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[ntrodactory Note

This book is based on the hypothesis that two fundsmen-
tal turning points can be ohserved in human calture since
its inception. The first, around the middle of the second
millennium 8¢, can be summed up under the heading “the
- wention of linear writing'; the second, the one we are
currently experiencing, could be called ‘the imvention of
technical images’ Similar turning points may have
occurred previously but are beyond the scope of this
analysis,

This hypothesis contains the saspacion that the struc-
rare of cubture — and therefore existence itself — is under-
going a fundamental change. This book attemipts to
strengthen this suspicion and, in arder to maintain its
hypothetical quality, avoids quotations from earlier works
o similar thermes. For the same reason, there is no biblio-
graphy. However, there is 2 short glossary of the terms
employed and implied in the course of the discussion;
these definitions are not intended to have general validity
but ase offered as working hypotheses for those who wish
to falbow up the concepts arising from the thoughts and
analyses presented here.

Thus the intention of this book is nat 1o defend a thesis
but to make a contribution — informed by philosophy — to
the debate on the subject of ‘photography”




The Image

[mages are significant surfaces. Images signify — mainly —
something ‘out there’ in space and time that they have to
make comprehensible 1o us as abstractions (as reductions
of the four dimensions of space and time to the two sur-
face dimenssons). This specific abillity to abstract surfaces
out of space and time and to project them back into space
and time is what is known a¢ “imagination’ It is the pre-
condition for the production and decoding of images. In
other words: the ability to encode phenomena into two-
dimensional symbols and to read these symbals.

The significance of images is on the surface. One can
1ake them in at a single glance yet this remains superficial.
If one wishes 1o decpen the significance, i.e. to reconstruct
the abstracted dimensions, one has to allow one's gaze to
wander over the surface feeling the way as one goes. This
wandering over the surface of the image is called “scan-
ning’. In so doing, one’s gaze follows a complex path
formed, on the one hand, by the structure of the image
and, on the other, by the observer's intentions. The signifi-
cance of the image as revealed in the process of scanning
therefore represents a synthesis of two intentions: one
manifested in the image and the other belonging to the
abserver. It follows that images are not ‘denotative’
(unambiguous) complexes of symbols {like mumbers, for
example) but ‘connotative’ (ambiguous) complexes of
symbols: They provide space for interpretation.

While wandering over the surface of the image. one's

gauukﬂinnn:demuﬂnm!h:r:ndpmdumtem-
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poral relationships between them. It can return to an
dement of the image it has already seen, and ‘before” can
become ‘after’: The time reconstructed by scanning is an
eternal recurrence of the same process. Simultaneousdy,
however, one's gaze also produces significant relationships
between clements of the image. It can return again and
;gzinlnasp:fiﬁcdmmnlqhem;grm&w:ehm
the level of a carrier of the image’s significance. Then
complexes of significance arise in which one element
hestows significance on another and from which the car-
rier derives its own significance: The space reconstracted
by scanning is the space of musuaal significance.

This space anl time pﬂuharmmtimﬂgthmnm:r
than the world of magic, a world in which everything is
repeated and n whidiuwﬂhi:ngparﬁ:ipatﬁmasigniﬁ-
carit context. Such a world is structurally different from
ihat of the lincar world of history in which nothing is
repeated and in which everything has canses and will have
consequenices. For example: In the historical world, sun-
rise is the cause of the cock’s crowing; in the magical one,
SUNIFESe mﬂiﬂmwmglndnwmsngnd’nﬂ SuUmnrise.
The significance of images is magical.

I'h-rnugiu]muutnﬁmigumnﬁtbcukminm
account when decoding them. Thus it is wrong to Jook for
‘frozen events’ in images. Rather they replace events by
s1ates of things and translate them into scenes. The magi-
cal power of images lies in their superficial nagure, and the
dialectic inherent in them — the contradiction peculiar to
themm — must be seen in the light of this magic.

Images are mediations between the world and human
beings. Human beings ‘ex-ist) ie. the world is not immedi-
ately accessible to them and therefore images are needed
to make it comprehensible. However, as soon as this




happens, images come between the warld and human
beings. They are supposed to be maps bat they turn into
screens: Instead of representing the world, they obscure it
until humsan beings' lives finally become a function of the
images they create. Human beings cease to decode the
images and instead project them, still encoded, into the
world ‘out there’, which meanwhile itself becomes like an
image — a context of scenes, of states of things. This rever-
«al of the function of the image can be called ‘idolatry’; we
can ohserve the process at work in the present day: The
technical images currently all around us are in the process
of magically restructuring our “reality’ and turning it into
a ‘global image scenaric’. Essentially this is a question of
‘amimesia’. Human beings forget they created the images in
arder to orientate themselves in the wordd. Since they are
no longer able to decode them, their lives become a func-
tion of their own images: Imagination has turned into
hallucination.

This appears to have happened once before, in the
course of the second millennium B at the latest, when the
alienation of human beings from their images reached
critical proportions. For this very reason, some people
tried 10 remember the original intention behind the
images. They attempted to tear down the screens showing
the image in order to clear a path into the world behind it.
Their method was to tear the elements of the image (pix-
els) from the surface and arrange them into lines: They
invented linear writing. They thus transcoded the crcular
time of magic into the linear time of history. This was the
beginning of “historical consciousness” and "history” in the
narrower sense. From then on, historical consciousness
was ranged against magical consciousness — a struggle that
is still evident in the stand taken against images by the
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Jewish prophets and the Greek philosophers (particulariy
Plato).

The struggle of writing against the image - historical
consciousness against magic — runs throughout history,
With writing, a new ability was born called ‘conceptual
thinking’ which consisted of abstracting lines from sur-
faces, i.e. producing and decoding them. Conceptual
thought is more abstract than imaginatrve thought as all
dimensions are abstracted from phenomena — with the
exception of straight lines. Thus with the invention of
writing, human beings took one step further back from
the world. Texts do not signify the world; they signify the
images they tear up. Hence, to decode texts means to dis-
cover the images signified by them. The intention of texts
is 1o explain images, while that of concepts is to make
ideas comprehensible. In this way, texts are 2 metacode of
TITARLS.

This raises the question of the relationship between
texts and images — a crucial question for history. In the
medieval period, there appears to have been a struggle on
the part of Christianity, faithful to the text, against idol-
aters of pagans; in modern times, a struggle on the part of
textual science against image-bound ideclogies. The strug-
gle is a dialectical one. To the extent that Christianity
struggled against paganism, it absorbed images and itsell
became pagan; to the extent that science struggled against
ideologies, it absorbed ideas and itself became ideological.
The explanation for this is as follows: Texts admittedly
explain images in order to explain them away, but images
also illustrate texts in order to make them comprehensi-
ble. Conceptual thinking admittedly analyzes magical
thought in order 1o clear it cut of the way, but magical
thought creeps info conceptual thought sa & 1o bestow
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significance on it. In the course of this dialectical process,
concepiual and umg;mam'uhuughtnummﬂyrunﬁ:rm
one another. In other words, images become more and
maore conceptual, texts more and more imaginative.
Nowadays, the g;lra.lulmnrq:m:lahduxﬁnn'ulubt
found in conceptual images (in computer images, for
example); the greatest imagination is to be found in scien-
tific texts. Thus, behind one’s back, the hierarchy of codes
iz overturned. Texts, originally a metacode of images, can
themselves have images as a metacode.

That is not all, hawever. Writing itself is 2 mediation -
just like images — and is subject to the same internal
dislectic, In this way, it is not only externally in conflict
with images but is also torn apart by an internal conflict.
[f it is the intention of writing to mediate between human
bcinpandlhd:hn:geaitunahnmwimad
of representing them and insinuate itself between human
beings and their images. If this happens, human beings
becomse unable to decode their texts and reconstruct the
hnamsﬂ;niﬁzdinMHﬂrmhwnﬂ,hunm
incomprehensible as images, human beings’ lives become
a function of ﬂiﬁr!tﬂs.ﬂurtmmasm:nl'mrmhhf
that is no less hallucinatory than idolatry. Examples af
textolatry, of “faithfulness to the text are Christianity and
Marxism. Texts are then projected into the world out
there, and the world is experienced, known and evaluated
a5 a function of these texts. A particularly impressive
example of the incomprehensible nature of texts is pro-
vided nowadays by scientific discourse. Any ideas we may
have of the scientific universe (signified by these texts} are
ansound: If we do form ideas about scientific discourse,
we have decoded it “wrongly’; anyone who tries to imagine
amything, for example, using the equation of the theory of

Iz

relativity, has not understood it. But as, in the end, all
concepts signify ideas, the schentific, incomprehensible
yniverse is an ‘empty’ universe.

Textolatry reached a critical level in the nineteenth cen-
tury. To be exact, with it history came 1o an end. History,
in the precise mieaning of the word, is a progressive
transcoding of images info comcepts, a progressive eluci-
dation of ideas, a progressive disenchantment (taking the
magic out of things}, a progressive process of comprehen-
sion. Iif texts become incomprehensible, however, there is
nothing left to explain, and history has come to an end.
svented: in crder to make texts comprehensible again, to
put them under a magic spcli—mmutnmﬂmnisisﬂ
history.




The Technical Image

The techmical image is an image produced by apparatuses.
As apparatuses themselves are the products of applied
scientific texts, in the case of technical images one is deal-
ing with the indirect products of scientific texts. This gives
them, historically and ontologically, a position that is dif-
ferent from that of traditional images. Historically, tradi-
lional images precede texts by millennia and technical
omnes follow on after very advanced texts, Ontologically,
traditional images are abstractions of the first order
insofar as they abstract from the concrete world while
technical images are abstractions of the third order: They
abstract from texts which abstract from traditional images
which themselves abstract from the concrete world.
Historically, traditional images are prehistoric and tech-
mical ones ‘post-historic” (in the sense of the previous
essay). Ontologically, traditional images signify pheno-
mena whereas technical images signify concepts. Decoding
technical images consequently means to read off their
actual status from them.

Technical images are difficult to decode, for a sirange
reason. To all appearances, they do not have 1o be decoded
since their significance is autamanically reflected on their
surface — just like fingerprints, where the significance (the
finger) is the cause and the image (the copy) is the conse-
quence. The world apparently signified in the case of tech-
nical images appears 1o be their cause and they themselves
are a final link in a causal chain that connects them with-
out interruption to their significance: The world reflects

4

the sun’s and other rays which are captured by means of
optical, chemical and mechanical devices on sensitive sur-
faces and as a result produce technical images, i.e. they
appﬂrmhcmm:mhdufmltwuuﬂrsipﬁﬁwm
What one sees on them therefore do not sppear to be sym-
hols that one has 1o decode but symptoms of the world
through which, even if indirectly, it is to be perocived.

This apparently non-symbolic, objective character of
vechinical images leads whoever looks at them to see them
nﬂmimﬂuwlndw&.ﬂbmmuhmdnm
believe them as they do their own eyes. Consequently they
do not criticize them as images, but as ways of looking at
the world (to the extent that they criticize them at all).
Their criticism is not an analysis of their production but
an analysis of the world.

This lack of criticism of technical images is potentially
dangerous at a time when technical images are in the
pmcmnhﬁsplachgmudmgmmfmlhemnmﬂ
the ‘objectivity” of technical images is an illusion. For they
are — like all images — not only symbolic but represent
even more abstract complexes of symbols than traditional
images. They are metacodes of texts which, as is yet to be
shown, signify texts, not the world cut there. The imagi-
nation that produces them involves the ability to
transcode concepts from texts into images; when we
observe them, we see concepts — encoded in a new way —
of the world out there.

With traditional images, by contrast, the symbolic char-
acter is clearly evident because, in their case, human
beings (for example, painters) place themselves between
the images and their significance. Painters work out the
symibols of the image 'in their heads” so 2s to transfer
them by means of the paintbrush to the surface. If one

135




wishes to decode such images, then one has to decode the
encoding that took place ‘in the head' of the painter.

With technical images, however, the maner is
not so clearly evident. It is true that with these images
aniother factor places itself between them and their signifi-
cance, i.e. 2 camera and a human being operating it (for
example, a photographer}, but it does not look as if this
‘machine/operator’ complex would break the chain
between image and significance. On the contrary: The sig-
nificance appears to flow into the complex on the one side
(input} in erder to flow out on the other side {output),
during which the process — what is going on within the
complex — remains concealed: a "Black box” in fact. The
encoding of technical images, however, is what is going on
in the interior of this black box and consequently any crit-
icism of technical images must be aimed at an elucidation
of iits inner workings. As Jong as there is no way of engag-
ing in such criticism of technical images, we shall remain
illiterate.

