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INCORPORATED
100 PARK AVENUE, NEW YO 1%, N. Y. 10017 TELEPHONE (212) 679-1800

May 1, 1978

Mr. John Szarkowski, Director
Department of Photography
The Museum of Modern Art

11 West 53rd Street

New York, N.Y. 10019

Dear Jochn:

Enclosed is a new Philip Morris Foreword for Mirrors and
Windows, which I hope you will find satisfactory. Please
destroy the one that had been sent to you the other week.

As you know, we would like this foreword to appear in the
2,000 copies that Philip Morris is ordering.

Don't hesitate to call if there were any problems.
Sincerely.

Best regards,

U/
Odile Jacobs

Enclosure
Od:xrc
cc: Ms. Luisa Kreisberg

Mr. Jack Limpert
Mr. Frank Saunders

MARLBORO BENSON & HEDGES MERIT PARLIAMENT  VIRGINIA SLIMS  LITE BEER  MILLER HIGH LIFE BEER
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The Museum of Modern Art

To Jonn Szarkowski, Jme Fluegs] vinpham, Martin Rapp

From Tim Mel onough

.’;_/.-'1/{',_"‘"!
Hirrows ard Windows
; 1 hedule
B/w photos to printer Lst color pr
Captions to typo
Indes to typo
kek and Merris to typo
Loose blues in
A1l repros in

Mechanicals tc

Rook blues
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J. Szarkowski / J. Fluegel / J. Eng / M. Rapp
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teve DBaron

13 January 1978

MIRRORS & WINDOWS

opoesy 10 x 8 oblong:

L4 P

Cover & Jkt: Duotone 4+ 1 flat color

100 duotone B&W plates, 10 duotone b&W illus, 8 or 16
4-color illus.

Scheduls:
Ms, due to editor 1/23 Dup Ms. to design w/working photos 1/23
Editing complete 2/6 Design for approval, incl. F.M.,
basic plate layout 2/1
2/13

2/22 Dummy of text 2/29
3/7 - 3/9 to plant
Repros in /15
Color pies due 2/28
B&W photos to printer
3/15 - 3/22 Color to separator 3/3
Loose blues in 44 Color proofs 3/17
Mechanicals complete 4/11 2nd color proof 3/31
Blues due 4/21, OK 4/27 Mechanicals to film to color
printer &7
S5 Blues 4719

5/17 K to print 4/2¢4
6/30 Off press 5/12
Exhibition opens 7/26




FOR STUDY PURPOSES ONLY. NOT FOR REPRODUCTION.

Series.Folder:

Collection:
The Museum of Modern Art Archives, NY m Weae [ Q

suly 1, 1977 =5

Dr. Parbara A. Reutep
ilanager

Corpeirate Sunport Mrograis
Failip ilovris, Ine.

150 Park Avenue

aev York, liow York 10017

Doar Parbara:

The attached internal heniorandum from Marie Frost in cur Departrent
of Extibitions is self-explanatory and, 1 think, quite encouraging.
The last varagraph is a reninder to all of us of the delicacy of
infornal explorations of this sort and, on the positive side, an
aitfiriation that, with Philip itorris Co-sponsorship, the offering
of the exhibition weuld have great fmpact. Il hope that Philip
orris can act as quickly as possible so that these opportunities
Will not be Tost,

The pariicipating fee fopr Tocal musewss will be $5,000 plus transpor-
tation end we feel that if Filip loreis offered help to nuseuns in
the arecas in which you are interested it could be a positive factor.

The schedule aviong those insfitutions wanting the oxhibition has not -
yet been fipalized but tentatively Winncapolis wants it for
February/itarch 1979, St. Louis is holding the Survier 79 preried, and
Chanpaisn, I11inois the early Fall of 79. Denver also wants the

exhibition but has not decided on timing.

I have checked out the tendttive costs for both the poster and the
catalogue. If ve do the same sort of poster we have dene in the past
and in the sane quantity (3,000) the cost to the Puseun wvould be 80
cents each.  The poster night retail in our bookstore for anyvhere

from 52,59 to 55,00, Regarding the catalooue, the cost to the HMuseum
veuld Le £3.60 for the hard cover and £2,40 for the Paper, and the bocks
tioht retail for $17.95 and ¢8.95 respectively. Please keep these
fiﬁ;rus confldential, and please also keep in mind that they are
subject to change,
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Dr. Carbara A. Reuter
Page 2.
July 1, 1277

e are all excited by the opportunity of working with Philip torris
on this exliibition. It secews to be a wonderful “fit" and I am
confident that you and CZile will be able to persuade your managerent
{0 rove chead with it. Cohvicusly, if we can be of any help in this

pracess, we vill be delighled to do so.

Sinecvaly,

John Limpert, dJr.
Girector
Menbarship and Dovelopm

JLikw

Enclosure

cc: Odile Jacobs

. bece: Richard Palmer
Marie Frost
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cc: American Photography
Since 1960 file

JS
The Museum of Flodern Art

Jack Limpert

Marie Frost

7/1/77

Dear Jack:
A further progress report on John's photography show.

As T told you I did speak to Franklin Page at the J.B. Speed Art Museum
in Louisville and while he did aot say yes, he did not say no to the
show and would like me to send our letter with mnore details. Evidently
tlicy do have there a photography program and have generally organized
their ovn shows.

I also talked to Jerry Nordland in Los Angeles, You said that I could
mention the possibility of Philip Morris beinga sponsor of the show
which I did. He is quite interested in having the show in Milwaukee.
The Art Center there has done little about photography shows but he

feels they should do more and that this show might be a good one to
start with, and he thinks they could probably fit it into their schedule,
He does not go to Milwaukee until August 15 and I said that I would

talk to him again later in the fall after he has had a chance to
familiarize himself with the exhibition schedule at the Art Center,

I hope with these potentials you can persuade Philip Morris to become
a spoasor., It would be rather ewbarrassing to have to tell these
pecple that they cannot have the show Lecause of another sponsor's
interest in other cities. P

/ V>0
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Jack Limpert

Marie Frost

12/5/77
Tour schedule for AMERICAN PHOTOGRAPHY SINCE 1960
Dear Jack:

The tour schedule for this show is now complete, and it is set-up as
follows:

1978 November 13 - January 1, 1979 Cleveland Museum of Art
Cleveland, Ohio

1979 January 29 - March 11 Walker Art Center
Minneapolis, Minn.

April 1 - May 15 *J. B. Speed Art Museum
Louisville, Ky,

May 29 - July 29 St. Louis Art Museum
St. Louis, Mo.

August 19 - September 23 Krannert Art Museum
University of Illinois
Champaign, I11.

-

November 12 - December 23 - *Virginia Museum of Fine Arts

* Indicates those museums that Philip Morris will be involved with.

.

N
[Nucr
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PHILIP MORRIS

INCORPORATED
100 PARK AVENUE, NEW YORK, N.Y.10017

FRANK BAUNDERS
DIRECTOR OF CORPORATE RELATIONS
AND COMMUNICATIONS

April 21, 1978

Mr. John szarkowski
The Museum of Modern Art
11 West 53xd Street
New York, New York 10019

pear John:

Here is the draft introduction, oY wporeward,"

intended for use in your "Mirrors and Windows"

book. It will carry the by-line of Mr. Joseph

F. Cullman 3xd, chairman of the Board of Philip
Morris Incorporated.

Mr. Cullman has not given final approval to this
draft, but since you are moving against such a
hard deadline, I think you should have it today.
There may be editorial changes, and I will get
those to you as quickly as possible. The length
will almost surely remain just about the same OT
shorter.

1 look forward to working with you.

Warm regards.

sincerely,

FS:LP

Enclosure

cc: Ms. O. Jacobs
Ms. W. Chaplin

BY HAND
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Franceg Keech
Jane Fluege]
March 17, 1978
Permission for 1 RRORS AND WINDOWS
like o quote the _‘.“c?;e-\-.-_-‘_ng three

Robert Frogt's "Two Tramps in Mudtime'':

- va t T
<iE one 1 8ight,

dttached mdterial, the publiigher

‘IE.L-_I_L‘a lil)U.._

Mirrors and Windows: Amer lean Photography since 1960
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(continued from front flap) }
Paul Caponigro, Judy Dater, Lee Fnedhmdu. Joel

'dsadivmem“oflesswﬂmmmms_euy
Beydler, Frank Gohlke, Robert Mapplethorpe, Richard
Misrach, and Eve Sonneman.

Although Szarkowski’s analysis provides the critical
framework for his consideration of contemporary photo-
graphs, he examines other phenomena that have affected
the medium since 1960: the demise of the picture
magazine, the decline in opportunities for the professional
photographer, the explosive growth of photographic edu-
cation, and the increasing recognition of the photographic
potentials of color.

