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Elisabeth Biondi: (introduces the panelists) 
 
Chris Boot is the Executive Director of Aperture. He was the director of Magnum. He 
went on to be the Director of Phaidon and then had his own book company and 
published wonderful editions. 
 
Charles Traub founded the School of Visual Art’s MFA program. He started out with 
Light Gallery. Then he was at the Museum of Contemporary Photography at Columbia 
College in Chicago. He was the president of the Aaron Siskind Foundation. And he did 
this wonderful exhibition ["Here is New York"] with 9/11 that was spectacular, never 
been done before.  
 
Allen Frame teaches at Pratt, SVA Undergraduate and ICP. He was also executive 
director of a movie, he’s writing a play, he’s a photographer, he’s the president of the 
board of CCNY now Baxter St and many more things.  
 
Andrea Meislin started out as an art historian and worked with the Phoenix Art 
Museum and the Israel Museum and then curated a big show in the United States of 
Israeli photographers. And then came her own Andrea Meislin Gallery. Viola!  
 
Brian Clamp studied critical 20th Century Art with a concentration in Photography at 
Columbia University. He was director of a gallery on the Upper East Side and then his 
own gallery ClampArt. And his emphasis is emerging photographers and mid-career 
photographers and painters. 
 
Vince Aletti, I always call him the master of the short review because when I worked at 
The New Yorker Vince did, and still does actually, the "Goings-on About Town" 
photography reviews. And the way he does is like a haiku. He’s at the ICP, he has 
curated photography shows, he is a collector, he does books, and more.  
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EB: I come from a very traditional editorial background, and things have changed 
tremendously in the past three years since I left The New Yorker. In the show “Lift Off” 
we have six extremely talented artists who have just recently graduated with an MFA 
degree and they are now facing the world out there without the help of their schools and 
programs. And so I want to put that in the context of, what is this world of photography 
now and how has it changed? It’s in this context that I’m going to talk to the panel about 
their fields of expertise.  
 
Charles, in the time since you founded the program at SVA it must have changed 
tremendously. Can you talk about that a little bit? 
 
CT:  Well one of the things to say is everybody on this panel is an artist or artists that 
call themselves photographers and photographers that call themselves artists. We’ve all 
been involved in the creative process of photography whether as an editor or a gallerist 
or whatever. I don’t really make much separation in those roles. We’re all educators or 
we wouldn’t be here. I’m not sure that anything has changed, surprisingly to say. When I 
began I knew that the digital world was coming, I had a lot of insight, I was informed by 
a lot of people at MIT, this was 87 or thereabouts, there was no question that the digital 
would change everything. And digital allows us to cross all the boundaries of disciplines, 
all the boundary interdisciplinary issues, all the mixed media issues, all the things that 
photographers have always done. I think the shortsighted view is, “Oh this is all new” 
and the truth is the content isn’t very new. And I’m thinking about that question, maybe 
anticipating it. Adam Bell, a colleague of mine, and I are about to release a new book 
called Vision Anew, a compendium of essays by many people from all over the world 
talking about the future of photography, it’s past and the issues that we’re now 
addressing. And in it is a little teeny essay by Arthur Siegel. Arthur Siegel was one of 
[László] Moholy-Nagy’s first students in the United States. Moholy came to the Institute 
of Design, or the New Bauhaus, in 1939 and Arthur taught there well into the 70s and 
was a kind of visionary himself and always reflected back on the writings of Moholy, the 
new vision, so on so forth. Moholy really predicted everything that we’re talking about: 
the integration of the ideas of photography being a matrix, if you will, for all kinds of 
creative activity whether commercial, personal, film, video – he wasn’t thinking of video 
they didn’t have it but he was seeing the idea. And Arthur wrote in 1961, “Photography 
is science, system, process, technique, tool, documentation, pages from life, creative 
treatment of actuality, archives of memories, mirrors of memories, extensions of the 
eye, enlargements of the image, hobby, business, profession, means of expressions, 
way of life… language, art, etc”. I think that’s all I’m saying. 
 
EB:  Well I don’t disagree with what you said; however, I do think what you teach and 
what is being taught at this school has changed. I remember going to your SVA 
graduate thesis shows and there used to be lots of photographs on the wall but every 
year there are less and less images on the wall. And if there are images on the wall 
often there’s usually a book that comes with it.  
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Chris, I think your defining medium is books, or visuals in books and again the same 
question to you: how has it changed? And now at Aperture, what are you doing there 
and how has that changed from when you had your own book company?  
 
