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Directors Statement
by TERENCE

PITTS

in less than thirty years have suggested to some profli
gacy, not prolificacy. By depositing an unedited col
lection ofsuch magnitude with the Center, Winogrand
did more than provide abundant material for research.
He made these problematic issues ofhis process insep
arable from the issues ofhis imagery.
The strength of the Garry Winogrand Collection is
in his early work from the fifties and sixties. The pho
tographs selected for the portfolio have, for the most
part, never been published before and indicate the
range of Winogrand's unseen work.
The one time that Winogrand visited the Center,
several years before his death, the only thing he
wanted to do was look at other artists' photographs.
Not only did he prove to be an avid and curious stu
dent of other people's images, but his observations
and affinities (such as his admiration for Frederick
Sommer's photographs) were often surprising. Thus
it seemed appropriate for the Center to invite an art
ist to look at our Garry Winogrand Collection. Alex
Sweetman is a well-known photographer, teacher,
and author ofphotographic theory and history.
We are grateful for a Visual Artist's Forums grant
from the National Endowment for the Arts, which
helped with the production of this issue. Finally, we
wish to acknowledge Eileen Hale, the artist's widow,
who generously gave us permission to reproduce
Garry Winogrand's photographs.

IN 1983, AS GARRY WINOGRAND WAS PREPARING

to move out of his New York loft, he offered the Center
for Creative Photography all of the photographs he
had stored there. When the prints arrived and a pre
liminary inventory was completed, the count stood
around sixteen thousand prints. Most were unsigned
study prints that Winogrand had produced just to see
his images writ large, as it were, as part of his editing
process. Other prints bore evidence such as a signa
ture or title that suggested he had probably accepted
them as finished products. And a few prints had obvi
ously been exhibited.
Winogrand died the following year, and so the ac
tual sorting and cataloging of the collection took place
posthumously. With the assistance of a Museum Cat
alog grant from the National Endowment for the
Arts, the Center undertook the massive job of or
ganizing these thousands of photographs so that they
could be made available to students, scholars, and
other artists to study. In addition to the prints the col
lection includes 400 contact sheets, 120 color prints, and
a small number ofnegatives.
The sheer volume of his photographic production
and the process - some might say the problem - of
editing are two of the most discussed and debated as
pects of Winogrand's photography. Photography has
always been a prolific medium, but the staggering
quantity of negatives and prints that Winogrand made
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Easter Day Parade, New York City, ca. 1971

The Death efthe Author:
Garry WinograndJ 1928-1984
by ALEX].

SWEETMAN

course I put him through the meat grinder of morality.
Then there would be plenty to talk about: exploita
tion, sexism, racism, vulgarity, insensitivity border
ing on brutality, hostility, aggression, cynicism or
downright contempt for just about everybody. All of
these things come into discussions about his pictures
with hypnotic regularity. (No doubt, this is a back
handed acknowledgement that the pictures "work" at
least enough to provoke even the jaded and compla
cent amongst us, that they are "visual statements" something, not nothing. This argument does not go
very far, however, since certain strong smells affect us
deeply without anyone wanting to say that they must
be art.) His partisans are equally predictable in omit
ting a full discussion of these issues from their writing
about him and his work(s), preferring to see an imper
sonal and factual documentary style where others see
photojournalistic caricature or nothing at all. In all
fairness we should point out that he relied on others
for editorial aid and many of his editors were also his
friends. It would seem then that a discussion of his
work is also to some degree at least a discussion of
their work as editors and, in some cases, their own
perceived roles as photographers working from his
model. Very little has been said on this particular but
very important aspect of the way in which Garry
Winogrand is represented.
But my "speechlessness" about Winogrand had
other causes. I knew Winogrand, and I was not a fan.
It always seemed to me that the response he got when
he showed his pictures - the easy laughs at the poor,
often wounded, frequently ugly people in them - was
cheap. But eventually, and without wanting to at all, I
found myself yielding with familiarity to a grudging
respect, and, finally, after more than a decade, to a