JOHN SZARKOWSKI, Director of the Department of Pho-
tography at The Museum of Modern Art, is the author of
Looking at Photographs, a book described by Hilton
Kramer of The New York Times as a “connoisseur’s an-
thology of superlative photographic accomplishment.”™
His writing in this and other books on photography have
earned him praise as one of the most discerning critics in
the field. In Mirrors and Windows he brings his recog-
nized insight and brilliance of style to bear upon an excit-
ing array of American photographs. The publication coin-
cides with an exhibition at the Museum.

THE MUSEUM OF MODERN ART
11 West 53 Street, New York, New York 10019

Distributed by New York Graphic Society, Boston

front cover:
DnANE ARBUS. Man ara Parade on Fifth Avenue, New York Ciry, 1969

back cover:
RALPH GBsON. The Enchanted Hand. 1969
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v il / MIRRORS AND WINDOWS

—4

s

(L™ e
¥ -*’ Th This book hope? to provide a balﬂnced but critically focused view of the Z3

SUural
_J”"

art of photography as 1t _hasg -baan—-pnmg..ceﬁ in the United States during
the past two decades. -§t hopeis', in other words, to be not only just
but clear. In those circumstaﬁcea where there seems a conflict be-
tween the two goals, I will try my best to favor clarity, on the

¥
grounds that clear error may be more instructive than truth.

r_a’ @ The book is a selection oféoéti_p.ictures that seem exemplary of
the work of American photographers who have come to publie
attention during the past:?'g yéérs. This definition execludes
such major contemporary figures smsie as Ansel Adams, Harry Callahan,
Irving Penn, Aaron Siskind, Frederick Sommer, and others whose work

was already a significant force by 1950 or earlier. ~

o tivo
:]The pictures included here are arranged in 27 sectionsy; This arrange-

ment is designed to illustrate a critical thesis which I hope may
offer a simple and useful perspective on the bewildering variety
of technical,%’éthetic, funetional, and political philosophies
that characterize contemporary photography's colloquiﬁr:'. This
thesis dﬂm thal;rt-he -f‘llmdamental diéotomy in contemporary

photography diebinguishes those who think of photography funde-

mentally as a means of selfs=expression from those who think of it

as a method of exploration. .This idea will be argued 1ater in this essay.

_721 r\ 7 Ll !/

(( The changes in American photography in the past QO‘years have been

profound, and go to the root issue of the photographer's definition

of his funection. (MAQJ
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In large part these changes are the expression of change® in the pro-

Tessional circumstances and artistic environment tha%—a-tmpe—the_cantaxt-&

in which the photographer works. To understand better the significance

—

. Wt
of those recent changes i.t-xf_en_i_:d_“be useful to review the situation of
photography during the preceding period, with special attention to the

crucial decade of the ;Ck- LS

The general movement of American photography during the past guarter

century has been from public to private concerns. It is true that

much of the most vital photography done in this country du}'ing the

precedmg period was also esentlally private., The work o;‘ ééiéélitz
2 sarst L Lol ,-m.t:, A

and, Weston made eoncm:—onﬂm to the large concerns of publie

polity a&i‘ne small ones of public taste, and although Paul Strand
Fam |

insisted in his written credots that social morality was the

ultimate measure of an artist, only his most determined followers
could discern a clear connection between his work and his stated
philosophical position.

- | e~

The” e were however other phatouraphers of the period =
L \

T
phgggm;ﬂera- whose work was smuch more widely known— who provided
A

an alternative model, ferwork of high serieusness. HEdward Steichen's

3 ond
brilliant celebrity portraits and stunning illustratiogﬁfashion

photographs provide a conspicuous example. Only slightly Yess well known, and in a

was work
comparable idiom by Cecil Beaton, George Plattflymes, Louise
J

: ! ot
Dah?olfe, Anton g'uehl, Paul OfFerbridge and others. Outside of |

the studio, a more radical definition of the photographer's role
was being developed by such phbtegraphers as Cartier-Bresson,

Bill Eannb Margaret Eﬁlrke—‘d‘nte, and Dorothea Lange, who
significant

consciously chose the politically and socially/issues of the day
as the raw material of their art. FEach assumed that it was the

photographer's function to act as a trustworthy interpreter of the

R i
- | \J’ Aoy by
———

i -, =
events and issues hat he was privileged to witness. S
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Many of the best of these photographers were Europea.n, b\x: the natural

home of their work was the popular magazme, 'nd its tradition was
-thus\ll international rather than local.

y For a guarter century the magazines gave promise of providing
a structure that might accommodate an important part of the best of

"(ou.ra-‘..\

photography, that directed issues of broad concern. It is this
writer's impression that, /‘as late asI:195{)';"/most young photographers of
high ambition still considered the magazine)(a potential vehicle for
their serious work. At the time it could still be felt that there was,
possibly, a coincidence of interest between the creative photographer and
the mass publisher. This faith aa%expressmn of the ideal té-t Robert

Frostidte=fined¢ ",..My object in ) is to uni te/ My Focation and my
Syvocation/ As my two eyes make one in sight."

1t was perhaps also ,% vestigial remnant of the traditional American distrust
tx Uye
of the amateur, who was thought of ag a dile}‘ante of privileged station.
e e
Whatever it4 sources it was a faith not easily apost%zed, but by 1960,
’ op )
L . I Kl

by M - fatic degrees, it had been largely lost. In 1960 magazines

still existed that offered splendid opportunities to photograph events

and places that—wspé inaccessible to the fre%&ncei.gut even when on

such aSSigI]mEntS)the photographer had come to focus His attention not
simply on the form that his work would take in the magazine, but on the
residual possibilities o?‘?;iblication or exhibition’ where he would be
able to control more fully the meaning of his work.. Or he could regard

the assignment as a kind of unofficial travel grant, taking him to places

where he could in his spare hours pursue his real photographic interests .
/\,\a.-r
3

and-maké pictures of the stray dogs of the WOrld, or the airports and

motels in which he spent much of his life.
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The relationship between serious photography and the magzines had been ),

troubled one from the beginningl"fhe magazine offered the photographer chal-
lenging new problems/and an enormous audience. In exchange i-"naturally
expected editorial control of the photographer's work. This control was
Wr—c;:e}d‘ by means of dictatorial direction from the top, but rather
by ==t an inereasingly bureaucratic committee system, under which

J
/editors, writers, researchers, art directors, and space salesmen all
influenced the final shape and meaning of the photographer's published
work. As the magazines grew older and their procedures more regular,

it became increasingly difficult for even the most determined photographers
to use the magazine as a vehicle for their personal new‘of‘ the world. ‘:\/

Wo
Eugene Smith came to be regarded as patron saint among magazine phct.o«r

A
graphers, not only because of the excellence of his work, but because
he quit Life magazine in protest not once but twicef/ in 1941 and in
1954,
~
The reasons for the sudden decline and failure of the picture magi'
azines are complex and numerous; doubtless they include the success of
television and cheap air travel, which made places and events familiar
B o ot 2= the% vere sbill sufficiently exotic to hold the
interest of most of us’ even in the simplistic f‘ormlwhich the magazines
presented them. It is also possible that the picture magazines failed
because they were somehow not good enough. In retrospect it would seem
that Life magazine was less successful as its ambitions became grander.
Margaret Bourke-White's essay on the workers who built Fort Peck Dam
seems better as art a&dmore dependable as reportage than her essays
on the @ar in Russrz\f?‘/ Gene Smith's essay on a ﬁﬁlall /T/own ﬁctofl
in Montand %s less a:nb‘ltiouo but ultimately more parsuaeive than his

1
attew e
essay Spam sh ‘.fillage,J‘w ich weuld iﬁlustvate the character of an ancient

/‘
culture in fl?_,photographs.

More 1ecently{&photogr3phy's failure to explain large public issues
a)
has increasingly clear. No photographs from the Vietnam War - neither

MNAa

lwu-r- Q.
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MeCullin's stomach = wrenching documents of atrogity and horror"‘f.he late

Larry Burrows':superb and disturbingly conventional battle sc?neizrhEgin to
/ = -
I?

serve either as explication or symbol for that enormity VFor most Americans
\ = M st
the meaning of the Vie;/ﬂ%m War was not political, q? military, b even

ethical, but psychological. It brought to us a sudden, unambizuous knowledge
. 4 T ':. .n:’-‘.! e
of moral frailty and fzilure. The photographs that best iﬁhor;al;ze'jllt the
shock of that new knowledge were perhaps made half way around the world, by
f—

Diane Arbus.