Chris Boot:  I think ten years ago there were probably 40 publishers around the world 
producing photo books as art objects, producing about 400 books per year. My guess 
as of right now, in terms of the number of different titles that are being produced, is it’s 
in the tens of thousands by hundreds of organizations and thousands of individuals 
working from their studios at home. So I 100% agree with you, absolutely nothing has 
changed, and yet everything has changed about the environment of dissemination, 
production and communication and obviously that is all driven by the Internet. It 
profoundly challenges the publisher’s role. Publishers used to be these capricious 
characters; my illustrious predecessor Michael Hoffman was the very model of the 
capricious publisher on whose opinion and wishes an artists’ career might depend. 
There are no more capricious publishers with anything like that kind of power over 
peoples’ lives. Around five years ago there was a book that Phaidon published, that 
actually I commissioned, of the history of the Photo Book, which really drove interest in 
photo books. It wasn’t the first and it wasn’t a particularly original thing but it was a 
major survey of what the photo book had contributed. It was a retelling of the story of 
photography through the book. It had become already very clear to me that books were 
the most influential bearer of photographic knowledge; it is how ideas traveled across 
borders. I mean now you can argue a lot of that happens through the Internet, but the 
book, there’s nothing quite like the book for being the final articulation of a given body of 
work. As I came to Aperture four years ago Julien Frydman had just left Paris Photo to 
go and work for the LUMA Foundation, we were both former colleagues and both 
starting new jobs and we got together and talked about what we wanted to do and both 
of us wanted to start a photo book award. I felt like we at Aperture couldn’t possibly 
compete with the industry of individuals and groups out there producing and designing 
books. And we wanted to kind of select from, feed, support and promote awareness of 
the incredible field of photo book making. Now things are moving so rapidly the quality 
of what people are producing has transformed in four years. It is completely amazing. 
One of the reasons that we do this is to educate ourselves on what people are doing in 
terms of the materiality, in terms of production techniques, in terms of ideas, and 
concepts expressed and communicated through the form of a book. It is the most 
thrilling area at the moment; there is so much innovation. 
 
EB:  Allen, do you agree that it’s the most thrilling area? 
 
Allen Frame:  Yeah, I think it’s such a retro thing, right? Books! This explosion of 
books, it’s amazing, as well as the platforms that enable people to do their own, such as 
Kickstarter. I’m glad to hear that you both are in the camp that not much has changed in 
terms of content, which is the essential thing. It all has to do with point of view and as 
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humans our perceptions are our way of perceiving, it has not changed so much that 
we’ve created a new art form we’ve just created different ways to distribute the ideas.  
 
EB:  So then why are photographers having such a hard time getting a book published 
and why do they have to put down twenty thousand dollars to get that book published?  
 
Andrea Meislin:  The fact is that when a photographer is looking to have a book done, 
it’s not so simple. It’s really difficult to put together the funding, the writer, what it looks 
like. We have one artist who’s a very well established photographer, she was in the 
Whitney Biennial a few years ago, and every company she’s now looking at all want a 
maquette. Our answer is does she really need a maquette when you can see what her 
images look like? Isn’t it really your designer who should put the book together? It’s a 
challenge but at the end of the day a book is critical for an artist, for a photographer, to 
have. I think it’s a way of them putting their individuality on and in this one package.  
 
AF:  More than a maquette, I think they want money. They want to see money and I 
think they’re not all willing to say that up front and that’s maybe something that finally 
gets said. I find that all those small wonderful art book publishers expect the artist to 
come up with the money for production, which is framed in different ways but it was 
down to the same thing: come up with fifteen to twenty thousand dollars and we’ll 
consider you for our list. What do you think, Chris? 
 
CB:  I’ve never heard anybody actually quote a very recent specific example of that 
happening. I do think at Aperture there was a point in its history where that conversation 
most likely did happen. I think in the late 80s early 90s a lot of competition had 
emerged, from the Phaidons and the Taschens, and I think Aperture struggled at that 
point. I’m certainly looking at our list in that period where there were books I could tell 
the only the reason they got made is that somebody brought a check in. Having said 
that, it’s an incredibly difficult business to publish photo books. And to be honest, if 
there’s a book out that you have that is potentially an edition of a thousand copies, if 
there’s an audience of a thousand people for it, we’re probably not the right people to 
talk to. Books become viable at the seven thousand and above number. Those are 
books by photographers with highly established reputations, big audiences or are 
addressing topics that everybody wants to talk about. I did a deal on behalf of “Here is 
New York” for forty thousand copies; there was a huge demand, that’s a serious book, 
that’s a book that every publisher in the world was interested in. The individual artist 
book – it’s a really tough business. I personally get four proposals a day and I do find 
myself saying all the time: you should do it yourself.  
 
CT:  The thing that’s new is that you can do it yourself for very little money relatively to 
what it once cost and you can also make a book called an e-book on the screen. I like to 
use the term lens and screen arts, that’s what we’re really dealing with, and 
photography, video, Internet, all these things. The screen is a pretty damn viable place 
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and it’s not so far removed from those beautiful Kodachromes we once projected as 
well. So you can do it yourself whereas you never could do it yourself in the past. 
 
