problems. 
In his recent writings on a select ensemble of contemporary artists working with photography, Michael Fried suggests that the spectator’s instantaneous feeling of presentness of a colorfield painting in terms of a state of grace is also unleashed via the esthetic experience of, among others, a Gursky picture. The analogy is coherent, since Fried convincingly argues that modernist esthetics finds its ultimate reincarnation in the photograph‐as‐picture. Gursky’s œuvre, he writes, marks a resumption … across a minimalist and postminimalist interregnum, of … the reinterpretation of the [the Diderotian tradition] that issued in the high modernist painting and sculpture of the 1950s and 60s championed in “Art and Objecthood” 
and related essays. (2008, p. 162)
Toward the end of this chapter, I propose to identify this ambition as forensic modernism. 
In the absorptive model, esthetic beauty or grace thus keeps the chaos of the world at bay, offering a safe haven to the mind, however briefly. The intervening model, however, is not only keen on bringing about worldly truths, often to the detriment of the “classical beauty” of the work. It also seeks to bring to light those issues that the absorptive discourse effectively conceals. To borrow a term from Allan Sekula, the intervening model wishes to constructively “dismantle” the modernism that the absorptive model desires to reinvent. In this act of dismantling, Sekula writes, photographs as art are 
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meant to function as acts of resistance, creating “a resistance aimed ultimately at socialist transformation” (1999 [1984], p. 138). 
In a recent essay, Simon O’Sullivan proposes the concept of “the glitch” as a highly productive notion for understanding how and where intervening contemporary art is capable of producing a stutter or stammer within the predominant discourse. As an 
“affective stammering,” the glitch, he writes, 
operates as a kind of singularity that in itself counteracts already existing affective/signifying regimes, whilst at the same time, crucially, opening up a gap within these all too familiar series and circuits of knowledge/information. 
(O’Sullivan 2012, p. 7)
In O’Sullivan’s view, certain forms of art can take on this crucial position because of their interruptive force. It is in the rupturing experience of art as a glitch that it 
“contains within it the germs of a new world” (p. 8). 
The glitch thus actively aims at intervention. It “names two moments or movements,” 
O’Sullivan explains: “to break a world and to make a world” (p. 8). In his view, “these two are never really divorced from one another: to dissent means invariably to affirm somewhere/thing else” (p. 8). This, he concludes, is not a freestanding operation: To affirm an elsewhere we have to turn from that which is already here. The glitch is then a moment of critique, a moment of negation – but also a moment of creation and of affirmation. Indeed, the glitch – in whichever regime it operates and ruptures – is the “sound” of this something else, this something different attempting to get through. (O’Sullivan 2012, p. 8) So far I have attempted to briefly sketch what I regard as the two main paths for photography as visual art today. On one hand, in the absorptive model, there is photography’s ambition of transforming itself into a hybrid picture. On the other hand, in the intervening model, there is the ambition to hold on to the photograph’s medium‐specific or ontological character of indexicality in order to create a mobilizing image. This differentiation between picture and image is important, and builds on W.J.T. Mitchell’s distinction between the two terms. The image, in Mitchell’s understanding, is a phantasmatic, spectral appearance that floats toward us in our experience of the artwork; as appearance, it is somehow prized from the artwork as picture, which nevertheless is the image’s material support (Mitchell 2009). It is in that experiential zone that the image allows for our reflective imagination to engage with it and it is through the process of imaginative reflection on the image that it appears to pretend to demand something from us (Mitchell 2005). 
Here as well, we are talking about a matter of emphasis. All photographs, be they absorptive or intervening, are material objects or pictures. At the same time, all photographs, whether absorptive or intervening, appeal to our imagination through the experience of becoming a perceptual, mental image. But I want to argue that, in the absorptive model, the emphasis lies in the first place on the picture as object (including its potential as a commodity fetish). As long ago as 1985, Christian Metz carefully analyzed photography’s peculiar potential of “becoming a fetish” (1990 [1985], p. 164). 
Today, it seems that the absorptive picture, with its extraordinary emphasis on the 
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photograph as unique object, has come to privilege fulfilling that desire for the fetish above anything else. In the intervening model, by contrast, the emphasis prevails on what the photograph mentally communicates to its viewer on the level of a critical, reflective image. 
 What Can Photography Do? 
Before arriving at some further conclusions with regard to the positioning of these two models for photography in contemporary art, I want to investigate more closely by means of four case studies the role that I consider the most urgent for the photographic image as intervening art today: namely, its mobilizing potential with regard to rethinking human solidarity in contemporary society. The interventionist mode of photography not only aims to dismantle modernism’s dominant model, but it also mounts a critique of other hegemonic forces in society. Working within its framework, artists now use photographs in order to engage in critical debates about pressing political, economic, and ecological issues facing today’s society—aiming to raise collective discussion about the profound insights that photographs offer for both visualizing and imagining a renewed understanding of the concept of a humanity proper to all human beings. Important sources of inspiration here are Walter Benjamin, whose writings emphasize that art can actually change reality rather than merely reflect or contemplate it, and Jacques Rancière, whose recent writings are to be interpreted as a strong plea against all attempts to depoliticize esthetics. 
An Anti‐archival Impulse
In this conception of intervening photography as a contributing motor not only for social change but also for committing to a truly shared humanity, understanding the photographic “archive” plays a crucial role (Friedl 2010 [2007], p. 210). A concrete case study is a long‐term project that the artist Peter Friedl begun in 1992, called Theory of Justice (Figure 27.1). This work is composed from the artist’s vast collection of newspaper and magazine clippings. It contains several images that address protest against uneven distribution of wealth and opportunities. But other images are simply evincing instants of happiness: they depict smiling mothers with their children, or cheerful young people. 
A specific selection of black‐and‐white photographs was published as an artist’s book in 2006, others have been exhibited on various occasions in specifically designed showcases. In the context of Theory of Justice, Friedl insists on his preference of the term 
“collection” instead of “archive” (2010 [2007], p. 210). From an esthetic point of view, a photographic archive is “nonsense,” he argues, “unless you dig for mythological information (2010 [2007], p. 210)].” As such, Friedl is part of a larger group of contemporary artists whose work is marked by an anti‐archival impulse. 
Photographic archives all over the world have become increasingly institutionalized: the once prevalent idea that the contents of the archive were to be preserved in an eternal sleep, waiting to be more or less fortuitously discovered by its researchers, is a notion that no longer holds. Photographic archives are meant to be profitable: their consultants are now seen as clients to whom copyright‐protected merchandise can be sold in order to fund the institution. Consequently, power relationships with regard to the distribution of information from such archives have shifted: if you don’t pay, you 
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Figure 27.1 Peter Friedl. 2006. Theory of Justice (1992–2006) (detail). Newspaper clippings. Display cases: Stainless steel, Plexiglas, painted plywood, 100 × 160 × 75 cm each. Exhibition view at Museu d’Art Contemporani de Barcelona, 2006. Source: Photo: Tony Coll. Reproduced with the permission of the artist. 
don’t publish the photo. And even if you are ready to pay, publication may be prohibited if the copyright holder considers the content of your text inappropriate. As a result, both artists and researchers are increasingly shifting their focus and attention to photographic materials that are more randomly available, and that can be used and distributed more freely. Friedl’s personal collection is a key example of how significant photographic materials can be found outside of the commercialized context of the institutional archive model. He deliberately goes against any ambition to make photographic materials become subservient to hegemonic forces of power in society. 
Of course, this is not an entirely new given. As Sekula has argued, such proceedings were often the case during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, to the point where photography became the dangerous ally of racial stereotyping and the emblematic tool of criminal jurisprudence (2003 [1983]). Yet, it seems that insistence on these dangers needs reiteration for each new generation. Sekula as well fully takes part in this kind of artistic activism. He proposes a reading of the photographic archive “from below,” in full solidarity with “those displaced, deformed, silenced or made invisible by the machineries of profit and progress” (2003 [1983], p. 451). Following the example of Walker Evans, he makes a strong plea for artists to make “combative and antiarchival” sequences of photographic work (1989 [1986], p. 376). 
When Sekula speaks of Evans’s photographic sequences as anti‐archival gestures, he means by this that they point to that which risks remaining invisible through the archive’s “bureaucratic handling of visual documents” (1989 [1986], p. 373): namely, either the sheer disregard, or the victimization, of those depicted within it. In order to avoid both of these problematic viewing mechanisms, he believes, like Evans, in the 
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artistic format of mute photographic sequences that, in their being poetic, testify to an activist engagement. Friedl’s mute photographic images included in Theory of Justice appear to do just this as well. The work also radically goes against the bureaucratic handling of photographic materials: from a traditional archival perspective, the date of publication of the photograph would be decisive with regard to its ordering in the classification system. In Friedl’s work, we learn that he determined the order of the images’ 
display on the basis of the chronology of the events depicted in them instead of on their actual date of publication. 

Theory of Justice is an unfinished project. Friedl is always on the lookout for more materials. As such, his artistic attitude of systemic resistance appears accompanied by an implicit suggestion that although there is an enormous number of photographs at our disposal today, there is also always, at the same time, somewhere, a body of photographs that remains inaccessible. Although they may well already exist somewhere, someplace, they have thus far remained hidden from us. In this sense, we can think of the photographs that will eventually become added to the project as the “optical unconscious” (2008 [1931b], p. 37)—to employ a term from Walter Benjamin—of the era we live in. They point at that which has not been properly photographically archived (or we are unaware of), and which therefore has escaped any strategies of valorization or functionalized visibility. 

Theory of Justice, therefore, bears with it the ambition to keep alive the collective, imaginary memory of potentially yet‐to‐be‐revealed photographs. In an even stronger reading, the sequence also seems to suggest that future knowledge of these pictures has the potential to change our opinion and understanding of the specific situation from which they emerge. As an anti‐archival artwork, Theory of Justice is for us a lesson in humbleness with regard to what we may expect from the photographic archive proper. 
It asks us not to forget that there is a limit to how much we can accept as conclusive knowledge, and reminds us to remain skeptical when the archival photograph is presented to us as a means of accessing the truth of historical events. “In fact,” Friedl says, “my collection is shrinking rather than growing” (2010 [2007], p. 211). 
Esthetic Ruptures
Renzo Martens’s film Episode III—Enjoy Poverty (2008) shares with Friedl’s Theory of
Justice a profound drive to remain skeptical with regard to what a photograph communicates to its spectators. Filmed in the Democratic Republic of the Congo, it both investigates and deconstructs the figuration of Africa as usually presented in the mass media. One of the central themes in Episode III is the desire to stimulate debate about photography’s impact with regard to the representation of poverty. A key moment in the film occurs when Martens, whom we follow on an extended travel journey throughout the country, talks to the European owner of a Congolese palm oil and coffee plantation. Interviewed in the context of a commercial photography gallery, the plantation owner discusses some recently acquired photographs representing his own workers. We encounter the same photographs later on in the film, when Martens and the plantation owner discuss statistical data mentioning malnourished children living on the plantation. Then, the images are qualified by their owner as “artistic.” 

Episode III incites us to reflect on the commodity value of art photographs, especially in relation to the subjects that they depict. The film also powerfully demonstrates how 
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photography has become a major tool in the generalized endorsement of globalized capitalism’s hegemony, within and beyond the art market. Martens directs his attention to the activities of non‐governmental organizations in the region and the way they employ—or, should one rather say, exploit—the photographic image for the sake of maintaining the status quo in advanced industrial society rather than for the sake of solving the problem of poverty in Africa itself. He extensively films the omnipresence of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees while particularly focusing on their habit to print logos on basically anything that they use—thus sharply bringing to mind Naomi Klein’s pressing analysis of this matter in her book, No Logo (2000). 
Martens’ main point is that poverty in Africa is an increasingly globalized business in its own right: 5% of the profit from the exploitations of the Congo’s natural resources goes to the local elites, 95% is sent to the industrialized countries, and local workers are left behind poor and deprived, living off of a starvation wage. 
In his film, Martens not only makes this point crystal clear but he also aspires to move beyond the sheer analysis of African misery by deconstructing the ideology of the representational systems and myths surrounding the current photographic depictions of disastrous situations in certain parts of Sub‐Saharan Africa. In an attempt to actively dismantle the conventional relationships that determine the spectatorship of depictions of miserable situations in mass‐media‐oriented fundraising campaigns, he engages in a fundamental dialog with an Italian press photographer about the ownership of the images that the latter shoots in the Congo. He teaches local photographers to take photographs of starving children (sometimes with logos added), to subsequently find these snapshots dismissed in a humiliating way by a local representative of the charity Médecins sans Frontières. 