Photography's direct report of o‘.'.:mgf.nﬁ;.%%ers of hislorical importance

seems similarly opaque and superficial. The most widely

gl e
published photograph from the @ivil §ehts movement of the 60s was a
photograph of a police dog attacking a demonstrator. A photograph was made

lee is
of phe Harvey Oswald the moment after the bullet hit him; shows a man

oo
surprised and in pain, but explains nothing of the minds of Oswald ar;Ruby.

e A
The failure of photo journalism stemmed perhaps from the sin iubris.
s’ gpinion

Like President-Johnson, it thought it could deal with anything. Thisﬂwas

eventually proved fa lacious in public. Good photographers had long since

known - whether or not. they admitted it to lheir editors — that most

A M
issues of importance cannot be photographed.

&—_,

Ny :
— ~The failure of the picture magazines Es been the most obvious example

of the decay of professional opportunity for photographers, but it has not
il

¥
been the only, or the most wide spreaglexample. Portraits, wedding pheb&f
e inas < A : :
| graphe, scenic views, product g photograph, P)R, photos, architectural
’-’_l.'r”'\‘\ *y .
views, insurance) documents, and a score of similar vernacular functions
A

that were once thought to require the special skills of a professional

photographer are now increasingly being performed by najve amateurs with| L

\\-\—f,

sophisticated cameras. Although for the most part these pictures are

approximate and graceless, they answer adequately the gimple Sanahiaul‘1kg,ﬁ\
of identifying a ﬁiveﬁlbuildinﬁ,-pFUdHCL,.rﬂce, accident, or ritual
: _q

handshake.
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During the first century of his existence, the professional photo=

anflan ) it
P grapherﬁ.&?\d a role similar to that of the ancient scribe, who put
p o '

\'-f‘ in writing such messages and documents as the illiterate commoner and
v
his often,\'lritera’c.e ruler required. Where literacy becéame the rule,
113¢
the scribe disappeared. by Leghf, when e Moholy-Nagy declared that e ———
= 9 A.QSLJ.{,@

photography was the lingua franca of our time, and that the i],\iterat.e o

T e e 2 ———
of the future would be he who could not uke a ca.rnera\,/the role of the
professional photographer was already greatly diminished from days

@ SKl

in which his craft was consider‘ed!\close to magic.

G
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Today it is only in a few esoteric branches of scientifie or technical work
that a photographer can still claim mysterious secrets.

As the making of photographs became easy, and as this fact came to be
understood, attention slowly shifted from craft to content.

I

The role of the professional is by nature social; his liveli"hood
Faa N

depends on the production of work that others find useful. As the ind
fluence of the professional diminished, the content of American photo-i_‘

graphy became increasingly personal, and often progressively private.

wm it v

It wewdd seem ironic that the'r;pid decay of the traditional
professional opportunities for photography has been paralle_@d by
an explosive growth in photographic education, especially in the
universities. 1In fact, an intuitive recognition that photography was
ceasing to be a specialized craft(like stone car\ring) and becoming
a universal system of notation( like writing) perhaps n!.ade it easier
for educators to believe that it did fit within the proper boundaries
of liberal education.

Prior to World War I}\it was generally understood that one became

cdii bt & i i -
a photographer through informal apprenticeship, esgg self

SomE of
instruction, or gy mixture of the two. A few schools did exist which
A

'Hidy
were by courtesy of term?falled professional schools. In fact dset were
not quite trade schools in the traditional sense of the term; since

photography was controlled by no licensing system there was no given
= ]

body of knowledge that had to be learned as the preconditionﬂ for

admission to practice. L. ’i‘—/ff/

D

"

Until the postiwar years photography was almost non-gxistent in the
curriculag of American univezisities. Rapid change began with the ambitious
new art departments of the 1940s} that of the University of Iowa was
perhaps seminal. These departments represented the encroachment of the

universities inbo territory that had been the traditional province of

\Qh.‘ by

the old professional art schools. T r——
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This expansion of the university's role was defended on the grounds that

. . aiterndtiecly
artists would profit from being broadly educated, or, whiimebedw, that the

truly educated person should have visceral as well as intellectual knowJﬂ
ledge of the arts. This double-edged argument proved irresistible, and
the old professional academies éuickly succumbed, except—as—thEyWere

(G o} s'b-ﬁ{em—s-rq_.
able fo-become- the protectorates of larger, degree-giving institutions.
In the more prosperous and more apostolic university environment, art
curriculai, enrollmentsfand faculty increased rapidly.

The more progressi;e of these new departments had included photo;:
graphy from the beginning, but the dramatic escalation of photographic
education came during the decade of thééébg; As each generation gL
photography students received their Master of Fine Arts degrees, and
were thus certified as teachers, new programs were begun in other
institutions; enrollments tended to expand geometrically, and by
1970 it was an underprivileged institution indeed that did not offer
at least undergraduate instruction in the art of photography. Between

1964 and 1967 the number of colleges and universities that offered at

0
least one course in photography increased from 268 to thMn the

fote = —
years between 1966 and 1970,/ the number of students studying photos

graphy or cinematography at the University of Tllinois (Champaign- 4
| Lot B "; ouan A pe XA ki p,’P.-_-‘\:_.cdr\ g
Urbana) increased from 132 to l,175-anSncrease—of-over—3,0004 in —

[ e 2
¢ years.

A number of photographers of originality and significant achieve+

e oyt o _
ment have Wm such programs. It would however be improper

Tnese < b .
to measure the value of e programs by reference to T:Ee exceptional

individuals; presumably the institutions themselves would not claim
that talent is an attribute to be ne.q:a.m:i in schools. In terms of
the :Zf‘f‘ect on photography of this educational venture, it might be
more profitable to ask not what need it served, but rather what need
it has created. There can be little doubt that these programs have
inereased enormously the number of people who believe’on the basis

of their own experience that photography is a very interesting art form.
I
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Thus it might be hypothesized that one of the by-products of photographic.

education has been the creatlon"én appreciative audience for the work of

F 4

the student body's more talented teachers.\!/

Another significant si:ie-.-refi‘ect of the boom in photographic education
has been its ecumenical influence on those : rtlsts who have taught in the
schools. Painters, photographers, anl printmakers have always been fascinated

~
and influenced by each otheds work, but in the new art schools an institutions

| N
alized proximi u,,....ana competition for mone;.r, '\nrolment? space, and staff—!-
™M

gave a new edge tp the old curiesity. nrl,élot_, who previously would have
considered their disciplines to be mutually discrete became increasingly
alert to the ideas, effects, and techniques that might be borrowed from one

medi and psrsuaded to serve another. «n

e ———————
(the 1ine of such h;, brid Works Boes back, within ithe modern tradition,

at least to Moholy-Nagy, whose work and hought had an immense pedagogical

.
influence on American art education iurlm,_ the postwar m

2 )w-'.r\;--

o . At e J‘
In the ‘:B;%ﬁ-m was encouraged em—beosh-sives by the nagging
s L = 2

sense of insecurity that occas glon:z,‘ly Troubled both photographers and
trdditional artists in their new Mniversity homes. The photographer was
still suspect in some quarters because he claimed to make works of art
with & machiney in response, photography's more doctirinaire champions

answered that easel painting was an anachronistic handicraft, irrelevant

Cia ittt

to the 29#' Pentur; cause it did nol immm® recognize the machine. Such
ar,’_,"up‘r"-:'. te were taken more meriously in the universities than elsewhere.
For photographer of liberal and open-minded ineliration, it seemed

x . P § y !
reasonable to hedge the bet a livtle, by drawing or painting on his photo+
{22 . ph:;‘.'...or otherwise adding some evidence that he had hands as well as eyes.
and
painter or printmaker, the introduction into their works

) . clear
of photographic imagery or photographic techniques constituted ey

evidence of(”) modernity.