EB:  A photographer might be able to fund his or her own book with Kickstarter but it’s 
very hard for an emerging photographer or artist to have a gallery show by him or 
herself. And in talking about emerging photographers, Brian Clamp, how many people 
come to you and how do you decide whom to show? 
 
Brian Clamp:  It’s interesting since we are talking about books; probably fifty percent of 
the exhibitions at the gallery coincide with the release of some sort of publication, so 
someone with a book contract in their back pocket certainly becomes much more 
attractive to the gallery simply because it’s a great formula for promoting work. The 
publicity from the book fuels the exhibition and vice versa and it’s something that we’ve 
done over and over again. But how do we decide on what emerging artist to take a 
chance on? There are so many different factors. Actually one artist that we just showed, 
Pacifico Silano, quite simply was someone I met when he was doing his MFA at the 
School of Visual Arts. They have a mentor program where they pair students with 
professionals in the field and several people on this panel have been mentors and I was 
Pacifico’s mentor. And so that’s what started that relationship that later got him a 
participation in a group show at the gallery, then participation in an art fair booth and 
then eventually a solo show probably three years after he graduated. But again with 
regard to books I feel like because there are so many books being published, many 
photographers feel it’s a requirement at this point. And it is so obvious that not all work 
necessary lends itself to the printed page, not everyone has to have a monograph. It 
certainly is important and can open doorways for people but it’s frustrating for me to see 
artists all assume that that’s something they have to do. 
 
Vince Aletti:  When you say not everyone has to have a monograph, I would go a little 
further and say not everyone deserves to have a monograph. As the critic, I love books 
and photo books. Especially if the photographer is involved in it from the beginning, if it 
becomes a personal project it becomes something that the photographer designs, 
organizes and sequences and then it becomes a real extension of their body of work, 
it’s the best way to appreciate what they do. But again not everybody can do that, not 
everybody is good at that and not everybody knows how to handle that. I review books 
on a regular basis for Photograph [Magazine] and I get a tremendous number of things, 
most of which I’m really excited by, and there are wonderful books out there and I buy a 
lot of books at book fairs and small book stores that I’m happy to see. But not all of them 
have the weight that will make them end up in one of Martin Parr’s books at a certain 
point. And I think there has to be some sense of the weight. There’s an awful lot of 
material out there that just feels featherweight and doesn’t really hold the book. But it’s 
the same thing with gallery shows. There’s an awful lot of work out there that is easy to 
walk in and out of. I think it will always be the case that there’s good work and bad work 
or good work and not so interesting work. 
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EB:  I agree. But we see so many books, there are so many gallery shows, the emails 
just come in, and yet I know a number of people whose work I think is excellent but they 
can’t find a place. But that I think is just always the case, right? Has always been, will be 
and will never change.  
 
VA:  Always the case, unfortunately, yes.  
 
EB:  I wanted to ask you, Vince, I know you see religiously everything. I mean I have 
never seen anyone who goes to that many shows. 
 
VA:  Jerry Saltz is better.  
 
EB:  I’m not sure about that. The photography gallery, where is it at right now in terms of 
what you see and is it better or worse than what it was before? How would you describe 
it? 
 
VA:  It’s hard because what occurred to me recently was how many shows, how much 
work I’ve been seeing that’s process driven, that’s essentially abstract, that’s moved far 
away from the constructed photograph. And more and more of the work that I’m seeing 
feels like that it comes, maybe not from the darkroom, but with that sensibility. And 
that’s really struck me over the past year that I, frankly, have gotten very bored with 
fictional images – that kind of Crewdson school – and I’m glad to see that there’s not as 
much of that now. But it is kind of amazing to me how many people are working with 
process, with what feels like going away from imagery, going away from documentation 
and working almost completely in abstraction. 
 
EB:  Andrea you have said that your gallery emphasizes or has lens spaced 
photography as the highest percentage of what you show. How does that fit in with what 
Vince is saying? 
 
AM:  I think Vince is right in some ways, regarding the traditional image, we’ve all sort of 
moved on from street photography, which is really a shame. 
 
VA:  I agree. 
 
AM:  The most interesting work that I’m seeing is either composed, constructed or it’s 
played with, it’s conceptual in nature. And then the visual results have to be as stunning 
as their concept, they have to match well and be a cohesive presentation and there’s 
some really interesting work out there. I think something we’re not addressing though is 
that so many photographers are shown at contemporary art galleries and not 
necessarily photography galleries. Do you identify more as a contemporary art gallery 
Brian? 
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BC:  We’re still seventy percent photography but it was around 2005, 2006 when so 
many of my artists were producing work in more than one medium that this idea of 
medium specificity began to feel much more old-fashioned. And a lot of the galleries that 
were showing just photography didn’t feel as contemporary as I think they needed to. 
 
