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The articls by Gottfried Jaeger on "Cenerative Photogranhy, avpearing
in your Vol, 1%, Mo. 1, is dense, and it containes several Sandawental ideas, to
two c¢f which I should like to comm=nt.

(a) Renroduction versus production: This ancient distinction between "mimesis"

and “poiesis”lis, as Jaeger's work shows, no longer valide ‘ihen ntogranhy was
invented, peonle believed that it would permit an even more faiihiul reproduction
of the objective world than the most '"realistic" of paintings. Tecause apparents
1y the objects impress themselves upon the sensitive surface of tae film, like they
"do in fingervyrints or footprints. Thus photos seem to be not “symbols” of objects,
(conventional signs which mean them), but "symptoms" of objects, (signs caused by
the bbjects themselves)s. AS one began to consider photography more closely, how=
evér, it became obvious that a2 very cbmplex codifying process goes on between ob-
ject ahd »hote: the rays reflected by covjects are sumbitited to ccmplex processes
befcre they-beccme an image, The non-~objective, symbolical chiracter of the pho=
tos became evar wmore counsclous. Thus it became obvigcus that ia photecs, even nore
evidently than in svainting, a codyfying, ”sensé-giving”, intention intervenes bew
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tween image and object. Théa there is no such thing as a »urely renrcducing, mie
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metic imapge, and that there is a producing, poetic quality to every image. Jaeger
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takes advantage of this theoretical insight, and he atftempts to accentuate the po=-
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atic varametre of image-makin
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() .oparatus varsus man: ivpparatus seem to be cemplex nachizes, which apgain
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seem to oe complex tools, so that there seems to te no essentizl Jfifference between

a
using a brush and using a computer. Toth arse toolsz at the ssrvice of thosze who use
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theme Thais iz not s0. The relation setween man and tocl iz different from the
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one between man zand machine, and the one bveitween man aand azperzvus. +ith tools,

man 13 the constant, and the tool is the variabls: i

Ty tools and
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he may exchnnge cne itool for another. with machines, tae2 machine is the constant
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and man is the varisble: the machine is surrounded oy men which may de substituted

i

one for ancther. ith apparatus there is an intricated co-relation of functions:
the apparatus does what man wants it to do, and man can only want fo deo what the

apnaratus can do. Tn fact: apnmaratus and man form a single functid

gér i3 cne of ZtThese who understand this.
ag much on adnaraius function a5 on his own intenticn. Iie knews that the problem
is not so much of man “govaraing” apparatus, or apparatus "geverniag” aan, but of

a creative man-a?parutus‘intéraction. In tais he centributes to the avoidance of
the daager that automatic avraratus take over, and relegate men ic mere apvaratus
functions. |

Jaemsrlz woric, {(and his thecrstical consideratiocns), are imporiant sisps on
the way toward the emerzing culture of images gemeprated by annaratus. '

Sincerely,
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Iiz Crumley,
issceiste Tditor,
- LECNARDC

2112 Rerkeley Hay, Zerkeley Ca Sh70k

Sear Liz Crumléy,
- thank you for your kind letter of January 13. I wrote
to Lisa 2. Zornstein on January 26 that I could write %the lstier on Gott=
fried'ﬁaeger's article in March onlys, T now found the time %o do it immedi-
ately. 7lease find 1t encloseds
i hope that it is what you expected {rom me., I know

Jaecer wekl, (I save lectures at his Bielsfeld school), and I think T know

e driving intention behind his work and his teaching. . Therszfore I.hope
that my letter will help your leaders to avprecinte what he is deing.

Thanking you again for having invited me to write
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sincerely yours,
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