Through both engaging with and problematizing the photography business in this way, Martens demands that we, as spectators, move beyond the passive contemplation of such photographic images. Like Ariella Azoulay in her famous book The Civil
Contract of Photography (2008), Martens urges us to understand photography’s various uses and to clearly differentiate between them (see Chapter 12 in this volume). Azoulay defines this move beyond passive contemplation in terms of civil spectatorship. This implies that we come to see our perceptual relationship toward the subject depicted in a photograph and to the photographer that produces the work in legal terms: it is a triangular, contractual relation between the depicted subject, the photographer, and the spectator. A contract implies that all parties entering its terms do so on an equal basis, having an equivalent status as subjects or individuals of free will. If a photograph creates benefits for only one or two of the parties involved, leaving behind the depicted subject matter in an unprotected or deprived state, the contractual relationship is unbalanced and null. 
The film ends with the artist sailing away on a raft on the Congo River, displaying a neon sign that reads “Enjoy (please) Poverty” that he had been dragging with him in colonial boxes belonging to the Compagnie Anversoise all along the entire trip. As a concluding message, it appears, at first sight, rather cynical—leaving the Congolese behind with the tragic reminder that our wealth is their poverty, and for them, contrary to us, there is no hope. But since 2008—when the film was released—the financial crisis has also hit hard in the Western world. Now, viewed as holding a mirror reflecting Europe, the final images from Episode III turn out to have been prophetic for its deliberately intended European audience—and may predict a future in which, for 
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Europeans as well, hope for a better future becomes less of a certainty, and poverty a greater reality. 
While integrating photography as a key tool for engaged reflection, Martens’ film installs the kind of disruptive esthetic experience that allows us to think through its message beyond its seemingly questionable ethical attitudes. By erasing the clear line between fiction and fact, Episode III challenges our consciousness, with the deliberate intention to encourage us to launch ourselves into collective action, to allow for the political and economic will to not only imagine, but also make a different world in which the distribution of wealth and resources is more fairly negotiated. As Eyal Weizman powerfully writes in his book, The Least of All Possible Evils (2011): where there are now camps, “there could be cities” (p. 62). In other words, instead of “policing” displaced people by humanitarian government actions, let us think collectively how instead a viable polis could develop. 
Esthetic Equality
As a third case study, I propose to consider a sequence of photographic images and accompanying text fragments that a group of Ramallah‐based artists and writers—Basel Abbas, Ruanne Abou‐Rahme, Nahed Awwad, and Inass Yassin—created together with and under the coordination of Shuruq Harb and Ursula Biemann (ArtTerritories). This photo‐textual work of art was published as an insert in A Prior #22 (2011). 
The 22‐page photo‐textual sequence was the result of a workshop held at Khalil Sakakini Cultural Center in Ramallah. The group studied together a wide range of private family photographs that they had been able to gather from their immediate social contacts. The selection criterion for this “collection” of images—in the sense that Peter Friedl gives to this term—none of which emanates from existing, institutional archives, was to include, as Biemann and Harb explain in an introduction accompanying the sequence, images that “express instances in Palestinian family and social history that reflect the sense of hope and anticipation that currently blows through the collective imaginary in the region” (2011, p. 178). The work provides, they state, “unclassified but rearranged memories” (p. 179) of moments in the recent history of Palestinians, namely, in the 1960s and 1980s, when “mobility, connectivity and a curiosity toward diverse cultural experiences were particularly prominent” (p. 178). 
It is striking that almost all of the adult people that we observe in the pictures are casually posing for the camera; they are caught standing smiling on a beach, waiting or watching at the airport jetty, looking relaxed while taking a boat tour, or posing for their portrait to be taken during a family gathering. They seem at ease not only within the picture itself but also in the situation within which they are depicted. This appears even to be the case for those people watching protest events taking place in 2011 on Habib Bourguiba Avenue in Tunis (in the context of what is now called the Arab Spring, see Chapter 22 in this volume), an impression that is strengthened by the accompanying text fragment: “We don’t have to be afraid anymore, there is no more fear, we are free, we are liberated” (p. 181). 
In a challenging essay, entitled “Notes on the photographic image,” Jacques Rancière has argued—with regard to photographs by Lewis Hine and August Sander among others—that it is from the apparent “indifference” of the photographed subject toward the underlying circumstances that there is the most to be learnt (2009, p. 13). Rancière 
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distinguishes the “carefree inactivity” (p. 14) of the “indifferent being[s]” (p. 13) that he encounters in such photographs from the “characters [absorbed by] their task” (p. 14) that Michael Fried esteems central to his theory of contemporary art photography. The former, Rancière argues, testify for “another modernism” (p. 15) than the one Fried has in mind: they bear witness to “the exacerbation of a modernist project of separation” 
(p. 14), which is a “project of severing” (p. 15). Within the logic of Fried’s project, the artist makes photographs of characters that precisely “are put in their place” (p. 14) inside of the picture by being so utterly absorbed in their task that they appear oblivious of the viewer. Then, the picture has been able to “resist” or “repudiate all identification by the viewer with the human subjects of [these] images” (p. 14). In other words, the 
“absorptive viewer,” as we know them, needs to—even if paradoxically—feel safely 
“excluded” from the harmonious world of the successful picture that they are observing. 
The “indifferent subject,” Rancière writes, is not to be confused with the absorbed subject. By being engaged in “an activity that consists precisely in doing nothing and not worrying about anything” (p. 14), it bears witness to a modernity that blurs the opposition “between the world of work and the world of leisure, between the naked forms of life and the experiences of the aestheticized world” (p. 15). This “doing nothing,” in his view, becomes the “exemplary subject of art” (p. 14): it is an “aesthetic neutralization” 
(p. 14) [emphasis in original] of the social and artistic hierarchy, and from which a different future can be imagined. “Inactivity is not laziness” (p. 14), he insists. Rather it is “the suspension of the opposition between activity and passivity that aligned an idea of art with a hierarchical vision of the world” (p. 14). 
In a more recent interview with Frank Ruda and Jan Voelker, Rancière has specified that this esthetic neutralization of the absorptive modernist regime by these “indifferent subjects” opens the door to “aesthetic equality” (2011, p. 16). Esthetic equality is also a key goal in Peter Friedl’s work. In an essay entitled “The curse of the iguana,” Friedl argues that what matters most today, is “to take the whole world seriously” (2010 [2000], p. 136). His opinion matches that of Susan Buck‐Morss who has provided advocacy for a human universalism that is shaped “from below” (2009, p. 106), and through 
“subterranean solidarities” (p. 133). These solidarities are a source of enthusiasm and hope, as they imply taking on a position of “radical neutrality” [emphasis in original] 
(p. 150) toward one another. Within such solidary instances, one encounters an appeal to a universal, moral sentiment. “Universal humanity,” she argues, always becomes visible “at the edges” (p. 151). It is encountered in “the porosity of the space between enemy sides, a space contested and precarious, to be sure, but free enough for the idea of humanity to remain in view” (p. 150). 
Radical, and often mute, esthetic neutrality as it is conceived in the intervening model, is not to be associated with a lack of commitment or open‐endedness of intentions. On the contrary: it calls for active inclusion of the viewer instead of safe distancing. It upholds photographic images that claim identification with the depicted subject as a constructive force to esthetically imagine social change. It addresses the common root of what is at stake in today’s world: true equality among all humans, even if this will always remain a dream on a far horizon when considered in absolute terms. Such an esthetic act of radical neutralization produces meanings that are, to borrow Buck‐Morss’ terminology once more, “lateral, additive, syncretic rather than synthetic” (p. 151). 
Jacques Rancière has made a plea for “another type of universality” (2007) that he derives from transcendental philosophy, in particular, Kant’s Esthetics, and one that is 
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based on esthetic judgment. It is a universality that cannot be established on an empirical level. Instead, it is a universality that is posited subjectively, by our individual esthetic judgment; but it postulates an “us,” a shared “sensus communis.” In the esthetic judgment, one dreams of a universality in terms of a community of all people “as if” it could be established on an empirical level. Even if this is a virtual community between spectators of photographs, it is there that the ideal of a “shared humanity,” as Sharon Sliwinski argues (2011, p. 5), can come most concretely into view. 
Exactly because it is a “subjective fiction,” Rancière says (2007), and because it opposes itself to the objectivist fiction of empirical consensus, it is an operative force of dissensus. 
Here, his argument matches that of Chantal Mouffe, who puts forward her idea of 
“critical art” as an “art that foments dissensus, that makes visible what the dominant consensus tends to obscure and obliterate” (2007). This kind of art, to Mouffe, is a driving force toward what she defines as radical democracy. It is an art that is, she argues, “constituted by a manifold of artistic practices aiming at giving a voice to all those who are silenced within the framework of the existing hegemony.” Stronger, it even “tries to disarticulate” that hegemony in favor of the creation of “an agonistic situation, a situation in which alternatives are made possible” (Mouffe 2007). 
Photography and Humanity
Photography’s extraordinary capability for “pictorial syntax,” giving way to an instantaneous experience of presentness in the absorptive model, has further been defined in terms of what Henri Cartier‐Bresson called the “decisive moment” 
(1952). John Szarkowski as well has contributed to thinking the absorptive picture before it properly came to exist. He famously claimed, in his 1966 book The
Photographer’s Eye, that Cartier‐Bresson’s phrasing has often been “misunderstood” (1966, n.p.). The depicted climax of the decisive moment is not a “dramatic” 
but a “visual” one, and the photographic image does not tell a “story” but is a 
“picture,” Szarkowski argues (1966, n.p.). In his own writing, Cartier‐Bresson appears to confirm such understanding: “inside movement there is one moment at which the elements in motion are held in balance. Photography must seize upon this moment and hold immobile the equilibrium of it” (1952, n.p.). 
The decisive moment represents harmony, however brief. As Liz Wells writes, it is “a formal flash of time when all the right elements were in place before the scene fell back into its quotidian disorder” (1996, p. 73). The picture aspires to make us believe that the 
“decisive moment” came about spontaneously, and that the photographer’s eye was able to capture the scene as if in an instant of genius (even if we know that this may often not have been the case). Many pictures in the absorptive model today seek to confront us with a visual climax about which we feel inclined to believe the same: that they came about spontaneously (with one push of the button) even when we are told (often by the artist themselves) that this is not so and, often, that digital software helped here and there. 
The photographs of Aïm Deüelle Lüski, a fourth case study of works that I consider to be part of the intervening model, radically go against this very logic of picture‐making. 
The artist constructs his own analog cameras, which he prefers to call “dispositifs” 
(email to author, August 12, 2012a)—in the sense that Giorgio Agamben has given to the term. The “dispositif” encompasses “all the forces and influences that the plat exerts 
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on the individuals,” says Agamben (2005). That is exactly what Lüski’s images are after: to lay bare these forces before our eyes. Each camera is built with a particular intention to photograph a specific occasion. The cameras take on a wide variety of forms, and the peepholes through which they capture reality operate independently from the photographer’s eye. The resulting images are multilayered indexical, physical traces of the reality that they depict. Lüski’s photographs operate as critical tools against the reigning “scopic regime” of photo‐esthetic conventions, Ariella Azoulay states (2008, p. 324). Their esthetic is analytical instead of synthesizing. They make a radically neutral registration of everyday reality as it presents itself to the camera. 
The act of the photographer consists only in placing the camera in a certain spatio-temporal environment—nothing more, nothing less. The image is not necessarily taken from a frontal perspective. 
Lüski’s photographs put reigning hegemonic discourse, both within the art world and in political reality, into perspective. He does not work with a commercial gallery and situates his work “on the verge of art,” as if it were almost rather “more like a scientific way of working, thinking about photography and photographic issues from a scientific‐philosophical point of view” (email to author, June 26, 2012b). It solely develops “according to its own rules” and its own logic. Market concern is not a problem Lüski has or wishes to deal with. 
Instead, he is preoccupied with “the problems optics and experiences are posing to [him].” 
“That,” he says, “is why I am not part of hegemonic photography – which is not only a problem of the relations to the market.” 