AM:  Although, to show other art forms one has to be well versed in those other art 
forms. For me to show oil paintings, although I may be able to respond to them, I don’t 
really understand them the way I understand photographs. Maybe it would be an easy 
lesson for me to take and learn, but it doesn’t feel as comfortable to me – to be able to 
speak about it honestly.  
 
VA:  Right, and I think there’s definitely a place for photo galleries, that's a necessary 
place. 
 
BC:  Well on the flip side also, and I’m sure you’ve all experienced this, with someone 
who is selling photography at more of a general contemporary art gallery, who doesn’t 
really have much of a background in the medium, it can be painful hearing them talk 
about it, you know? I mean honestly.  
 
AM:  Absolutely.  
 
CT:  You’re absolutely right; it’s horrible. 
 
AF:  I think in New York City there’s a special sort of situation where there are so many 
well established primarily photo galleries that people in photography are scooped up by 
those galleries. As emerging artists, unless they’re conceptual, there are not many other 
galleries open to them. In Los Angeles I think it’s different because it’s not driven, it 
doesn’t have this core of photo exclusive galleries. In New York if you’re not conceptual, 
you don’t make it into those established galleries that show photography alongside 
contemporary art and other media. You don’t make it into those galleries unless you are 
incredibly established with a sales record, with a press record, that if you’ve been a New 
York artist you’ve probably made in the photo only scene. And the exception to that are 
the more conceptual people for whom there’s still very few emerging galleries that would 
be open to showing photography alongside their contemporary art program. For 
instance Eileen Quinlan, Liz Deschenes or Miguel Abreu [Gallery] on the Lower East 
Side. But he’s not emerging and they’re not emerging anymore. That’s one of the 
exceptional galleries outside that system in New York that’s actually open to people 
coming right out of school or an emerging area who make work that is more abstract. 
But I think that’s a real New York situation. 
 
EB:  Charles, you once said to me that every photographer immediately expects an 
exhibition in a Chelsea Gallery.  
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CT:  That’s absolutely my experience. I know for a lot of my students out here in this 
audience, and they’re here for a reason, their goal is metaphorically Chelsea, which is 
really a great shame because, as I just read to you from Arthur Siegel, photography 
plays so many roles and has so many venues and so many ways in which it can be 
delivered, which audiences can be developed and which it can work collectively as 
“Here is New York” did, to make bigger statements, to make all kinds of it. I think what is 
incumbent is for people to figure out how to get beyond these very issues we’re talking 
about, of the problem of the gallery, of the problem of the book, not that they’re not 
important but what else can one do and how can one use the devices and the 
technology, which is fantastic, and the public display and architecture and everything 
that’s out there. Certainly the curriculum had to change because of the digital world. And 
the artist slash photographer and the photographer slash artist, in which I think this 
group here really is, is concerned about trying to say something individually through the 
lens as the lens is a matrix. What has changed is we’re all much more visually literate, 
at least this group is, and better educated about what the image is, about what it can do. 
And we’re also seduced by the Ponzi scheme that is the art world, by this kind of, “Oh, 
I’ll get a show, somebody will buy my work, they’ll donate it to the museum, then there’ll 
be a tax package and da da da, and five books and so on and so forth.” You have to be 
careful about that. I’m propagating it too.  
 
VA:  What occurs to me from the beginning of this conversation was where does 
anyone make money? If you don’t make money from selling books often you have to 
raise money in order to have it done. If you don’t get a gallery show, how does one 
make a living? I think that’s what I keep coming up against with people, with established 
photographer friends who are between galleries. How do they keep going? It’s not an 
easy place out there. Even if you have a show it doesn’t mean you’re going to make 
money off of it. So there are many goals; it’s wonderful to get on a gallery wall but how 
do you keep going? 
 
AM:  I think people don’t understand the financial pressures on the gallery. It’s 
enormously expensive; forget the rent, which is outrageous in Chelsea. When I moved 
there eleven years ago I was paying twenty percent of what I’m paying now and I was 
worried about it then. I did move to the ground floor, it’s a very small space but with 
production of photographs everything is big and so it has to be mounted and framed. 
We do art fairs; the pressure to do art fairs is enormous.  
 
EB:  I’m not sure you [in the audience] all realize that to show in one of those fairs you 
have to be selected sometimes, but it costs a lot of money. What’s the average? 
 
AM:  The average fair is twenty-five to thirty thousand [dollars] and it’s between shipping 
and installing, the stalls, the staff, the fair, for everybody. 
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EB:  That’s what I thought. And art fairs have become in the last five years absolutely 
de rigueur. You have to be in the art fair, it’s the way; it’s almost like a social setting for 
collectors.  
 