IT SEEMS ODD TO BE WRITING ABOUT GARRY

Winogrand now that he is dead, since I never wrote
about him or even talked about him much while he was
alive. I had my reasons: both his admirers and his de
tractors were many and well placed and published ex
travagant praise or damnation of his work frequently.
His influence, the power that he actually exerted by
his example as a role model, was conspicuous and un
deniable (this is what art historians rejoice in when
they can prove it: influence). But more importantly, I
was always of two minds about Winogrand, his life
and work, his photographs and the books, and shows
he did from them, some of which appeared to be quite
different, even contradictory, sorts of projects.
What makes writing about him at this time even
more curious is that recently he has been written
a.bout well by his longtime friend and editor, John
Szarkowski, the curator of photography at the Mu
seum of Modern Art. The publication of the MoMA
monograph, Cal'ry Winogrand: Figments from the Real
World, is all the more effective because it appears not
to be Szarkowski's book but Winogrand's book (and
show). It is a smoothly carved biographical epitaph in
carefully crafted phrases and carefully selected master
pieces set in the eternal stone of The museum (certainly
the foremost American museum of modern art and
almost the only art museum in the world to offer rec
ognition to photography in the twentieth century
before it became popular). This publication firmly
secures for Winogrand a place outside of time in the
mausoleum of the art history of photography, if not
in the blue-chip market of Art History itself.
While I've always thought there was a great deal
to say about contemporary photography, Winogrand
and his work left me curiously speechless, unless of
5

sympathy for his humanity, an empathy with the situ
ation he found himself in and shared, a kind of love
for the man. Ifl chose not to speak about his work
while he was alive, it was because on one level, I was
too put off by the man, the way he treated his sub
jects, the blunt and agressive wide-angle distortions,
the flashlight caricatures, his rough treatment of
people and ideas or sensibilities he disagreed with. On
another level I had nothing to say. I laughed along with
the rest of the audience and afterwards thought noth
ing about it.
Winogrand's position more or less vehemently de
fended by him and others was, simply put: "WHAT
YOU SEE IS WHAT YOU GET. Next slide."
Well, who could argue with that? (Arguing with
Garry, by the way, was not what they mean by argu
ment at the University of Chicago. For Winogrand,
argument was more of a family affair where father
knows best and knows he knows best and can see no
other position anyway. End of argument. Period.) He
would stick by his opinion the way one does when de
fending oneself doggedly against all comers, a kind of
king of the mountain defensive posture. And if he
didn't need to do anything more than show his slides,
why would anyone else want to (mis)represent him or
them any other way?
This stand against interpretation was part and par
cel of a largely negative stand against a whole range of
practices and issues, social, political, and aesthetic,
loosely and perjuriously characterized by Winogrand,
and his friend and photographic peer Lee Friedlander,
as "literature" or "philosophy" or "art" (but not pho
tography and, therefore, not the real subject at hand).
The list of things he rejected is long, but it would have
to include the craft tradition in photography and its
idolization of the beautiful print and the isolation of
what modernist criticism understands as "significant
form." The landscape for Winogrand and most other
moderns for that matter is socially constructed. The
only fit subject for the photographer is "life," and this
life is generally found on the street in cities, especially
New York City where Winogrand happened to live
for most of his life.
The position adopted by Winogrand, a position
against discourse, evolved over a period of time and
was embraced with enthusiasm by what at times
seemed a legion of anti-intellectual photographers fol
lowing in his footsteps. Photographs simply were.
Whatever one said about them was what was said

