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General considerations:

1. Artistic communication: fruitful misunderstanding 

1.1 You cannot get to know the world fully – only more or less.

1.1.1. Because we can only “talk” (communicate) about it: show in an emotionally 

understandable way what we think or feel about the world – and in the final analysis about death,

and about life in its shadow.

1.1.2. For this reason the categories below are not absolute: they are only more or less valid. 

1.2. The highest form of human communication is making love as it affects the full range of our 

emotions and has no need of a medium. Lurking in all true love making is sadness on passing.1

1.3. The most perfect form of communication is silence, Nothing – but which at the same time 

ceases communication. “Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent.” The eddying 

profundity of not speaking tempts every real artist – some of them get swept away by it.

1.4. As a consequence of all this, communication is fruitful misunderstanding.2

1  The French, who supposedly know quite a bit about love making, call it the “little death”.

2  See Leó Popper’s fragmented theory in his Esszék és kritikák [Essays and Reviews], Magvető 
Könyvkiadó, Budapest, 1983, pp 116-117, Schwere und Abstarktion. Versuche. Brinkmann & Bose, Berlin, 1987, 
77  and Dialógus a művészetről [Dialog on Art], MTA Lukács Archívum -- T--Twins Kiadó, 1993, pp 176-181 
(further fragments in German). Leó Popper (1886-1911) was the closest friend of György Lukács in their youth. 
Lukács later incorporated Popper’s theory of misunderstanding, an early version of phenomenology, I
nto his marxist aesthetics: see his Die Eigenart des Ästhetischen. Luchterhand, Berlin, 1963. Although the 
expression itself is not used, Nicolai Hartmann wrote his Aesthetics in this spirit, and Arnold Hauser devotes a 
chapter to the issue in his book The Philosophy of Art History.



1.4.1. Works of art, especially great ones, can never be perfectly understood. What can be 

understood is kitsch.

1.4.2. Great works of art are not secretive yet they are enigmatic. They are unfathomable: there is

a multiplicity of ways of fruitfully misunderstanding them. This explains why “they can speak to 

us” spanning centuries and why from time to time they disappear. 

2. The nature of the medium of photography

2.1. Photography is a form of human communication whose medium is wave motion (light 

waves, x-ray, infrared, radio, etc.) made visible as a still on a carrier by optical and chemical 

means. 

2.2. So photography is a spatial medium. This is precisely why the dimension of time is 

extremely important in its reception. 

An image is not received in a single moment: we look it over, feel it with our eyes, we 

communicate with it (and its imagined creator), we recreate in ourselves what “it’s about” – like 

this fruitfully misunderstanding the work and its maker.3

2.3. Viewing, reception and thinking about a work is based on cerebral and psychological 

operations: is it the same/not the same; I know this; it’s similar, new, unknown, etc. We make 

comparisons in part with works we know, in part with pieces of reality we know, and with 

experiences we carry engendered by these.

2.4. But it’s common knowledge that there’s nothing new under the Sun. New things can only be

more or less new – the only thing that can be likened to nothing is Nothing.

2.4.1. Photography can only record something – it can’t record Nothing.

3  An image received in a single moment – as this does exist – contradicts, and simultaneously 
highlights, the quality of human communication that it is not command-like or one way, but a dynamic 
relation between autonomous beings. This is reflected by the correct practice of banning images cut into 
commercials for a moment, as we are truly unable to free ourselves from its effect, becoming impotent 
puppets.



2.4.2. The reality captured in a photograph can in itself be an incomprehensible phenomenon for 

our senses (x-ray, infrared, astronomical shots, microscopic shots, processes that take place in a 

fraction of time); the image itself can only be a sensory sight. Even the illusion of three 

dimensions and the virtual image are tricks of the senses. 

2.5. The print in a physical sense is defined by its border or edge, which cuts it out of existing 

reality. An endless, infinite image is unimaginable, just as an unending film or piece of music. 