M
Similmrly, for the
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very important to x%ggggx wWho call th

hemselves photographers, painters,

2 . )

brintmakers, or conceptual artists, and o those who find all such labels
e = _ . achaa &

constq&ctlng. This book includes works by aaeweps who do not think of them+4

-

selves as photogeaphers, or not essentially as photoRraphers. T 4 not

quarrel with their judé%ments. The subject of this book, however, is not

photographers, but photography. To view the subject responsibly it is essential

to consider first the character and influence of the work, rather than the

pPersuasion of its maker,
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In retrospect, per_'hapa the tbr;eqcst important events in American

1.1 [N =
photography during the \E&s weref the founding of Aperture magazine
<N 'r:"'\;{:”"f“"‘ | SO f A e

7 e _.;,_‘- i b |
(1957) ’Jghe Family of Man‘€%hibition (1955), and the publication of

Robert Frank's The Americans (1959Mf the three, onlg,:'The Family of
Man“was 8 popular success. The enthusiasm with which it was received
had rarely been accorded any exhibition, regardless of medium or sub-iﬁ
Ject. The exhibition was, in Jacob Deschin's words, "essentially a
picture story to support a concept....an{editorial achievement rather
than an exhibition of photography in the usual sense." As such, it
was received with /more reserved enthusiasm by photographers than
by the general public. Although delighted to see photography so
demcnstra%y appreciated, many photographers were distressed that
the individual character of their own work had been sacrificed to the
requirements of a consistent texture for the huge tapestry of the
exhibition. Only those of philosophical disposition understood that
the solution was artistically inevitable: the exhibition's basic
Ploplé |

theme - +that all mes-are fundamentally the same - required that
v I

all photographs also seem fundamentally the same.

i

In this sense the E‘amil;-,r of Ean\‘ was perhaps the last and greatest

achievement of the group journalism concept of photography:;iin which
the personal intentions of the photographer are subservient Ito a larger,
overriding concept. The exhibition thus ran counter to the ambitions
of the period's WE=t=WE® most original younger photographers? and in
spite of its artistic quality and enormous success, it had little pee-
ceptible ;ffect on the subsequent directions of American photography.
In contrast}l the quarterly review Aperture and asedmysand. Robert
Frank's asstewpisce The Americans;'wet‘e both characteristic of the

—a e W5

main thrust of the new photography of the ?ﬂ T e
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In the views of their makers and their tiny audiences the two publications
’

undoubtedly represented very different visions of the art of photography,

Aperture, which expressed the view'."/of its chief founder and longstime

editor Minor White (1908. -1976), reflected values that had grown out of
W Zlurrnd) Was bz

the American tradition deflned’\Stlegllt.z and enlarged by Hrl and  An «|

Adams§ a love for the eloguently perfect print, an’.mtensa sensitivity

to the mystical content of the natural landscape, a belief in the exf

istence of a universal formal language, and a minimal interest in man

as a social animal. The Americans-Frank's searing personal view of

M\ ]
this country during the Eisenhower years-was on the contrary based on
M

& sophisticated social intelligence, quick eyes, and a radical underd

standing of the potentials of the small camera, which depended on good
drawing rather than on elegant tonal description.
Nevertheless, Mingr White's magazine and Robert Frank's book were

characteristic of the new work of their time in the sense that they

L T ic o

were both uncompromisingly pesmitt®@ to a highly personal wigion of

the world, and to the propesition that photography could, in ;é'sthetic
terms} egmiet clarify that vision. They were slike also in the sense that
both avoided hortatory postures. Neither pretended to offer a compre-

hensive or author ftatlve view of the world, or a program for its 1r|1-\

(S

provement. Mt s ey

The values that were held in comuon.by White and Frank defined the
?‘f_‘r. cYtes 1  0ud Wil A
pe-r«?ma-b@m of senaibility that were available to the photographers of

their time. The differences between them very nearly defined the range
of options that were available within those boundaries.

White and Frank, were if not bhe best, surely the exemplary
031 p U

American photographers of the 1856s. It is suggested here that tho" work

can stand as a model for the fundamentally divergent concepts of photot

fW =

graphy's function as defined in the 30&, and further, that the character
can

of this divergence/be useful in the critical analysis of the continued
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evolution of American photography during the past two decades.

It seems to this viewer that the difference between White and Frank
relates to the difference between the goal of self.expression and the
goal of exploration. It can be argued that the alternative is illusory\
that ultimately all art is concerned with self-expression. If so, the
illusion of this alternative is no less important, and its character
perhaps defines the difference between the romantic and the realist
visions of artistic possibility.

The distinction may be expressed in terms of stternative views of
the artistic function of the exterior world. \It is the realist view

rf75;;£hgggﬂ;$riglégists iﬁdependenb of human attentiop , that it contains
discoverable patterns of intrinsic meaning, and that giscerning these
patterns, and forming models or symbols of them witg\the materials of
AR et &
his art, the artist is joined to a larger intelligence. | The romantic

Jhe
view is that meanings of the world are dependent on our own understands )

A A

ings. The fiel%housa, the skylark, the sky itself, do not earn their
meanings out of their own evolutionary history, but are meaningful in

terms of the @nthropogentric metaphors that we assign to tha%t_&fd,/
.I.._._—-—'-"'"" e
Because no other word seems better, T-wse bhe.-wsr@®realisl L+ &

Somcwhat
here to support a broader meaning than it is usually asked to bear.
A

Ay Ay

TAR LA

In discourse on the visual arts, the word is generally used to denote

the artist's acceptance of the surface appearance of things. FTuse’-
TS } i

the word here to stand for a more generous and inclusive acceptance

-— fa

of fact, objective structure, and the logic of process and system.

Pictures made from such a posture do not always describe the surface
v 3 tik 2
appearance of things. It is useful to remember that the tﬁ?h century
experiments of Muybridge and Marey-profoundly realist in their motive;Jr
A A

describe "appearances" which in fact only appear in the picturea themf'
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evolution of American photography during the past two decades.

Tt seems to this viewer that the difference between White and Frank
relates to the difference between the goal of self-expression and the
goal of exploration. It can be argued that the alternative is illusorys\
that ultimately all art is concerned with self.expression. If so, the
illusion of this alternative is no less important, and its character
perhaps defines the difference between the romantic and the realist
visions of artistic possibility.

The distinction may be expressed in terms of abternative views of

the artisfic Punction of the exterior world. ., Tt is the realist view

{ that the world exists independent of human attention , that it contains
discoverable patterns of intrinsic meaning, and that giscerning these

patterns, and forming models or symbols of them with the materials of
his art, the artist is joined to a larger intelligence.:hghé_;cmantic

|
view is thégﬂééanings of the world are dependent on our own understan@iji
ings. The ;iel?mouse, the skylark, the sky itself, do not earn their
meanings out of their own evolutionary history, but are meaningful in

terms of the @nthropogentric metaphors that we assign to them. =

[t
gy ¥ S-S

Somewhat
here to support a broader meaning thsn it is usually asked bto bear.
A

oS LA
In discourse on the visual arts, the werd is generally used to denote

the artist's acceptance of the surface appearance of things., F-use'-

o o

A L4 . : -
the word here to stand for a more generous and inclusive acceptance
= A
of fact, objective structure, and the logic of process and system,

FPictures made from such a posture do not always describe the surface
L} 1 -

appearance of things. It is useful to remember that the lﬁ?h century

experiments of Muybridge and Marey-profoundly realist in their mOti?BXE'
oA E

describe "appearances" which in fact only appear in the pictures thems

selves. (.4{“ ¥ }

e
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Similarly, the word romantic is used here not to suggest a connection
with the aspect of historic styles, either in photography or in painting,
but as a term that suggests the central and indispensable presence in
the picture of its maker, whose sensibility isctherphotograph's ultimate
subject, and the standard against which its success is measured.

It must be emphasized that the distinction proposed here, between

rom 2nTie X (f¥esHran il

realist and t (or remamtic) modes of artistic response,

is not intended as a method of dividing recent photography into two
alscphcie
_diseneat and unrelated bodies. On the contrary, the model suggested

here is that of a cont inuous%-, the two poles of which might be
described by the terms proposed above. No photographer's work could
embody with perfect purity either of the two divergent motives; it is
the nature of his problem to find a personally satisfactory reselution
of the contesting claims of recalcitrant:f;cts and the will to form.
Certainly it would be a disservice to Minor White and Robert Fre_mk to
suggest that their work is encompassed by, or the embod;*ment of‘.,-\‘an
abstract analytical device‘-‘grwork makes clear that such a claim would
be puerile. A selection of White's work could doubtless be made that
would suggest an almost selfless fidelity to topdegraphic documentation,
and a strong romantic strain in Frank's work, still evident even in_‘l.‘,_h?_
Americans, inflects and modulates the basic C:ésthetic strategy of the
i— ) red Chance
work, which presents the photographer as a disinterest Wwitness;

e Wy i N
Nevertheless, the basic thrust of the two merf'describes a b=y dichotomy
of feeling that has shaped the character of subsequent American photoA_:_

grapny, and that may serve as a framework for its critical consideration.

To understand better the influence of Aperﬁture andﬁe Americans,

- PR T

it may be useful to review their gffect years ago. It would be
hodely s Loty

difficult for a photographer/not yet R to understand how radical

Frank's Wook was when it first appeared, but some sense of' the ghock

it caused, among those relative lf‘e'..lrI who saw it, can be inferred from
=

its reviews. W Y .

4
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Bruce Downs, editor of Popular Photography, hated i, but recognized its

forcey and published seven short reviews of the=book, including his own,

15
S
under the general tltle An Offbeat View of the U.S. A.:VOf the seven

opinions, only that of the late Mike Kinzer was basmallv sympathetic.
The others described the work as disclosing " a warped objectivity?'/;]
as constituting ':ﬁfn attack on the United Stateq!y as "the images of...
a Jjoyless man wh-;:: hates the country of his adoption! 5 as a vision
the purity of which had been "marred by spite, bitterlnesg, and narrow
prejudice"; as "a sad poem for sick peoplgﬂl' /It is a tribute to Downs
that he recognized that the book was 'wtrmother comfortable collection
of merely handsome or merely horrifying pictures; among the more in;\
Ta $tnd 5
tellectually ambitious journals, it is difficult #a mention of the boolkk
publication.