about them, it was not them and was, therefore, irrel
evant. Photography, the specific photograph, was
opaque, self-referential, closed even to feeling or,
more precisely, any discussion offeelings. It was as if,
somehow, seeing had become separable or detached
from thought and feelings about that which was seen
(in the photograph). The meaning of the photograph
was self-evident or not at all. There were, of course,
references to a tradition sufficient to justify the activity
as art. But, unfortunately, the result of this position
has been a kind of silly silent awe before the now mys
tified products of photographic "high art." In retro
spect it seems that many people in his audiences
thought Winogrand's best work was the one-liner that
makes us laugh, but not think. A case could be made
that to disclose the actual conditions of daily life
Winogrand exaggerated and recreated the given in
order to raise it to the immediately recognizable fea
tures of a very pessimistic journalistic caricature. We
see, for example, a gaggle of sightseers in Forest Lawn
Cemetery, one of whom is pointing to a monumental
sculpture labeled THE MYSTERY OF LIFE. There
are other Garry Winogrand's, other kinds of his work
that I find more interesting and useful, and these are
the photographs that clearly describe situations I rec
ognize as the New York City scene or that I imagine
represent his own deep unexplored and very private
pain.
The aesthetic (and political) right wing of the art
world has been quick to damn the acceptance of Wino
grand's work, and work like it, as "the museumization
of the snapshot." This position sees dangerous confu
sion and deep errors -of judgement in high places, the
result of mixing high with low, rare with common,
significant with worthless. The comparable attack from
the left has been that documentary photography, one
of the great tools used by left culture for social change,
has been depoliticized and turned into useless art (for
art's sake). Personally, I like the idea of a photography
department in a major museum showing snapshots,
good ones that is, because I believe that the snapshot
in all of its variegated forms is the main folk art of
technological culture. Even at its most basic level, it is
a high-powered tool we use to fix and preserve a mo
ment of time for all eternity, a protest against the in
evitable failure and loss of memory, a stay against
death. But the whole issue of the snapshot has dogged
discussions of photography to such an extent that we
should be quite clear about exactly what we mean
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because such massive quantities of things did not exist
before the arrival of photography. So it should not be
surprising if no one seems to know exactly what to do
about all of it. This problem is by no means unique
to Winogrand's work but is a problem inherent to the
photographic medium.
With the invention of photography and, later, the
development of photomechanical (re)production tech
niques, the mass production of pictures became routine
even for the weekend photographer while techniques
for storage and retrieval of this steadily increasing
mass of information lagged far behind. Unlike other
art media, photography is the apparent pinnacle of a
pyramid with an exceptionally large base operating
through virtually every area of human activity. Art
photography's relation to the mass of pictures has
always been problematical on the levels of history,
theory, and criticism. Winogrand's work refocuses
our attention on the recurring issue of huge numbers
(of both actual and potential, past and future, photo
graphs), which won't go away and should be dealt
with.
The photograph, whatever else it may be, is a literal
fact. Before it is anything else, it is evidence of a situa
tion and of a photographer's presence. Photographers
are acquainted with this simple truth because in it they
recognize both their failures and their greatest suc
cesses, inscribed as they are with the subjectivity and
ambiguity of authorship as well as the identity of the
subject, the time of day or night it was made, the ele
ments of the situation before the camera, etc. As
information, the photograph is either useful now or
later or not at all. But the generosity of the archive
allows us time to wait and see and relieves us of the
burden of having to find an immediate use to justify
preservation. Artists, on the other hand, often feel
compelled to destroy their offspring when it seems
malformed or immature in order to purify and liberate
their imaginings, to free them to work. Winogrand
seemed willing to let it stand. He seemed to have the
capacity to proceed with his work without being
haunted by the immense and ever increasing backlog
of prints, contact sheets and, at the end, of roll upon
roll of undeveloped film.
A powerful if somewhat sickening comparison of
man to fish comes to mind: the photographer like the
cod lays a million eggs so that one may hatch. This
image, with its biological/reproductive sexual impli
cations, was first proposed by George Bernard Shaw