3. Photography is an interpretative art

3.1. The medium of photography – especially if it is intended for artistic use – is not merely the 

seen and captured image, but the photograph with all its physical and sensory properties; this is 

the work of art and not the image only.

3.2. In photography direct positive processes are exceptions (Daguerreotype, Ambrotype, slide, 

Polaroid). This confirms the rule according to which:

3.3. The print is an interpretation, the image and the negative of which is only a starting point. 

Multiplication  is an intrinsic part of photography.

3.3.1. From the same negative not only several but, more to the point, several kinds of contact 

print or enlargement can be made. 

3.3.1.1. If the copies are the same, we regard them as copies of the very same work; in the art 

trade these are called a series and it is a basic requirement that copies belonging to a series should

be identical in all respects. 

3.3.1.2. If they are different from each other (in size, tone, cutting, techniques used, etc.), each 

version counts as an independent series, an independent work, an interpretation of the basic 

work.

3.4. As it is not an individual work, in the fine arts the print is not akin to painting but to graphic 

arts.



4. An analogy of the print is reproduced music

4.1. The print – as Ansel Adams, who originally trained as a pianist, knew well – has many 

analogies with music: we don’t receive the “score” (few people can read a negative, and this is 

not the same as looking at a print), but the interpretation of the image on the negative, the print.

4.2. Viewing a photograph is the equivalent of subsequently listening to a sound recording in 

music, and not live at a concert. 

4.2.1. Only exceptionally do we see the process when an enlargement is created from a negative 

in the dark room – incidentally, this is the most enchanting process in photography. 

4.3. The sound recording is a medium of time; the photographic print is a medium of space. 

More or less, as musical reception actually evokes spatial notions, while the dimension of time is 

important from the approach of the print – but this has already been mentioned. 

4.4. The artistic print is tied to the techniques of making photographs: each process is an 

individual medium. 

On the basis of the same negative, a copy or enlargement can be made using the technique most 

widespread today, silver gelatin, but a Cyanotype, Albumen, Platinotype, Bromoil, etc. can be 

made as well. These in themselves are independent interpretations and within these different 

interpretations can also be made – but each one of them is an interpretation of the base work. 

As with music, the same work can be played on authentic or modern instruments, and within this 

it can be performed in countless ways.

4.5. The most important tools for taking photographic images are lenses, which differ from each 

other. An image taken with a Leitz or Zeiss lens has an entirely different character, atmosphere 

and refinement from one taken with a Nikon or a Canon, etc. Not necessarily better, but 

different.



4.5.1. Neither are images made on different materials such as Fuji, Kodak, Ilford and Forte the 

same. They are like pieces of music performed by different conductors, orchestras, soloists and 

choirs. 

4.5.2. Even prints made on papers with different surfaces made by the same company are not the 

same. This is something like the difference between analogue and digital in the reproduction of 

music: in the latter the harmonics, the subtleties are lost.4

4.5.3. A toned (be it brown, selenium or chrome toned, etc.) black and white print is not the same

as an unmanipulated copy. Perhaps a good analogy for this is the difference in character between 

various microphones. 

4.6. The similarity between techniques for making prints and the various forms of sound 

recording and reproduction is also demonstrated in the technical development of the two media. 

What this is about in both cases is that the art form is being democratized: making it available to 

an ever increasing number of people, ever faster, ever more conveniently and above all ever 

more cheaply. 

4.6.1. The good news is that it’s happened; in the digital age access to image and sound, 

including photos and music, and within certain limits their making as well, have been 

democratized to a greater extent than ever before. 

4.6.2. The bad news is that the price of this for mankind is ever poorer quality.5

4  It is interesting that with black and white printmaking technology it is with glossy, while with colour
it is with matt surfaces that we feel some refinement is lost.