CB:  I’m a very nostalgic kind of person, I’m very nostalgic for the photography world I 
grew up in and I’m trying to do my little bit to make the photography world we’re in now 
a bit more like it used to be, although, maybe it never actually was. But one of the things 
is that it’s about economics. Photography used to be a diverse environment where an 
interesting photographer was able to make a living from different kinds of sources, 
principally from reproduction fees. That market has utterly disappeared for magazines. 
And the gallery is what’s driving it. There are lots of things driving the move to 
extraction; this isn’t a kind of ontological moment where we’re all thinking about the 
nature of the medium itself and the story of the medium, which is fascinating for an 
organization like us that are tracking the evolving story of the medium. But it is 
economics. And another piece of the economic aspect is that fashion is the one area 
where something different is going on that you know a lot about. But all those 
documentary fields have gone.  
 
When I went to college in Britain in the early 90s, in my outtake year I think there were a 
hundred photography graduates in Britain. I just heard the figure the other day that this 
year there are thirty thousand photography graduates. It’s a phenomenally busy field. 
There are a ridiculous number of people and it’s incredibly competitive. The numbers 
are frightening. But it’s also a field in which it is possible, as you see every day; great 
people emerge, great things are happening.  
 
CT:  The education costs a fortune too, and we’re all part of it. But again, these 
economics are not particularly new. Light Gallery, which I was a director and also a 
photographer and member of, went bankrupt and had to expand to California because 
there was seemingly a market competition. And the overhead at 724 Fifth Avenue, 
which was the most prestigious address where a gallery could be, was twenty-one 
dollars a square foot in those days. Galleries have come and gone they’ve always 
figured it out.  
 
I have two recent graduates who have best-selling cookbooks out. They’re beautifully 
done, they designed them, they made them, they did the photography, and they’re 
artists in their own right separately from that. One of them got a fifty thousand dollar 
advance on that book and it still it sold out before Christmas. So you have to invent 
yourself no matter what, as does the gallery and as does the publisher. The literacy 
issue that I keep going back to is that we’re all interested in this medium in a much 
greater way than such an audience would’ve been thirty years ago, forty years ago, or 
for that matter almost fifty years ago when I started but with nobody interested. 
Photography was in the basement of everything. Now photography is the main stream 
of visual imagery, in the world, throughout all of our dialogue, every day. There are 
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opportunities to manage that, interlock with it, create it and make your own statement 
and perhaps get in the gallery or make the book.  
 
AF:  Political things occur to me in terms of things you can do because it sounds so 
hopeless. For example, the burden of real estate interest; we have rent stabilization 
protection for tenants in New York City but not for commercial tenants, which affects the 
whole landscape of the city constantly and drives all of these costs up. Because if the 
gallery has those enormous rental costs that’s just going to be passed along into this 
exclusive world where only some work passes a filter that will appeal to a certain kind of 
contemporary collecting clients. The other thing is college loan debt forgiveness, which 
is already a political issue, which everybody should get behind because that’s 
something that has changed since the 70s, outrageously, and I haven’t heard any 
convincing explanations of why higher education costs so much more proportionately 
except that one person at The New School told me that it was all about middle 
management. Which may or may not be the case. Another thing is that while I know that 
there are a lot of struggling artists there are also a lot of artists in New York City who are 
not struggling, who are living on trust funds, who have enormous amounts of money at 
their disposal, many of them have been my students, and to those people: make your 
work but also give some of that money away, create a Foundation, do something for 
your peers that’s extraordinary.  
 
CT:  The cost of education is a factor of the same political social issues that are going 
on; the school has to pay rent, it has to pay faculties. And if you really parse those costs 
they’re not that disproportionate. That said there are a lot of schools that are building big 
buildings and they’re getting themselves in trouble that they don’t need; but they do 
need space. Also I’ve had some rich trust fund students come to me and ask for 
scholarships because they wanted to be independent of their daddies; I had a 
billionaire’s daughter do that, sickening. There’s social responsibility there. Maybe there 
ought to be a pact with multi-million dollar sales, that go to corporations or billionaires, 
so that when the galleries make those sales some of that goes back into scholarships 
and back in to support of other artist funds.  
 
EB:  Fashion; someone said just now that that was the frontier where things were 
happening and where there’s still money being made. 
 