when we use the word snapshot.
What we do not mean is what most people think of
when they hear the word. Generally speaking snap
shots are photographs organized by exceedingly rigid
cultural conventions for selecting and framing a sub
ject. These conventions, furthermore, are internalized
by just about everyone who is a member of any indus
trial society, man, woman, and child. Snapshots are as
original as the conventions that guided Byzantine
icons, which is to say, not at all. The more sophisticated
regard snapshots as the inept photographic. perfor
mance of untrained amateurs; at best, they are service
able portraits, at worst, they are arbitrary and worthless
accidents, junk. A kinder view is that they are the folk
art of modern societies, a democratic technological
vernacular, significant and worthy of serious attention
from the thoughtful.
But there are other understandings and interpreta
tions that come into play when serious photography
and art are the subject in question. Then it is best to
use the term "snapshot aesthetic" to characterize as
pects and qualities of photographs and pictures that
have the unusual and highly photographic energy and
vitality of "instantaneity" - the living, breathing mo
ment - distinct from the static conventions that gov
ern ordinary snapshot photography. In this sense, we
may speak of some of the great art of the past as well
as recent photography, especially Winogrand's. Essen
tially formal, the "snapshot aesthetic" of Winogrand's
practice includes tilted horizons, close and dynamic
wide angle views of street activity, the use of flash to
stop action, odd (or funny, sad, touching, stupid, il
logical, surreal, etc.) juxtapositions, and a density and
complexity of composition that approaches chaos.
Some or all of these factors may come into play in the
same photograph and constitute the aesthetic basis of
his contribution to modernist traditions.
A central issue raised by Winogrand's work is what
I would like to call the problem of numbers. By this I
mean the way he approached his task as well as the re
sults: the plenitude, the sheer quantity and apparent
limitlessness of the man's oeuvre, like one third of a
million exposures from his last years in Los Angeles
alone. If nothing else, the sheer quantity would sustain
a large and durable legend simply because the huge
numbers are almost mythological. Art museums are
not prepared to deal with this kind of volume. Large
numbers have rarely been a problem in the artworld
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nothing reductive about Winogrand's needs: he was
to shoot and shoot and shoot, and he did it until he
dropped. He had no worries about the survival of all
of his millions. Their fate was guaranteed by the de
mocracy of the conservationist impulse of the archive
that would keep his work and protect it against time. I
am reminded of the slogan of an infamous military unit
in Vietnam: "Shoot them all and let God sort them
out." But even the "god" of this analogy, Winogrand's
most able editor, John Szarkowski, ultimately wearied
of the process: "the editor's attention is compromised
by impatience, then aggravation, then by something
like anger, and the paranoid suspicion that he is victim
of a plot designed by the photographer to humiliate
him." (Figments, p. 36) We may wonder if Winogrand
himself had not anticipated this exhaustion with the
process of editing just as earlier he wearied of the pro
cess of making good prints or doing commercial work
for others. We may wonder if, out of his own sense of
authenticity and autonomy, he gave up his dependence
on the conventions of art photography that had sup
ported him and, in a sense, made him.
The model Winogrand gave to a generation or two
of younger photographers during the seventies was
the conspicuous role of what, for lack of a better label,
may be characterized as "street photographer." What
this unfortunate phrase (the heir apparent to another
unfortunate phrase "straight photography") is meant
to signify is photographic work done not in a studio
but outside of any studio in the urban and occasionally
suburban milieu, which has, ironically, characterized
contemporaneity at least since the urban impression
ism of the 1870s in France. Within the Winogrand ar
chive are photographs of a whole gang of photogra
phers including Tod Papageorge, Joel Meyerowitz,
Tony Ray-Jones, and others, led by Winogrand prowl
ing the streets of New York in search of ... what? Var
ious subjects have been suggested: the ordinary, the
commonplace, daily life, today, the times, actuality.
But more often than not, we see extraordinary and
weird people often with disabilities, wounds, and de
formities, which have more to do with Diane Arbus's
sinister freak show than Robert Frank's lyrical pic
tures of love and hate, hope and despair, or Walker
Evans's lucid depictions of vanishing actuality, or Lee
Friedlander's formal ironies, or even Weegee's blunt
descriptions of New York types and tragedies. One
took one's Leica fitted with a wide-angle lens, loaded
with black-and-white film to the street and shot what