5  Whoever has heard a gramophone with a horn knows that there is no reproduced music more 
beautiful, more human than that. The gramophone record, and later the LP analogue technology 
complemented by its valve electronic voice, itself was human, warm and intimate. This was superseded 
electronics, which as regards technical parameters as a rule exceeds the technology of the valve voice – 
only it’s not so pleasant to listen to. Then came the CD.

Well, let’s now think of how we look at old prints with so much affection and wonder. This isn’t just 
for old time’s sake. In all their aesthetically relevant quality indicators they supersede today’s techniques: 
the resolution of the negatives was higher, correcting perspective was part and parcel of taking an image, 
for which now special devices and lens are needed, the printing out papers, albumen, carbon, platinotype 
could render ten times as many tones as today’s best gelatin silver bromide paper, and so on. Ironically 
that’s called technical development. 

There are examples from other areas of life: catering, the culture of food and drink, travel, human 
relations, religion, education, reading, dressing, spiritual and physical love, etc., etc. It seems very much 
as if, while around us the world has expanded in time and space, it has become more and more 
impersonal and even inhuman.  



4.7. Today making photographs has become depersonalised, and demands increasingly less 

knowledge of the craft and manual skill: the camera’s electronics has started to “think” for the 

photographer, and processing has become the job of commercial laboratories.

4.7.1. Today anyone can take (a few) good pictures, that is good shots. That’s certainly true – 

and that’s fine. However, democratizing image-making, which in itself is a positive process, has 

on the other hand created the tendency to raise the “traditional” preparation of prints ever more 

onto an artistic level: manual and personal aspects have come to the fore. And this is recognised 

as something not everyone can do. 

4.7.2. One of the signs of this is the worldwide growth in interest in historical and altogether 

manual processes of making photographs.

5. The photograph is the diametrical opposite of film:  meditating on time

5.1. Of the artistic media, the photograph is the most removed from film – precisely because 

their starting point is the same: to make visible or record light (or other waves). However, their 

similarity ends there.

5.1.1. For one thing, trivially, because one is a medium of time, the other of space. If you take 

one frame out of a scene, this frame is incapable of producing the same definitiveness, 

enclosedness, perfection, etc. as a photograph.6 

5.1.2. Film is pure deception: the picture flies along 24 times per second and our eye – as it is 

incapable of following this – according to the dialectic of sameness/difference sees this as the 

movement of the same picture (sequence). In fact we do not see a single picture, a single frame! 

5.1.3. The photograph as an artistic medium, however, is no less than a physically existing still 

image that you can look at for as long as you like.7

6  Filmmakers know this well: it’s no accident that still photographers are used when shooting.

7  A still image on a screen, a still projected image, the stereogram, 3D and hologram are 
interesting borderline cases but all the same have more in common with photography than the motion 
picture. 



5.2. The photograph – albeit that it has this effect on the viewer – is not a freeze-frame moment. 

Its magic lies in just this duality. Because of this it can be fruitfully misunderstood, added to or 

translated into time. This makes it human.  

5.2.1. The moment as such does not exist for mankind. All our senses and nerves protest about it,

as we know only too well that there will be merely one moment in our life: our death. 

We can imagine a very short time, and we can mark something’s place in the passage of time by 

what’s before and after it. But the moment itself is unimaginable, as it is in itself Nothing.8

5.2.2. Photography is quite rightly often linked in theories to death because a photograph is 

capable of most perfectly creating the impression of the captured moment. All other arts either 

use time or its passage as a medium, or we know about them that a great deal of time is necessary

for their works to be created. Compared to the others the photograph indeed seems to be the art 

of the “moment” – although it can’t be that. 

5.2.3. There is nothing more misleading than identifying the photograph with the “captured 

moment”. This is nonsense in both a technical and conceptual sense: time is necessary for image-

making. However short, time is still needed. 

5.2.4. Image-making is not one moment, but two, and includes the time in between: we start and 

finish it; these two decisions have to be made when we make a photographic image. 