?he American§ in i‘acﬁ ‘includes no‘i photographs of lynchings,
police brutality, overt crime, or licentious sin; it shows no intimate
views of dire poverty, lewd behavior, or official corruption. Such
pictures, because they could be considered exotic and local, could
have been more easily accepted, and even praised; Frank's picthres
showed what was everywhere visible, and seldom noticed.

Todf Japageorge has pointed out that Frank's book, from an
&honographic viewpoint, closely parallels Walker Evans‘_)v'i;:sterpiece
American Photographs, published two decades ear'llf-:r.r.I Although Evan's £ vans
work could not be said to be the favorite fare of the photo magazines,
it was never attacked in those journals with the passion that Frank's
book elicited. It is significant that the angriest responses to_g_:l_e__

Americans came from sool photographers and photography specialists,
_mer A

many of them people of considerable sophistication in the field.
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It was they who recognized how profound a challenge Frank's work was to

style |
the standards of photographic jem - photographic rhetoric - that were
==

in large part shared even by photographers of very different phllOw

o Bifi P ia .

sophical postures. Thrs—rhetoric—w&s—bage&-cn~thd precise and unJ

ambiguous discription of surface, volume, and space, and on a clearly
resolved graphic structure; it was in these qualities that the seduc+
tiveness, the physical beauty, of photography lay. Frank's clear
phu.ﬂ Soical
disregard for these qualities made his work seem thensisieal , lacking
in sensitivity to.or affection for’the medium. In addition, Americanlg
standards of photographic excellence required that the picture state
clearly and simply what its subject was. The subject of Frank's later

a8
pictures seemed tentative, smbivélent. relative centrifugal; the
-

photographer's viewpoint and the disposition of the frame seemed

2 ~\ > .
consistently pr?carious and careless - lacking in carve.
Vs

It was in other words not the nominal subject matter of Frank's
work that shocked the photography audience but the pictures themselves,
the true content of which cannot be described in terms of é;ggbgraphy,
since igléghcerns @gually s new method of photographic description,

a : d
designed to respond to experience ;ﬁfzh;;&& kaleidoscopic, fragmentary,
intuitive, and e}?ptical.

Agerizure was not received with comparable invective. The magazine

— durivé
wag of course not restricted to one photographer's work, andA the Tirst
year or two, it was not conspicuously dominated by a single wviewpoint.
The pictures that it published were not in formal terms offensive to
the sensibilities of those who understood the classic traditions of
American photography. As the specific character of the magazine
gradually became firmly established, it was not so much the aspect

but the content of the pictures that seemed to some viewers slightly

r
strange, secret, recher‘ché?'“_ g
C o
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i::h Gradually the radical nature of Aperturésperspective was spelled out.

At bottom, Minor White was not interested in what photographs described,
but in what they might connote.

In the twentieth issue of Aperture, Minor White and Walter Chag%il
published a tentative "outline for the experiencing of pbotographs..gli%;
The article stated that there are four kinds of phoﬁographs;'/ﬂ6cumentary,
pictorial, informationaa and the eguivalent. It was also stated that
"no normal educated adult will find any difficulty with any of the
Pictures in the first three groups"gibut that the eguivalent_was a
more complicated matter: Alfred Stieglitz said tﬁat it was ahgﬁotoﬂFH\
graph that stood for "a feeling he had about something other than -
the subject of the photograph." In addition, the article eontinued,

S5 2
an equivalent must evoke "a very special emotion...a heightened

i\
\

emotion such as the Bast Indian would say 'takes one heavenward'
or Bernard Berenson would say is 'life enhancing's" This would seem

not only a very demanding but a remarkab&f}y specifie requirement,

but Jgs White Chq];ll Sl ETENeees scemed to relax these
Ltia

t y ok
standards drasticallx b; ;;y;ng f;at "one of the safer identifying
marks of the equivalent is a feeling that for unstatable reasons
some picture is decidedly significant to you."

Reduced to its essentials, this definition of what White re{‘\
garded as the highesq function to which photography could aspire
doubtless seems moréﬁzgsjgggthan it déé% in the longer and more
discursive original article, In any case the theory is outlined
here not to mock it }JEut to emphasize its fundamentally romantic,
anti-intellectual, and profoundly self-centered character.

It would be gratuitous an. evasive .o judge White's contribution on
the hasis of khe logic of his philosophical writings. The force of his

work and thought was based on the recognition and acceptance of a simple

and indisputalble fact: some pholographs are beiter than others, for reasons
Thets= ¥ ; = el T 1 : T A
waiboh we do not understand. Six pnok;ruphu made in sequence may describe the

b
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same nominal subject matter; one of these may seem perfect to the photographer
and his peers, and the other five lumpen and dead. The shared understanding
on which this congensus is based defines the current potential of the
tradition, and i;_finally intuitive and wordless.

The distinction between the truly good picture and the five ordinary
ones may deseribe the goal of all ambitious paotographers, but the goal
can be pursued by a variety of strategies. Minor White attacked the goal
of high elogquence frontally, and was unconcerned with 1 31most oblivious tdﬂ

e A
the hoq&ier but instructive virtues that might be possessed by photographs
that had not achieved a perfect state of ér:uce. By stering so fixedly at
the absolute, White risked grandiloguencey and allowed himself to become
inattentive to those varieties of subject matter that hal not provéﬁ capable
of yielding photographs of high intensity.

The elternative view would consider the special excellence of the sixth
picture to be not so much & goal as a r rd, earned by the knowledge zcouired
in making the other five s atientively and intelligently as possible,
for the sake of serving and clarifying one's understending af a potential
subject, whether or not it held out promise of high success. The advantage
of fhis alterrative ¥iew is that itf;ncourages the exploration of new subject

matter, where frequent, clear failure is certain.

It was stated early in this essay that American phoiography of the

past quarterrcentpry has pursued progressively personal concerns. In light

. N
of the two divergent concepts of photogriphy outlined abovey the word 2E£EEEEE.4h_

4

will be understood to have two distinet meahings. The pictures in the first

e - ~
s book suggest a definition of the word that leans toward au to=
—

this
biography, or autoznalysisj those of the second half revezl concerns that
are personal in the sense that they are not popular. These concerns mey be
unfamiliar, eccentric, esoteric, artistically greunes, stubbornly su:thﬁor
refined to the point of aridity, and for any of these reasons w might eall

them personal. Nevertheless these pictures might also be callel disinterested /“\




+
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or objective, in thé sense that they ?escribe issues that ongmight altempt

to define without

refference to the photo ‘rapher's presence. ‘au*h pictures

explore the ways in which photography can translate the exterior world into

pictures, which is essentially not a personal but a formal issue.

[P v/ N £ 4
1 X H
I ' - Foulg
| The critical framework suggested here ie different than that
1)
which has underlain most efforts to rationalize the central arguments
of recent American photography. p—

these
5
Such efforts have, for the most part, considered i@ argument, to revolve

around the distinction between "straight photographﬁ)‘}/ in which the
fundamental character of the picture is defined within the camera

; ’ e
Synth )
during the moment of exposure, and an_-)-mSELg'd (or mu’

photography, in which the camera image is radically revised by

darkroom manipulation, multiple printing, collage, added color, draw—(ﬁ
—

ing, and other similarly frank and autographic modifications.

The distinction between straight and%igﬁgmhgked photography
is a real and valid one, which defines two contrastiqg and perhaps
antithetical concepts OY;ESthetic coherence. Although real, however,
the distinction is of little utility as a tool for analysis. Since
the distinction is based on the principle of mutual exclusivity
(straight or not straightL it can serve only to divide the whole
of photography into two parts. Although each part will contain a
startling variety of work, thEé: differences cannot be illuminated
by the critical principle, which has exhausted itself by dividing
the subject in two.

The division of photography into straight and synthetic ha\ves

sSegments has the further disadvantage of suggesting an #riori

balance, or equity, between the two. In fact, M few

+hat
would a;:guedthe achievements af‘ influence of synthetic photography

could be considered comparable to &-_pe of the much larger and broader

/

Ve —
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body of work that ve Would call straight photography. To classify
photographs in this manner is ” a little like dividing the
human race into Irish and Others, an"analytical method that would
surely seem tendentious to the Others. '

The inadequacy of the straight /synthetic dichotomy as a
critical tool is demonstrated by the fact that the two photographers
proposed above as exemplifying opposite photographic positioné}%

White and Frank » were in fact both steadfastly straight photographers.