Beyond this, his work even makes a stronger claim, as it is oriented “against the hegemonic vision that photography has been creating over the 200 last years, influencing the way we think we see/know the outside, seeing reality following the Renaissance (Albertian) vision” (email to author, June 26, 2012b) [emphasis in original]. Lüski believes that, in this way, his project is also able to “deconstruct the hegemonic relations between photography and the decisive moment: my project is against the domination of the one frequency, the one moment, of capturing the relations between the absolute present and the image we are creating” (email to author, June 26, 2012b). It is intended to deconstruct
the whole modernist structure of [the] photographic apparatus, which developed into the cinema‐camera apparatus, [then the] video‐television way of producing images, and now, the computers and phone cameras which are all based on the same one and only model of viewing, of perceiving reality. (email to author, June 26, 2012b)
Lüski’s philosophy of photography is based on a radical holding on to the medium in terms of its ontological status as an indexical image. From their physical ties to reality as it presents itself to the camera’s multiple “eyes” (and not to the photographer’s “cyclopean” eye when he looks into the lens), Lüski’s images convey a strong desire to speak about the situations that they bear the marks of. In this way, photography aims to cut its ties with a humanism that considers man’s position as the central one in the world (thus installing hierarchies and rankings, even between human races) (Azoulay 2014). In Lüski’s approach, the photographer’s eye is no longer relevant, and loses control over the image; instead, the many, simultaneous perspectives that his cameras take are radically egalitarian. Yet, even in their divergence 
496 
Art 
from the traditional photograph, these images can, beyond any doubt, be identified as photographs. They thus obtain a certain metaphorical potential for humanity: they are part of a truncus communis of photography, but at the same time they radically open up photography’s horizon and perspectives. In the case of human beings, this translates as a shared humanity that needs to acknowledge its many multiplicities without losing sight of their equally belonging together. 
 Conclusion
When coming to terms with what photographs as art really can achieve today in contemporary society, it is crucial to find workable ways to differentiate between them. 
Only then can one truly understand how they exist as objects, and how we can interpret them as images. When considering images in terms of the two models for photography that I have proposed here, it becomes clear which characteristics they emphasize. 
Ariella Azoulay’s Unshowable Photographs/Different Ways Not To Say Deportation (an installation of drawings and texts shown at the 2012 Triennale in Paris) makes what is at stake in the current situation painfully clear. Paradoxically, it does so by not displaying any photographic image at all. In fact, this decision was not Azoulay’s but that of the International Committee of the Red Cross who refused her permission to exhibit photographs from their archive. In response, Azoulay decided to make drawings of the images that she wanted to exhibit, presenting them together with her own texts on reading tables, in the form of collages. These “hidden” photographs are immediate testimonies to a history and a truth that are silenced by mechanisms of power (see also Chapter 23 in this volume). 
In Paris, Azoulay’s work was surrounded by several large‐scale pictures from Thomas Struth’s Paradise series (1998–1999). They represent the wild forests that still remain in various parts of the Earth. What immediately strikes the spectator, is the overwhelming beauty of these photographs. Yet, questions about the auratic effect of these pictures go hand in hand with a sense of their critical urgency. It is possible to read them as somehow mournful of a natural purity that may be about to be lost. However, at the same time, such hypothetical concerns on the artist’s part are offset by a sense of distance and detachment as a result of the degree of the photograph’s “abstraction” 
(as is also the case in Gursky’s Rhine II). As a result, there is always the possibility that they can come to be understood as simply nostalgic and escapist, undermining the critical potential they appear to contain. 
Struth himself, however, rejects such readings of these photographs stating: I don’t understand why so many people equate the notion of paradise with escapism. Paradise was never a place one could enter – though, in this global moment, escapism is no longer an issue either. The disappearance of the social debate about utopia, which the title “Paradise” alludes to, is an impoverishment and banalization. I focus exclusively on the experience of proximity. Nowadays the human being is reduced to a consumer and therefore to an instrument of a global economic mechanism. I, on the other hand, am interested in peculiarity, the individual ways of people and what goes on inside them when their historical bearings are disoriented. (as quoted in Reust 2002)
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Arguably, Struth’s Paradise pictures are to be situated in the absorptive mode, but they contain a minor “glitch” or intervening potential. The absorptive and intervening modes thus both take part in the message that these works convey, but the dilemma between them is not resolved. The “poetics” of these pictures’ visual discourse tends to hover more toward the freestanding poetry of absorption than toward the more overtly political statement of intervention. 
This leaves us with many questions and, in particular, gray zones as to what photography can do as an art today. What is certain, is that in order to effectively exercise its intervening potential, the discourse on photography needs to move beyond the safe distance of “museum prose.” This is not to say that the museum, as a space that is a privileged and facilitating ally, should be given up. To Andrea Fraser, the—at least partly—publicly funded European museums are key actors in bringing about what she defines as “a new art field” (2011, p. 126). If photography manages to sustain itself in an environment‐friendly and low‐cost way, it seems ready to continue to exercise a real democratic impact on human future. 
As Sharon Sliwinski (2011) has argued with regard to the graphic representations of the 1755 Lisbon earthquake, photography was imagined and desired long before it actually came to exist. Photography was dreamt about by painters who fancied its arrival would correct the deficiencies of their medium; it was also welcomed by graphic artists as a means to more adequately represent the social inequalities they encountered. 
Photography has been shown to be capable of fulfilling these diverse wishes while at the same time bumping against the excesses of its success in both modes: at the extremes of the absorptive model, it has become a fetishist merchandise; and when pushing its intervening ambitions to the bottom it finds itself relatively impotent as a dismantler of hegemonic dominance. 
Be this as it is, the twin sons born of the union of “Photography” and “Painting” appear to be here to stay. As a result, the spectator of contemporary photography is left with an important moral choice: supporting either the absorptive or intervening model implies nothing less than choosing not only where the future of photography is to be situated but also choosing what ways in which to live together as a community of human beings. 
At the extremities of the two models I have described one encounters two divergent worldviews, both utopian in dramatically different ways. 
On the absorptive side, one encounters a utopia of ultimate, natural self‐regulation of our planet, of a lost Paradise that somehow will be able to reconstruct itself. Yet it might well be that absorption’s fetishist focus on breathing new life into high modernism is only its forensic revival. Absorption may be on the lookout for a modernism of linear progress for humanity that is no longer ours. In that sense, the forensic modernism of the absorptive model is revealed as building a new layer on what is already a ruin underneath (and thus is about to collapse at any moment). 
On the side of intervention, one finds a utopia that consciously and proactively refuses the option of resting complacently with the current state of affairs, in society in general and in the art world. It is outraged with the excessive outgrowths of the global capitalist logic and its uneven divisions of the present world order. It also actively rejects the ferocious predominance of the art‐as‐business model in the absorptive mode. Actively aware that art‐as-politics is always to be situated on the relatively inoperative level of “a virtual community between spectators” (Sliwinski 2011, p. 5), it prefers that imagining of a more egalitarian world above one that contributes to further increasing fundamental inequality. 
498 
Art 
References
Agamben, G. (2005). What is a dispositif? Lecture delivered at The European Graduate School and published online: www.youtube.com/watch?v=ua7ElsQFZPo (accessed January 2, 2019). 
Azoulay, A. (2008). The Civil Contract of Photography. New York: Zone Books. 
Azoulay, A. (2014). Aïm Deüelle Lüski and Horizontal Photography. Leuven: Leuven University Press. 
Benjamin, W. (2008 [1931a]). Little history of photography. In: The Work of Art in the Age
of its Technological Reproducibility, and Other Writings on Media (ed. M.W. Jennings, B. 
Doherty and T.Y. Levin), 274–298, (trans. E. Jephcott). Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press. 
Benjamin, W. (2008 [1931b]). The work of art in the age of its technological reproducibility: second version. In: The Work of Art in the Age of its Technological Reproducibility, and
Other Writings on Media (ed. M.W. Jennings, B. Doherty and T.Y. Levin), 19–55, (trans. 
E. Jephcott). Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press. 
Biemann, U. and Harb, S. (2011). Looking back at today. A Prior 22: 178–179. 
Buck‐Morss, S. (2009). Hegel, Haiti, and Universal History. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press. 
Cartier‐Bresson, H. (1952). The Decisive Moment. New York: Simon & Schuster. 
Chevrier, J.F. (2005). The metamorphosis of place. In: Jeff Wall: Catalogue Raisonné
1978–2004 (ed. T. Vischer and H. Naef), 12–32. Göttingen: Steidl. 
Fraser, A. (2011). L’1%, c’est moi. Texte zur Kunst 83: 114–127. 
Fried, M. (1998 [1967]). Art and objecthood. In: Art and Objecthood, 148–172. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Fried, M. (2007). Jeff Wall, Wittgenstein, and the everyday. Critical Inquiry 33: 495–526. 
Fried, M. (2008). Why Photography Matters as Art as Never Before. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
Friedl, P. (2010 [2000]). The curse of the iguana: on genre and power. In: Peter Friedl. Secret
Modernity. Selected Writings and Interviews, 1981–2009 (ed. A. Franke), 124–140. 
Berlin: Sternberg Press. 
Friedl, P. (2010 [2007]). [In conversation with G. Moreno] on pictorial justice: confidence is nice but autonomy and control are better. In: Peter Friedl. Secret Modernity. Selected
Writings and Interviews 1981–2009 (ed. A. Franke), 204–211. Berlin: Sternberg Press. 
Galassi, P. (2001). Andreas Gursky. Exhibition catalog. The Museum of Modern Art, New York. 
Klein, N. (2000). No Logo: No Space, No Choice, No Jobs. London: Fourth Estate. 
Krauss, R. (1997). ‘And then turn away?’ An essay on James Coleman. October 81: 5–33. 
Metz, C. (1990 [1985]). Photography and fetish. In: The Critical Image. Essays on
Contemporary Photography (ed. C. Squiers), 155–164. Seattle: Bay Press. 
Meyer, J. (2001). Minimalism: Art and Polemics in the Sixties. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
Mitchell, W.J.T. (2005). What Do Pictures Want? The Lives and Loves of Images. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Mitchell, W.J.T. (2009). The future of the image: Rancière’s road not taken. Culture, Theory
and Critique 50 (2): 135–137. 
Mouffe, C. (2007). Artistic activism and agonistic spaces. Art & Research 1 (2): www. 
artandresearch.org.uk/v1n2/mouffe.html (accessed January 2, 2019). 

Considerations on Photography’s Potential as Contemporary Art 499
O’Sullivan, S. (2012). From stuttering and stammering to the diagram: towards a minor art practice? In: Minor Photography: Connecting Deleuze and Guattari to Photography
Theory (ed. M. Bleyen), 3–16. Leuven: Leuven University Press. 
Rancière, J. (2007). Un autre type d’universalité. 31. Das Magazin des Instituts für Theorie, 10/11, pp. 21–28. http://www.ith‐z.ch/media/pdf/0993878001238507736.pdf (last accessed September 13, 2012). 
Rancière, J. (2009). Notes on the photographic image. Radical Philosophy 156: 8–15. 
Rancière, J. (2011). A politics of aesthetic indetermination: an interview with Frank Ruda & Jan Voelker. In: Everything Is in Everything. Jacques Rancière Between Intellectual
Emancipation and Aesthetic Education (ed. J. Smith and A. Weisser), 10–33. Pasadena: Art Center Graduate Press. 
Reust, H.R. (2002). Interview: Thomas Struth: talks about his ‘Paradise’ series. https://
oliviakennawaypjd.wordpress.com/tag/thomas‐struth (accessed January, 2, 2019). 
Sekula, A. (1989 [1986]). The body and the archive. In: The Contest of Meaning. Critical
Histories of Photography (ed. R. Bolton), 342–389. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
Sekula, A. (1999 [1984]). Dismantling modernism, reinventing documentary (notes on the politics of representation). In: Dismal Science: Photoworks 1972–1996, 117–138. 
Normal, IL: University Galleries of Illinois State University. 
Sekula, A. (2003 [1983]). Reading an archive: photography between labour and capital. In: The Photography Reader (ed. L. Wells), 443–452. London: Routledge. 
Sliwinski, S. (2011). Human Rights in Camera. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
Stallabrass, J. (2010). Museum photography and museum prose. New Left Review 65: 93–125. 
Szarkowski, J. (1966). The Photographer’s Eye. New York: The Museum of Modern Art. 
Van Gelder, H. (2007a). Photography today: between Tableau and document. Recherches
Sémiotiques/Semiotic Inquiry 26 (2–3): 70–86. 
Van Gelder, H. (2007b). The theorization of photography today: two models. In: Photography Theory (ed. J. Elkins), 299–304. London: Routledge. 