5.2.4.1. The first is usually intuitive: we wait for the right – or at least apparently so – “moment”.

(Cartier-Bresson called this “the decisive moment”.) 

8  Three examples come to mind to show that our brain/soul protests against the momentariness of 
the still photo.

One is the reverse of the phenomenon when something motionless is shown for a long time in a 
moving picture. After a while we feel it is unbearable because we always make additions to a still picture 
in our mind, seeing images of what came before and what comes after, imagining what it would be like if it 
were a little different, and then our eyes come back to rest on the picture. It is precisely this digression and
the subsequent coming to rest that the frozen picture obstructs, brutally fixing our gaze to the actual 
picture. It deprives us of our freedom of imagination. 

Another example is that paradoxically no still picture feels to be so much in motion, so dynamic, 
as shots that are approaching the “moment”. You only have to recall a few famous photos: Harold E. 
Edgerton’s image of the drop of milk and its coronet (1936); we can hardly wait to see this coronet fall 
back down and the surface calm. Or Cartier-Bresson’s famous image where a figure is almost jumping out
of the picture (Behind the Gare Saint-Lazare, 1932); or any other image in which a jumping figure is in the 
air. Or an apple being blown apart by a bullet, likewise by Edgerton (1964). And so on.

The third is an interesting observation. When you look at just one frame of a stereo pair showing 
motion it seems dynamic, but the stereo picture itself seems a “frozen moment”, stiff. Try it for yourself!



5.2.4.2. The second is the result, in the strict and figurative sense of the word, of calculation: by 

the choice of the sensitivity of the film or other light-sensitive material, and the combination of 

the aperture and shutter speed we predetermine what will appear on the negative and 

consequently on the print, and in what manner.9

5.3. With the relationship between the film and the screenplay the analogy of the score and 

musical interpretation does not hold good. Rather it is comparable to the relationship of a 

dramatic text and a theatrical performance – with the crucial difference of principle that the film 

itself, the performance, and not the screenplay is the work of art.10

5.3.1. For this reason film does not correspond in the fine arts with reproduced graphic works of 

art, but with the individual picture, the painting. The film in essence is a single – usually a one 

and a half hour  – motion picture.

5.4. Film (and like television genres) also differ from photographic image-making, and indeed 

every other form of art, in that it is a collective work: it has several authors. 

5.4.1. It is customary to dub the director “the author” (from this aspect it is different from a 

theatrical production: there the director is not the author of the work). However, the main actors 

and actresses have at least as much right to be called the authors – as well as people behind the 

scenes, the cameraman, lighting director and the cutter, etc.

6. Photography: technical artwork

9  A good example of this is the effect obtained by long exposures: blurring. This may be a fault, if 
you didn’t count on it – and it may be a device which you intentionally use (albeit trusting to chance). For 
the latter, see Bragaglia’s futurist photodynamism, or Imre Drégely’s image, in which a lit merry-go-round 
spins round against the Budapest night, and due to the one and a half minute exposure an impression is 
left on the negative like a flying saucer that has just landed. 

10  It is no coincidence that we talk of an adaptation and not an interpretation when a film is based on
a literary or other work. Bergman’s Magic Flute, for example, is obviously not opera but a film – and not 
even an opera film. It is an independent work of art, and not an interpretation of Mozart’s opera recorded 
by a film camera. 



6.1. Making an image and a print are bound to different technologies – that’s why photography 

more than any other art is attractive for the dilettante who believes in the omnipotence of 

technology. But technology is no substitute for talent.

6.1.1. When – consciously or unconsciously – we technically solve an aesthetic problem, in fact 

we master the technical limits of communication. 

6.1.2. Vice versa this is not true: when we solve a technical problem we do not thereby create 

aesthetic quality. There are technically perfect or interesting photographs that are otherwise 

ineffectual – a heck of a lot, in fact. 

6.2. The aesthetic quality of an image – and thus the print/enlargement of it – in a technical sense

is determined by three things: the lighting of the subject, carefully chosen, exposed and 

processed materials, and the optical characteristics of the lens. 