to describe if not explain the profligacy of amateurs
with the "hand cameras." The success of Shaw's im
age is that it naturalizes the actual and potential limit
less production of negatives as process. And, as pro
cess, this description has a Darwinian necessity, a
determination to be bountiful and limitless like the
teeming profusion of life itself. At the same time, this
description is as reductive as the iron law of the sur
vival of the fittest: many are made but only a few are
chosen, or in the case at hand of the photographer-cod,
only one is chosen.
The process of nature enacted by the cod is the pro
cess of the hand camera fitted with roll film. (It is no
accidertt that the great advance of the hand camera
during the twenties was the adaptation of mass pro
duced 35mm motion picture film.) It is the process of
the photographer be he or she a commercial photog
rapher or a dedicated amateur who, standing before
an unfolding event in time or an inert three-dimen
sional object, begins photographing, carving time
and space. Photographing is an ongoing reciprocal
process of interaction with what is given in time and
space. Winogrand called it "banging away" (and we
may imagine without too much difficulty that this de
scribes exactly what some of his human subjects must
have experienced while being photographed by him.)
The assumption Shaw makes reflects the fact of space
limitations in the newspaper, for example, where
only one of the multitude of pictures of the fire,
parade, or baseball game, will be selected by an editor
(emphatically not the photographer) to be published.
The process of editing, which Winogrand finally gave
up in favor of the all-consuming drive to photograph,
points up the facts surrounding progressive refusal to
operate as a commercial photographer or even an "art
photographer." It might be said that he wanted finally
to make his life his work, and to make his daily exis
tence and photography into a seamless performance
with no separation between life and work, or the one
from the millions.
Of course, this reduction of the many to the one
really is not true of either codfish or most hand camera
users, both of whom earnestly desire a somewhat
higher ratio of living to inert spawn than one in a
million. It is not true especially for the photographer
under discussion who, in his later life, was in the habit
of filling large garbage pails with exposed rolls of
film. (This had the social utility of leaving room in the
refrigerator for beer and food.) There was simply
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there were more Winogrand photographs at the
MoMA than everything else in all the other collections
combined, more than all the paintings, sculptures,
and prints, more than books in the library. I imagined
some kind of photographic blob oozing out of the
building filling up all the storage space, and soon all
the space, walls, floors and then out onto 53rd Street
until piles of Garry Winogrand photographs eventu
ally came to block the traffic on the entire Eastside of
New York City where most of them were made ...
Several hours of swimming laps brought me back to
my senses.
By morning my equilibrium was sufficient to face a
second day of viewing thousands and thousands of
photographs. As I walked I imagined that Winogrand's
solution to the problem of meaning was directly re
lated to this other problem of numbers. It seemed that
his solution was provisional, a "working solution,"
never a satisfying solution, that led him always away
from the last picture as much as it urged him on to the
next. Absorbed in these thoughts, I fantasized the sol
ution: some computer whiz would develop a program
and name it CURATOR. Version 1 would establish a
user friendly interface with videodisks or CDs filled
with gigabytes of photographs stored in vast accu
mulations of the binary code equivalents of mother
and father, 0 and 1. We would database the entire
Winogrand collection and program the represen
tation we desired, any representation. The software
would allow for time and subject matter linkages as
well as more subjective considerations so that we
could, say, request a forty image exhibit from a
specific period proportionally divided among cate
gories of published and unpublished work, gender,
race, formal attributes and mood. The digital laser
printer attached to the computer would print out the
entire show in minutes. 8½xll-inch prints would
become popular. Museums would begin to weigh the
costs of salary and benefits against a software package.
Future acquisitions would be made by committees
and auxiliary groups.
The problem with this adventure into artificial in
telligence is that the dumb machine would not give us
one show but an infinite number of shows, unless the
programmer had done his or her job well. Then, a
technological fantasy - or should we say feasibility directly addresses the mythological dimensions o f
both Winogrand and photography. As information,
photographs are subject to new techniques designed