Wall, J. (1995). Marks of indifference: aspects of photography in, or as, conceptual art. In: Reconsidering the Object of Art, 1965–1975 (ed. A. Goldstein and A. Rorimer), 247–267. 
Los Angeles, CA: Museum of Contemporary Art. 
Waters, F. (2011). Why is Andreas Gursky’s Rhine II the most expensive photograph? The
Telegraph, www.telegraph.co.uk/culture/art/8884829/Why‐is‐Andreas‐Gurskys‐Rhine-II‐the‐most‐expensive‐photograph.html (accessed January 2, 2019). 
Weizman, E. (2011). The Least of all Possible Evils. Humanitarian Violence from Arendt to
Gaza. London: Verso. 
Wells, L. (1996). Photography. A Critical Introduction. London: Routledge. 
Further Reading
Chevrier, J.F. (2003 [1989]). The adventures of the picture form in the history of photography. In: The Last Picture Show: Artists Using Photography, 1960–1982

(ed. D. Fogle), 113–128. Minneapolis, MN: Walker Art Center. 
Demos, T.J. and Van Gelder, H. (2012). In and out of Brussels. The Figuration of Africa in
the Films of Herman Asselberghs, Sven Augustijnen, Renzo Martens, and Els Opsomer. 
Leuven: Leuven University Press. 
500 
Art 
Green, D. (ed.) (2003). Where Is the Photograph?  Brighton: Photoworks. 
Green, D. and Seddon, P. (2000). History Painting Reassessed: The Representation of History
in Contemporary Art. Manchester: Manchester University Press. 
Roberts, J. (1998). The Art of Interruption: Realism, Photography and the Everyday. 
Manchester: Manchester University Press. 
Stein, S. (1983). Making connections with the camera: photography and social mobility in the career of Jacob Riis. Afterimage 11 (10): 9–15. 
Van Gelder, H. and Westgeest, H. (2007). Introduction. In: Photography Between Poetry
and Politics. The Critical Position of the Photographic Medium in Contemporary Art, x–xi. Leuven: Leuven University Press. 
Van Gelder, H. and Westgeest, H. (2011). Photography Theory in Historical Perspective. 

Case Studies from Contemporary Art. Boston: Wiley‐Blackwell. 
501
28
Practicing Desires
Authorship in Contemporary Photographic Art

Fergus Heron
This chapter explores questions of authorship in the production of contemporary photographic art. It is formed from a roundtable discussion that took place in London, November 2011, about authorship and related concerns involving writer, lecturer, and artist, Stephen Bull, artists and photographers Neeta Madahar, Anna Fox, Tom Hunter, Martin Parr, writer, and curator Daniel Campbell Blight, and writer and editor Richard West (Figure 28.1). A separate interview on the same subject with artist Joachim Schmid, conducted by Stephen Bull followed the roundtable discussion. The chapter aims to bring into renewed focus the complexities of the artist photographer as author, addressing the making of photographic artworks and how these works reach audiences. Postmodern debates of photographic authorship are acknowledged in this introduction, but are beyond the scope of the discussions in this chapter (see Chapter 26 in this volume for further discussion of postmodernism in relation to photography). 
The ways in which artists work with photography now seem increasingly complex. 
It is common for significantly divergent approaches to characterize the work of individual artists, not to mention partnerships or collectives, as much as any kind of distinctive quality or signature style. Perhaps the complexity of what photography is understood to be might account for this; as a collective noun “photography” describes a multitude of practices involving lens‐based technologies and/or light‐sensitive materials that can range from printed works in series or large‐scale tableaux exploring conventional picture forms, such as portraiture, landscape or still life, or modern approaches like documentary, collage, montage, or non‐representational abstraction, to projection installation of the still or moving image utilizing analog or digital processes, or any aforementioned combination. Furthermore, within this suggested range are differences between practices of picture making, to those of appropriation, or taking, of already existing photographic material. These differences are intended to provide a useful working definition for this discussion and are not absolute. When photography is described as a form of picture making, it is often associated with ideas of uniqueness and originality. These are some of the main principles of early twentieth‐century photographic modernism that valued the meaning of a work of art as an expression of the artist as its author. Appropriation, on the other hand, is commonly seen in relation to late twentieth‐century postmodern strategies of picture taking, quite literally, where an already existing image is repositioned or shifted from one cultural context to another by the artist. In this case, all meaning is A Companion to Photography, First Edition. Edited by Stephen Bull. 
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502 
Art
Figure 28.1 Roundtable discussion, London, 2011. Source: Photo: Terence Dudley. Reproduced with permission. 
potential, produced in anticipated dialog with the viewer, rather than fixed or determined by the intentions of the artist as author. 
The tension between these critical positions and the ways artist produce work in relation to them has rarely been explored in ways that involve the voices of artists themselves. This chapter is therefore an attempt to reintroduce these voices. It discusses the problem of authorship in relation to the status of photography, as a traditional artistic medium, and, as a set of emergent digital technologies that artists use to express and explore ideas. Furthermore, the current shifting identities of the photographer as practitioner working across different cultural contexts in different roles, such as curator, are addressed, as well as what this might involve for the question of art, photography, and authorship. 
 A Very Brief Survey of the Artist Photographer as Author A useful point of departure for debates about the photographer as author can be found in Abigail Solomon‐Godeau’s 1991 book of collected essays, Photography at the Dock. 
Most of the essays in this book were originally written in the mid to late 1980s and therefore provide reflections upon emergent postmodern photographic practices, and upon the continuities of modernism. Two sections of this book deal with the question of authorship in art photography in different ways. Part I, “The Politics of Aestheticism,” 
covers aspects of early photographic modernisms from the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, within which the notion of the photographer as artist and author is 
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discussed as a historical construct. Part II deals with “Photography and Postmodernism” 
through a range of late twentieth‐century photographic art practices that seek to dismantle this construct (Solomon‐Godeau 1991b). 
Examples of such practices are surveyed in Solomon‐Godeau’s “photography and postmodernism” essay “Playing in the Fields of the Image,” including those by Vikky Alexander, Barbara Kruger, Richard Prince, and James Welling; artists whose work in different ways involves appropriation, quotation, or reproduction of photographs from mass media sources such as advertising, fashion, and reportage. The work of each artist is argued to constitute a kind of decoding exercise in which photographs are revealed as images that construct myths of late twentieth‐century consumer societies. Traditional notions of authorship are rejected by Alexander, Kruger, Prince, and Welling as their works involve images largely connected to notions of desire, fantasy and the imaginary that are taken, decontextualized, and reworked, rather than made as conventionally understood. As Solomon‐Godeau remarks in connection to the work of Richard Prince, 
“Reality is thus no more able to be located in the world than ‘authenticity’ can be located in the author” (Solomon‐Godeau 1991b, p. 97). 
In Part I, Solomon‐Godeau’s essay “Canon Fodder: Authoring Eugene Atget,” focuses upon the invention of the photographer Eugene Atget as a key figure in the formation of photographic modernism. Solomon‐Godeau’s wider interest in doing so is in the historical and contemporary representation of the artist photographer, and, through this representation, the organization, description, and perception of cultural production. 
What cultural production involves for Solomon‐Godeau is a complex mixture of empowered individuals and institutions with related needs, myths, and desires that define our understandings and our experiences of culture, in this case, an example of photography as art that is “authored.” The critical context of the essay is that of postmodernism, often resistant to the assimilation of photography into traditional art historical discourse and related processes of “authoring.” For postmodern criticism, photography was defined broadly through emergent social and cultural theory drawing upon semiotics, psychoanalysis, Marxism, and feminism. It is also important to acknowledge the influence of art practices of the time on emergent critical discourses of photography. Victor Burgin, in his essay “The Absence of Presence” remarked that one of several reasons why the photograph was embraced so enthusiastically by conceptual artists of the 1970s was that photography’s position was as much outside of art, as it was inside. Photography could therefore dispense with “the author as punctual origin of the meanings of the work” (Burgin 1986 . p. 38). 
Solomon‐Godeau’s essay “Canon Fodder” introduces and discusses these key issues and debates, and, furthermore, the importance of desire in the formation of the author. 
Desire might also be useful to consider as underpinning why many artists practice in the first place; an idea developed later in this chapter through the discussions and in the concluding remarks. 
In using the term “author” rather than “artist,” Solomon‐Godeau follows the arguments of Michel Foucault, made in his essay “What is an Author?” (Foucault 1977) and those of Roland Barthes in his text “The Death of the Author” (Barthes 1977). While Foucault and Barthes are often mentioned together in discussions of authorship, there are considerable differences between their positions. Barthes’ text is a polemic that proposes we do without the author altogether, and therefore analyze texts using the texts themselves, rather than referring to the biography of the author. Foucault, not 
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convinced the author is dead, urges the reader to reconsider authorship as a set of 
“functions” that are complex. These functions include: legality and economics, or, which agencies might own legal rights to the text; attribution, or, to what extent texts can be attributed to certain authors; considering the differences between scientific and literary texts; and, that the concept of the author might not always necessarily belong to a “real” individual, that the “author” might be a role that is performed, for example, the role of the “narrator.” For Foucault, authorship is a historically determined concept. The concept of the author did not always exist, and it might well disappear in future. However, Foucault argues it is critical to explore the space left by the author’s proposed absence, and, that this space does not, like Barthes insists, liberate the reader unconditionally. Rather, it imposes other conditions that limit and determine meaning (Foucault 1977). Nonetheless, despite their differences, both Barthes’ and Foucault’s positions incorporate the concept of the artist as author, and recognize that authorship is a construction that is contingent and historical, rather than natural and eternal. 
Drawing upon Barthes and Foucault, Solomon‐Godeau describes creative authorship as a “potent mythology,” where the photography of Eugene Atget, hugely diverse in character, and consisting of several thousand photographs made for many potential commercial uses by artists, architects, theater designers, etc. becomes, instead, retrospectively unified and coherent as a corpus of work by an artist, thereby bearing a 
“reciprocal” and “indexical” relationship to Atget as an “author” (1991a , p. 30). Eugene Atget’s work came to the attention of the modern art avant‐garde during the early 1920s due to the location of his Paris studio close to that of expatriate American artist Man Ray who bought and published a number of Atget’s photographs in the journal La
Revolution Surrealiste. The American photographer and studio assistant to Man Ray at this time, Berenice Abbott, also bought prints from Atget. After Atget’s death, his executor divided his negatives and prints between the French Government and Abbott, who became a significantly influential figure in twentieth‐century photography, bringing Atget’s newly coherent and unified work to international attention. Coherence and unification are key features of the myth of authorship in Solomon‐Godeau’s essay, and, contribute to the formation of an ideologically naturalized concept that supports some of the major philosophical principles of western culture, such as “the belief in origins and originals, the primacy of the individual, the individual subject as intentional author of his or her own discourse, etc.” (p. 30). By embracing Barthes’ and Foucault’s ideas of authorship, Solomon‐Godeau proposes that a potentially emancipated viewer of art emerges, one who is an active agent in the production of the meaning of a work of art. 
The author, in this view, is not the sole locus of meaning. However, it is what is invested in Atget as author, both psychically and economically, that concerns Solomon‐Godeau. 
A key aspect of the argument developed throughout the essay is the importance of desire in the process of interpretation of the photographer as author. Simply put, there is a schism between what one knows the work of the photographer to be, and, what one desires the work, as art, to become. The process of discovery of, and desire for, Atget, constituted an act of “individual selection … both creatively enriching and renewing” 
(Solomon‐Godeau 1991a, p. 51). 
However, this schism, in which a privileging of desire over knowledge occurs, can be positive: an enriching, creative, and renewing act (as it was for Abbott). But a more negative effect, Solomon‐Godeau argues, emerges from the kind of desire embodied 
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within a particularly narrow high‐modernist curatorial enterprise that excludes both historical and contemporary works of importance. Within such an enterprise, conditions are created for an institutionally sanctioned, academicized “canonization” of Atget as author, “instead of revealing precisely the contingency, historical determinacy, and collective and individual interests which actively produce it” (Solomon‐Godeau 1991a , p. 51). 