6.2.1. All other technical abilities and “knowledge” of a camera only serve the convenience of 

the photographer. It’s only a mild exaggeration to say that all you want of a camera is that it 

shouldn’t let unnecessary light get to the film.11   

6.3. The artist can ponder for ages before coming up with the right solution or can probe the 

limits of a technical solution in a systematic way – but in the print there shouldn’t be even an 

inkling of this or it’ll reek of hard sweat. The aesthetically perfect (or at least valuable) print 

should suggest that it couldn’t have been made in any other way.

6.3.1. The camera and even the knowledge of the photographer is no substitute for talent – 

technical ignorance or clumsiness, however, can spoil the chance of talent making valuable 

works. A knowledge of photographic techniques is akin to a musician’s knowledge of his 

instrument; even practice for its own sake doesn’t harm.

7. The difference between the vision of the eye and the vision of the photographer

11  In a few cases the technical qualities of a camera (for example a very fast shutter speed or a 
powerful lens) enable an image to be taken at all, and there are cameras that suit specific tasks or 
photographic needs to a greater or lesser extent, but, I repeat, it has nothing to do with the quality of the 
aesthetics of the image. The reason why a photo of a pole vaulter in an aesthetic sense is good is not 
because it is taken with a motor-driven camera – see Muybridge’s wonderful picture from 1885.



7.1. In principle it is impossible to create the image we see because:

7.1.1. Reality is three (or four) dimensional – the image two.

7.1.2. In the image we either reduce or enlarge the sight. A 1 to 1 transposition is a borderline 

case, and strangely it seems smaller than life – as life-size statues do.

7.2. Our eyes move – the lens doesn’t.

7.2.1. Vision always scans, and accordingly the borders of sharp and unsharp focus, peripheral 

vision, constantly change – in a photograph this is fixed. 

7.2.1.1. It is possible to imitate the experience of sharp/peripheral vision (not easily: few lenses 

out of focus produce beautiful and picture-like images; such are the Zeiss or Leitz lenses, or the 

good old Heliar lens), but it only relates to one point in the image.

7.3. Our brains supplement and correct what our eyes see; we see with our brains not our eyes – 

in a photograph there is no way of making this sort of correction, everything is mechanically 

fixed.12

7.4. Reality is coloured – the photograph as an artistic medium is by nature monochrome. 

7.4.1. In my experience the majority of photographic artists and also the public of art 

photography prefer black and white prints. Somehow it’s the real thing. 

12  A good example of this is correcting perspective, which can only be partial and mechanical, and 
thus is in conflict with how our brains work. 

For instance with a technical visual recording of a building the vertical lines can be made to look 
parallel, but, paradoxically, if they are exactly parallel they appear to the eye of the viewer to diverge. For 
them to seem parallel you have to cheat. The back of the camera has to be tilted up fractionally. 

The explanation for this is the difference between seeing by “wandering” with our eyes and the 
fixed “view” of the lens. In reality we look at a building with more than one glance, which means the limits 
of sharp/peripheral – thus perspective – vision are always in a different place, but at the same time we also 
know that the verticals are parallel with each other. 

Similarly, our brains cannot accept that the first floor windows in the image are the same size 
down to a millimetre as those of the tenth floor. In reality we see the latter to be smaller as they are further 
away. In one image, however, we can’t combine these two things, the parallelness of the verticals and the 
shortening of more distant objects. For this reason we see such technical images as if they were “pulled 
away” upwards (or if the shot has not been taken from ground level, sideways). 



7.4.2. It’s very hard to create a work of artistic value in a colour print. The majority of these, not 

by chance, are pretty abstract, including their treatment of colour. It seems that translating the 

sight into two dimensions, into line perspective, which in itself is abstraction, is not enough: just 

because the photograph is so down-to-earth it has a need to get away from reality through newer 

and newer abstractions for the image to be in fact a work of art.13

8. Gesture of authorisation

The gesture of authorisation of the creator of a photograph makes it a work of art. The gesture of 

authorisation is an acknowledgement of that’s how he imagined it to be (or at least that’s pretty 

close to how he  imagined it).