How then, in terms of the analytical structure sugges ted here, should
synthetic (manipulated) photography be approached? It scems to this viewer
that such work also concerns itself basically either with self-expression
or analysis';Lin the Tirst instance favoring a surrealist mode of romanticism,
and in the sdcond a sirdcturalist azpproach to realism. Jerrx&belsmann, whose
work and teaching have been conspicuously instrumental in reviving acceptance
of the most extravagent manipulation of the direct camersa image, makes
pictures which, in their ulgimate conient, seen closely akin 1o those of
Finor White. Less obviously, the work of Roberl Feinecken also seems to
speak & related tongue, although with & somewhat harsher arnd less poetical
accent, The syntheiic work of Hayhietzker, on the other hand, or Tetsu

Okuhara, seems in contrast inevitable and 1mpersona1f7 driven énto being

not by forece of will[ but by the operation of an elegant principle.
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| |~ On the most superficial level, photographs reflecting the two

attitudes discussed here will tend to exhibit several simple physical jL*——*

differences. On average, the pictures reproduced in the second half of this
7

. A

book should prove to be of a lighier general tonality than those *m the

first half, since the photographers who made ihem are more concerned with

s . Wak* .
description than suggestion. They wish to explain more (even at the ridk of
edidm rethe v ey bag f}_;

v
Pedantsy), than dramatize less [(at the risk of higtnientemed A single-minded
A b

concern for formal coherence, unchallenged by the wish to describe a subject,
can also produce darker prints; perfect coherence can be most easily achieved
by making the picture all black.

Similarly, it should prove on analysis that the pictures in the first
S

half of this book were made from a closer vantage point} or with a lens of

e : i g T .
a narrowﬂan;l- of wview, either of wh tact T L 1 n vizt the photogrepher

an abgtrect

lves of the
ice of subject matter: the
first half shoul f:vpr the virgin landscape, pure ometry, unidentifiable
rudes, anl soeial absiractions such as the Poor, or the Young;; all i;;;;;‘*
that strongly suggest universal platonic verities. The pictures in the
second half of ‘he book are more likely ¥o deal with ms
to a particular place or time.
These suppositions suggest a question that might usefully be asked of
a photograph: to what degree can it be dated by intemmal evidence? Again,
Minor White and Robert Frank provide mxmEx an interesting contrast. In

Yy
Frark's case, the evidence of clothes, automobiles, architecture, Juketboxes,

advertisementis, owems-generally identify the decade in which the picture

was made. Most of White's work could not — on an iconographic basis < be
Lisasdig /
attributed to the £@th Jentury.

2 Ut ll \i‘ lw ( :a’”é
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[<~—" 4s one approaches the present, it becomes progressively more difficult,
and chancier, to identify with confidence those figures who have significantly
revised our unders tanding of photography's potential}i It would in fact be a
philosophical error to assume that such figures rrrus'i..exist. A given generation
of artiste is noi obligated to revise its premises radically, merely because

. . . e .

Some previeus generations did so. Tt may be the function of that genration to
- = : Peftrisd . 4

see to the efflorescence of ideas that were‘nmfgﬂnﬂ—owac an earlier time.

Navertheless, it seems %o this viewer that the generation represented here

has

b=ye defined new lines of experiment that are likely to remain persussive for

some years to comeg

ik a2
In the early -69&[&‘5}10 photographer who seemed most likely to become an

authentic and original successor to Minor White was Paul C: ponigro. His pictures,
which were constructed from materials very similar to those of his teacher, were

visually more confident and miscular, and seemed less dependent on philosophical
howeye v,
explication. In the years since, Caponigro's work has moved toward a more
A

tanced and objective perspective. Although his latter work still 'takes)d-—é-&re-c-t
-J.J,_‘-\.l.l\.'l;': -
cognizance of Zig E(Kuh century subjeci matter, his pictures have become increas

—

ingly involved with the description of an extensive and measurable world. These

photographs lie closer to the center of the axis that this essay proposes.

N. n_.-_f

Jerry Uelsmann's fanciful, intricate, and technically montages
A
e e & . : T
have been bresdly infiu rf{al, but n&,vﬁldely followed. Hi: pictures persuaded
i ol M s
half W the photography students of the &8s that manipulated photo rraphs could
e 1 A At ey >

be bhoth ]Jhilot;iol.'h,\f:f‘..!i:; acceptable and aesthetically rewurding, but few of those
students adopted Uelsmann's fey Hiwardian su. reali: m,or his very demanding
technical gysten.

In the field of manipulated photography, a beegdar and more elastic ins

3 = s u.‘.c:\..,v.l_n‘._‘, | -
fluence should probably be atiributed to iwo others: Roberi R=a —

painter ani pri al ho hes made extrmordinarily inventive use of pho u&'ru.nlm
. : . -y
AND PHOTOGRAPHIC TECHNIQUES ;. AND Robert Hednecken, a photographer who was orig4
S

N
»60
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— "--—__j__/
trained as a painter and printmaker. | %" .&“ -'s prints abs o"b

photographs and ;u.m‘\f aphic precesses with great assurance and «lersc-nces

of  the EXPressive & w ko k

making them almost undifferentiate ements Jdn-e—fundementeddy formal-aon—-

ssae4ton. In Heinecken's pictures a stul born, gritty precipitate af fact
Pl
survives his best efforts to :x:.s;rolvcz it. Th€ distressing, joyless sexuality
A

—_
that is central to most of his pictures retains an almost locumentary auth-—i

Bl'tlkl‘t\' in spite of ihe formal ambilions of the work,
Mention should be made here of the roles of Scott Hyde ,)':n-:. i/liai?ml
the

Savage, whose technical and formal experimentis anticipated many o 12

ch.aracfteris tic concerns of synthetjc photo ography during the past decade,
. L‘.A,}'L-;.*- ;'\.u.'-l;liia
and of Walter ch%ﬁl, who for z period in the early 6@s ziveiied Minor White

himself as chie‘if prophet of straight photography as a.l Aa:g—deep—
N

~auto-—analysis.

TEmtonsephidegheraetor-of WEtfeexpromnimennt

The mantle of leadership would seem to be more tentatively and
democratically shared among those represented in the first half of this
book than among those of the second half. Among the latter group, Garry
Winogrand seems to this viewer to be the eclearly dominant figure. Po--this=

wiewer- he seems, in fact, ihe centiral photographer of his generation.

No other work of the period lc

irgly on ..».}'.f;.lnri-,-.__' the uniquely prej
of photographic weription. Iike Ansel Adams before hig
1 ans | ]Itr‘
('Lm' rith very different subjec LImi .t,r,A;\nnhL, \ge, and l;:-.clllner;,“)j\'m'ino‘-.-rand

has assumed that the problem was not to make a handsome picture, bat to find

might be transposed into something wery different-

A

the way in which the real world

%
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Although profoundly influenced by Frank, Wir,’érand's work is informed
by a more analytical and systematic intelligence than that of his predeceasar;

this intelligence has allowed Wingrand to deal successfully with experience
f,

more complex, subtle, and philoso;phically unresolved(-;—more mysterious}_—-tban

that described in Frank's work.' The self-imposed limitation of Wiﬂ%}and's art is
symmetrical with its greatest strength: iabsolute fidelity to a photographic
concept that is powerful, subtle, profound, and narrow, and dedicated

solely to the exploration of stripped, essential camera vision.

lee Friedlander's photo raphs are less radical and more beautiful, more

T . ot W= : =
open to revision and change, and filled with a sopnistkcateu, affectionate,
and playful hommage +to his peers of the past. His work constitutes both a
personal definition of the current state of the ar ty and an annota ted history
of its past triumphs.
|

The work of the late Diane Arbus - like that of her favoriie predecessors,

- - ' .
Brassal, Brandt, and Weegee - depended talent and character than on a

M

coherent understanding of photography as a traditional diseipline, and her
great work was made within even more restricted techniecal and formel boundaries

k), pra _
than 4hes of her heroes. Although widely copied, her work has not provided a

—~ _
useful model for most of those who have aitempted to Gm#:‘Llla-.‘tu it.