The closing remarks in “Canon Fodder” raise questions of what kinds of histories, institutions, discourses and experiences, along with what contingencies and collective and individual interests, might now be central to producing authorship within contemporary photographic art practice. While this chapter cannot cover a full international, historical, and critical scope, the following discussions provides limited, but hopefully illuminating examples of ways in which such questions might be addressed. The discussions include the relatively recent institutional acknowledgment of photography as a legitimate art form in Britain; the influence of international art markets; an increasing diversity in the multitude of photographic art practices; how influences from the histories of art and photography are both enduring and increasingly relevant for contemporary practitioners; how emerging technologies are embraced, and how strategies of appropriation are perhaps becoming increasingly central. Some of the participants in these discussions confidently understand authorship as a condition of creative practice. For others, the question of authorship seems quite incidental to concerns about making connections and recognizing recurring patterns in our visual experience of the world as it is articulated photographically. 
Roundtable Discussion, London, November 2011 
(Chair: Fergus Heron)
stephen bull: Considering authorship in contemporary art photography, what do we mean by contemporary? I suppose if we’re going to put a period of time on it, it may be the last 20 years, perhaps. And, particularly in relation to authorship, where do ideas come from, where do influences come from, who is responsible for the meanings of work? 
martin parr: Do you mean the whole idea of the author as editor? They 
[photographers] are all editors now. Beats taking any more photographs now as there are so many out there. Like the thing I did in the summer [2011], in Arles? 
sb: That might be a useful example to begin with. Joachim Schmid was one of the curators, wasn’t he? Yourself, Joachim and Erik Kessels? 
mp: I was one of the five curators. It was a very big show, 45 artists, called From Here On and the idea was, this is a new generation of photographers who are not taking pictures, but editing other people’s. And these are people who have mainly sourced images from the internet and grouped them together and made them into their own work. So, we had a trawl through the world of photography, edited through from about 100 people to 45 and we did this quite wacky installation in this huge hangar where we had the show. There were some photographs that were framed, some pinned up, some installations, and it was a very 
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provocative show because it was loud, slightly insane, many different things and the basic premise was that we don’t need any more photos, they’ve all been taken—let’s all be editors and edit things from that. In the catalog, there’s a manifesto that Erik wrote [reads out]:
Now we’re a species of editors, we all recycle, clip and cut, remix and upload. We can make images do anything, all we need is an eye, a brain, a camera, a phone, a laptop, a scanner, a point of view and when we’re not editing, we’re making. We’re making more than ever because our resources are limitless and the possibilities endless. We have an internet full of inspiration. The profound, the beautiful, the disturbing, the ridiculous, the trivial, the vernacular and the intimate. We have next to nothing, cameras that record the lightest light, the darkest dark. This technological potential has created consequences. It changes our sense of what it means to make it. It results in work that feels like play, work that turns old into new, elevates the banal work that has a past but feels absolutely present. We want to give this work a new status. Things will be different from here on … (Cheroux et al. 2011)
anna fox: The press conference was interesting, wasn’t it? The responses were wide and varied. 
mp: Yes. People either really hated this show or liked it very much. The main purpose was to make this [the idea of author as editor] central, because, previously up to now, people who do these projects have been marginalized. People say, “It’s fine people do this sort of work, but, they’re not as serious as the photographer who goes out and does their own work.” We wanted to reposition this work to a central position, as opposed to the marginalized. That’s why it became one of the main shows at Arles, which is one of the main photography festivals—to give it more seriousness. I think it’s so easy just to dismiss this way of working as an also‐ran, “a bit of fun,” “using other people’s pictures” is not as serious as someone “doing their own work.” 
af: But it also connects to the question about editing in general and work. 
Because editing is quite a key thing in relation to creating bodies of work, but it’s quite concealed. And you notice that especially if you are teaching in education—
that’s one thing students find hard to get a grip of, the idea that editing’s a complex part of the process. 
fergus heron: Younger generations, students, for example, see appropriation, as just as legitimate a way of working as actually making pictures; conventionally 
“making work,” and, using existing material, are no longer mutually exclusive. 
af: But there’s still not the link between the idea that editing is a sort of creative process, it’s considered all around this idea of found material, rather than the process of editing which I think is what you were trying to get at. 
mp: In our history of the photobook we had a chapter, “Looking at Photographs: The Picture Editor as Author” [ The Photobook: A History Volume II], which basically was the same idea but here it’s gone on another level. Suddenly with the advent of the internet, there are so many more accessible pictures—there are billions of pictures out there as opposed to a much more limited way of finding them, so it’s opened up hugely since the internet has come along. 
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richard west: It’s curious having this conversation starting with Martin’s provocation about “editors as authors,” given that if we went back to our starting point of 20 years ago, the question would have been “Can photographers be authors?” Not, 
“Can we supersede authors with editors?” It’s not that long that we’ve established the idea that photographers can be authors in their own right. Obviously, people have thought longer than that that photographers have something to say. But, if you took the fight for photography to become recognized as an art form being about the idea that photographers have something to say and what is at stake in their authorship, I wonder what people think about that? Photographers weren’t considered authors in the way that Dickens or James Joyce were considered authors up until relatively recently. So, in overturning that, martin, what did you think was at stake there? 
mp: Well that particular discussion you are having is very much to do with the UK and you have to remember we are an exception within Europe whereby we don’t take photography as seriously as our fellow countries in Europe. Of course, we are catching up, particularly led by Tate, which has really grasped photography, from ignoring it ten years ago. We are on to a good thing now, they [Tate] 
are attending Paris Photo, showing their new collections there, and their new photography committee meets there to decide what work to buy next, so they are fully embracing photography in a way they didn’t before. I think that taking photographers seriously as editors is a particularly UK thing. 
rw: Do you actually think that anything has changed as a result? Presumably, photography was still an opportunity for somebody to make an authored statement before the Tate came along and showed us? You say, Martin, that people are always going to say anyone can take a picture, but there’s a reason people say that, and, that’s because anyone can take a picture. There are reasons why photography is frowned upon [as art] and there’s a question about the value of photographic authorship that wasn’t extended to novel writing, for example. 
mp: Yes, but anyone can throw some words together, can’t they? They may not be very good! 
rw: But what’s at stake here? What’s the difference between a photograph being authored and not authored? Martin, you did an exhibition about this [i.e. From
Here On] and you say we don’t need photographers any more. The people who were lambasting you at your press conference, what were they trying to defend? 
mp: I don’t think we said “we don’t need photographers any more,” we said “this is a serious kind of photography—author as editor.” We need to take it more seriously, that was really the message. It is so prevalent, and, with the internet, so easy. There is some fantastic work within the genre and as a genre it needs to be given more status. 
Tom Hunter: Not one or the other then? 
mp: No not at all. 
rw: Let’s have a potted definition, then, of what we mean. Let’s say 50 years ago, photographers—maybe more [so] in Germany and more in the States—but in general, they weren’t considered as artists. But, in the last 20 years they’ve started to be considered as artists in a more widespread way. What’s happened? What’s the difference? What is it we believe they can do as people called artists that they weren’t doing before when they were artisans or technicians or whatever they were known as? 
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mp: It’s very straightforward because the art world has taken photography seriously and probably the thing that opened that door more than anything else was the Becher School. 
rw: That’s not my question, Martin. My question wasn’t “Do people take it more seriously?” My question was “What would be different?” Maybe they were always doing it? Maybe Roger Fenton was an artist as well, but what is it that distinguished Roger Fenton as an artist from a travel journalist? 
fh: Or Eadweard Muybridge, for that matter, there are lots of examples from the nineteentth century. 
rw: What’s different that makes them an artist? 
fh: How people positioned themselves. Or, how they were enabled to position themselves by the kinds of contexts and institutions we’ve discussed. David Campany’s Introduction to Art and Photography [2003] might have something to offer on this. Campany claimed that from around the 1960s, art become increasingly photographic. If we understand that in terms of authorship, simply put, more and more artists started to work with photography then, although there are plenty of antecedents. The point is that photography did not suddenly become art, in being taken seriously by art institutions. What defines a technology, or a medium, photography included, is what is done with it. 
rw: It’s not quite what I mean, take for example, Roger Fenton—[hypothetically] somebody’s going to come into this room, I’m going to show them a picture by Roger Fenton and I’m going to tell them “Roger Fenton is a bloke from a long time ago, a travel photographer,” and they’re going to come in and they say “Ah, yes, I didn’t know what the Taj Mahal looked like” —not the Taj Mahal necessarily, but “I didn’t know what that place looked like” —and that’s interesting to see it. Then the next person comes along and they say, “I’m going to show you a picture by this bloke, and he’s an artist” —and what are they going to do, what’s their response going to be that would be different from that of the first? Are they going to say, “I’m moved by this”? There are cannonballs here, it’s terribly moving to contemplate the experience of these soldiers in the circumstances [West is referring here to Fenton’s well‐known Crimean War photograph “The Valley of the Shadow of Death” (1855)]. Are they going to say, “Oh, I’d love to see more of this work, I’d love to see what Roger Fenton has to say for himself because I’m interested in how that person expresses himself”? That’s what’s at stake in him being an artist, rather than being something else. 
af: Isn’t this all one of the reasons that many of us were interested in photography in the first place? Because it exists in so many places and can be interpreted in so many ways? 
mp: It’s so promiscuous. 
af: It is so promiscuous, which makes it incredibly exciting and it can talk to a lot of people in different ways. And so, does it [artistic authorship] matter in a sense? 
rw: Surely it matters? 
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mp: In order to try and answer your point, Richard, one of the things that happens is, we have the art market, okay? Many photographers can be part of that, but many do not even have the aspiration to be part of that—so often, if you’re a student and you have no art market, you will say you are an artist because that’s your aspiration. Whereas a photojournalist who very rarely are taken up by the art world and go into a world where they sell prints in a conventional style as we aspire to do, doesn’t normally call himself an artist, does he, they’ll call themselves a photojournalist, right? Likewise, with a medical photographer. So, I think the art conundrum is [why] they are part of the art world. Because we can never quite predict why some photographers become part of the art world and some are not. 
Enrique Metinides from Mexico, great guy, basically doing press pictures, is now in the art world, right? He didn’t put himself there, he was repositioned by various people—sponsors, curators, dealers. Now he can be an artist if he wants. 
rw: Now you’re talking about this as if it’s fairy dust, Martin, I don’t think that’s what it is. 
mp: I’m trying to answer your question. I don’t think it’s one simple point. 
nm: I don’t think there’s one simple answer either. I think there are several different ways work gets contextualized as art and there are several different ways that people get contextualized as artists as opposed to photographers. 
rw: I’m not trying to talk about it as context. My question is: “What is the difference if it is art or if it isn’t art?” 
af: But you gave us an example where you put something in context by saying something—to one person, it’s an artwork, to another person, it’s a travel photograph—that’s context, you provided the context, that’s the thing that creates meaning. 
mp: And Roger Fenton is now bought and sold like many other people. 
daniel campbell blight: There was always art in Roger Fenton, though. 
There was staging and construction right from the beginning. In his photos of the Crimean War, he moved skulls and rocks around, there was complete set‐up and artifice. It’s not until later, maybe it’s not even until the 1930s with Brecht and Walter Benjamin that we realized that, “Hang on a minute, there’s no lucid representation going on here, there’s utter illusion and artifice.” 
sb: It’s very interesting as well to take Roger Fenton as an example of this because actually Fenton was one of the first photographers, as I understand it, to have sold portfolios of his work as art. He was selling limited editions of portfolios of original prints, one of the first people to do that. 
fh: … and Julia Margaret Cameron, Eadweard Muybridge. There are other examples. 
sb: But actually, a lot of Fenton’s work was done as a form of documentation, broadly speaking. In terms of documenting what was going on in the Crimean War, I think there’s quite a distinction. In contemporary art photography, photographers like Martin [Parr] and Anna [Fox], and various other photographers as well, were seen perhaps more in the documentary genre and to document things somewhat more objectively. [Now] that genre has more of a subjective connotation to it. 
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In the last few decades, with that work being seen in galleries and being seen as much more subjective, much more expressive and opinionated about the subject matter, my question from that would be: “How much more important is it now that the photographer is seen as the author of the work in photography than it was a few years ago, when perhaps the subject matter was more important than the photographer?” Or, “Is the photographer now an expressive artist, in terms of art photography and the way that they worked 20 years ago? Is it more about the author than the subject?” 
dcb: I think it’s more honest now, there’s a more widespread realization of the absence of truth in photographic images. The days have passed when people were sitting around talking about this being a “genuine document” of a situation. It’s now the case that what’s captured in the frame of an image is merely a small proportion of what was available visually at that time. It’s a kind of appropriation. 
I think authorship having a connotation to the word “fiction” is really important there. There are stories being told, appropriations being made and extractions going on. I just picked up this Brecht quote that Broomberg and Chanarin used in their polemic that they wrote after they judged the World Press Awards 
[Broomberg and Chanarin’s 2008 essay “Unconcerned but not Indifferent”]. 