8.1. The gesture of authorisation is so important because if the viewer (rightly) feels that the print

in front of him could have been more beautifully executed (or even more beautifully installed) or

particularly if there is a flaw in the composition, structure, or taste of the image, he can reject the

work and not accept it as having full value. He only accepts certain aspects of the image as being 

authentic – the rest (consciously or unconsciously) are criticised. 

8.1.1. The act of communication thus falters by the fact that a rational relationship develops 

instead of the full emotional devotion. Screwing instead of love-making – which is not the same!

8.2. The gesture of authorisation can simply be that the artist passes a print out of his hands, 

consenting to let someone else see it, and thus acknowledging that he regards it as a medium of 

communication. 

8.2.1. Of course, signature and publication (exhibiting, hanging it on the wall, printing, sale or 

giving it away) are stronger, clearer gestures.

8.2.2. Showing, exhibiting, putting a work on view in public is the artist’s most intimate gesture. 
13  This is shown by some artists’ practice of colouring their prints rather than use colour film (See 
Melinda Kovács’ coloured photos with a Rembrandt effect). Paradoxically, Antal Farkas (Jama)’s artistic 
gesture of painting not the print but his subjects in order to create a “painterly” effect is based on the same
idea. This often, especially if the subject is a person, leads to bizarre results and gives ample opportunity 
to ponder about the similarities and differences of sight and so-called reality, photograph and painting, and
a painter’s and photographer’s way of seeing.



There is no super-confident artist who doesn’t feel a shiver of uncertainty run down his spine 

when he first shows a work to someone (do they like it, do they get what I’m saying, do they 

notice the subtleties?).

8.2.3. The gesture of showing or exhibiting was once intimate – today it’s ever less so under the 

alienating effects of the art trade and exhibition industry. 

8.2.3.1. A sign of this (not only in photography, but also in painting and graphic art) is the 

increasing size of pictures: you have to keep yelling for your voice to be heard above the din.14

8.3. Photos in the electronic/digital media can only be accepted as works of art in extreme cases 

when the artist himself has installed and approved the sight or with some gesture has made it 

known that this is not important for him, thus accepting all variations as authentic. 

8.3.1. If this doesn’t happen, such an image only serves as information about the work of art, as a

reproduction. But these issues fall outside the scope of the aesthetics of photography: they belong

to communication (virtual museum/gallery), and media art.

8.4. The authorising individual and the maker of the print are usually the same person. 

8.4.1. However, it may be that the two are not the same. For example, if an artist uses an image 

originally made for another purpose for his own work. Then the original image is a mere objet 

trouvé; it loses its original function and acquires a new communicative quality – and this is 

authorised by the artist.15

14  I willingly admit this is bias, but I believe that old photos were human-sized – the majority were 
contact prints and not enlargements. In any event, we should go towards the smaller print, perhaps even 
having to pick it up to look at it. This is a more intimate relationship from the start, as opposed to 
screaming from the wall. There are, of course, subjects that only “speak” when greatly enlarged – I’m not 
grousing about that, but the cult of the big image for its own sake.

15  There are two sorts of use: either incorporation (collage, montage) or using it to its full extent. A 
good example of the latter is Gábor Kerekes’ Célfotó (Photo Finish). 

This is an objet trouvé: the artist selected it from photo finishes of horse races, then made the 
print itself from the negative. The image was taken with a slit camera: horses and jockeys leave their mark
on the uniformly turning negative in the order they finish. 