VA:  Well that’s questionable actually. At a certain point in the career of photographers, 
magazines were a way they made money outside of being able to show, make a book, 
or be in a gallery. Magazines were a viable alternative to having their work seen, to 
being paid something, often to be commissioned to do something. That’s really less and 
less a possibility, except in fashion where at least all these magazines publish lots of 
fashion pictures. But the reality of that is very few of those people make money. They 
make money primarily if they are able to turn their fashion credits into advertising. For 
as many people who do fashion work I’m always shocked to hear how little they make; 
either they make nothing, or they make enough to cover their costs and that’s it. They 
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do the work to get a credit to get pages to get over to the next level. And so it’s a great 
place to get your foot in the door, apparently, but often it’s just a way to get your name 
out there, not to make money, which is shocking. So at least there are pages, there are 
beautiful glossy pages but they don’t always end up being a way to do anything but kind 
of keep your career going or get started on something. Many of the photojournalists who 
are driving a certain part of the business are really struggling or have no outlets, except 
online. And who makes money online? Nobody. I hate to go back to this reality of 
making money and making a living but that’s clearly a concern. 
 
BC:  A lot of people don’t realize there is a really small percentage of artists on our 
gallery’s roster who sustain themselves just from print sales. Artists have other things 
going on, whether they’re teaching, whether they’re doing advertising, whether they’re 
printing for other artists. You kind of have to be creative. 
 
AM:  That’s an important point; to live as an artist, self-sustaining is a luxury. And I think 
it’s something that young artists, especially recent graduates, have to understand.  
 
AF:  One positive note is that I think New York used to be a place where you really had 
to pay your dues and work through a profession before you got any kind of power or 
position, acknowledgment or salary; now the emphasis has become more and more 
about youth. It’s something that was already happening in other cultures, like the UK. 
When I lived there in the 80s I couldn’t believe how young editors were compared to 
New York, and all of those people were getting breaks. It took a long time for that to be 
the case in New York but it’s the case today. Younger people have this dexterity with all 
the digital stuff that constantly needs updating and all that sort of information. The skill 
sets are better the younger you are, which means that you are valuable to a lot of 
people of another generation who depend on that and depend on the speed of that 
savviness. I think it takes an entrepreneurial insight to figure where to grab something 
that would support you. One of those areas, I think, for photographers has a lot to do 
with video skills also.  
 
CT:  There are tremendous opportunities with video and I see the two as completely 
relevant together and, as I said earlier, truly about the lens and screen arts. That’s what 
you are, you’re lens and screen artists; image making may be focused on still, may be 
focused on moving, maybe you mix them, maybe whatever. The other thing is to maybe 
remember, and I know this sounds a little patronizing from a man of my age who’s got a 
nice job and blahblahblah, you’re not behind that little white cubicle slaving away with 
someone beating their pencil on your table. Being an artist is privilege. Being an artist is 
a kind of wonderful opportunity where what else can you just do your own thing without 
really being answerable to anybody else but yourself. It’s very lonely, there are a lot of 
risks and there are real tremors but that is the privilege. And it’s what I’ve always prized 
and I’ve been very lucky as an artist that I’ve had other ways to support that wanderlust, 
if you will. 
 



 12 

CB:  I do think that another thing that hasn’t changed is in this environment, in which 
everybody is competing with each other such as in that kind of world of photojournalism 
that I was part of in the early 90s, for a photographer to get noticed they found a way 
into somewhere that other people couldn’t get in or they produced a body of pictures 
that other people couldn't and they built a complete career on one body of work. It is all 
about one body of work, forget about the photojournalism thing, everybody’s got to 
produce one body of work that gets attention. One strong idea is enough to build a 
career on. It is possible and people are doing it.  
 
VA:  What occurs to me right away is that yes, I’ve seen a lot of great one bodies of 
work along the way but then the challenge is what’s next? How do you sustain it? How 
do you change it? How do you keep it going and not repeat yourself? I mean that’s the 
challenge for any artist; yes you can pull off something wonderful but then you have to 
do it again. With the artist you’re not getting that coup of a moment in a conflict or 
something, you are producing something extraordinary, but that’s never enough. You 
always have to have a follow-up. The people that excite me and keep me engaged are 
the ones that are able to sustain a career by constantly evolving, constantly changing 
and having a signature that is not set in stone.  
 
EB:  I think Chris meant that you start out with that and then you develop.  
 
Having spent a fair amount of time with young photographers/artists and many who’ve 
gone to graduate schools, or not necessarily graduate schools, schools, I’m really 
impressed these young people are so very nimble. Whatever you do, you have to do it 
well; you grow with it. But you have to be almost an entrepreneur and know what to do 
with it and how. When I was young and I started working it was much more, you learn 
one thing and you do it and your career is you go from one to another and it gradually 
builds. Now it’s just much broader and I really think young people make it their business 
to be that way.  
 
So I’m going to give the microphone to each one of you and I would like you to make a 
wish! 
 
CB:  I hope the photography book thing that I was talking about being so thrilling isn’t a 
bubble. 
 