But there s something we can say about these images
after all. For example, they are not windows but images,
ie surfaces that translate everything into states of things;
like all images, they have a magical effect; and they entice
those receiving them to project this undecoded magic
onto the world out there, The magical fascination of tech-
nical images can be observed all over the place: The way in
which they put a magic spell on life, the way in which we
experience, know, evaluate and act as a function of these
images. It is therefore important to enquire into what sort
of magic we are dealing with here.

Obwviously it can hardly be the same magic as that of
traditional images: The fascination that flows out of the
television or cinema screen is a different fascination from

16

the sort that we observe in cave paintings or the frescoes
of Etruscan tombs. Television and cinema are on a dif-
ferent bevel of existence from caves and the Etruscans. The
amcient magic is prehistoric, it is older than historical con-
sciousness; the new magic is ‘post-historic), it follows on
after historical consciousness, The new enchaniment is
not designed to alter the world out there but our concepts
in relation to the world. It is magic of the second order:
conjuring tricks with abstractions.

The difference between ancient and modern magic can
be stated as follows: Prehistoric magic is a ritualization of
models known as ‘myths'; current magic is a ritualizaton
of models known as ‘programs’, Myths are models that are
commuanicated orally and whose author - a 'god’ — is
beyond the communication process. Programs, on the
other hand, are models that are communicated in writing
and whose authors — functionaries’ — are within the com-
munication process (the terms ‘program’ and ‘functionary’
will be ﬂ:'!llﬂllll'.'d. later).

The function of technical images is to liberate their
receivers by magic from the necessity of thinking concep-
tually, at the same time replacing historical consciousness
with a second-order magical consciousness and replacing
the ability to think conceptually with a second-order
imagination. This is what we mean when we say that tech-
nical images displace fexts.

Texts were invented in the second millennium sc in
order to take the magic out of images, even if their inven-
tor may not have been aware of this; the photograph, the
first technical image, was invented in the nineteenth
century in order to put texts back under a magic spell.
even if its imventors may not have been aware of this. The
invention of the photograph is a historical event as equally

iy




decisive as the invention of writing. With writing, history
in the narrower sense begins as a struggle agains? idofatry.
With photography, ‘post-history” begins as a struggle
against textolatry.

Far this was the situation in the nineteenth century:
The invention of printing and the introduction of univer-
sal education resulted in everybody being able 1o read.
There arose a universal consciousness of history that
extended even to people in those strata of sodiety who had
previously lived a life of magic — the peasants — who now
began to live a proletarian and historical life- This took
place thanks to cheap texts: Books, newspapers, fiyers, all
kirds of texts became cheap and resulted in a historscal
consciousness that was equally cheap and a conceptual
thinking that was equally cheap — leading to two diametri-
cally opposed developments. On the one hand, traditional
images finding refuge from the inflation of texts in
ghettos, such as museums, salons and galleries, became
hermetic {universally undecodable) and lost their influ-
ence on daily life. On the other hand, there came into
being hermetic texts aimed at a specialist éite, Le. a scien-
tific literature with which the cheap kind of conceptual
thinking was ot competent to deal. Thus culture divided
into three branches: that of the fine arts fed with tradi-

tional images which were, however, conceptually and tech-

nically enriched; that of science and technology fed with
hermetic texts; and that of the broad strata of society fed
with cheap texts. To prevent culture breaking up, technical
images were invented — as a code that was to be valid for
the whole of society.

Vilid in the sense, in fact, that first, technical images
were to introduce images back into daily life; second, they
were to make bermetic texts comprehensible; and thind,
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they were 1o make visible the subliminal magic that was
contimuing 1o operate in cheap texts. They were to form
the lowest common denominator for art, schence and poli-
tics (in the sense of universal values), Le. to be 21 one and
the same time ‘besutifull, ‘true” and ‘good’, and in thas way,
25 a universally valid code, they were to overcome the cri-
sis of culture — of art, science and politics.

In fact, however, technical images function in a dif-
ferent way: They do not introduce traditional images back
into life but, rather than replace them with reproductions,
displace them and, rather than make hermetic texts com-
prehensible, as was intended, they distort them by trans-
lating scientific staternents and cquations info states of
things, i.e. images. They do not make the prehistoric
magic contained subliminally within cheap texts in amny
way evident but replace it with a new kind of magic, Le.
the programmed kind. For this reason, they cannot reduce
culture, as was intended, to the lowest common denomi-
nator but, on the contrary, they grind it up into amor-
phous masses. Mass culture is the result.

The explanation for this is as follows: Technical images
are surfaces that function in the same way as dams.
Traditional images fow into them and become endlessly
reproducible: They circulate within them (for example in
the form of posters). Scientific texts flow into them and
are transcoded from lines into states of things and assume
magical properties (for example in the form of models
that attempt to make Einstein’s equation comprehensible).
And cheap texts, a flood of newspaper articles, fiyers,
nawels, etc. flow into them, and the magic and ideology
inherent within them are translated into the programmed
magic of technical images (for example in the form of
photo-novels). Thus technical images absorb the whiele of
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history and form a collective memory going endlessly
round in cirches.

Nothing can resist the force af this current of technical
images — there is no artistic, scientific or political activity
which is mot aimed at it, there 15 no everyday activity
which does not aspire to be photographed, filmed, video-
taped. For there is a general desire to be endlessly remem-
bered and endlessly repeatable. All events are nowadays
simed at the television screen, the cinema screen, the
photograph, in order 1o be translated into a state of
things. In this way, however, every action simultaneously
lases its historical character and turns into a magic ritual
and an endlessly repeatable movement. The universe of
technical images, emerging all around s, represents the
fulfilment of the ages, in which action and agony go end-
lessly round in circles. Only from this apocalyptic perspec-
tive. it seemns, does the problem of photography assume
the importance it deserves.

Technical images are produced by apparatuses. In saying
this, one presumes that the typical characteristics of
apparatuses as such — in a simplified, embryonic form —
are also contained within the camera and can be derived
from it. To this extent, the camera, as a prototype of the
apparatuses that have become so decisive for the present
and the immediate future, provides an appropreate start-
ing point for a general analysis of apparatus - those
apparatuses that, on the one hand, assume gigantic size,
threatening to dissppear from our field of wision (like the
apparatus of management) and, on the other, shrivel up,
becoming microscopic in size so as to totally escape our
grasp {like the chips in electronic apparatuses). However,

one mist first atternpt a more exact definition of the term
‘apparatus, since various conceptions of it exist in current

USapE.
The Latin word apperatus is derived from the verb

apparare meaning ‘to prepare’. Alongside this there exists
in Latin the verb praeparare, likewise meaning ‘to prepare.
Ta illustrate in English the differensce between the prefixes
‘ad’ and "prac’, one could perhaps translate apparare with
‘pro-pare’, using ‘pro’ in the sense of ‘for’ Accordingly, an
‘apparatus’ would be a thing that lies in wait or in readi-
ness for something, and a ‘preparatus’ would be a thing
that waits patiently for something. The photographic
apparatus lies in wait for photography; it sharpens its
teeth in readiness. This readiness to spring into action on
the part of apparatuses, their similarity to wild animaks, is

i




something to grasp hold of in the attempt 1o define the
term etymmobogically.

But etymology on its own is not sufficient 1o define a
term. Omne has to enquire into the ontological status of
apparatuses, their level of existence. They are indubitably
things that are produced, ie. things that are pro-duced
[browght forwand) out of the available natural world. The
totality of such things can be referred to as cwlture.
Apparatuses are part of a culture, consequently this culture
is recognizable in them. It is true that the word apparatus
is also occasionally applied to natural phenomena, €.g.
when speaking of the hearing apparatus of animals. Such
usage is, however, metaphorical: We call these organs
earing apparatus because they ‘e in wait for sounds’ —
thus applying & cultural term to the natural world; if there
were 1o apparatuses in our culture, we should not refer to
such organs in that way.

Roughly speaking, two kinds of cultural objects can be
distinguished: the ones that are good for consumpion
{ consumer goods) and the ones that are good for produc-
ing consumer goods (tools). The two have in common
that they are ‘good’ for something: They are *valuable’, they
are as they should be, i.e. they have been produced inten-
tionally. This is the difference between the natural and the
cultural sciences: The cultural sciences pursue the intentions
hiding behind things. They enquire not only "Whyt' but
also “What for?’, and consequently they also pursue the

\ntention behind the camera. Judged by this criterion, the
camera is a tool whose intention is to produce photo-
graphs. As soon as one defines apparatuses as t0ols, how-
ever. doubts arise. 1s a photograph a consumer ftem like a
shoe or an apple? And hence, is a camera a bl like a
needle or a pair of scissors?

e

Tools in the usual sense tear objects from the natural
world in order to bring them to the place {produce them)
where the human being is. In this process they change the
form of these objects: They imprint a new, intentional
form onto them. They ‘inform’ them: The object acquires
an unnatural, improbable forms; it becomes cultural. This
production and information of natural objects is called
‘work” and its result is called "2 work? Many works, such as
apples, are admittedly produced, but have hardly been
informed; others, such as shoes, are strongly informed,
they have a form that is developed from animal skins
{leather ). Apple-producing (-picking) scissors are tools
that inform very litthe; shoe-producing needles are tools
that inform a lot. Is the camera then a kind of needle since
photographs carry information?

Tools in the usual sense are extensions of human
organs: extended teeth, fingers, hands, arms, legs. As they
xtend they reach further into the natural world and tear
objects from it more powerfully and more quickly than
the body could do on its own. They simulate the organ
they are extended from: An arrow simulates the fingers, a
hammer the fist, a pick the toe. They are ‘empirical’ With
the Industrial Revolation, however, tools were no longer
limited to empirical simulations; they grasped hold of

scientific theoriess They became “technical’ As a result they
became stronger, bigger and more expensive, their works
became cheaper and more numerous, and from then on
they were called ‘machines’ . Is the camera then a machine
because it appears to simulate the cye and in the process
reaches back to a theory of optics? A “seeing machine'?
When toods in the usual sense became machines, their
relationship to human beings was reversed. Prior to the
Industrial Revolution the human being was surrounded
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1f one considers the camera {and apparatuscs in gen-
eral} in this sense, one sees that the camera produces sym-
bols: symbolic surfaces that have in a certain way been
prescribed for i The camera 55 programmed to produace
photographs, and every photograph is a realzation of ont
of the possibilities contained within the program of the
camera. The number of such possibilities is large, but it 1s
nevertheless finite: It is the sum of all those photographs
that can be taken by a camera. Tt is true that one CaT,
in theory, take 2 phmugn-ph ower and over again in the
same or a very similar wary, but this 1s not important for
the process of taking photographs. Such images are
sredundant’s They carry no new information and are
superfiuous. In the following, no account will be taken of
redundant phmugﬂph:- since the phrase alking photo-
graphs’ will be Eimited to the production of informative
images. As 2 result, it is true, the taking of spapshots will
Largely fall outside the scope of this analysis.
with every (informative] photograph. the photo-
graphic program becomes poorer by one possibility
while the Fhmng'aphl-: universe becomes richer by one
realization. Photographers endeavour to exhaust the
photographic program by realizing all ther possibilities.
But this program is rich and there is no Way of getting an
aerview of it. Thus photographers attempt to And the
possibalities not yet discovered within it They handle the
camera, turn it this way and that, lock into it and through
it. If they koak through the camera oul ko the world, this
is not because the world mterests them but because they
are pursuing new possibilities of producng information
and evaluating the photograpas program. Their interest
<s concentrated on the camera; for them, the world is
purely a pretext for the realizatson of camera possibilfities.
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In short: They are not working. they do not want to
change the world, but they are in search of information.