If I understand correctly, at least three things excited Kerekes when he decided to turn this shot 
made for a practical purpose into a work of art, an artistic image printed beautifully. The first was a 
philosophical problem: in the image we see time translated into space (into a plane). The second was the 
aesthetic subtleties concealed in the unusually long, panoramic impact of the outstretched image. (A 
“wandering” reading of the image is more obvious in panoramic pictures than in standard images, thus the 
rules of composition are different.) The third is a homage to Muybridge’s studies. 



8.4.2. A borderline case is when not an artist but a curator, art historian or picture editor raises a 

photograph originally made with a purpose other than art to the rank of art. 

8.4.2.1. Essentially, this is the situation with the majority of 19th century photographs. Their 

makers created them with quite refined aesthetic sense but not with artistic intent. The reason for 

their creation was either that something should be photographed so as to demonstrate that the 

technique they used worked or, as was most often the case, they wanted to document something: 

artefacts from times gone by, foreign climes, cultural wonders, etc.16

8.4.2.2. Particular care must be taken when using an extant negative of a no longer living art 

photographer to make a print or enlargement, or a reproduction of a vintage print. We should 

strive to render as accurately as possible the tone and range of colour (even within 

monochrome!) of the original, or another surviving, print approved by the artist.17

9.  The responsibility of art historians and critics

The responsibility of art historians, critics, curators and gallery directors is extremely big: their 

special, expert considerations can not only help but also confuse the public and deceive even the 

artists themselves. 

I repeat, the fact of selection, making an aesthetically beautiful print, and the gesture of exhibiting 
itself is fully Kerekes’ work and contribution to the artwork. Without these the original shot would not have 
become a work of art.

16 So – returning to the previous example – if an art historian or curator comes across the above 
mentioned photo finish and publishes its reproduction or exhibits a copy of it, no work of art is created, 
merely a redefined applied photo: an illustration for their theoretical propositions. 

17  Black and white prints – within monochrome – used to have an extraordinarily varied range of 
colour, which could be obtained by the choice of technique, paper and developer, toning processes, 
glazing, etc. Using these, artists developed after much work and experimentation their own style.

Regrettably, these individual differences often become blurred in reproduction in print, even in 
such a high-standard, well-produced publication as Károly Kincses’ impressive book Fotográfusok – Made 
in Hungary (Photographers – Made in Hungary). There is no point in the pleasant-on-the-eye, warm brown 
tone if it does not befit some of the artists, such as the photos of André Kertész or Jenő Dulovits.



9.1. They can overvalue works or artists simply because the latter fit in with a currently 

fashionable theoretical trend or one that concerns them, or the opposite: they ignore someone 

because he or she doesn’t fit in with the currently fashionable trend. 

9.2. It’s even worse than this when they do it out of ignorance. For example, they only have a 

vague idea about or they misunderstand image- and printmaking  techniques.18

9.3. Of course, there’s a worse case still: when personal bias or, Heaven forbid, interests of 

power or financial gain distort their scale of values. Figuratively speaking, when they run after 

money, saying they have discovered an artist or style, or they are (were) their priests. 

9.4. The danger of distorting the scale of values is especially great nowadays, when artists have 

to become stars to be properly taken notice of, if at all. Advertising and PR can be useful in art, 

as in any other area, but at the same time it can also be the opposite. As the customer, the elector 

and the public can only be duped once, or twice at most. 

18  Naturally, art historians and critics don’t need to handle these techniques on the same level as 
the artist – but they do need to know about the possibilities and restrictions these techniques offer, 
otherwise what they say is unconvincing.

Unfortunately, most people who write about photography (both in Hungary and abroad) only have 
a vague idea of the artistic and technical dilemmas of making images and prints. Thus it can happen that 
they don’t have an eye for aesthetically important elements in making a print, subtleties or on the contrary 
flaws, as they don’t know what the alternatives are, or they marvel at something that the artist (and maybe 
the educated public, too) moved on from ages ago.

This is as if someone were to appreciate painting, drawing or sculpture without a clear grasp of 
how to handle materials and tools – and perhaps that, too, is not without example.