Everyone will know it but I think it’s worth saying again: “The tremendous development of photojournalism has contributed practically nothing to the revelation of the truth about conditions in this world” (Brecht, cited in Broomberg and Chanarin 2008, n.p.). I think this quote, [the writings of] Walter Benjamin, and, the New Objectivity, taken up in the 1980s by Martha Rosler, John Tagg, Solomon‐Godeau, Alan Sekula, I don’t know whether it’s spoken widely about, but, there seems to be a conscious or unconscious acknowledgment among contemporary art photographers that, if we are just dealing with the ideas of construction, appropriation, fiction, and staging in photographs, why not do these things obviously and form new worlds or ways of looking? 
mp: Well, people do and they always have done. Now it’s become firmly established as a formula within the art world. John Hinde though was, as we know 
[doing this earlier]. 
sb: I wonder how this might relate to Anna’s recent Butlin’s project, which has influences from Hinde. How does that work in terms of construction? 
[Stephen Bull is referring here to Resort 1 by photographer Anna Fox. Resort 1

(2011) and its sequel Resort 2 (2014) comprise a body of large‐format color photographs that is the result of two years spent photographing at Butlin’s, Bognor Regis, a holiday resort in West Sussex in the South of England. This is one of only three remaining Butlin’s resorts in the UK. Resort 1 was exhibited in 2011 at Pallant House Gallery in Chichester, West Sussex, and, at James Hyman Gallery in London. The work, as the press release by Pallant House Gallery states, is 
“informed by John Hinde’s celebrated color photographs of Butlins holiday camps from the 1970s which were highly choreographed records of the ritualized activities in the camps …”]
af: I don’t quite know how all these words connect to each other; “authorship,” 
“construction,” “fiction,” and all the rest of it, but, there is more than just construction in terms of camera and lighting in my pictures. Some of them are digitally 
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conjoined. I distinctly remember somebody, in fact a student, who has graduated, coming around a corner seeing somebody joining my pictures and, literally, he sort of jumped: “You can’t do that!” 
mp: You come from a background whereby initially I assume it was a case where you thought you had to go and do the one picture in one go. Do you feel any guilt or any remorse about the fact that you now construct these pictures? 
af: No, not at all. I was a bit shocked by his response. 
mp: What made you change, then? Why didn’t you do it 30 years ago? 20 years ago? 
Neeta Madahar: There wasn’t the availability, was there? 
af: You couldn’t use Photoshop then. 
mp: Well, alright, that’s one reason. 
all: [Laughter]
mp: The point I’m making is, what made you change? 
af: Well: one, because it’s available to do, two, because I wanted to make a particular kind of picture and it wasn’t actually feasible always to make that picture in the way that I exactly wanted it. So I came up with these four negatives, as I’d only shot four, I had a huge problem with the lighting because there were some Christmas trees with flashing lights and when you’ve got flashing lights, it sets all the flashes off at the wrong time, so none of the pictures were quite right because of lighting. And then I saw that two pictures had two different interesting things going on in two halves but they were all shot on 5 × 4 in the same place, so it was easy to join them. But I did take a step back when this guy came around the corner and jumped. I thought, “Oh God!” It took me about a month to go back to it. 
I thought, “Right, let’s stop now,” and I thought about it for a month and ran it by lots of people who weren’t photographers, which was interesting because none of them saw anything [problematic] at all, they were just amazed [at the reaction that conjoining pictures was a problem]. 
fh: We understand, in different ways, photography as a medium of expression. But it is also something far more complex, not art in itself, but a series of [sometimes disparate] technologies with which artists explore ideas. Photography can be both these things. Perhaps this is central to why it’s so fascinating. 
mp: That’s one of the agendas that photography carries. But, most of the time it’s either to be a form of propaganda to record a lie, or, to record facts. That’s the most common use of photography. Most of the photography we see in this world fills those two boxes. 
sb: In the context of art, whether in the gallery, or book, or whatever, is it perhaps a combination of those two things that the author is doing—that there is an element of lying, staging, but also an element of “documentation” as well? 
mp: Yes, we love that contradiction that photography is so much part of. 
th: It’s about thinking about differing realities isn’t it? However much you lie, it still is a reality when you look at your pictures. Even though they’ve been Photoshopped, it still is Butlin’s, isn’t it? It was taken there, it wasn’t taken in your studio or in your back garden, so that’s the interesting thing about it for me. 
Or maybe it was? 
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all: [Laughter at the idea that Fox’s Resort images might have been staged in a studio or back garden]
th: Even that would be amazing, wouldn’t it? 
af: That would be amazing! 
mp: It’s a bit like Doug Rickard being this new exciting “street photographer.” But he never left his house. That is quite funny isn’t it? Redefining street photography by sitting on your couch, Googling Streetview. 
fh: This comes back to the question of making and where ideas come from. 
Tom, you talked about the relationship between embodied experience and reference. I think your work does this very interestingly, and it’s often overlooked that your work is made with particular communities in particular places, as much as it references painting. Similarly, Anna, with the work you made in Butlin’s—there is construction, but the work still happened where it did. There is a sense of the medium being used in a way that is very traditional, but also making use of a range of different, newer, technologies. Perhaps these working processes comment on what photography has become and is in the process of becoming. 
sb: It is true of all art photographers, arguably, but there are some fairly explicit references to other imagery in your work [of the photographers participating in the discussion]. Neeta, in your recent series [ Flora (2009)], there are obviously references to Madame Yevonde, and in yours, Anna with the Butlin’s series that references John Hinde Studios, in Tom’s work, there are references to paintings, or reproductions of paintings, and Martin, there’s all sorts of influences …
mp: I was wondering what you were going to say! 
sb: John Hinde Studios, again, of course, but also Tony Ray‐Jones and Robert Frank, the list goes on. So, in that kind of context, I wondered to what extent is the art photographer the author of their own work, or, to what extent are they bringing together a number of other visual influences, or, to what extent is the art photograph a collectively authored kind of image? 
mp: Of course, all photographers, or artists, or whatever you want to call them take on the world that is already there within photographic culture, they digest it, get inspired by it, and hopefully process it successfully enough to come out with their own voice. That’s the idea—a lot of people don’t, because we see a lot of generic photography where someone else’s style and influences still dominate their work. 
sb: What do you think, Neeta, with your own work—focusing on one particular series of yours, Flora? [ Flora is a series of portraits that involve Neeta Madahar’s on‐going interest in combining natural and artificial worlds. The series evokes Hollywood studio portraiture from the 1930s to 1950s, inspired by the work of Cecil Beaton and Madame Yevonde. The series was made during Madahar’s Bradford Fellowship in Photography supported by the National Media Museum.]
nm: I just think that anyone who’s doing anything that’s creative, and it’s not even just artistically—even scientifically, when you’re going down that path in your particular field you’re always looking to the left and to the right and behind and seeing what’s been done before that inspires you, bewilders you—makes you realize “I want, or don’t want, to do that.” It’s not even necessarily any kind of 
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conscious process involved, it’s just the stuff that you like that stays with you and accumulates. Just through the process of doing, you soon start working out what it is you’re doing. 
af: It’s actually quite specific in your series, and, it’s not just Madame Yevonde. 
There are all sorts of other references tied in there, Angus McBean and all those references that people looked at in order to construct those images. It was part of the concept, wasn’t it, about photographing women, friends, other artists? 
nm: For that particular series, yes. 
af: It doesn’t happen in any of your other series, does it? 
nm: In my other series there’s always been other things that I was doing … with, for example, Sustenance [Madahar’s 2003 series]. At that time, I was reading David Batchelor’s book Chromophobia and all these literary and filmic references to the use of color. I was also reading about contemporary artists making dioramas and visiting dioramas in natural history museums, so all of that fed into the work. 
af: I think that’s different. I think that’s what most people do, isn’t it? When I look back to your [Tom Hunter’s] series you made at the RCA— Persons Unknown

[1997] — that was a very deliberate reference to a particular set of paintings and you spent weeks getting the right time and the right place and the right elements for the photo to reference particular paintings. And, in a way, it’s not just using all your influences, it’s part of the concept of the work … because the particular people you were photographing, had a relationship to the people that Vermeer was painting. 
th: It was a deliberate strategy. But that also goes back to that idea that photography lies, so it’s actually saying that this isn’t real, it’s staged. I actually almost wanted to admit before I did it that these are staged photographs, even though they were real, so I was playing with that, almost like Brecht was talking about, putting lights up on the stage, or drawing lines around the stage to signify certain aspects of the play to make the audience realize. I am a photographer, I am the author, and, there is a deliberate strategy to make these pictures. Rather than pictures being seen almost as accidents—a camera takes its picture by itself—this work was addressing that [process of deliberate strategy and construction]. 
dcb: There’s an honesty in making work, as a photographer, about artifice, or, in reference to art history. Because it acknowledges, on the one hand, that there is an element of staging, or an element of artistry, and, at the same time it attempts to cover or shroud that process for the viewer so that they can come to a realization that this isn’t a profound moment—it’s a staging. 
th: And photography is brilliant at doing that, because it does different things at the same time. If I painted, [the work] wouldn’t do that. Photography has that connection with reality. 
fh: Artifice is part of the process of making, then? To some extent it’s inherently bound up within the idea. 
nm: It’s inherently bound within photography, isn’t it? I saw Madame Yevonde’s work back in ‘97 and I had one of those rare moments when I go into a gallery space and I am really moved. I was dumbstruck looking at that work, and Yevonde’s work has been under my skin since then. For me, part of what wanting to make Flora was 
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about, was to understand the desire that I have in relation to her work. Making my work was a way of me investigating that desire, and unpicking it, and rather than it being something that goes around in circles in my head, I was to be able to practically understand my desire in terms of a three‐dimensional experience that involves artifice and staging and involves the subject in shaping the dynamics. 
sb: We also have Anna [Fox] here, who appears in one [of the pictures in Flora]. 
nm: An unusual situation where we have subject and artist. 
sb: I was wondering to what extent that image might be seen as a collaboration between yourself, Anna, Madame Yevonde, Angus McBean, etc.? 
af: That’s a really interesting question and I don’t know how much information there is and how Madame Yevonde made her pictures, but what was going through my mind at the time was what relationship she had to the people, whether it came about playfully or very deliberately. Because your series came about very deliberately and was very directed and I don’t know whether hers was more so? 
nm: Well, I think with your [Anna’s] particular portrait, we just looked at masses of different kinds of images and we both recognized that McBean was somebody who we really responded to—because of the clumsiness of the construction, working pre‐Photoshop, that he’s cutting holes in stage sets and people’s heads are popping through things. It’s the clumsiness of it and it’s the use of humour as a strategy—which I find is very difficult to do. It’s something people are very wary of using: humour as a serious communication vehicle. 
af: But I think what I mean, that underlying this, is that I know this was quite uncomfortable in many respects, and, I know for some other people [in the Flora photographs] it was and some it wasn’t, and I’m interested because you were very much the director of this. 
nm: Of the whole series, yes, I really wanted it to be that each image was, as much as possible, a kind of 50:50 collaboration, so that there isn’t me dictating. 
af: But you are the author though, aren’t you? 
nm: I am the author. Like any artist, you set certain parameters in terms of creating what you are creating, in terms of the stage, but you’re then saying to your sitter, “Well, OK, here’s a certain set of parameters and this is what I’d like you to bring…” 
af: But when I think of the work I am doing with Linda, Pictures of Linda [with punk singer Linda Lunus], or with Alison [singer Alison Goldfrapp for the series Country Girls] … we have different levels of authorship and I can tell the different levels. I saw you very much as the director, so therefore the author. 
nm: I think in terms of actually at the shoot. But what I didn’t want to do was that my subjects were completely passive and I say, “Okay, this is what you’re going to wear, this is how you’re going to stand.” What I wanted conceptually, as part of the work for Flora, was that the subjects’ ideas and influences, things that they are inspired by, come into it. 
af: When I collaborated on my series Country Girls with Alison, I didn’t tell her what to wear. She just arrived with clothes and then we just went out, we didn’t even talk about it apart from the fact that we knew our references because we 
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both grew up in the same place and had the same stories. Or, not the same stories, but relatively connected stories. 
af: We [Fox and Goldfrapp] are co‐authors in our work [for the Country Girls series], so when a piece sells, we get 50% each. It’s not the same with my Pictures
of Linda, we’re both authors in a way. 
sb: In your “Woman Reading Possession Order” picture, Tom, am I right in saying there were elements of a genuine situation? 
th: Yes. She was my next‐door neighbor, a real squatter, with a real baby, and that was a real eviction notice. That was a real house, so, in some ways I do consider that to be a documentary piece. All the elements are there, a real place, a real time, real situation, real subjects facing real eviction, so, in that respect it’s very real, documentary, yes. 
sb: I’m also interested in the woman you see in the photograph. Did you have the Vermeer picture in reproduction there and she was looking at that and you were kind of posing it? 
th: Well, yes. At the time, a tutor said, “You haven’t got the scale right, you haven’t got the angle right, you haven’t got the lines right and you need to reshoot it,” and I thought, “No, this is how I see it.” So that was quite interesting. You could never copy painting. People say, “Oh you’ve copied paintings,” but you can never do that because paintings aren’t like photography. It’s seen in a very different way and the more I’ve learned about that, the more I’ve looked at paintings and always realized how different it is to the photographic eye. 