Such activity can be compared to playing chess. Chess-
players 100 pursue new possibilities in the program of
chiess, new moves. Just as they play with chess-pieces,
photographers play with the camera. The camera is not a
sool but 2 plaything, and a photographer is not a worker
bat a player: not Homo firber but Homo lauderss, Yet photo-
graphers do not play with thear plaything but against it.
They crecp into the camera in order to bring to light the
tricks concealed within. Unlike manual workers sur-
counded by their tools and industrial workers standing a1
their machines, photographers are inside their apparaius
and bound up with it. This is a new kind of function in
which human beings are neither the constant nor the vari-
ahle but in which human beings and apparatus merge into
a unity. It is therefore appropriate to call photographers
functionaries.

The program of the camera has 1o be rich, ctherwise
the game would soon be aver, The possibilities contained
within it have to transcend the ability of the fanctionary
to exhaust them, i.e. the competence of the camera has to
be greater than that of its functionaries. No photographer,
mot even the totality of all photographers, can entirely get
to the bottom of what a correctly programmied camera i
up to. It is a black box.

It is precisely the obscarity of the box which motivates
Pbtugnplun b take photographs. They lose themselves,
it is true, inside the camera in search of passibilities, but
they can mevertheless control the bo. For they know how
o fet_d the camera (they know the input of the box), and
!IIJIE.I'.“H‘.IS-E they know how to get it to spit out photographs
[they know the oatput of the boxj. Therefore the camseTa




hnrﬁnmngﬂapwmmmmmﬂwfmnﬁnhﬂu
apparatus thanks to the control of its exterior (the input
mdnurptrt‘aamdiimntmﬂ:ﬂhritﬂunhmmt
'Lrnpﬂﬂﬂhi]j-tr-nfilsimuim.T-n put it another way:
Functionaries mmuﬂ:pmﬂcrmnﬁdlﬂwrhntm
competence. The world of Kafka, in fact.

As will be shown later, the programss of apparatases
mmﬂnfsjmbnlLFunrﬁnningﬁmfnmmwﬁ playing
with mﬂbﬂi:ﬂdmnﬁhﬂngﬂum.ﬁnmidnwﬁﬂk
example may serve asan flustration: Writers can be
considered functionarics nt‘tht:ppm-m:.s‘lmguq-:'mﬂ
plays with the _-r.fmbnﬂsmntaimd wathin the language

-wl!hwmds—h‘rmnfbiniﬂgﬂiﬂﬂ.'ﬂr:irintﬂl—
tion is to exhaust the language program and to enrich
literature, the universe of language. The example is
anachronistic because lnguage is not an apparatus; it was
not created s amuh:hnﬂltbadynrg:nmditisnm
based, in its creation, on any scientific theories at all.

though this is ‘automatic), i.¢. happens by chance, it can, in
the long ram. create the same information as a wrTiter.

But there are apparatuses that are capable of playing
quite different games. While writers and word processors
inform statically {the symbols that they impTint on pages
signify conventional sounds), there are also apparaiuse
that inform dynamically: The symbols that they imprmnt
on obijects signify specific movements (.. work move-
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ments} and the objects informed in this way decode these
symbols and move according to the program. These smart
wools’ replace human work and Biberate human beings
from the obligation 1o work: From then on they are free to
lay.
; The camera illustrates this robotization of work and
this Iiheration of human beings for play. 11 is a smart 1oal
because it creates images antomatically. Photographers no
longer need, like painters, to concentraie on a brush but
can devote themselves entirely to playing with the camera.
The work to be carried out, imprinting the image onto the
surf:-ft.hﬂpp!usauinmﬁﬂﬂ}:ﬂumlsjde of the cam-
era is ‘done with', the human being is now only engaged
with the play side of the camera.

There are therefore two interweaving programs in the
camera. One of them motivates the camera into taking
pictires; the other one permits the photographer to play.
Beyond these are further programs — that of the photo-
graphic industry that programmed the camer; that of the
industrial complex that programmed the photographic
industry; that of the socio-economic system that pro-
grammed the industrial complex; and so on. Of course,
there can be no ‘fimal’ program of a ‘final’ apparatus since
every program requires 3 metaprogram by which it is pro-
grammed. The hierarchy of programs is open at the top.

Every program functions as 2 function of a meta-
program and the programmers of a program are func-
tionaries of this metaprogram. Consequently, no-one can
own apparatuses in the sense that human beings program
apparatuses for their own private purposes. Because appar-
atuses are not machines. The camera functions on behalf
of the photographic industry, which functions on behalf of
the industrial compbex, which functions on behalf of the
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and functions of the apparatus. _
In shart: Apparatuses are black boxes that simulate
thinking in the sense of a combinatory game using _
number-like symbols; at the same time, they m-:than!ir
this thinking in such a way that, in fupare, human beings
will becorne less and less competent 10 deal with it and
have to rely more and more on apparafuses. Apparatuses
are scientific black boxes that carry out this type of think-
ing better than human beings because they are I:.-m-.-r at
playing {more quickly and with fewer errors) with number-
like symbeols. Even apparatuses that are not fully autufrmred
(those that need human beings as players and functionar-
ies) play and function better than the human beings that
te thern, This has to be the starting point for any
consideration of the act of photography.

The Gesture of Photography

If one observes the movements of a human being in pos-
session of a camera (or of a camera in possession of a
human being}, the impression given is of someone lying
in wait. This is the ancient act of stalking which goes back
to the palacolithic hunter in the tundra. Yet photographers
are not pursuing their game in the open savanna but in
the jungle of cultural objects, and their tracks can be
traced through this artificial forest. The acts of resistance
on the part of calture, the cultural conditionality of
things, can be seen in the act of photography, and this
can, in theory, be read off from photographs themseives.
The photographic junghe consists of cultural objects,
e, objects that were “intentionally produced’ Each of
these objects obscures photographers’ wiews of thear prey.
Stalking their way through these objects, avoiding the
intention concealed within them, photographers wish to
liberate themselves from their cultural condition and to
snap their prey unconditionally. For this reason, the
photographic tracks through the jungle of Western culture
take a different route from those through the jungle of
lapan or those through an underdeveloped country. In
theary, cultural conditions seem, to a certain extent, o
emerge 'in negative’ in the photograph, as acts of resist-
ance that have been avoided. Criticism of photography
should be able to reconstruct these cultural conditions
fram the photographs — not just in the case of documen-
tary pictures and photojournalism, where the cultural
condition is the prey to be snapped — because the struc-
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ture of the cultural condition is captured in the act of
photography rather than in the object being photo-
graphed.

Such a decoding of the cultural conditions of photo-
graphy is, however, almos? impaossible since what appears
in the photograph are the categories of the camera which
ensnare the caltural conditions like a net with a limited
view ies mesh. This is characteristic of all func-
tions: The categories of the apparatus adjust 1o cultural
conditions and filter them. Individual cultural conditions
thus disappear from view: The result is a mass culture of
cameras adjusted to the norm; in the West, in Japan, in
underdeveloped countries — all over the world, everything
is photographed through the same categories. Kant and
his categories become impossible to avoid.

The categories of the camera are registered on the out-
side of the camera and can be adjusted there, a5 long as
the camera is not fully automatic. These are the categories
of photographic time and space. They are neither
Mewtonian nor Einsteinian, but they divide time and
space into rather chearly separated areas. These areas of
tirme and space are distances from the prey that is (o be

snapped, views of the '‘photographic object situsated at the
centre of time and space. For example: one time and space
for extreme close-up; one for close-up, another for middle

distance, another for long distance; one spatial area for a

bird's-eye view, another for a frog's-eye view; another for a

toddler’s perspective; another for a direct gaze with eyes

wide open as in olden days another for a sdelong glance. |

(or: one area of time (shutter speed) for a lightning-fast
wiew, another for a quick glance, another for a leisurcly
game, another for meditative inspection. The act of

photography has its movemsent within this time and space-
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(O the hunt, photographers change from one form of
space and time to another, a process which adjusts the
combinations of time-and-space categories. Their stalking
is 2 game of making combinations with the various
categories of their camera, and it is the structure of this
game — not directly the structure of the cultural condition
stself — that we can read off from the photograph.

Photographers sebect combinations of categories — for
example, they may place the camera in such a way that
they can shoot their prey with a side-flash from below. It
looks here as if photographers could choose freely, as if
their cameras were fallowing intention. But the choice is
limited to the categaries of the camera, and the freedom
of the photographer remains a programmed freedom.
Whereas the apparstus functions as a function of the
photographer’s intention, this intention ftself functions as
a function of the camera’s program. It goes without saying
that photographers can discover new categories. But then
they are straying beyond the act of photography into the
metaprogram — of the photographic industry or of their
own making — from which cameras are programmed. To

put it another way: In the act of photography the camera
does the will of the photographer but the photographer
has 1o will what the camera can do.

The same symmetry between the function of the

photographer and that of the camera can be perceived m
the choice of the 'object’ 1o be photographed. Photo-
graphers can photograph everything: a face, a louse, the
"T:!Dt of an atomic particle in a Wilson cloud chamber, 2
spital nebula, their own act of photography reflected in
the mirror. In reality, however, they can only photograph
what can be photographed. i.e. everything located within
the program. And the only things that can be phoio-



graphed are states of things. Whatever objects photo-
graphers wish 10 photograph, they have to translate them
into states of things. Consequently it 1s true that the
choice of the ‘object’ 1o be photographed 15 free, but it also
has to be a function of the program of the camera.

In choosing their categonies, photographers may think
they are bringing their own sesthetic, epistemological or
political criteria to bear. They may set out 1o take artistic,
scientific or political images for which the camera is only
2 means to an end. But what appear 10 be their criteria for
going beyond the camera nevertheless remain subordinate
to the camera’s program. kn arder 1o be able to choose
camera-categories, as they are programmed on the cam-
erd’s exterior, photographers have to ‘set’ the camera, and
that is a technical act, more precisely 2 conceptual act
[‘concept, as will be shown later, is 2 dear and distinct
elernent of linear thought). In onder to be able to set the
camera for artistic, scientific and political images, photo-
graphers have to have some concepts of art, saende and
politics: How else are they supposed to be able to translate
themn into an image? There is no such thing a5 NAIVE, DOR=
conceptual photography. A photograph is an image of
concepts. In this sense, all photographers’ criteria are
contained within the camera’s program.

The possibilities contained within the camera’s pro-
gram are practically inexhaustible. Omne cannot actually
photograph everything that can be photographed. The
imagination of the camera ks greater than that of every
single photographer and that of all photographers put
together: This is precisely the challenge to the photo-
grapher. Likewise, there are paj:uu{mtmmm's program
that are already well explored. [t is true that one can still
take new images, but they would be redundant, non-

30

snformative images, similar to those one has seen before.
s stated elsewhere, redundant phatographs are mot of
imterest in this study; photographers in the sense intended
here are in pursuit of possibilities that are still unexplored
in the camera’s program, in pursuit of informative,
improbable images that have mot been seen before.

Rasically, therefore. phatographers wish to produce
states of things that have never existed before; they pursue
these states, not out there in the world, since for them the
world is only a pretext for the states of things that are to
be produced, but amongst the possibilities contained
within the camera’s program. To this extent, the tradi-
rional distinction between realism and idealism is over-
qerned in the case of photography: It is not the world out
there that is real, nor is the concept within the cameras
program — only the photograph is real. The program of
the world and the camera are only preconditions for the
image, possibilities to be realized. We are dealing here with
a reversal of the vector of significance: It is not the signifi-
cance that is real but the signifier, the information, the
symbol, and this reversal of the vector of significance i
characteristic of everything to do with apparatus and
characteristic of the post-industrial world in general.