one met up with there. No one seemed to wonder
why or what it meant.
Question (put to a young photographer): What did
you do this weekend? Answer: "I had a great time!
Garry and I went to Hawaii and I shot eighty rolls!" If
one were to ask exactly what was shot, the answer
would be something like the street, the people, the
place, or the spirit or the description of any or all of
those things, but better not to ask. The hope implicit
in the activity is that eighty rolls were shot so that one
frame might become a picture. As picture, transcend
ing mere photograph, the "work" could then rise to
the heights of art and become suitable for framing.
While these kinds of aspirations may be suitable for
a young man (all the street shooters were men) at the
threshold of his career, Winogrand had ceased to con
cern himself much with fame or the art world years
before his death. The first and easiest thing he gave up
was making photographs on assignment for other
people in order to earn a living. Next, he gave up
printing and, soon, even choosing photographs to
print. Finally he even stopped developing his film,
thus creating a very nasty situation for any individual
or institution committed to conserve and somehow
make use of his oeuvre. The result is a flattening and
leveling, an unintelligible mass capable of yielding as
many different interpretations as one cares to make.
About three thousand prints or one day into the
Winogrand archive at the Center I had a daydream/
nightmare connected to the slimy world of fish eggs
and photography. Leaving the air-conditioned com
fort of the building around closing time I walked
through the exit into a wall of unseasonal 110 degree
heat. Heat, however, does not begin to describe its
tangible presence when one's own body is hit with such
searing force. All I could think of, although thought
was almost impossible, was swimming back and forth
in my hotel pool surrounded by flame red walls of
bougainvilleas while the sun went down. My forward
movement became a kind of feverish slow motion, and
I imagined some wealthy patron of the Museum of
Modern Art had become totally obsessed with Wino
grand and purchased all of the condos at the Museum
to make way for the Winogrand archive. After clear
ing out the tenants, a large staff was hired to take
charge of a wide variety of actual and projected uses
for the material, including the printing and filing of all
of the negatives. Soon, the nightmarish dimensions of
this megalomaniacal task became clearer. Overnight
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culture. These are the mixed forms of montage, pho
tographic essay, and multiple imagery of all kinds
with or without text in newspapers, magazines, in
stallations and exhibitions, and, most importantly, in
books.
If the montage model of continuous seeing defines
one extreme of photographic possibility, it was an
extreme adopted by Walker Evans during the era of
the silent film and by Robert Frank who saw the dead
end of photography after The Americans and became
a filmmaker. Montage, construction, and sequencing
generate a movement and moment of comparison or
collision between two shots, creating a third mean
ing, a visible or invisible presence or residue. Early in
the twentieth century the filmmaker Eisenstein noted
this effect and saw montage as analogous to the ideo
gram, a unit of visual language and meaning, as the
essence of the film. Lazio Moholy Nagy was the first
to become interested in theorizing a future for the
photographic series and the montage of still photo
graphs. Literary form and theory were affected pro
foundly by this new instrument for thought. Since
that time we have witnessed the extensive practice of
mixed forms such as the photoessay in all of its trans
formations in bookworks and in what I have called
photobookworks.
Winogrand felt this pressure because he did four
books, but in their construction they resemble photo
graphic essays or the more or less unrelated collections
of single images served up by artists and commerical
publishers. Because of this, they are limited by their
themes which are only metaphorically about us while
they appear to be about something else - the stock
show, the zoo, women, media events, and not mod
ernity, actuality, or a mosaic or montage expressing
the knowledge and understanding of the social con
struction of reality one finds in the classic texts men
tioned below. The truth of the photographer and the
photographs does not add up or form the autonomous
totality o f art and social reality we recognize in the
classic texts, our visual literature.
This is where we find the important work of cul
ture being done - in books. This is where we see
Frank's The Americans, Evans's American Photographs,
Weegee's Naked City, Cartier-Bresson's Decisive Mo
ment, Klein's New York, to name a few works known
to Winogrand. These works which expand the role of
the photographer to editor and critic are where we
find meaning and significance in photography, here,