Among those who have directed toward aesthetic ends the systematic procedures
anlial- ; Yor SAmplen

s
of the Victorian scientig 7 hotographs juybrilge, Marey, BEakins) ﬁh};\the
\

most successful has perhaps been Ray MHetszker 'ns of ambition, concaptua

time was different. Also

goncepiual ture, Hushals work took as ite nesthetic model not the

r
)

felicity of mathi tics, but the umb authoritarianism of statistios. The style
- ™~
sure-footed balfance wi whiech his siraighi-faced ;‘JSIJ ]i.oi-.-:.t.\cumenuﬁ were

CALDdow—Lf ded off endowed them in the end with their own variety of felieity, which
_ aiakis,
seems entirely appropriate to their time and place: Southern Culifornia in the 668"

o, S

v

2]
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One of the most interesting and suggestive developments in photography
during the period considersd hers has been the abrupt em!ﬁergance of a new '

and confident acceptance of the ;v-.:ﬁé:...i;;la of color. Among the twenty or thirty
» : : ‘ al =~
outstanding photographers working in 1960, it is likely that only two -
1
Eliot Porter and Rrnst 3 woudd huve said Ihat their most duporia:
rn’

i I " : P -
in volor. For most photogrsphers, color was something of an embe;r’s\;ssment — a

M
commercial blessing and an artistic mystery. Oubside of the studio, the chmssse

Phplioszapher, 9oamed, to be gonizonted by, the ghoigs, bejreen paking o piciuze in

L. Woul - : i
which the color was extraneous 2<L m;lcﬂiuhgreiorﬁ have been better in black

and ..":";:‘Lte), and one which seemed & handsome colored ornzment but not in any
. )

substantive sense

In the late 'fifties and early 'sixties Belen devitt and Bliot Porter
TR o N
D, of 1 phg LA G :
made osskoT W% demonstrated that color, like other aspectis of

: . nece
pictorial form, was no%\a

i58%3A%+ issue Y but
seen as an organic part of meaning. Porter's work described ihe aboriginal
lanisc;pe){and Levitt's the crowded street theaqja of the city, but the best
work of each absorbed color into a seamless fabric of Iigé:cegtion that was
responsive to their sense of the subject.

The accomplishments of leviit and Porter are especially remarkable because
both had been in their youths distinguished blacksand=white photographers, in
which role they 'Lne?'r-:a.mght themselves to ignore color, to see through it)/ to

s : - et g SR
ke ultimate monochrome reality thati lay beyong.
The—subscquent Workof & younger generation of color photographers i William

) | e
Egzgleston, Stephen Shore, Joel Meyerowitz, and 01.‘1ersﬁ— kes parsued parallel

-~
goals wilh increasing boldness, confidence, and subtlety, In J‘L_-;;gleston"a work
(e 4

especially, the distinclion between the formal an! descriplive meanings of

color seems obliterated; color here scems as orderly, inevitable, and true-to-

life ag the black and white of Mathew Brady.

2 bt - .
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=
o
a4
>

-~ Mha: Ay b T, T R f 3iai
7 1”‘?’ The intention of this analysis has not been to divide photography into

: ” . ‘ j Mot .0 .
\{/ two par usogn the contrary, I—-hr-w-—xnea to suggest a continuum, & single axis

with two poles. Many of the pictures reproduce! here live close to the center

+ha mwd LT nvy 4 -y
of that axis, and can ut ifted mentally to the

der's pleasure be
thar adida + I T rleg 4o il oL 1 31
other side of the book's imuginary equator. The author, after still further

2 ,‘1 f
""-'u.-u ;ye-‘-'_'

- i e

Aes an !ﬁ.l!‘ - :
L “"'Tf!_'j STruc "L:“:, ) (MusT b(} { }'Jdﬂ“:?'}\l
: that will help one better mmw’\"'n‘ whole, 4 13 'm.er,tf o_k hat

section views are merely yuicel .--v’_-cv:.-_, nd there forc*)Fb:-' 3—4"-1"10“}_‘
b
'. desorive less than the whole. A , such analysis helps explain the
v ] T i in Tit] i 15 m————
ri i 1 | at
,....pu-h-.w-—- ol is fak s i ric -
|
v renr © is book are all, finally, concerned with
the pursuit of beauty: that form integrity ‘bw-.:e:—t. pays hm—wwre to the dream
of meaningful life. They pursue this goal within a wide variety of rubries,
but they share in considerable measure a sense of common pre cedentm
. - — e - - e TS R X - =l
ey The, two creative motivas that have
v each of the pictures in this book is part of a single, complex,
: A = By J““'L' -
plastic tradition. Since the early days of that itradition, an imetrior debate
has contested issues parallel fo those iilustrated here. The prejudices and
q’ inclinations expressed by the pictures in this book =mx¥m suggest positions that

Gl
are familiar from

century ago, one might

sputes. In terms of the best vhotography of =& halfs

say that Alfred Stieglitz is the patron of the first

/ half of this oook# and Eusine Atget of the second. In either case, what

2urtist ! : . 5
v ﬁﬁi‘ could want a more listinguished sponsor? The distance between them

is 'L_rlo-c'tg be measure ! in terms of the relative foroce or originality of thedr

but in terms of WEErEcphETEErapk thelir conceptions of what a photograph

the artist who made it, or a

work,
is: is it & mirror, reflecting a por trait of

window, through which one misht better know the world?
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9. Tawas [Com
qi Cad
P x?-f;%ﬁ‘kw

EOteS JW

25 (

—

1.)/In 1955 the photographer Gjon Mili made a £ilm called

The Tall Man (not commercially released), in which he followed
Life photographer Alfred Eisenstaedt on an assignment for

the magazine. In one scene, a meeting with editors and

others involved in preparing a Ligg_qﬁﬁry, Eisenstaedt,

at the periphery of the circle of taller, indoor journalists,
attempts to peer around the shoulders of his theoretical

2 \
collabcrato?ﬁ?to see what they are doing to his story.

!

|

2. lLife died in 1972; Look in 1971; The Saturday Evening Post,

1969; This Week, 1969; American Weekly, 1963; Coronet, 1961;

Collier's, 1957. Holiday, after its reorganization in 1971,

7

.

ceased to be a major market for photographers.

3. "Franklin Roosevelt's Wild West,' Life, vol. 1, no. 1 (Now.
23, 1936).

4. One of the best of several Bourke-White stories on Russia
was '"Muscovites Take Up Their Guns as Nazi Horde Approaches

Russian Capital," Life, vol. 11, no. 17 (Oct. 27, 1941).
" ‘
" Country Doctor,' Life, vol. 38, no.~ (Sept. 20, 1948).

"Spanish Village,' Life, vol. 30,-no.2 (April 9, 1951).

In April of 1967, after reading Mary McCarthy's recently
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Notes

published Reports on Saigon in Vietnam (New York: Harcourt,
Brace & World, 1967), Lee Friedlander proposed to Esquire

that he be sent to photograph the character of that city, under
the influence of the war and the massive American military and
diplomatic presence. Friedlander pointed out that the traditional
battlefield story was being covered, but suggested that a visual
report on the life and aspect of the capital city might provide
interesting new insights. Esquire, and subsequently several

other magazines and agencies, did not find the idea interesting.

8. 1&sz1o Moholy-Nagy, 'From Pigment to Light," Telechor,
ed. Nathan

vols 15:no. 23??536 Reprinted in Photographers on Photography, Lyons,

(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1966), pp. 72-80.

9. For a coherent summary of the period's view, see Nicholas

Brown et al, Report of the Committee on the Visual Arts at

Harvard University (Cambridge , Mass.: Harvard University Press,
e

1956) , known as ''The Brown Report.'

10. C. William Horrell, A Survey of Photographic Instruction,

3rd ed.. (Rochester, N.Y.: Eastman Kodak Co., 1968), p. 3.

11. Art Sinsabaugh, "'Photography and Cinematography within the
University' (unpublished paper presented to a committee of the

University of Illinois, Fall 1970).
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the Witkin Gallery, which opened in New York in 1969. Museum
interest in photography also increased substantially in the
sixties. In 1965 the annual reports of The Art Institute of
Chicago, Boston Museum of Fine Arts, The Metropolitan Museum
of Art, New York, and the Houston Museum of Fine Arts mention
a cumulative total of 148 photographs acquired during the year.
Ten years later the same institutions reported 506 photographs
acquired. The institutions were selected at random, because

of the immediate availability of their reports.

13. Aperture was first published in San Francisco in 1952 by Minor

White. After the first seven issues the magazine was published

in Rochester, Ng?ﬁYégg. In 1965 Michael Hoffman became Publisher,
A

and later Managing Editor. It is currently published in

—
Millerton, NEW Yésk.

{i{&w The Americans was first published in France as Les Américains,

with a text by Alain Bosquet (Paris: Robert Delpire, 1958).

The first American editian::?ithout the Bosquet text, and
with an introduction by Jack Kerouac;&yppeared a year later
(New York: Grove Press, 1959). It was reissued in 1969 with
an addendum referring to Frank's first four films (New York:
Aposture, 1969).

LV@B”Tbe Family of Man' opened at The Museum of Modern Art,
Né;‘York,,in January 1955, and was subsequently circulated in

three copies to forty-one exhibitors. The exhibition was con-

ceived and directed by Edward Steichen, assisted by Wagme Miller,
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and designed by Paul Rudolph. The book based on the exhibition

has sold over four million copies.