The act of photography is divided into a sequence of
keaps in which photographers overcome the invisible hur-
dles of individual time-and-space categories. If they are
confronted by one of these hurdles (e.g. on the borderhine
between close-up and long shot), they hesitate and are
faced with the decision about how to set the camera. (In
the case of fully automatic cameras this leap, this quantum
nature of photography, has become totally invisible — the
leaps take place within the micro-electronic ‘pervous
syster’ of the camera.) This type of jump-start pursuit is
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called ‘doubt; Photographers have doubts, but these are photography: pressing the shutter refease - just like the
not of a scentific, religiows or existential sort; rather, they American President ultimately pressing the red button. In
sre doubts in the sense of a new sortt of doubt in which reality, howeves, these final decisions are only the last of a
stopping short and taking 3 decision are reduced 1o series of part-decisions resembling grains of sand- in the
grains — a quantum, atomized doubt. Each time photo- case of the American President, the finad straw that breaks
graphers are confronted by a hurdle, they discover that 1 the camel’s back: a quantum-decision. As consequently, no
viewpaint they have adopted is concentrated on the decsion is really ‘decisive’, but part of a series of clear and
‘object’ and that the camera offers any number of di distinct quantum-decisions, likewise only a series of

viewpoints. They discover the multiplicity and the equal- photographs can testify to the photographer’s intention.
ity of viewpoints in relation 1o their ‘object’. They discover For no single photograph is actually decisive; even the
1hathismﬂanﬂﬂ:rda¢u-?th13apﬂﬂﬁﬂ?mi“[hm final decision’ finds itself reduced to a grain in the photo-
of realizing as many viewpoints as possible. Their chobce i graph.

therefore not of a qualitative, but of a quantitive kaind. Photographers attempt to escape this granulation by
“Vivre le plus, non pas be mieus. selecting some of their images in the same way a5 a film
The act of photography is that uf'T!-hmﬂﬂHTWhE'iﬂ] director cuts strips of film. But even then their choice is

doubt’, to the extent that it attempis to approach pheno- quantum, since they cannot help hightighting elements of
mena from any number of viewpoints. But the ‘mathesis’ 3 series of dlear and distinct surfaces. Even in this seem-
of this douba (its deep structure) is prescribed by the ingly post-camera situation of choosing the photograph,
camera’s program. Two aspects arc decisive for this doul ome can see the guantum, atomized structure of every-
First: Photographers’ practice is hostile o ideology. thing to do with photography (and everything to with
ldeology is the insistence on 3 single viewpoint thought apparatus pure and simple).

be perfect. Photographers act in a post-ideological way To surnmarize: The act of photography is fike going on
even when they think they are serving an ideology. a hunt in which photographer and camera meTge mto one
Secomd: Photographers’ pndktiiﬁnd 10 a program. indivisible Function. This is a hunt for new states of
Phatographers can only act within the program of the things, situations never seen before, for the improbable,
camera, even when they think they are acting in opposi- for information. The structure of the act of photography

tion to this program. This i true of all post-industrial i a quantum ope: a doubt made up of points of hesitation

acts: They are ‘phenomenological” in the sense of being and points of decision-making. We are dealing here with a

hastile to ideology, and they are programmed acts. Thus § typically post-industrial act: It is post-ideological and pro-

is a mistake to talk of a drift sowards ideology on the partil  grammed, an act for which reality is information, not the

of mass culture (e.g. on the part of mass photography). simificance of this information. And the same is true not

Programming is post-ideological manipubation. only of the photographer but of all functionaries, from a
Ultirnately, there is a final decision taken in the act of bank cashier to the American President.
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The act of photography results m photographs such as
we mowadays are being flooded with on all sides. Hence 2
consideration of this act can serve as an introduction to
these surfaces whose presence is ubsquitous.

&l

The Photograph

photographs are ubiquitous: in albums, magazines, books,
shop windows, on bill-boards, carrier bags, cans. What
does this signify? Thus far, reflection has suggested the
thesis (still to be examined) that these images signify
concepts in a program and that they program socety to
act as though under a secondary magic speil. However, for
people who look at photographs nagvely they signify
something different, L.e. states of things that have been
reflected onto sarfaces. For these people, photographs
represent the world itself. Admittedly, such naive
observers will concede that the states of things are
reflected onto surfaces from specific points of view but
they won't worry too much about that. Any philosophy of
photography will therefore seem to them a complete waste
of mental energy.

Such observers tacitly acoept that they are looking
through the photographs at the world out there and that
therefore the photographic universe and the world out
there are one and the same (which still amounts to a rudi-
mentary philosophy of photography). But is this the case?
The naive observer sees that in the photographic universe
o is faced with both biack-and-white and coloured
states of things. But are there any such black-and-white
and coloured states of things in the world out there? As
000 as naive observers ask this question, they are
embarking on the very philosophy of photography that
they were trying 1o avoid.

There cannot be back-and-white states of things in the
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world because black-and-white cases are bordertine, ‘bdeal

cases™- black is the total absence of all oscillations con-
tained in light, white the total presence of all the ebements
of oscillation. ‘Black’ and ‘white’ are concepts, e.g. theoret-
ical concepts of optics. As black-and-white states of things
are theoretical, they can never actually exist in the world.
But biack-and-white photographs do actually exist
because they are images of concepts belonging to the
theory of optics, ie. they arise out of this theory.

Black and white do mot exist, but they ought 1o exast
since, if we could see the world in black and white, it
woulkd be accessible to logical analysis. In such a world
everything would be cither black or white or a mixture of
both. The disadvantage of such a black-and-white way
of looking at the world, of course, would be that this mix-
ture would turn out to be not coloured but grey. Grey 15
the colour of theory: which shows that one cannol recomn-
struct the world anymore from a theoretical analyss.
Black-and-white photographs illustrate this fact: They are
grey, they are theoretical images.

Lang before the invention of the photograph, one
attempted 1o imagine the world in black and white. Here
are two examiples of this pre-photographic manschessen:
Abstractions were made from the world of judgements
distinguishing those that were “true’ and those that were
‘false’. and from these abstractions Aristotelian Jogic was
constructed with its identity, difference and excluded
middle. Modern science based on this begic functions
despite the fact that no judgement 15 ever either ¢om-
pletely true or completely false and even though every
true judgement is reduced to nothing when subjpected to
logical analysis. The second example: Abstractions were
made From the workd of actions distinguishing the ‘good’
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jram the 'bad’ and religious and political ideologies were
constructed from these abstractions. The social systemns
pased on them actually function despite the fact that no
Jction i ever either completely good or completely bad and
despite the fact that every action is reduced to a puppet-like
motion when subjected to ideological analysis.

Black-and-white photographs belong to the same sort
of manicheism, only they involve the use of cameras. And
they too actually funcion: They translate a theory of
aptics into an image and thereby put a magic spell on this
theory and re-encode theoretical concepts like “black’ and
‘white’ into states of things. Black-and-white photographs
embody the magic of theoretical thought since they trans-
form the linear discourse of theory into surfaces. Herein
ies their peculiar beauty, which is the beauty of the con-
ceptual universe. Many photographers therefore also pre-
fer black-and-white photographs to colour photographs
becatsse they more clearky reveal the actual significance of
the photograph, Le. the world of concepts.

The first photographs were black and white and stll
chearty acknowledged their origin in the theory of optics.
However, with the advance of another theory, that of
chemistry, colour photographs were also finally possible. It
looked as if photographs first abstracted the colours from
the world in order to smuggle them back in. In reality,
however, the colours of photographs are at beast as theo-
retical as black and white. The green of a photographed
field, for example, is an image of the concept ‘green, just
a5 it occurs in chemical theory, and the camera (o rather
the film inserted into it} is programmed 1o translate this
concept into the image. It is true that there is a very inds-
tect, distant connection between the green of the photo-
graph and the green of the fiebd. since the chemical




concept ‘green’ is based on ideas that have been drawn
from the world; but between the green of the photograph
and the green of the feld a whole series of complex
encodings have crepd in, a series that is more complex
than that which connects the grey of the field photo-
graphed in black and white with the green of the field. In
this sense the field photographed in green is more abstract)
than the one in grey. Colour photographs are on a higher
level of abstraction than black-and-white ones. Black-and
white photographs are more concrete and in this sense
more true: They reveal their theoretical origin more
chearly, and vice versa: The ‘more genuine’ the colours of
the phatograph become, the more untruthfiul they are, the
more they conceal their theoretical origin.

What is true of the colours of photographs is also true
of all of the other elements of photographs. They all
represent transcoded concepts that claim to have been
reflected automatically from the world onto the surface. |
is precisely this deception that has 10 be decoded so as to
identifiy the true significance of the photograph, i.e.
programmed concepts, and to reveal that in the case of
the photograph one is dealing with a symbolic complex
made up of abstract concepts, dealing with discourses
re-encoded into symbodic states of things.

Here we miust agree about what we mean by "decode’
What am | doing when [ decode texts encoded in Latin
characters? Am | decoding the meaning of the characters,
ie. the sound conventions of 2 spoken language? Am |
decoding the meaning of the words made up of these
characters? The meaning of the sentences made up
of these words? Or do | have to look further — for the
writers' intentions, the cultural context behind them?
What am | doing when [ decode photographs? Am |
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decoding the meaning of ‘green, i.e. a concept from the
discourse of chemical theory? Or do I have to lock
further, into the photographers’ intentions and their cul-
rural context? When will [ decide that [ have had enoagh
of decoding?

Putting the question in this way, there is no satisfactory
solution to decoding. One would be drawn into an endless
process since every bevel of decoding would reveal another
ane waiting to be decoded. Every symbol is just the tip of
an iceberg in the ocean of cultural consensus, and even if
ome got right to the bottom of decoding a single message,
the whole of culture past and present would be revealed.
Carried out in this ‘radical” fashion, criticism of a single
message would turn out to be criticism of culture in
general.

In the case of the photograph, this descent into infinite
regression can be avoided, however, since one can be satis-
fied with recording the encoding intentions at work
within the ‘photographer/camera’ complex. Once one has
read off this encoding from the photograph, it can then be
considered to have been decoded. Provided, of course, that
a distinction is made between the photographer’s inten-
tion and the camera’s program, In actaal fact, these two
factors are interconnected and cannot be separated; but
thearetically, in order to carry out the decoding, they can
be considered as separate in every single photograph.

Reduced to basic elements, photographers’ intentions
are as follows: first, to encode their concepts of the world
into images; second, to do this by using a camera; third. 1o
show the images produced in this way to others so that
they can serve as models for their experience, knowledge.
ludgement and actions; fourth, to make these models as
permanecnt as possible. [n short: Photographers” intentions

45




are to inform others and through their photographs to
immortalize themselves in the memory of others. For
photographers, their concepts {and the ideas signified by
these concepts) are the main raisors d'ére for taking
photographs, and the camera’s program is in the service of
these nrisons d'étre.

Likewise reduced to its basic dlements, the camera’s
program is as follows: first, to place its inherent capabilties
into the image; second, to make use of 2 photographer for
this purpose, except in borderline cases of total automa-
tion {for example, in the case of satellite photographs);
third, to distribute the images produced in this way so
that society is in a feedback relationship to the camera
which makes it possible for the camera to improve pro-
gressively; fourth, to produce better and better images. In
short: The camera’s program provides for the realization
of its capabilities and, in the process, for the use of society
a5 a feedback mechanism for its progressive improvement.
As mentioned previousky, there are further programs
behind this one (that of the photographic industry, of the
industrial complex, of the socio-economic apparatuses),
through the entire hierarchy of which there flows the
enormous intention of programming society to act in the
interests of the progressive improvement of these appara-
tuses. This intention can be seen in every singhe photo-
graph and can be decoded from it.

A comparison of the photographer’s intention and the
intention of the carnera shows that there are points where
both converge and others where they diverge. At the posnts
of convergence they work together; at the points of diver-
gence they conflict with one another. Every single
photograph is the result, at one and the same time, of
co-operation and of conflict between camera and photo-
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grapher. Consequently, a photograph can be considered to
have been decoded when one has succeeded in establishing
how co-operation and conflict act on cne another within it.

The question put to photographs by critics of photo-
graphy can therefore be formulated as: ‘How far have
photographers succeeded in subordinating the camera’s
program to their own intentions, and by what means?’
And, vice versa: 'How far has the camera succeeded in
redirecting photographers’ intentions back to the interests
of the camera’s program, and by what means?’ On the
basis of these criteria, the 'best’ photographs are those in
which photographers win out against the camera’s
program in the sense of their human intentions, i.e. they
subordinate the camera to human intention. It goes with-
out saying that there are ‘good” photographs in which the
human spirit wins out against the program. But in the
photographic universe as a whole, one can see how pro-
grams are succeeding more and more in redirecting
human intentions in the interests of camera functions.
The task of photography criticism should therefore be 1o
identify the way in which human beings are attempling
to get a hold over the camera and, on the other hand, the
way in which cameras aim to absorb the imtentions of
human beings within themselves. Of course, we have been
unable to achieve criticism of this type up to now for rea-
sons still to be discussed.