That’s an interesting part of it. But it was a collaboration in the way that I had a Vermeer book and we were 70 people facing eviction. The whole street was facing eviction. And then there was the whole process of talking to all the neighbors and saying I wanted to do these pictures to have a campaign to stop us being evicted and then they chose the pictures and we chose a venue, then we chose how we do it—and then, I had full authorship. I see it as collaboration, but it was definitely my work when that work went out there and so …

sb: It was your name. 
th: It was my name that was going to be out there, yes. 
nm: It’s your responsibility, isn’t it? 
th: It’s my responsibility, yes. 
af: In Country Girls [a series of staged photographs based on personal stories] 
and Pictures of Linda [staged portraits and documentary photographs], the only reason I went for co‐authorship was that I just liked experiencing a different way of working. It was challenging, very difficult, really, really difficult, because there have been points in both those series of work, where my other author has said, “I don’t want to do this any more, can’t show it any more, stop.” I’ve got a whole load of pictures of Alison that I’m not allowed to show and I had a whole period of time when I wasn’t allowed to show any pictures of Linda, so I had to agree with that. 
sb: As we’ve got a writer and curator here, and a magazine editor. In those particular roles, to what extent do you see yourselves as the author of photographs if you’re writing about them or editing how they are going to appear in the 
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magazine, or selecting them for a show or writing about them for a magazine? To what extent do you see yourselves as the authors of the work in any way? 
dcb: I think “author,” for me, would be the wrong word—editor, yes. I reckon that I am essentially bringing together a set of different articulations of society or culture or politics and I am drawing them together to tell a new story or offer a new perspective on something hopefully political or culturally relevant. So, it is a form of editing, I guess. 
sb: It sounds a bit like a documentary project in a way: to tell a story about a subject in a different way. 
dcb: Sure. But it has to be rigorous, or, I won’t call it curating. For example, I have organized ten exhibitions, let’s say. I think I have only curated two of them, yet ten of them are in existence. So, for me, I am trying to find this line between exhibition organization and curation. 
sb: Anna, in your work, Resort, the Butlin’s pictures, there was a list in the show at Pallant House Gallery that credited the people who worked on lighting, the production …
af: Yes, there was a team of people. 
sb: But was that modelled on [the team that worked for Hinde as part of] John Hinde Studios? 
af: Kind of, but not exactly. [It was] in the sense that I obviously read about 
[Hinde’s Butlin’s work] and understood it—so it was about understanding the process. That, actually, you can’t take those kinds of photographs as one person, so you need a team of people to do it. And then the team grew bit by bit, so it started off with just a few people and then I realized that still wasn’t enough, so it just grew and grew and grew until it was the right number of people. Then realizing some of those people also had an effect on the picture making—some people were doing model releases, other people controlling lighting and technical things, and actually chatting about ideas as well …
mp: You haven’t got to the point [in your work] where Gregory Crewdson names his director of photography, chief lighting man …
af: I have a director of lighting. 
mp: So you’re going towards that. 
af: The list [of contributors] was part of the exhibition in Pallant House. 
fh: It was quite an extensive list as well, wasn’t it? 
af: In the Pallant House show, [the list] played a very big role and it will do in the next show. Yes, it was a list of people who had taken part. 
mp: But this is a postmodern gesture isn’t it? Because it is very much like going back to the technical demands that Hinde [dealt with]. 
af: Again, it’s about understanding, mainly through working with students. 
I suppose that there’s this common misconception that photography is usually just one person’s business, and it’s not. Even if you go out on your own shooting, there are a whole lot of other people involved in the process to when it actually gets to the wall or on the page, wherever it’s going. And in this case, it was just 
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expanding that group of people and then acknowledging them—and I think the first thing that made me think more about that was Charlotte Cotton’s show called Imperfect Beauty at the V&A [in 2000], when she named the stylists from the fashion shoot. And now they are all named, aren’t they, on the fashion pages? 
This is a very interesting question, isn’t it? How you say how much authorship someone has, and that’s something you have to work out. I got my lighting director through being the model on Neeta’s shoot. She was the lighting director there. 
I watched her working and I thought, my God, I could work with this person—
she’s amazing. And she did become a very big part of the process. She’s mentioned 
[at the] top of the list. 
nm: My shoot at the National Media Museum, again, I had a lighting person, hair and make‐ up, styling person all listed, in the book as well. 
af: [That] had a huge effect on a lot of the photographs, the way she was placing the lighting. 
sb: Is there a parallel with cinema, a parallel with the fact that directors use a crew? It’s interesting when you were listing the lighting. 
mp: Of course, yes. It’s a similar thing, isn’t it? It’s like reading a Hollywood film script. 
sb: Yes, it is, but there’s still that name at the top in the same way that someone would say, “Who directed that film?” They don’t necessarily say, “Who was the cinematographer? Who was the gaffer?” 
af: Take the example of the Country Girls series. We [Fox and Goldfrapp] are equal directors in that. And in the Butlin’s shoot, I was the director. Even though there were a lot of occasions where people were contributing a lot to the making of the image, I was the director—like you [Neeta] were the director of your shoot. 
That’s how I see it. 
mp: Of course, it’s an Anna Fox show or production. 
nm: If it’s your vision, it’s your work. 
th: I feel as though that [the idea of the photographer as director or author] 
directly transfers to what I do in my photo shoots now. What I just did for the Royal Shakespeare Company, there were 70 people, and one shoot I did for the last scene it felt just like it did when I was doing my film—no difference. I had lighting people there, assistants there, runners there, I had make‐up there, dressers there, all the same team as I had in the film for the Serpentine project I did the year before. So, for me, it felt like being the director or the author was the same thing. So that title goes on from film to photography and I’m shifting a bit now between the two mediums as well. 
sb: The staging is directly parallel to directing a play. It’s something I’ve written about in my book [ Photography (2010)], in terms of contemporary art photography. If you go all the way back to when photographers were first starting to more overtly author themselves in relation to photographs, Edward Steichen using Gum Bichromate, or painting over pictures and doing all these things related to easel painting and that kind of style of authorship, you’ve got that Pictorialist era, when there’s a certain kind of painting which is being referenced, which tends to be pre‐modern 
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painting, and in a way perhaps that still carries on. It’s interesting that a lot of the works which started to make it into galleries as art in their own right often reference older forms of painting and most of the painting referenced in Tom’s works are pre-modern paintings, generally speaking. That’s one of the ways in which contemporary art photography is seen to be authored, in that it references forms of painting that people are comfortable seeing as being the work of artists. In other words, has photography found its way into the gallery through a Pictorialist style of referencing? 
dcb: Kind of snuck in by the back door by saying “I’m photography, I’m going to make myself about art,” rather than being art from the beginning? Although, of course, the paradox is that it was [art] from the beginning. 
nm: It was [art] from the very beginning. Absolutely. 
dcb: It’s almost like photography said something 20 years ago that it didn’t need to. 
fh: But Pictorialism was a sort of anti‐technological gesture, wasn’t it? A lot of the locations for some of the key works, for example, Peter Henry Emerson photographing East Anglia, one of the last areas of England to industrialize, there was a highly deliberate anti‐technical world being created. I think this is quite different. 
sb: Pro‐technique? 
fh: Possibly. I’m not sure there’s the same kind of intention, in that there isn’t a self‐conscious anti‐technical notion of art in the works of Hunter. Perhaps the opposite, if you’re embracing technology. It’s part of the process of making pictures, what brings the work into being. 
dcb: There’s quite often a denial of technology in photography. 
af: I think Tom’s referencing of painting again is part of the concept and there’s a relationship between the painters you use and the work you are making. 
th: Yes, it’s not just random. 
af: I think that’s interesting what Stephen said about them [the painters referenced] being well known or well established. You couldn’t just use George Shaw, for example, that would be difficult. But then you probably could in 20 years time. 
sb: This looks a bit like a well‐known painting by Velasquez, so that therefore adds a kind of status to the work? 
th: I know what you’re saying, but it’s interesting to see in the book [ Living in
Hell and Other Stories (2005)] that we’re talking about, it’s got the series Persons
Unknown which got me involved with White Cube [Gallery]. Quite a few people were surprised when I got taken up by White Cube and went into the fine art bastion, as it were, and [“Woman Reading Possession Order” (1997)] has been my best‐selling picture ever but at the same time my second best‐ever selling picture, which seems to still be the most popular in lots of ways, through White Cube, is from the Traveller series [1996–1998], which is pure documentary. There’s nothing set up in those, I mean, it is set up in that I go in there and I set up the camera, it’s a large format and there’s a tripod, but they are very staged and [have a] very documentary feel to them—so, two strands of photography, both equally liked in the art world. I think trying to second‐guess the art market is also a dangerous business. 
mp: Thank God. 
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th: Thank God, yes, that would be so boring. And people might say, “Well, you only got in the art market because you looked at Vermeer,” but I think people liked it because it had a contemporary context to it and an authenticity to it; the subject matter of the squatters being real people and then obviously the beauty of [the photography] as well. Because photography is seductive. So, there are lots of different elements, and the greatest thing about photography, as we were saying today, is it works on lots of different levels, which is brilliant. 
af: When I made my Zwarte Piet series [in 1999], which is around the same time [as Hunter’s Persons Unknown], we were both reading the same books about Dutch art. I wasn’t deliberately referencing painting when Mieke Bal wrote about it [in the catalog to the series] and brought in this painting reference. It was obviously in my head. 
fh: Yes, it can often be unconscious, can’t it, referencing? 
af: Knowing about it and learning about it was, but it wasn’t deliberate. I didn’t get a load of paintings and look at them and go out and shoot it like that but [in her essay in the book of the work, Mieke Bal] brought that reference in and it firmly connected to the work, after the event. 
dcb: Was it always an intuitive following of ideas in your work, or, did you ever think, “I want to make my photography ‘art’”? 
th: I never did that. I think it’s the people, the curators, who do that. Like Jay Jopling, who took my work into the art world and sold it and then suddenly he was telling me, “Don’t ever call yourself a photographer again,” which is quite interesting … I feel incredibly lucky to be able to operate in the two worlds [art and photography] at the same time. 
nm: I think that’s the optimum position, isn’t it? To be able to straddle both spheres. 
rw: The true masters appear in both. 
sb: I’ve got some books here [photographers’ monographs by the participating practitioners]. Maybe I should seize the opportunity to get them authored! Thank you to everyone who has taken part. 
 Joachim Schmid in Conversation with Stephen Bull, 
London, November 2011
The conversation, which centers on Schmid’s work using found photographs, begins with remarks by Schmid and Bull about possible similarities between Schmid’s recent work involving images appropriated from webcams and that of another more recently emerged artist also using appropriated webcam imagery, exhibiting in London at the time of the conversation. 
joachim schmid: I don’t have any particular feelings about that. The crucial thing is what happens between the work and the viewer, not between two artists. 