14. "Panoramic Show at The Museum of Modern Art," The New

York Times, January 30, 1955.

15. Published in Popular Photography, May 1960, pp. 104-106. The

authors of the several reviews were Les Barry, Bruce Downs,
John Durniak, Arthur Goldsmith, H. M. Kinzer, Charles Reynolds,

and James M. Zanutto.

16. Tod Papageorge, Garry Winogrand: Public Relations (New York:

The Museum of Modern Art, 1977), p. 1l.

17. Aperture, vol. 5, mo. 4, (1957), pp. 156 £Ef.
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;;ims fi.lldmlli. both copies of the form and return them with the attached material to
anie Mande Trad R Y =
~ I *r PR RURERMENY Bk PERMISSION TO REPRINT
Frances Keoch

;:::i:::ri:so?diﬁgiicntior':glfs application, in duplicate, to be mailed to
The Muscum of Modern Art o . o
Tiskioat 53 Btresk HOLT, RINFITA IR AND WINSTON

New York, New York 10019 983 Madison Avenue, Now York, N.Y. 10017

The undersigned Fequests permission to reprint from your publication(s) as listed in detail. (See over).

To be reprinted in,

To be published and distributed by
Address and telephone number...,
Approx. date of publication........, Probable retail price
Trade cdition Textbook edition i,

Paperback Edition

et =
quotation beging, or if in a magazine or
indicated on reverse side of this page.

2. To pay upon publication of the work or within 24 months of the date of grantingof permission, whichever shall be
earlier, a fee of, X marked for attention of Helanie- Mandell

3. To forward 2 copics of the work on publication to
the form).

4. To make no deletions from, additions to, or changes in the text, without the writlen approval of Holt, Rinchart and
Winston,

5. That the permission hereby granted applies only to the edition of the hook specified in this agreement, Failure to
keep this volume in print shall resulf in the reversion of this right and termination of this permission without notice.

6. That the permission granted hercin does not apply to quotations or illustrations from other sources that may be
incorporated in the material to be used.

7. That if at anylime an inexpensive edition or reprint be contemplated to secure further permission from Holt,
Rinchart and Winston, The undersigned further agrees, in the event that a book club with a membership of more than ten
thousand distributes the volume above described as a monthly selection or as a dividend or as a premium, permission for such
distribution shall first be obtained from Holt, Rinchart and Winston, and upon receiving such permission, the undersigmed will
pay to Holt, Rinchart and Winston, in addition to the fee set forth _u[mvn, a sum lhnl‘ bears the same ‘]mpnrlion lo
one-quarter the sum or sums paid by such book club as the above material bears to the entire contents of said volume, but
nol less than $10.00.

8. The permission herein granted is non-exclusive and not transferahle and is limited to the specilic edition or editions
named herein, This permission shall terminate 10 years from publication of the work,

9. Thise perrision applies, unless of herwise herein Ktuded, solely to the publication of e work in the tnglish langrage,
and 1o book distribution only, in the United States, its territories and dependencies, the Philippines and Canada,

10. This permission shall terminate without notice if the proposed work is not published within 3 years of the date

hereof.
1. Our permission covers the transcription of the selection into braille and/or large-type editions should you receive
such a request for the entire volume from a non-profit organization solely for the use of the blind and/or visually

handicapped,

Signature of applicant: .,
(Auth, Sig.)
(R omivis st

Permission granted on the foregoing torms:
HOLT, RINEHART AND WINSTON
CBS Educational Publishing
a Division of CBS Ine,
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Please list passage or passages (with opening and closing phrases) giving specific information as to chapters and
page numbers.

Title

Selection: three lines

Form of Credit: From "Two Trampe in Mud Time" from THE POETRY OF ROBERT FROST edited
by Edward Connery Lathem, Copyright 1936 by Robert Frost. Co ight
(c) 1964 by Lesley Frost Ballantine. Copyright (c) 1969 by Hcfﬁ)rf
Rinehart and Winston. Reprinted by permission of Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, Publishers,

Tide ........ By

Selection:

Form of Credit:

Title

Selection:

Form of Credit:
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The Museum of Modern Art

11 Wast 53 Streat, New York, N.Y. 10019 Tel. 956-6100 Cablo: Modarnart

Department of Publications

Holt, Rinehart and Winston
383 Madison Avenue

New York

New York 10017

Attention: Permissions Department
Sirs:

The Museum of Modern Art is publishing a catalogue
to accompany its forthcoming photography exhibition
"Mirrors and Windows,'" scheduled to open in July of
this year. John Szarkowski, the director of the
exhibition and author of the introductory essay, has
quoted in his text the following three lines from
Robert Frost's "Two Tramps in Mud Time," pp. 275-277
of your book entitled POETRY OF ROBERT FROST edited
by Edward Connery Lathem:

"My object in living is to unite
My avocation and my vocation
As my two eyes make one in sight." (p. 277)

The manuscript page showing the quotation in context
is attached to this application.

Should Holt, Rinehart and Winston be agreeable to our
use of the material, a credit line in the wording you
stipulate below will be printed on the copyright page
of our catalogue.

MIRRORS AND WINDOWS: AMERICAN PHOTOGRAPHY SINCE 1960

will be published in a clothbound edition of 3,000 copies.
A paperbound edition will be distributed, as a membership
privilege, to non-resident and certain other categories

of the Museum membership, and will be sold in the Museum's
hookstores during the course of the exhibition,
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Holt, Rinehart nnd Winston
Permissions Department
Page 2

In a format 10 x 8", the catnlogub will contain 144
pages; 100 black-and-white illustrations end 16 pages
of color photogvaphs,

Slncerely yoursa,

Fronces Keech
Fermissions i itor

APFPROVED

Helt, Rinehart and Vinston

B,_.

&

Credit 1line:
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April 25, 1978

From "Two Tramps in Mud Time" from"EHe POETRY OF ROBERT
FROST edited by Edward Connery Lathem. Copyright 1936

by Robert Frost; copyright (C) 1964 by Lesley Frost
Ballantine; copyright (C) 1969 by Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
Reprinted by permission of Holt, Rinehart and Winston,

publishers.

N. B. The above wording to be cross-read with the copyright
notice in Holt, Rinehart and Winston contract form

which has been mailed and should arrive tomorrow.
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The Museum of Modern Art

Mr. Francis Kloeppel cc: Ms. Jane Fluegel L/

Frances Keech

March 29, 1978

MIRRORS AND WINDOWS by John Szarkowski

The Library of Congress has preassigned Catalog Card

No. 78-56165 to MIRRORS AND WINDOWS by John Szarkowski.

major scene. Why?

We have marked anumbber of loose lines throughtoutj my markings inblue ballmint;
I did not try to count too carefully, so if any of my "suggestions" don't

make sense, or work out, don't follow. I also did not check -,' dictionary- ”
do not hyphenate any words incorrectly just because I indicated it.

if you have any questions - Jane Fluegel 956-7208 is the editor.

Thanks,
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David Seham Associates
Steve Baron
4/8/78

MIRRORS AND WINDOWS

Returning herewith master galleys 1-14. Please correct, provide l sets

of repros and 5 reading sets, plus the junk repros, by April 14.

You seemed to average about 5 or 6 pe's per galley - that is twice

as many as we should see.l

I've never seen superior figures substituted as on these proofs - it is
extra inconvenience for usg and with a picky author eam could create a

major scene. Why?

We have marked anumbber of loose lines throughtout; my markings inblue ballmin;
I did not try to count too carefully, so if any of my "suggestions™ don't

make sense, or work out, don't follow, I also did not check my dictionary-

do not hyphenate any words incorrectly just because I indicated it.

1f you have any questions - Jane Fluegel 956-7208 is the editor.

Thanks,
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Memorandum
hn Szarkowsk
John irkowski

Nancy Kranz

Mareh 2, 1978
ll:l(]1 o) 4

MERRORSIAND WINDOWS':

& ?ﬁ- q& ind “ﬁ' !

“n As T told you, we nee their fall
catalog by March 15. ' [ 11 be able
to change specificat prepare their
catalog.

We will need to give ; 1 other photographs
for use in the catalo

Could you give this b . or rewrite
SOme time next week,
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Joehn Szarkowski ce Jane Fluegel
Naney Kranz

March 2, 1978

NP WINDOWS' & dra»'._'t of NYGS citalog copy
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“ As T told you, we need to give apprpved copy to NYGS for their fall
catalog by March 15. For several wgrks after that we will be able
to change specifications, price, ofher details as they prepare their
catalog. ]

We will need to give them a jacket photograph and several other photographs
for use in the catalog by April 1.

Could you give this back to me with chqnges, corrections or rewrite
SO0me time next week, please? g
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