(1t s true that the heading of this essay is "The
Photograph, but we are dealing with those specific aspects
of photographs in which they differ from other technical
images. By way of explanation, let's say that the intention
of this essay was to indicate the direction for a rational
decoding of photographs. The following essay will attemp
to make up for this narrow focus.)
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T summarize: Like all technical images, photographs
are concepts encoded as states of things, inchuding photo-
graphers’ concepls such as those that have been pro-
grammed into the camera. This gives photography critics
the task of decoding these two interweaving codes in any
photograph. Photographers encode their concepts as
photographic images so as 10 give others information, so
as to pmahu::mnd:isﬁmlhmm& thereby 10 become
immortal in the memory of others. The camera encodes
the concepts programmed ino it s images in order to
program society to act asa feedback mechanism in the
interests of progressive camera improvement., If photo-
graphic criticism succeeds in unravelling these two inten-
tions of photographs, then the photographic messages will
be decoded. If photography critics do mot succeed in this
task, photographs remain and appear to be
representations of states of things in the world out there,
just as if they reflected themselves’ onto a surface. Looked
at uncritically like this, they accomplish their task per-
fectly: programming society 1 a0l & though under a
mgicsp:ﬂhrthtmﬁtufumm

The Distribution of Photographs

The characteristic that distinguishes photographs from
other technical images is clearly evident as soon as one
looks at the distribution of photographs. The photograph
< an immobile and silent surface patiently waiting to be
dastributed by means of reproduction. For this distribu-
tion there is no need of any complicated techmical appara-
sus: photographs are loose leaves which can be passed
from hand to hand. There is no need for them to be
sored in technically perfect data-storage systems: They
can be put away in drawers. In order 1o wlentify more
clearty these peculiarities of the distribution of photo-
graphs, a few initial observations should be made about
the distribution of information.

Mature as a whole is a system in which informaticn
disintegrates progressively according 1o the second law of
thermodynamics. Human beings strugghe against this
natural entropy not only by receiving information but also
soring and passing it on — (in this respect they differ from
other forms of life) —and also by deliberately creating
information. This specifically human and at the same time
unnatural ability is called ‘mind’, and culture is its result,
i.. improbably formed, informed objects.

The process of manipulating information - calbed
‘communication’ — is divided into two phases: In the first,
information is created: in the second, it is distributed to
memories in order to be stored there. The first phase is
called ‘dialogue’, the second ‘discourse’. In dialogue, avail-
able information is synthesized into a pew phase in which
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the information to be synthesized can be located in a
singhe memory (as in “inner dialogue’); in discourse, the
information produced in dialogue is distributed.

Four methods of discourse can be distinguished here:
First, the receivers form a semi-circle around the sender,
25 in the theatre; second, the sender makes wse of a series
of information conveyors {relay stations}, as in the army;
third, the sender distributes the information o dialogues
which they pass on in an enriched form, as in schentific
discourses; fourth, the sender transmits the information
into space, as on the radio. Each one of these methods of
discourse corresponds to a particular caltral situation -
the fisst corresponds to responsibility, the second to
authority, the third bo progress, the fourth 1o massifica-
tion. The distribution of photographs makes use of the
fourth method.

Photographs can, of course, be treated dialogically. One
can draw moustaches or obscene symbaols on photo-
graphic posters and thereby synthesize a new piece of
information, But this does not form part of the camyeras’
programs. Cameras are programmed, as will be shown,
purely for the transmission of information, like all image-
creating apparatuses (with exceptions such as video or
artificial computer images. where dialoguoes are predicted
within their programs .

The photograph is for the time being nothing but a
flyer, even if it s in the process of being taken over by
electromagnetic technology. As long as 1t remains attached
1o paper in the old-fashioned way, however, it can be

distributed in the old-fashioned way as well, i.c. independ-

ently of film projectors or television screcns. The state of
being attached like this, as in the old-fashioned way, to a
material surface reminds one of the state of being bound
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1o a screen in the case of ancient images, such as cave
paintings of the frescoes in Etruscan tombs. But this
‘objectivity’ of the photograph is deceptive. if one wanis
to distribute ancient images, one must convey them from
awnier 1o owner; one has to sell or win control over the
caves or tombs. For they are unique, valuable as objects;
they are ‘originals’, Photographs, on the other hand, can be
distributed by means of reproduction. The camera creates
prodotypes {negatives) from which as many stereotypes
[copies) as one likes can be produced and distributed — in
which case the concept of the original, in the context of
the photograph, has scarcely any meaning anymore. As an
ohiect, as a thing, the photograph is practically without
value; a flyer and no more.

As long as the photograph is not yet electromagnetic, it
remains the first of all post-industrial objects. Even
though the last vestiges of materiality are attached 10
photographs, their value does not lie n the thing buat in
the information on their surface. This is what character-
izes the post-industriak: The information, and not the
thing, is valuable. lssues of the ownership and distribution
of obiects [capitalism and socialism) are no longer valid,
evading as they do the question of the programming and
distribution of information (the information society). It is
mo longer a matter of owning another pair of shoes or
another piece of furniture, but of having another holiday
or anather schoal for one's children at one’s disposal.
Revaluation of all vatues. Until photographs become elec-
tromagnetic, they are a connecting link between invds-
trial ohjects and pure information.

It goes without saying that industrial objects are valu-
able precisely because they convey information. A shoe
and a piece of furniture are valuable because they are
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information-carriers, improbable forms made of leather
or wood and metal. But information is impressed into
these objects and cannot be detached from them. Une can
only wear out and consume this information. This is what
‘makes’ such objects, as objects, valuable, ie. ‘able’ to be
filled with value. In the case of the photograph on the
other hand, the information sits loosely on the surface and
can easily be conveyed to anather surface. To this extent,
the photograph demonsirates the defeat of the material
thing and of the concept of ‘ownership'. It is not the per-
son whio owns a photograph who has power but the
person who created the information it conveys. 11 15 not
the owner but the programmer of the information who 18
the powerful one: neo-imperialism. The poster is without
value: nobody owns it, it flaps torn in the wind yet the
power of the advertising agency remains undiminished
nevertheless — the agency can reproduce it This obliges us
to revalue our traditional econemic, political, moral, epis-
remobogical and aesthetic values.

Electromagnetic photographs, films and television
images do not illustrate the devaluation of the material
thing nearly as well as photographs attached 1o paper in
the cld-fashioned way. If, in the case of sach advanced
images, the matertal basis of information has completely
disappeared and electromagnetic photographs can be
created artificially at will and processed by the recetver a8
pure information (Le. the ‘pure information society' ), in
the case of photographs of the old-fashioned type, one
saill holds something material, fiyer-like, in omne’s hands;
this something is without value, treated with contempt —
and is becoming less and less valuable and treated with
mote and more contemnpt. In the case of classical phaoto-
graphs, there are still valushle bromide prints — even todd
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she last vestiges of value attach to the ‘original photo-
graph’ making it more valuable than a reproduction in a
newspaper. But the photograph bound to paper neverthe-
less indicates the first step on the road 1o the devaluation
of the material thing and valuation of information.

Even though the photograph remains a flyer for the
time being and therefore can be distributed in the old-
fashioned way, gigantic complex apparauses of photo-
graph distribution have come into being. Attached to the
output of the camiera, they absorb the images fowing out
of the camera and reproduce them endlessly, deluging
society with them via thousands of channels. Like all
spparatises, the apparatiscs of photograph distribution
s1s0 have a program by which they program society to act
as part of a feedback mechanism. Typical of this program
s the division of photographs into variows channels, their
‘thannelling.

In theory, information can be classified as follows: mto
indicative information of the type ‘A is A, into imperative
e formation of the type ‘A must be &, and into optative
information of the type ‘A may be AL The classical ideal of
the indicative is truth, that of the imperative is goodness,
and that of the optative is beauty. This theoretical classif-
cation cannot, however, be applied in practice since every
scientific indicative has at the same time political and
sesthetic aspects, every political imperative has scientibic
and aesthetic aspects, every optative {work of art) has
scientific and political aspects. Nevertheless, the distribu-
tion apparatuses practise precisely this theoretical dassifi-
cation.

Thus there are channels for supposedly indicatrve
photographs (e.g. scientific publications and reportage
magazines), channels for supposedty imperative photo-
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graphs (e.g. political and commercial advertising posters)
and channels for supposedly artistic photographs {e.g.
galleries and art journals). Of course, the distribution
apparatuses also have borderline areas, in which a particu-
lar photograph can slip over from one channel to another.
The photograph of the moon landing. for example, can
slip from an astronomy journal 1o a Us consulate, from
there onto an advertising poster for cigarettes and from
there finally into an art exhibition. The essential thing is
that the photograph, with each switch-over to another
channel, takes on a new significance: The scientific signifi-
cance crosses over into the political, the political into the
commercial, the commerndial into the artistic. In this
respect, the division of photographs into channes is in no
way simply a mechanical process but rather an encoding
one: The distribution apparatuses impregnate the photo-
graph with the decisive significance for its reception.

Photographers are imvolved in this encoding. Even at
the time of taking photographs they have their eye on a
specific channel of the distribution apparatuses and
encode their images as a function of this channel. They
take photographs for specific scientific publications, spe-
cihc kinds of illustrated magarine, specific exhibition
opportunities. And they do this for two reasons: first,
because the channel allows them to reach many receivers;
second, because the channel feeds them.

The symbiosis, characteristic of taking photographs,
between camera and photographer is mirrored in the
channel. For example: Photographers take photographs
for a specific newspaper because the newspaper allows
them to reach hundreds or thousands of receivers, and
because they are being paid by the newspaper; in this, they
act in the belief that they are using the newspaper as their
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medium. Meanwhile, the newspaper is of the opinion that
it is using the photographs as an illustration of its articles
in order to be able to program its readers, that accordingly
photographers are functionaries of the newspaper appara-
tus. As photographers know that only those photographs
that fit into the newspaper's program will be published,
they attempt to foal the newspaper’s censorship by surrep-
ntiously smuggling sesthetic, political or epistemological
elements into their image. The newspaper on the other
hand may well discover these attempts to fool it and pub-
lish the photographs anyway because it thinks it can
exploit the smuggled elements to enrich its program. And
what is true for newspapers is also true for all other chan-
mels. Every distributed photograph allows photography
criticism to reconstruct the struggle between photo-
grapher and chanmnel. It is precisely this that makes
photographs into dramatic images.

It is positively disconcerting how ofien standard photo-
graphy criticism does not read off from photographs this
dramatic confusion of the photographer’s intention with
the program of the channel. Photography criticism habit-
ually takes it for granted that scientific channels distribute
scentific photographs, political channels political photo-
graphs, artistic channels artistic photographs. In this
respect, the critics function as a function of the channels:
They allow them to vanish from the receiver’s field of
¥iion. They ignore the fact that the channels determine
the significance of the photographs, and thus they give
Support to the channels’ intention to be invisible. Seen in
this light, the critics collaborate with the channets against
the photographers wanting to foal the channels. We are
dealing here with a collaboration in the bad sense, a
trahisom des deres, a contribution to the victory of the
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apparatus over the human being. This is characteristic af
the situation of intellectuals in post-industrial society

o], The critics, for example, ask questions such as: ‘Is
photography art’ — as if these questions were not already
being answered automatically by the channels concealing
this automatic, programmed channeling and making it all
the mare effective.

To summarize: Photographs are silent flyers that are
distributed by means of reproduction, in fact by means of
the massifying channels of gigantic, programmed distri-
bution apparatuses. As objects, their value is neghgible;
their walue lies in the informatson that they carry loose
and open for reproduction on their surface. They are the
harbingers of post-industrial society in general: fnterest
has shified in their case from the object to the informa-
tion, and ownership is a category that has become unten-
able for them. The distribution channels, the ‘medis,
encode their katest significance. This encoding represenis a
struggle between the distribution apparatus and the
photographer. By concealing this struggle, photographic

criticism makes the ‘media’ totally invisible for the receiver

of the photograph. In the light of standard photographic
criticism, photographs get an uncritical reception and

are thepefore able 10 program the recever to act as if they
are under a magic spell; this action Hows back in the form
of feedback into the programs of the apparatus. This
hecomes evident as soon a5 we start to examine the recep-
tion of photographs closely.