CT:  I would like to see people working collaboratively together with bigger big ideas. 
More to engage the technology and the networks and create new networks into filters. 
 
AF:  I wish more people were like you Elisabeth, and by that I mean, you write this 
column for Photograph and introduce a photographer in each issue and it is up to you to 
decide what type of photographer. You set the parameters of somebody that’s not 
represented by a gallery yet and you make that call of skipping the many filters that are 
in place before we see somebody’s work in a gallery because you know there are all 
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those filters that occur before we get to find out about somebody. And you’re 
discovering people in that way. And I find as the art world becomes more and more 
corporatized in New York that kind of risk-taking happens less and less and I wish that 
there were more people who would take that kind of a risk.  
 
AM:  I wish and hope that the artists I am showing, particularly the new ones, receive 
the attention they deserve; I hope they receive curatorial attention, which is really, really 
difficult; I hope they receive attention from the press; and from collectors. It’s sort of a 
three-part goal. But they deserve it and it’s a lot a sharp elbows and a crowded field.  
 
BC:  I don’t want to be unrealistic but I hope for a return to more traditional art activities 
in the sense of people physically visiting galleries, following artist work over time, seeing 
an artist grow and change. And maybe there being some sort of response to this 
explosion of art fairs, which I don’t think are necessarily in artists’ best interests at the 
end of the day.   
 
VA:  Selfishly, I’d want to see more small black-and-white photographs.  
 
Audience Q&A 
 
Questioner 1:  Vince, you said you thought there was still place for photo only galleries, 
how do you see photography as different than other galleries? 
 
VA:  It’s similar to the way I feel that there still should be photo critics at the newspapers 
because the idea seems to be that not many papers think that all their critics can cover 
photography and the same goes for many art magazines. When there’s not a dedicated 
photo critic at The [New York] Times it means that there’s very little coverage of 
photography shows. The same goes for Artforum, ARTnews and any of the other 
magazines. They don’t have someone who’s dedicated to it. And it means that very few 
shows get reviewed. So that’s why I’m happy that there are dedicated photo galleries 
who will pay attention to the art that’s not going to necessarily appeal to the customers, 
that Matthew Marks [Gallery] or David Zwirner [Gallery] will be able to show small black-
and-white photographs or vintage photographs. I think it’s important that they remain, 
that there are people who are dedicated to the history of photography, to photography 
as a medium because what gets shown outside of regular photo galleries is very 
different usually than what photo galleries themselves show. I think it makes a big 
difference. When I first started writing I was not the only photo critic in town, which is the 
way I feel half the time. A. D. Coleman was writing when I first started and even though I 
almost never agreed with him, I was happy that he was there. I think that it’s important 
that there be other people writing regularly. Andy Grundberg was writing all these for 
The [New York] Times. When nowadays it’s not there it really means that almost 
nobody gets covered and I think that’s a shame. 
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Questioner 3:  We’ve been talking about how there’s a lot of photography in the world 
and there are lots of people coming out of school with photo degrees. But how do we 
increase the audience for photography, the people who will pay for it? 
 
CB:  I think that we’re all part of the phenomenon of incredible growth in interest in the 
medium and in the photo book world. That is possible because the audience for 
photography is so much more sophisticated, so much bigger and so much broader. 
Charles was talking about visual literacy; I think everybody speaks photography now 
and obviously it’s only a proportion of those people that take their interests more 
seriously but [nonetheless] the audience is growing phenomenally and this gathering is 
evidence of that. 
 
AF:  I think a lot of middle-classed collectors got priced out of the market in the 90s. But 
it’s still possible to be a middle-class collector. Because, unexpectedly, dealers were 
surprised to find out that there were people who were actually intimidated by the gallery 
and they have the money to buy but they’re intimidated to go in and try to buy 
something.  
 
BC:  It’s a very small group of collectors too, just naturally there are many more 
collectors than there used to be but there is still not enough collectors to support every 
artist producing work, obviously.  
 
AF:  Also, I don’t know if this is true, but I feel like among collectors their thinking is 
different than it used to be. I feel like more and more they tend to buy in a pack and 
everybody buys the same thing that they just saw on somebody’s wall that they were 
having dinner with. And it’s less evenly distributed, or I don’t know if it was ever evenly 
distributed but it’s a less distributed phenomenon. Do you agree with that Brian? 
 
BC:  Yes. And it goes back to something we were talking about earlier about process 
and abstraction; I think there’re conceptual reasons why we’re seeing a lot of this 
abstract photography. But I feel like part of it is market driven because we’ve seen 
edition sizes reduce and reduce and reduce. And there are collectors that want to own 
unique objects that others will not own and so now we’re seeing almost every gallery 
with one artist who’s producing unique photographic objects. 
 