Of course, according to the ideas of the art market, this [two artists making similar work] should not be done. But at the same time, it’s almost inevitable. There are 
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some subjects that are so obvious, and, it’s the most obvious thing that someone should work on them. There are millions of people taking photographs of the Eiffel Tower every year, why should two people not be making work about webcams? There’s a German idiomatic expression: “Don’t even ignore!” 
stephen bull: Is appropriation, or the use of found imagery, an established form of contemporary art photography practice? 
js: I think it is now. It has been for a while. If you look at what is happening in art colleges, it is nearly mainstream. You have nearly as many people working with imagery they have not produced themselves. At least in the art world, attitudes 
[to appropriation] are more relaxed, if not in the legal world. As soon as money is involved, people bring their lawyers in … Richard Prince has had numerous lawsuits! 
sb: Have we gone beyond the modernist idea of the author? 
js: Yes and no. There is no real authorship in photography—we all take the same pictures. There are millions of pictures of the Eiffel Tower, for example. This is not just the case in snapshot photography, but in art too. There are a limited number of recurring patterns. Take Rineke Dijkstra, for example, and consider August Sander—it’s the same picture over and over again. It’s the same picture. You see it in every art fair, in every second booth. When it comes to authorship, it’s a market phenomenon. This is an original Martin Parr photograph, then take the caption away—and, it’s a photo of a cup of tea. 
sb: I’ve referred to you, in your book [ Joachim Schmid Photoworks 1982–2007

(2007)] as “The Elusive Author.” With your practice as an artist, do you consider yourself the author of your work? 
js: I don’t care a lot about that. I’m the one who made it. I was recently asked, 
“How do you germinate ideas?” I don’t. There is no germination. It’s about connecting things. Making new connections between existing things. I don’t know what you call that. Maybe it’s some kind of authorship, but I don’t really care about that. 
sb: Abigail Solomon‐Godeau writes of the shift from production to reproduction. 
Working with found photography, it’s reproduction, but there’s more to it than that—editing, perhaps? 
js: Editing is one way of putting it. But I’m not sure—editing is part of the work. 
It’s about creating context, and, again, connecting things. Maybe a movie editor is closer to what is done: creating meaning from a combination of existing parts that were not self‐made. The movie editor is not the one who made the pictures, and is often less known than the director, absolutely under‐rated. There is a hierarchy; Director, Script Writer, Director of Photography. Editor comes next. 
sb: In cinema, the idea of the producer as author, or auteur, is perhaps a feature of High Modernism? 
js: It’s a post‐war phenomenon, before which there was a more industrial, collective idea of the form of the movie and its production. 
sb: So, in High Modernism, the idea of the author coheres. Do you consider all of your work, or some of it, collaboration? 
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js: Yes, but collaboration is a bit questionable, because my collaborators were never asked to collaborate! So, it’s an uneven collaboration. Quite often, it’s something like collective authorship. Look at the series Other Peoples’ Photographs [2008–2011]. It is really a collective product, I put it together, I’m the editor of it—but based on the same types of pictures we all take. Frankly, about 10% of the pictures in those three thousand pictures, I make myself. Sometimes even I don’t know which ones I made. 
So, I’m part of the collective, and, we all take the same pictures. It’s about “us,” not about “me or them.” 
sb: With the Other Peoples’ Photographs series, you could contact the people who make them and credit them. 
js: Yes, but it would involve writing thousands of emails, and, if everyone said 
“no,” then my work is destroyed. For each chapter, I have hundreds of pictures. 
I edit, I sequence. I don’t want that process destroyed. 
sb: Christian Marclay said that if he had sought permission for The Clock [the appropriated video installation, first exhibited in 2010] from all the film companies, then the film would never have been made. 
js: That’s more or less the same for me. 
sb: So, for the work to happen, it’s important that the “collaborators” need to remain unknowing or unwilling? 
js: It makes the work feasible. It would be tremendously difficult, or, impossible to realize something like that [otherwise]. Of course, everyone asks about the moral or legal issues. I don’t care. If there is a serious problem, then take me to court. Your lawyer will talk to my lawyer and after that, we know. I’m not interested in that discussion. I’m often asked about the intellectual property rights of the author. I’m not interested. I’m not a jurist. Leave it to the experts. 
sb: In a recent debate about copyright, I was asked to make the case against copyright, which I didn’t really want to make, because I’m not really against it. But I did say that if artists followed the laws of copyright to the letter, then, again, there would be no work. I showed some of my work as an artist as an example. I said, I know this might officially be illegal, and morally it might be dodgy, but otherwise there would be no work. 
js: In photographing a house, the architect has copyright on the design of the house, you are photographing a copyright‐protected object. The moment you start seriously thinking about [copyright], it’s over. 
sb: How far would you say your work is a critique of photographic authorship? 
js: It does not explicitly address that question, but it’s there implicitly. Quite a lot of it is addressing that idea of collective production, what we as a society, as a collective produce and how we are creating recurring patterns that don’t have any author. We don’t learn it at school, our parents don’t tell us, but still we take the same picture. 
sb: I think we have a photographic education from the moment we are born. 
From being in photographs …
js: It’s like a permanent mutual feedback process, looking, making, imitating. 
A lot of it, we are unaware of. 
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sb: Yes, like ideology works best when we don’t know we are part of it. It’s interesting to see people being photographed in public for snapshots. I always look to see what they are photographing, how they are posing. Why? Why make these kinds of gestures? And people don’t think they are educated photographically. 
js: I was thinking about these kinds of things after my Archiv series [which Schmid made between 1986 and 1999 using analog found photographs]. The internet changed things radically. Things can be watched in real time. I can see what the Japanese are having for lunch now [through Flickr, for example, which Schmid has used as the source of much of his recent work]. 
sb: You’ve said a few times that “photography starts now,” with digital snapshots being online. It’s a great perspective. I agree. Art photography is the minority, and yet that’s always been what people are more aware of. However, you used that phrase “collective authorship.” That’s interesting. That exact phrase came up in the roundtable discussion. 
js: And I’m the editor of it? 
sb: That’s your role in this collective process. 
js: And we call that [process] “Art” because it doesn’t really fit any other field. But you might also put it into Anthropology. Anthropologists actually are the people who understand best what I’m doing. The most interesting conversations I ever have about my work are with anthropologists. They understand exactly what it’s about. 
sb: Why is that? 
js: It’s about pattern recognition. They recognize patterns in human behavior and in human culture in a much wider sense … and they never ask stupid copyright questions. 
sb: Refreshing. 
js: Yes. 
sb: To what extent is your work related to curating? 
js: It’s close, it’s related, but I’m not interested in the making of artists. The role of a curator is on a different register, in the way they work with artists. They are more interested, usually, in the established field of art history and how meaning is produced intentionally. Whereas, I don’t care [for example] what a “Flickr photographer” is, why or how they think. I’m interested in their pictures. I take them out of context. I don’t respect any intention or context at all. 
sb: Which goes back to Barthes’ “The Death of the Author,” the idea that the critic, or the curator, looks at the biography of the author and claims that this or that explains the work, that this or that happened in their childhood … that’s why they have made this work. But, using found photography …
js: Well, we don’t have that information to start with. Even if I wanted to, I know nothing about [the biography of the person that made the photograph]. I know exactly the same as everybody else. I made that mistake [considering the biography of the person who made the photograph] early on collecting snapshots. When you have a full album, or series of albums, of one person, you really dive into it, and then you start living other people’s lives, which is tremendously dangerous, and not good for one’s sanity! 
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sb: I visited the Hamburger Bahnhof Museum in Berlin recently and saw a show by Horst Ademeit, who obsessively documented measuring devices of what he considered invisible radiation that harmed the environment, and with a Polaroid camera made 6006 photographs that formed a complex referencing system. It’s very interesting work, but you start to think about him and his life, and that side of things. It becomes less about the photographs, and more about him. 
js: Which is like a lot of contemporary work that has taken on the character of research, so it looks more like science—or putting things into a system that makes sense or doesn’t make sense, but also questions how science is communicated. 
Who is the author of all these scientific studies? Is it the boss of the respective institute, or the people working for him or her, or is it actually the company that puts in the money? 
sb: Like the FSA. Roy Stryker was kind of the author really. I wanted to ask you about the project with Martin Parr [the 2009 book Joachim Schmid is Martin
Parr, Martin Parr is Joachim Schmid¸ where each practitioner mimicked the other’s techniques—with Parr appropriating existing images and Schmid making new photographs in the style of Parr]. Perhaps it’s more explicitly about authorship? 
It’s outside of your œuvre. It’s kind of a one‐off. 
js: It was a fun project. I asked Martin, “Are you in?” He said, “Yes, I’m in.” I didn’t really think about it a lot. Not having to theorize is quite refreshing. 
sb: Sure. But, if you were a student of mine, I might have to say, “Hold on …!” 
js: When I was twenty years younger, I knew pretty much exactly what I was doing. I don’t need to know everything now! 
sb: There’s an example here—some of the appropriated pictures in the book are credited. 
js: That’s Martin! He missed the point! He completely missed the point of my work! 
sb: Because he was “doing a Joachim Schmid” here? 
js: Well, no—I would never do this, and, of course, I would never give credit! 
I mean, who am I?! 
 Conclusion
The discussions in this chapter reveal significantly different kinds of authorship in contemporary photographic art practice, The discussions began with Martin Parr’s proposition of the Editor as Author. The recently emerged possibilities of global dissemination of photographic imagery through digitization have clearly renewed the fascination with already existing photographic material. Perhaps this fascination has become one of the key features of recent art after appropriation and has, if not renewed the role of the photographic artist, at least, as Parr intended, perhaps moved such a role toward more central importance. 
The contribution of Joachim Schmid, an artist involved with appropriation strategies since the 1980s, in conversation with Stephen Bull, poses the question of authorship in terms of collaboration. Schmid’s comments concerning the importance of the uneven-ness of collaboration as a key feature of making his work possible, the avoidance of 
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permissions, and the refusal of legal consideration in making the work, are illuminating. 
In rejecting personal style and self‐expression, and in repositioning authorship, Schmid does not avoid agency. The importance of Schmid’s work, as he claims, is in restating the already existing photograph as an object in the world through which we recognize repeated social patterns and make renewed connections. 
In the series Resort by Anna Fox, the production of the photograph as documentary involves a complex collaborative process. The practical organization of photography takes place upon this basis, with a team of experts in lighting, camera, and post‐production. However, collaboration in this work extends to the construction of the works as aesthetic artifacts. The pictures in this series involve the depiction of human subjects in different ways. In some, people are observed going about their activities as holiday‐makers. In others, these roles are performed by assistants, bringing the works into a relationship with photographic art practices more conventionally understood to involve elaborate construction toward a pictorial form regarded as tableaux. Printed to large scale for the gallery wall, these works depicting aspects of contemporary leisure, both real and imagined, restated a connection between the documentary photograph and the tableaux of history painting. In this connection, the production of Fox’s recent works relates to the origins of documentary as a practice. In its early years, documentary, as proposed by John Grierson and his collaborators (Humphrey Jennings, Basil Wright, Alberto Cavalcanti, among them) (see also Chapter 21 in this volume), considered documentary to be a window onto reality, but it was also, as Mark Cousins states, firmly an art, and therefore involved aesthetic concerns (Cousins 2006, p. 4). 
Tom Hunter’s work involves a different mixture of art and documentary. The quotations of painterly references are foregrounded in some works, but all the work maintains a relationship to realities that are deeply social. Neeta Madahar restates fantasy and performance as key elements of photographic portraiture in her series Flora. Madahar’s account of the production of these works is illuminating in stating the importance of the active agency of her subjects and their desires, and her own desire as a maker. 
The importance of desire in thinking about photography as a medium and technology seems central to the discussions of authorship in this chapter. In a short essay called 
“Desiring Photography,” written in response to an art seminar involving leading art theorists and critics of photography, Joanna Lowry suggests “our relationship to technology does seem to be mediated by desire” (Lowry 2007, p. 313). Lowry suggests we ask not just how to understand the photograph, but to consider the question 
“what do we do with photographic technology?” (p. 314). Addressing this question, the essay discusses how photographic meaning occurs at the intersection of technology with discourse. The means of producing photographs disrupt and disturb our sense of the visual. Lowry contends that we need to think beyond the photograph as sign (see Chapters 6 and 9 in this volume). In connection with the discussions throughout this chapter, fine art practices—from Surrealism, Conceptualism, and postmodernism, among other more recent practices involving appropriation, performance, and installation art–have proved to be far more important and provocative ways of engaging with how photographic meaning is produced. This, Lowry argues, is because such practices, being experimental in character, have, in the course of their experimentation, “revealed and made visible particular aspects of the 
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technology” of photography (Lowry 2007 , p. 316). It could be argued that, beyond theoretical debates, the way that photography is imagined in a set of fine art practices (along with other practices, such as science) represents the most effective and illuminating way of engaging with photography. 
Perhaps, therefore, it is ultimately through desire, greater always than the capacity of anything to fulfill it, that photography is made, authored, and experienced. 
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