The Reception of Photographs

almost everyone today has a camera and takes snaps. Just
55 almost everyone has learned to write and produce texts,

Anvone who is able to write can also read. But anyone
who can take snaps does not necessarily have to be able 10
decode photographs. For us 1o see why the amateur
photographer can be a photographix illiterate, the democ-
eatization of the taking of photographs has to be consid-
ered — and at the same time, a number of aspects of
democracy in general have to be addressed.

(Cameras are purchased by people who were program-
med into this purchase by the apparatus of advertising.
The camera purchased will be the ‘latest model’: cheaper,
more automatic and mose efficient than earlier models. As
has already been established, this progressive improve-
ment of camera models is based on the feedback mecha-
mism by which thase taking snaps feed the photographic
industry: The photographic industry learns automatically
from the actions of those taking snaps (and from the pro-
fessional press that constantly supplies it with test results).
This is the essence of posi-industrial progress.
Apparatuses improve by means of social feedback.

Despite the fact that the camera is based on complex
scientific and technical principles, it is a very simple
matter to make it function. The camera is a structarally
complex, but functionally simple, plaything. In this
respect, it is the opposite of chess which 1s 2 structurally
simple, and functionally complex, game: Its rules are easy,

but it is difficult to play chess well. Anyone who holds a
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camera in their hands can create excellemt photographs
without having any idea what complex processes they are
setting off when they push the button.

People taking snaps are distinguishable from photo-
graphers by the pleasure they take in the structural
complexity of their plaything. Unlike photographers and
chess-plavers they do not look for ‘new moves), for infor-
mation, for the improbable, but wish to make their func-
tioning simpler and simpler by means of more and more
perfect automation. Though impenetrable to them, the
awtomaticity of the camera intoxicates them, Amateur
photographers” clubs are places where one gets high on
the structural complexities of cameras, where one goes on
a photograph-trip — post-industrial opium dens.

Cameras demand that their owners (the ones who are
hooked on them) keep on taking snaps, that they produce:
more and more redundant images. This photo-mania
invalving the eternal recurrence of the same {or of some-
thing very similar) leads eventually to the point where
peophe taking snaps feel they have gone blind: Dirug
dependency takes over. People taking snaps can now only
see the workd through the camera and in photographic
categories. They are not “in charge of" taking photographs,
they are consamed by the greed of their camera, they ha
become an extension to the button of their camera. Their:
actions are automatic camera functions.

A permanent flow of unconsciously created images is
the result. They form a camera memory, a databank of

automatic functions. Anyone who beafs through the album

of @ person who takes snaps does nit recognize, as it were,
the captured experiences, knowledge or values of a human
being, but the automatically realized camera possibilities.
A journey to Italy documented like this stores the times
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and places at which the person taking snaps was induced
to press the button, and shows which places the camera
has been to and what it did there. This goes for all docu-
mentary photography. The documentary photographer,
just kike the person taking snaps, is interested in continu-
ally shooting new scenes from the same old perspective.
The photographer in the sense intended here is, on the
other hand, interested (like the chess-player) in sesing in
continually new ways, Le. producing new, informative
states of things. The evolution of photography, from its
origins right up to the present, is a process of increasing
awareness of the concept of information: from an appetite
for the continually new using the same old method to an
interest in continually evolving new methods, Both those
taking snaps and documentary photographers, however,
have not understood ‘information’ What they produce are
camera memaries, not information, and the better they do
it, the more they prove the victory of the camera over the
human being.

Anyone who writes has to master the rules of spelling
and grammar. Anyone who takes snaps has to adhere 10
the instructions for use — becoming simpler and simpler —
that are programmed to controf the output end of the
camera. This is democracy in post-industrial society:
Therefore people taking snaps are unable to decode
photographs: They think photographs are an sutomatic
reflection of the world. This leads to the paradoxical result
that the more people take snaps, the more difficult it
becomes to decode photographs: Everyone thinks there is
no need to decode photographs, since they know how
photographs are made and what they mean.

That is not all. The photographs that we are defuged by
are seen as contempiible flyers which are cut out of the
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newspaper, torn up or wsed for packing paper; in short:
We can do what we like with them. An example: If one
sees a scene from the war in Lebanon on television or at
the cinema, one knows one has no alternative but to look
at it. If one sees it in a newspaper, on the other hand, one
can cut it out and keep it, send it to friends with com-
mients or screw it up in rage. One thinks one 1s thereby

able to react in an active way to the scene in Lebanon. The!

last vestiges of materiafity adhering to the photograph
give rise to the impression that we are ahle toact in a
historical way towards it. In fact, the actions described
are nothing but ritual acts.

The photograph of the scene in Lebanon is an image
which, as one's gaze wanders over the surface, produces
magical — not historical — relationships between the
dlements of the image and the reader. In the photograph,
rather than seeing historical events with their causes and
consequences, we see magical connections. 1t is true that
the photograph illustrates a newspaper article whose
structure fs linear and which is made up of concepts with
meaningful causes and consequences. But we read this
article through the photograph: It is not the article that
explains the photograph, but the photograph that illus-
trates the article. This reversal of the text—-photo relation-
ship is typically post-industrial and renders amy historical
action impossible.

Throughout history, texts have explained images; now
photographs illustrate articles. Muminated capital letiers
used to dlustrate Bible texts; now newspaper articles illus-
trate photographs. The Bible broke the magic spell of
capital letters, the photograph is recasting the magic spell
of the article. Throughout history, texts dominated, today
images dominate. And where technical images dominate,
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lliteracy takes on a new role. The illiterate are no longer
excluded, as they used to be, from a culture encoded in
rexts, but participate almost totally in a culture encoded in
images. If the complete subordination of texts to images
comes about in future, then we shall be faced with a gen-
eral state of illiteracy, and only a few spedialists will learn
to read any more. There are signs of this already: “Johnny
can't spell’ in the USA, and even the so-called developing
countries are in the process of giving up the struggle
against illiteracy and providing schools with education in
the form of images.

We do not react in a historical way to photographic
documentation of the war in Lebanon, but with ritual
magic. Cut out the photograph, send it on, screw it up —
all these are ritual acts, reactions to the message of the
image. This message has a particular background: One
element of the image addresses itself to another element.
gives significance to another and in return gets its own
sgnificance from it. Every element can follow on from
that which has followed it. Charged with this background,
the surface of the image is ‘deified’: Everything in it is
either good or evil — tanks are evil, children good, Beirut
in flames is hell, doctors in white coats are angels.
Mysterious powers are circling overhead above the surface
of the image. some of which carry names pregnant with
value judgement: “imperialism, ‘Zionism,, ‘terrorism.
Meanwhile, most of them are without names, and they are
the ones that give the photograph an indefmable atmaos-
phere, lending it a certain fascination and programming
us 1o act in a ritual fashion,

It goes without saying that we don't just look at the
Photograph, we also read the article illustrated by it — or
at beast the headline. As the function of the text is subordi-
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nate 1o the image, the text directs our understanding of
the image towards the program of the newspaper. It
thereby does not explain the image, it confirms it. Besades,
we are by now sick and tired of explanations and prefer o

stick 1o the photograph that releases us from the necessity 38

for conceptual, explanatory thought and absolves us from
the bother of going into the causes and consequences of
the war in Lebanon: In the image we see with our own
eyes whiat the war looks like. The text simply comsists of
instructions as to how we are to see.

The reality of the war in Lebanon, as all reality m
general, is in the image. The vector of significance has
been reversed: reality has dipped into being a symbel, has
entered the magic universe of the symbolism of images.
The question of the significance of symbols is beside the
point — a ‘metaphysical” question in the worst sense of the

word — and symbeols that have become undecodable in this

way suppress our historical consciousness, our critical
swaremess: This is the function that they have been
programmed for.

Thus the photograph becomes the model for its
receivers’ actions. They react in a ritual fashion 1o its mes=
sage in order to placate the powers of fate circling over-
head above the sarface of the image. Here's another
example: The photographic poster of a toothbrush sum-
mons up the secret power of “tooth-decay’, and from then
an it lies in wait for us. We buy a toothbrush in order to
carry out the ritual of brushing our teeth and to escape
the power of ‘tooth-decay’ lying in wait for us. We make a.
sacrifice to the god. It is true that we can look up ‘tooth-
decay’ in a dictionary, but the dictionary has become a
pretext for the photographic poster: It will not explain the
photographic poster, but confirm it. We will buy the
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wothbrush whatever the dictionary says, because we are
ngmnmrd to carry out this purchase. The lexi-context
has become a caption for the photograph: Even with the
support of historical information we are acting as if we
gre under a magic spell.

(Our magical-ritusal acts are nevertheless not those of
Native Americans, but those of functionaries in a post-
industrial society, Both Mative Amencans and functionar-
s believe in the reality of images, but functionaries do
this out of bad faith. After all, they have learned to write at
school and consequently should know better. Function-
sries have a historical consciousness and critical awareness
but they suppress these. They know that the war in
Lebanan is not a clash between good and evil but that
specific causes have specific consequences there. They
know that the toothbrush is not a sacred object but a
product of Western history. But they have to suppress
their superior knowledge of this. How else would they by
toothbrushes, have opinions about the war in Lebanon,
file reports, fill in forms, go on holiday, take retirement —
in hart, how would they function? The photograph here
serves the suspension of critical faculties, it serves the
process of functionality,

OF course, critical awareness can still be awakened so as
to make the photograph transparent, Then the photo-
graph of Lebanon becomes transparent as regards its
newspaper program and the program behind it belonging
to the political party programming the newspaper. Then
the photograph of the toothbrush becomes transparent as
regards the program of the advertising agency and the
program behind it belonging to the toothbrush industry.
And the powers of ‘imperialism’, “Zionism|, ‘terrorism and
'toath-decay’ are revealed as concepts contained within
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these programs. But this critical exercise does not neces-
sarily lead to 2 disenchantment of the images. That is, it
can itself have been put under a magic spell, thereby
becoming ‘functional’ The caltural criticism of the
Frankfurt School is an example of such a second-order

paganism: Behind the images it uncovers secret, super- As inhabitants of the photographic universe we have
human powers at work (e.g. capitalism) that have mali- become accustomed to photographs: They have grown
ciously created all these programs instead of taking it for farmiliar to us, We no longer take any notice of most

granted that the programming proceeds in a mindless photographs, concealed as they are by habit; in the same
automatic fashion. A thoroughly disconcerting process in way, we ignore everything familiar in our environment and
which, behind the ghosts that have been exorcized, more only notice what has changed. Change s informative, the
and more new ones are summoned wp. familiar redundant. What we are surrounded by abowe all
To summarize: Photographs are received as objects are redundant photographs — and this is the case despite
without value that everyone can produce and that every- the fact that every day new illustrated newspapers appear
one can do what they bike with. In fact, however, we are on our breakfast 1ables, every week new posters appear on
manipulated by photographs and programmed to act in city walls and mew advertising photographs appear in shop

ritual fashion in the service of a feedback mechanism for displays. It is precisely this permanently changing situation

the benefit of cameras. Photographs suppress our critical that we have become accustomed to: One redundant

awareness in order to make ws forget the mindless abs photograph displaces another redundant photograph. As

ity of the process of functionality, and it is only thanks to such, the changing situstion is familiar, redundant;

this suppression that functionality is possible at all. Thus ‘progress” has become uninformative, run-of-the-mill.

photographs form a magic cirde around ws in the shape What would be informative, exceptional, exciting for us

of the photographic universe. What we need is to break would be a standstill situation: to find the same news-

this ardle. Papers on our breakfast tables every day or to see the same
posters on city walls for months on end. That would
surprise and shock us. Photographs permanently displacing
one another according to a program are redundant pre-
cisely because they are always ‘new’, precisely because they
dutomnatically exhanst the possibilities of the photographic

program. This is therefore also the challenge for the photo-
Erapher: to oppose the flood of redundancy with informa-
lrve mages.

It is mot only the permanently changing situation of the
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photographic universe but also its gaudiness that has
become commonplace. We are hardly aware how astonish-
ing the colours of our environment would be to our
grandfathers. In the nineteenth century the world was
grey: walls, newspapers, books, shirts, tools, all these varied
between black and white merging together into grey — as |
in the case of printed texts. Now everything cries out 1n all
imaginable colours, but it cries out 1o deaf ears. We have
become accustomed to visual pollution; it passes through
our eves and our consciousnesses without being noticed.
It penetrates subliminal regions, where it functions and
PrOgrams our actions.