AM:  I also think collectors are working with art advisors who will advise the collectors to 
not buy something that’s an edition of ten, especially if it’s more than three or four 
thousand dollars. So we make the editions smaller, the prices have to go up a little bit; 
it’s not win-win for everyone. It’s a sort of yearn for the days of Witkin Gallery, which 
was a wonderful little place and it was about the art and the artists, the photographs and 
the books and it had such a wonderful feeling to it. But here we are, it’s a different world 
today.  
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AF:  I think at the same time there’s this elitism that’s ground through that kind of 
corporatization of the art world. There’s this democratization that’s happening through 
the Internet, blogs, [crowdfunding] and books and that kind of distribution. And those 
two directions are so different how can they be reconciled? It’s interesting that they’re so 
different.  
 
CB:  Has anybody in this room not been to the New York Art Book Fair? Thousands of 
people excited by this frenzy of trading, excitement about the latest books even though 
they might only cost twenty bucks, but they’re these highly desirable collector's items. 
Middle-class collectors interested in photography are collecting books principally. 
 
AF:  And the thing that’s so surprising to me, the positive side, about that fair is that it 
seems to me that ninety percent of the people there are under thirty, which is great.  
 
Questioner 4: I admire a lot of the people sitting there [on the panel] but I’m surprised 
that in an hour and a half, all you do is talk about money. 
 
AF:  What would be your question then? 
 
Q4:  What is a photograph? Who is doing interesting work? That kind of stuff. 
 
AM:  The title of the panel is "Challenges in Photography".  
 
CT:  There’s interesting work all over this room. 
 
AF: That's an interesting remark, the context of this show is people who have recently 
gotten MFAs from New York City area programs and it’s about the challenges 
confronting them, which are strongly economical. Hence – talking about money.  
 
AM:  There are seven people up here who are professionals in the photo world who 
wouldn’t be doing it if we didn’t love the medium and feel real commitment towards it. I 
think that’s sort of implied here, it’s a given that we’re all devoted to it, everyone is 
committed and devoted to students and I think this panel, if I’m not mistaken, was really 
geared towards the graduate students and their peers. You’ve got experts here from the 
book world, professors, gallerists and a writer. It’s meant to impart a little bit of 
knowledge and experience and to help understand the way that this particular niche in 
the art world functions, even though there are multiple niches photography is still its own 
niche.  
 
Iliya Fridman:  I think the reason it swayed towards money is because, also in answer 
to what’s changed in photography and how and what’s the focus of the galleries and 
why – well it’s because that’s what sells in a commercial setting.  
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I have a question: Given the context of this show, not to put you all on the spot, but are 
these photographs? I mean there is some traditional black-and-white, by Jesse 
Wakeman, but the rest are digitally made, so no camera, no film. Is it photography? 
 
VA:  I hate this question. But yes, for me it doesn’t matter. I think that it doesn’t matter if 
it came digitally or not as long as it kind of works in a frame and the end result is a 
photograph. I don’t know that I would distinguish these and say they’re not photographs. 
But I don’t want to go further than that. 
 
AF:  I love the show and I want to emphasize the way it came about, which is that a 
show of this quality doesn’t just happen or spring forth. The fault of a lot of curators, 
young curators, is they just put their friends’ work in it and it’s not that coherent or 
interesting. Elisabeth actually has been making studio visits to people and MFA 
programs in New York over the last three years in order to come up with a selection like 
this. So it comes with a lot of research. 
 
CT:  I have to second that. I have had a little experience with recommending a fine 
graduate student to a curator and that person wrote to me, “Does that person have a 
gallery?” I said, “No, but you ought to see him.” He said, “Well we don’t look at anything 
that doesn’t have a gallery.” A curator has to go out into the world, seek out things from 
not just their friends and colleagues. And Elisabeth has been doing this for as long as 
I’ve known her, looking everywhere and anywhere, and that’s our responsibility as 
artists to be that connected and to refer and to be a part of it. It’s a big responsibility – 
that’s why I keep emphasizing the fact that we work collectively together. 
 
CB:  As far as I’m aware there is no adequate definition of what a photograph is. So the 
answer is no, because we can’t say, this in particular is a photograph and this is not. 
There’s no useful dividing line any longer the way there was in the world of lenses and 
film. However, there is a history of a medium and that’s why I do the job that I do and it’s 
why I think all of us are part of a story, a story of people who did particular things and 
developed a particular language. And the work that we as an institution are interested in 
is work that contributes to that story and pushes that story forward. So there may be 
artists who make work in the form of photographs but it’s got nothing to do with the story 
of the language of photography, that is less interesting to us than people who really are 
speaking about those things, who are the next chapters in that story or generating 
interest in previous chapters, that’s the job before us.  
 
 