If ome compares the colour of our own world with tha
of the Middle Ages or of non-European cultures, one is
faced with the difference that the colours of the Middle
Ages and those of “exotic’ cultures are magic symbols
signifying mythical elements, whereas for us they are
mythical symbols at work on a theoretical bevel, elements
of programs. For example, ‘red” in the Middle Ages signi-
fied the danger of being swallowed up by Hell. Similarly,
for us ‘red” at traffic lights sull signifies ‘danger), but pro-
grammed in such a way that we automatically put our
foot on the brake without at the same time engaging our
consciousness. All that emerges from the subliminal pro-
gramming of the colours of the photographic universe are
merely ritual, automatic ac1kons,

Howewer, this chameleon-like nature of the photo-
graphic universe, the changing gaudiness of it, is only o
of its main characteristics, a superficial feature. In accor-
dance with its deeper structure, the photographic uni
is graimy; it changes its appearance and colour s a mosas
might change in which the individual little pseces are con=
tinually being replaced. The photographic universe is
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made up of such little pieces, made up of quanta, and is
calculable {calculus = little piece or “particle’} — an atom-
ired, democratic universe, a jigsaw puzzle.

The quantum-like structure of the photographic uni-
verse is not surprising, since it has arisen out of the act of
photography, whose quantum-like character has already
been discussed. Yet an examination of the photographic
universe allows us to see the decper reason for the gramy
character of all aspects of photography. It reveals, for
example, that the atomized, punctuated structure is char-
acteristic of all things relating to apparatus, and that even
those camera functions that appear to slide (e.g. film and
television pictures) are actually based on punctuated
structures. In the world of apparatus, all ‘waves’ are made
up of grains, 2nd all ‘processes’ are made up of punctuated
sTtuatsons.

This is because apparatuses are simulations of thought,
playthings that play at ‘thinking’, and they simulate human
thought processes, not for example in the way one under-
stands thought corresponding to introspection or the
insights of psychology and physiology, but in the way one
understands thought as described in the Cartesian model
According to Descartes, thought consists of clear and dis-
tinct elements {concepts) that are combined in the
thought process like beads on an abacus, in which every
concept signifies a point in the extended world out there.
If every point could be assigned a concept, then thought
would be ommniscient and at the same time omnipotent.
For thought processes would then symbolically direct
processes put there. Unfortunately this omniscence and
emnipotence are impossible, because the structare of
thought is not adequate to deal with the structure of
extended matter. If, for example, the points in the
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extended (‘concrete”) world grow together, leaving no

gaps, then distinct concepts in thought are interrupted by’

intervals through which most of the points escape.
Descartes hoped to overcome this inadequacy of the net-
work of thought with the help of God and analytic geom-
etry, but he did not succeed.

Apparatuses, meanwhile, these simulations of Cartesian
thought, have succeeded. They are omniscient and
omnipotent in their universes. For in these universes, a
concept, an element of the program of the apparatus, is
actually assigned to every point, every element of the uni-
verse. This can be seen most clearly in the case of computers
and their universes. But it can also be seen in the case of

the photographic universe. To every photegraph there
corresponds a clear and distinct element in the camera

program. Every photograph thereby corresponds to a
specific combination of elements in programs. Thanks to
this bi-univocal relationship between universe and pro-
gram, in which a photograph corresponds to every poant
in the program and a point in the program to every
photograph, cameras are omniscient and emnipotent in
the photographic universe. But they also have to pay a
high price for their ommiscience and omnipotence, this
price being the reversal of the vectors of significance.

is: Concepts no longer signify the world out there (as in
the Cartesian model); instead, the universe signifies the
program within cameras. The program does not signify
the photograph, the photograph signifies the dements of
the program (concepts). In the case of cameras, we are
therefare dealing with an absurd omniscience and an
absurd ommipotence: Cameras know everything and are
able to do everything in a universe that was programmed
in advance for this knowledge and ability.

5]

This is the place to define the term ‘program’ To this end,
all human involvernent in the program - that struggle
hetween the function of the program and human infention
that was the subject of the previous essay - should be brack-
eted out, The program o be defined is a completely auto-
matic one a combination game based on chance. As a
particularty simple exsmple of a program, one can dte the
throw of dice combining the elements 't 106", Every throw
is randiom, cannot be predicted: bat over time every sixth
throw is necessarily a i’ Put another way, all possible comiba-
mations are realized by chance, but over time all possible
combinations are necessarily realized. If, for example, an
atomic war is entered into the program of any apparatus as
a possibility, then it will happen by chance, but necessarily
someday. In this subhumanty mindiess sense, apparatuses
‘think’ by means of chance combinations. In this sense they
are ommniscient and omnipotent in their universes.

The photographic universe, like the one by which we
are carrently surrounded. is a chance realization of 2
namber of possibilities contained witthin camera pro-
grams which correspends point for point 1o a specific sit-
wation in a combination game. As other programmed
passibilities will be realized by chance in future, the
photographic universe is in a permanent state of flux and
within it one photograph permanently displaces another.
Every given situation in the photographic universe corre-
sponds to a “throw” in the combination game, i.e. point for
point, photograph for photograph. But these are totally
redundant photos. The informative photographs of
photographers consciously playing against the program
signify breakthroughs in the photographic universe — and
are not predicted within the program.

From which one can draw the following conclusions:
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First, the photographic universe is created in the course of
a combination game, it is programmed, and it signifies the
program. Second, the game proceeds automatically and
obeys no intentional strategy. Third, the photographic
universe is made up of dear and distinct photographs that
each signify one point in the program. Fourth, every single
photo is — as the sarface of an image — a magical model
for the actions of an observer. To summarize: The photo-
graphic universe is a means of programming society -
with absolute necessity but in each individual case by
chanoe (Le. automatically) — to act as a magic feedback
mechanism for the benefit of a combination game, and o
the automatic reprogramming of society into dice, into
pieces in the game, into functionaries.

This view of the photographic universe challenges one
to look in two directions: towards a society surrounded
by the photographic universe and towards the cameras
programming the photographic universe. It challenges
one to engage, on the one hand, in criticism of the post.
industrial society that is coming into being, and, on the
other, in criticism of cameras and their programs; in =~ |
other words: to critically transcend post-industrial society,

To be in the photographic universe means to experience,
10 know and o evalzate the world as a function of photo-
graphs. Every single experience, every single bit of know-
bedge, every single value can be reduced to indnvidually
known and evaluated photographs. And every single action
can be analyzed through the individual photos taken as
muodels. This type of existence, then, in which everything
experienced, known and evaluated can be reduced to
punctuated elements (into "bits'), is already familiar: Tt is the
world of robots. The photographic universe and all appara-

Ja

Mew, robot-like actions are observable everywhere: at
bank counters, in offices, in factories, in supermarkets, in
sport, dancing. When one looks a bit more dosely, the
same staccato structure is also perceptible, for example in
scientific texts, in poetry, in musical composition, in
srchitecture and in political programs. Correspondingly it
is the task of current cultural criticism to analyze this
restructuring of experience, knowledge, evaluation and
action into a mosaic of dear and distinct elements in
every single cultural phenomenon. Within such cultural
criticism, the invention of photography will prove to be
thie point at which all cultural phenomena started to
replace the linear structure of sliding with the staccato
structure of programmed combinations; not, therefore, 1o
adopt a mechanical structure such as that in the Industrial
Revolution, but 1o adopt a cybernetic structure such as
that programmed into apparatuses. Within such cuftural
criticism, the camera will prove to be the ancestor of all
those apparatuses that are in the process of robotizing all
aspects of our lives, from one's most public acts to one's
innermost thoughts, feelings and desires.

1f one mow attemipts a criticism of apparatuses, one first
sees the photographic universe as the product of cameras
and distribution apparatuses. Behind these, one recognizes
industrial apparatuses, advertising apparatuses, political,
economic management apparatuses, eic. Each of these
apparatuses is becoming increasingly automated and is
being linked up by cybernetics to other apparatuses. The
program of each apparatus is fed in via its input by
anpther apparatus, and in its turn feeds other apparatuses
via its output. The whole complex of apparatuses is there-
fore a super-black-box made up of black boxes. And it is a
human creation: As a product of the nineteenth and twen-
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tieth centuries, human beings are permanently engaged in

developing and perfecting it. The time is therefore not far

off when one will have to concentrate one’s criticism of
apparatuses on the human intention that willed and
created them.

Such a critical approach is enticing for two reasons.

First, it absobves the critics of the necessity of delving into

the interior of the black boxes: They can concentrate on
their output, human intention. And second, it absolbves
critics of the necessity of developing new categories of
criticism: Human intention can be criticized using tradi-
tional criteria. The result of such a criticism of appara-
tuses would therefore be something like the following:
The intention behind apparatuses is 10 liberate the
human being from work; apparatuses take over human
labour — for example, the camera liberates the human

being from the necessity of using a paintbrush. Instead af -

having to work, the human being is able to play. But
apparatuses have come under the control of a number of
individual human beings (e.g. capitalists}, who have

reversed this original intention. Now apparatuses serve the

interests of these people; consequently what needs to be
done is to unmask the interests behind the apparatuses.

According to such an analysis, apparatuses are nothing but

peculiar machines, the invention of which has nothing
revolutionary about it; there is no point therefore in talk-
ing of a ‘second Industrial Revolution?

Thuss photographs also have to be decoded asan
expression of the concealed interests of those in power:
the interests of Kodak sharcholders, of the proprietors of
advertising agencies, those pulling the strings behind the -
us industrial comphex, the interests of the entire us ideo-
logical, military and industrial complex. If one exposed
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these interests, every single photograph and the whale
Phummphkunmmukih:cnnﬂd:ndﬂhaﬁngbun
decoded.

Unfortunately this traditional kind of criticism with its
background in the industrial context is not adequate to
deal with the phenomenon. 1t misses the essential thing
shout apparatuses, i.e. their automaticity. And this is
precisely what needs to be criticized. Apparatuses were
invented in order to function automatically, in other
words independently of future human involvernent. This
is the intention with which they were created: that the
human being would be ruled out. And this intention has
heen successful without a doubt. While the human being
is being more and more sidelined, the programs of
apparatuses, these rigid combination games, are increas-
ingly rich in elements: they make combinations more and
more quickly and are going beyond the ability of the
human being to see what they are up to and to contrel
them. Anyone who is involved with apparatuses is mvolved
with black boxes where one is unable to see what they are
up bo.

To this extent, one can’t talk of an owner of apparatuses
cither. As apparatuses function automatically and do not
obey any human decision, they cannot be owned by any-
body. All human decisions are made on the basis of the
decisions of apparatuses; they have degenerated into
purely ‘functional’ decisions, ie. human intention has
evaparated. If apparatuses were originally produced and
programmed to follow human intention, then today, in
the ‘second and third generation’ of apparatuses, this
intention has disappeared over the horizon of functional-
Hy. Apparatuses now function as an end in themselves,
‘automatically’ as it were, with the single aim of maintain-
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ing and improving themselves. This rigsd, unintentional,
Functional automaticity is what needs to be made the
object of critscism,

The "humanistic' criticism of apparatuses referred to
abave is in epposition to this portrayal of apparatuses
being transformed into superhuman, anthropomorphic
Titans and of thus contributing to the obscuring of the
human interests behind apparatuses. But this objection is
eTTORE0NS. Apparaluses are actually Titans, since they were
created with this sole intention. This portrayal attempts 102
show precisely that they are not superhuman but subhuo-
man — bloodless and simplistic simulations of human
thought processes which, precisely because they are so
rigid, render human decisions superfluous and non-func-
tional, Whereas the ‘humanistic’ criticism of apparatuses,
by calling upon the last vestiges of human intention
behind apparatuses, obscures the danger fying in wait
within them, the criticism of apparatuses proposed here
sees fits task precisely in uncovering the terrible fact of thi
unintentional, rigid and uncontrollable functionality aof
apparatuses, in order to get a hold over them.

Returning to the photographic wniverse: Tt reflects a
combination game, a changing, gaudy figsaw puzzle of
clear and distinct surfaces that each signify an element of
the program of the apparatus. It programs the observer to
act magically and functionally, and thus automatically, i.e.
without obeying any human intention in the process.

A number of human beings are straggling against this
automatic programming: photographers who attemnpt 10
produce informative images, Le. photographs that are not
part of the program of apparatus; critics who attempt t
see what is going on in the automatic game of program-
ming; and in general, all those who are atternpting ko
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create a space for human intention in 2 world dominated
by apparatuses. However, the apparatuses themselves
gutomatically assimilate these atternps at liberation and
enrich their programs with them. It is consequently the
rask of a philosophy of photography to expose this struggle
hetween human being and apparatuses in the field of
photography and to reflect on a possible solution to the
conflict.

The hypothesis proposed here is that, if such a philo-
sophy should succeed in fulfilling its task, this would be of
significance, not only in the field of photography, but for
post-industrial society in general. Admittedly, the photo-
graphic universe is only one of a whole aumber of
\miverses, and there are surely much more dangerous ones
smongst them. But the next essay will illustrate that the
photographic universe can serve as a model for post-
industrial society as a whaole and that a philosophy of
photography can be the starting point for any philosophy
engaging with the current and future existence of human
beings.




Why a Philosophy of Photography Is Necessary

In the course of the foregoing attempt to sum up the
essential quality of photography, a few basic concepis
came to light: image — apparatus — program — information,
These must be the cornerstones of any philosophy of

photography, and they make possible the following defini-

tion of a photograph: It is an image created and distribute
by phatographic apparatus according to a program, an
image whose ostensible function is to inform. Each one of
the basic concepts thus contains within it further con-
cepts. Image contains within it magic; apparanes contains
within it automation and play; prograsn contains within it
chance and necessity; informuation contains within it the
symbolic and the improbable. This results in a broader
definition of a photograph: It is an image created and
distributed automatically by programmed apparatuses in
the course of a game necessarily based on chance, an
image of a magic state of things whose symbals inform its
receivers how to act in an improbable fashion.

This definition has the peculiar advantage for philo-
sophy of not being acceptable. One is challenged to prove
it wrong since it rules out the human being as a free agent.
It provokes one into a contradiction, and contradiction —
dialectics — is one of the spurs to philosophy. To this

extent, the proposed definition is a welcome starting point '

for a philosophy of photography.

If one considers the basic concepts image, apparatus,
program and information, one discovers an internal con-
nection between them: They are all based on the “eternal
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recurrence of the same’. Images are surfaces above which
the eye circles only to return again and again to the start-
ing point. Apparatuses are playthings that repeat the same
mavements over and over again, Programs are games that
cormbine the same elements over and over again. Pieces of
information are improbable states that break sway again
and again from the tendency to become probable only to
sink back into it again and again. In short: With these
four basic concepts, we no longer find ourselves in the
historical context of the linear, in which nothing is
repeated and everything has a cause yielding conse-
quences. The area in which we find ourselves is no
lenger ascertainable by means of causal but only by
means of functional explanations. Along with Cassirer,
we shall have to leave causality behind: “Rest, rest, dear
spirit.” Any philosophy of photography will have to come
1o terms with the ahistorical, post-historical character of
the phenomenon under consideration.

Besides, we have already started to think spontaneously
in a post-historical fashion in a whole range of areas.
Cosmology is an example of this. We see in the cosmos a
more improbable. It is true that by chance more and more
improbable states are coming into being; however — of
necessity — these sink back into the tendency to become
probable. In other words: We see in the cosmos an appara-
tus that contains an original piece of information in its
output (the *big bang’) and that is programmed to realize
and exhaust this information necessarily through chance
['beat death').
treformation, support our cosmological thinking quite
Spontancously, 2nd in so doing, quite spontaneously




promipt us to reach out for functiona] explanations. The
same applies to other aneas such as psychology, biology,
linguastics, cybernetics and information technology (to
mention only a few). We think, quite spontaneously,
across the board in an imaginary, functionally program-
matic and information-technological fashion. The hypo-
thesis proposed here thus argues that we think like this
because we think in photographic categories: because the
photographic universe has programmed ws to think ina
post-historical fashion.

This hypothesis is not as bold as it first seems. Itis a
hypothesis that has been around for a long time: Human
beings create tools and in so doing take themselves as the
model for this creation — until the situation is reversed
and human beings take their tools as the model of
themselves, of the world and of society. Hence the well-
known process of alienation from one's own toaols. In
the eighteenth century, human beings imvented machines,
and their own bodies served as a model for this invention
— until the relationship was reversed and the machines
staried to serve as models of human beings, of the world
and of society, In the eighteenth century, a philosophy of
the machine would simubtaneousky have been a criticism
of the whole of anthropology, science, politics and art, i.e
of mechanization. It is no different in our time for a
philosophy of photography: It would be a criticism of
functionalism in all its anthropological. scientific, political
and aesthetic aspects.

The matter is not all that simple, however. Fﬂrapflm-tn-:

graph is not a tool like a machine; it is a plaything like a
playing card or chess-piece. If the photograph is becoming
a model, then it is no longer a matter of replacing a tool
with another tool as a model, but of replacing a type of
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model with a completely new type of model. The hypo-
thesis proposed above, according to which we are starting
to think in photographic categories, argues that the basic
structures of our existence are being transformed. We are
not dealing with the classical problem of alienation, but
with an existential revolution of which there is no example
available to us. To put it bluntly: It is a question of freedom
in a new context. This is what any philosophy of photo-
graphy has to concern itself with.

It goes without saying that this is not a new question:
All philosophy has always been concerned with it. But in
being so concerned, it was located within the historical
context of linearity. In & nutshell, it formulated the ques-
tion like this: If everything is to have causes and conse-
quences, if everything is ‘conditioned’, where is there
space for human freedom? And all answers, likewise in 2
nutshell, can be reduced to the following common
denominator: The causes are so complex and the conse-
quences so unpredictable that human beings, these lim-
ited beings, can act as though they were ‘unconditioned.
In the new context, however, the question of freedom is
formulated differently: If everything is based on chance
and necessarily results in nothing, then where is there
space for human freedom? In this absurd climate, the
philosophy of photography has to address the question of
freedom.

We observe, all around us, apparatuses of every sort in
the process of programming our life through rigid
automation; human labour is being replaced by automatic
machines and most of society is starting to be employed
in the ‘tertiary sector) i.e. playing with empty symbols;
the existential interests of the material world are being
replaced by symbolic universes and the values of things
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are being replaced by information. Cur thoughts, feelings,

desires and actions are being robotized; Tife’ is coming to
mean feeding apparatuses and being fed by them. In
short: Everything is becoming absurd, So where is there
room for human freedom?

Then we discover people who can perhaps answer this
question: photographers — in the sense of the word
intended in this study. They are already, in miniature,
people of the apparatus future. Their acts are pro-
grammed by the camera; they play with symbaols; they
are active in the ‘tertiary sector, interested mn information;
they create things without valoe. In spite of this they con-
sider their activity to be anything but absurd and think
that they are acting freely. The task of the philosophy of
photography is to question photographers about freedom,
to probe their practice in the pursuit of freedom.

This was the intention of the foregoing study, and in
the course of it a few answers have come to light. First,
one can outwit the camera’s rigidity. Second, one can
smuggle human intentions into its program that are not
predicted by it. Third, one can force the camera to areate
the unpredictable, the improbable, the informative.
Fourth, one can show contempt for the camera and its
creations and turn one’s interest away from the thing
general in order to condenfirate on information. In shor:
Freedom is the strategy of making chance and necessity
subordinate to human intention. Freedom is playing
against the camera.

However, photographers only provide such answers
when called to account by philosophical analysis. When
speaking spontancously they say something different.
They claim to be making traditional images — even if by
non-traditional means. They claim to be creating works of
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41t or contributing to knowledge — or being politically
committed. If one reads statements by photographers, for
instance in the usual works an the history of photography,
ane is faced with the prevailing opinion that with the
invention of photography nothing really far-reaching took
place and that everything s basically proceeding just as 1t
did befiore; only, as it were, that alongside the other histo-
sies there is now a history of photography as weil. Even
though, in practice, photographers have been living fora
long time in a post-historical fashion, the post-industrial
revolution, as it appears for the first time in the shape of
the camera, has escaped their consciousness.

With one exception: so-called experimental photo-
graphers — those phatographers in the sense of the word
intended bere. They are conscious that image, apparars,
program and information are the basic problems that they
have to come o terms with, They are in fact consciously
aticmpting to create unpredictable information, iLe. to
release themselves from the camera, and to place within
the image something that is not in its program. They
know they mphrjugminstﬂtmﬁ,fﬂ even they
are nol conscious of the consequence of their practice
They are not aware that they ane attempting to address the
question of freedom in the context of apparatus in gen-
eral,

A philosophy of photography 1s necessary for raising
photographic practice to the level of consciousness, and
this is again because this practice gives rise to a model of
freedom in the post-industrial context in general. A philo-
sophy of photography must reveal the fact that there is no
place for human freedom within the area of automated,
programmed and programming apparatuses, in order
finally to show a way in which it is nevertheless possible to
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open up a space for freedom. The task of a philosophy of
photography is 1o reflect upon this possibility of freedom
— and thus its significance — in 2 world dominated by
apparatuses; to reflect upon the way in which, despite
everything, it is possible for human beings to give signifi-

cance 10 their lives in face of the chance necessity of death. |

Such a philosophy is necessary because it is the only form
of revolution left open to us.

B2

[exicon of Basic Concepts

Apparatus (pl. -es): 2 plaything or game that simulates
thought [rams. An overarching term for a non-human
agency, ¢.¢ the camera, the computer and the appara-
tas” of the State or of the market]; organization or
system that enables something to function.

Automatic machine an apparatus that has to obey an arbi-
trary program.

Code: a sign system arranged in a regudar pattern.

Comcept: a constitutive dlement of a text.

Comceptualization: a specific ability to create texts and 1o
decode them.

Cafltural object; an informed object.

Decode: demonstrate the significance of a symbal.

Entropy: the tendency towards more and more probable
states.

Finctionary: a person who plays with apparatus and acts
as a function of apparatus.

(ame an activity that is an end in itself.

History: the linear progression of translation from ideas
inte concepls.

Idea: a constitutive element of an image.

Idolatry: the inability to read off ideas from the elements
of the image, despite the ability to read these ehements
themselves; hence: worship of images.

Image: a significant sarface on which the elements of the
image act in a magic fashion 1owards one another.

lmagimation: the specific ability to produce and to decode
]migﬂ,
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Industrial soctety: a society in which the majority of
people work at machines,

Informe: 1. create improbable combinations of elements;
2. imprint them upon objects.

Information: an improbable combination of elements.

Muchire: a tool that simulates an organ of the body on the
basis of scientific theories.

Magic: a form of existence corresponding to the eternal
recurrence of the same.

Memaory: information store.

Obyecr: a thing standing in our way.

Photograph: a fiyer-like image created and distributed by
apparatus.

Photographer: a person who attempts to place, within the
image, information that is not predicted within the
program of the camera.

Playthimg: an object in the service of a game.

Post-history- the transiation of concepts back into ideas.

Post-industrial society: a society in which the majority of
people are occupied in the tertiary sector.

Primary and secondary sector; the areas of activity in which
objects are produced and informed.

Production: the transfer of a thing from nature into cul-
ture.

Program: a combination game with clear and distinct ele-
ments |frans, A term whose associations include com-
puter programs, hence the us spelling|.

Realiry: what we run up against on our journey towards
death; hence: what we are interested in,

Redundancy: repetition of information; hence: the probables

Rites: actions corresponding to the magic form of exis-
fenie.

Sigm: a phenomenon that signifies another.
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Sigmificarsce: the aim of signs.

Stare of thngs: a scenario in which what is significant are
the relationships between things and not things them-
selves.

Symbol: a sign consciously or unconsciously agreed upon.

Symprowre a sign brought about by its significance.

Technical image: a technological or mechanical image
created by apparatus.

Tertiary sector: the area of activity in which information is
created.

Text: series of written signs,

Textolatry: the iability to read off concepts from the writ-
ten signs of a text, despite the ability 1o read these
written signs; hence: worship of the text.

Tool a simulation of an organ of the body in the service of
work

Translation: switching over from one code to another;
hence: jumping from one universe into another.

Unrverse 1. the totality of combinations of a code; 2. the
totality of significations of a code.

Vialuable: something that is as it is supposed to be [frans.
able to be filled with value].

Werk: the activity that produces and informs objects.