to handle huge volumes of data routinely as in libraries
and the archives of the sciences so that they may live
on for future use and other lives. While this may have
precious little to do with art and the history of art as it
is presently constituted as a discipline, it has a great
deal to do with history and will have immense impli
cations for the future of art history.
The million-to-one ratio might be acceptable to a rel
atively indifferent codfish, but that ratio is unaccept
able in most human situations. However, it does
model a methodology widely operative in commer
cial illustration, reportage, and in street photography,
espoused by Cartier-Bresson as "the decisive mo
ment," the selection of one frame from the entire
shooting which best expresses or describes the feeling
and formal coherence of the situation at hand. But
even Cartier-Bresson discovered as many as half a
dozen equally "decisive moments" within a single sit
uation. And every photographer has on more than
one occasion looked at his or her contact sheet to dis
cover two equally strong views of the same object,
person, or situation. Nevertheless, this model does
support art theories predicated on notions of taste,
rarity, quality, connoisseurship, and the concept of
the masterpiece. Significantly, as a photographic prac
tice, it also makes the photographer the editor and au
thor of the work, a model declined by Winogrand.
A different model would have been available to
Shaw if he looked into the film strips being produced,
and sometimes printed, as sequences in books and
magazines during his day, a model that would domi
nate the art theory and practice of the next decades
in Europe. This cinematic multiple-image montage
model gives us a million frames each with its own
independent existence and a simultaneous integral de
pendence on the frames surrounding and contex
tualizing it. Thus, each of the million frames is equally
valuable, and the only feasible reduction is to the one
frame that characterizes, symbolizes, or literally de
scribes the subject (the decisive subject?). The con
tinuous seeing of the film camera, like Winogrand's
use of a motor drive on his Leica while in Los.Angeles,
prohibits the isolation of a single frame except as a
kind of shorthand or abstract. Between the extremes
of this continuous narrative or discontinuous mon
tage of cinematic seeing and the isolation of the single
and decisive moment, the single unit of the visual art
tradition (as it has been defined by us moderns), we
find many of the visual forms important to all levels of
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and less often in exhibitions, and not in single images,
which are open to interpretation, almost any interpre
tation the viewer cares to make. This is why it might
be said that Winogrand failed to read and edit his own
photographs and did not engage and answer the ques
tions raised by his work. He failed to address the ques
tion of meaning.
Winogrand's use of the book to collect and distri
bute his photographs, and thus to preserve specific
collections of his work, has earned both high praise
and contempt, depending upon the critic's point of
view, but, generally, none of his books successfully
represented both photography and himself. The form
of Winogrand's books, including his posthumous
retrospective catalog, with their thematic grouping
around a place or type of event, has always left me dis
satisfied, just as his own slide shows always left me
dissatisfied (but for entirely different reasons), not just
because I knew the books were not edited by him or
because the slides were an odd lot of his greatest hits,
but because they seemed to limit him. (Only the work
titled by his publisher Women Are Beautiful, and titled
by him "Confessions of a Male Chauvinist Pig," is
said to be "his." It is interesting that everyone, even
Winogrand himself, considered this book to be a fail
ure.) It would seem then that we have a problem here.
But perhaps the problem is not one of numbers so
much as it is the problem posed by Winogrand himself.
While most of Winogrand's admirers have been
quick to link his work to the now historic projects of
Robert Frank and Walker Evans there may be more
reasons to separate their projects than there are to link
them. First, Robert Frank is not memorable for his in
dividual photographs so much as for his classic book
of photographs, The Americans. Similarly, Evans is
known for his book, American Photographs. Had they
just done photographs they would probably be re
membered as figures of interest to the historians of
photography and photographers but no one else. But
because Frank, and others before him, did books
about us, they are remembered by the larger culture
as well as by museum photography departments be
cause our culture is a culture of the book.
The obvious fact that the Museum of Modern Art
monograph is Winogrand's best book to date is cer
tainly a function of its high seriousness, its size and
scope, and its wide variety of photographs, which do
more to open interpretation than satisfy it. But even
this text creates divisions, artificial barriers, to a more
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complete understanding of the meaning of Wino
grand's work since it divides Winogrand into categories
of time, location, and subject such as "Eisenhower
Years," "On the Road," "The Sixties, etc.," "Unfin
ished Work," which may have little to do with any
essential meaning. Of course, a purely chronological
approach would have been more misleading and "a
complete understanding" may be impossible anyway
since the photographer declined to offer one.
Of all of the "Garry Winogrands" currently avail
able and of all the future interpretations I can easily
imagine, I prefer his installations at Light Gallery in
New York and at the Art Institute of Chicago where
he plastered the walls from floor to ceiling with pho
tographs for some reason. These wallpaper mosaics of
urban chaos became environmental approximations
of his totalization of the act(s) of photography. That
is, they seemed authentic to some basic need and were
problematic for nearly everyone. This disregard for
the conventions of modernist aesthetic presentation
and fine printing - that program launched by Stieglitz
in his Little Galleries and fixed now as the standard for
presentation in all museums upholding the true tradi
tions of fine art in the twentieth century - seemed not
only timely but decisively a break with tradition en
tirely in keeping with his "guerilla" presentation of
self. This was the photographer/artist I admired. This
is the photographer one encounters after going through
the thousands of photographs in the archive. And this
it seems to me is the problem of Garry Winogrand.
Winogrand was a hitter. His early photographs of
fighters are revealing in this connection as are his
photographs of football. He didn't photograph the
thrill and success of the winners. I don't think he be
lieved there were any winners ultimately. His model
was the fighter who would continue to stand up and
fight with animal instinct and powerful reflexes even
after consciousness itself seemed exhausted. His was
the blunt will to survive and go on hitting (banging
away). It appears that the best life offered him was to
be outside of himself when photographing. His ner
vous bliss, the ecstasy of the photographic activity that
took him outside of himself, was what Winogrand
worked for, lived for, and believed in: his own profes
sionalism, the performance of his vision, was all that
he had and the best that he could be. The resulting
photographs were, finally, merely the leftovers and
debris, the ash of the intensely seen and intuitively felt
moments, not life itself. It was this artist who exerted

the magazines (our press). They all deal in illusions
and fantasies. I can only conclude that we have lost
ourselves, and that the bomb may finish the job per
manently, and it doesn't matter, we have not loved
life." In the face of this sad realization his work was
clear: "I cannot accept my conclusions, and so I con
tinue this photographic investigation further and
deeper. This is my project."
After looking through thousands of photographs,
it is hard to imagine a better statement to sum up his
life's work. But, unfortunately, it is easy to believe
that he came to accept his own conclusions.

such influence. It was this seriousness, this readiness
to fight for a photograph, that made him so influential
for a younger generation seeking direction. And it
was this photographer who, ultimately, failed us and
himself.
In the application for his first Guggenheim fellow
ship after the Cuban missile crisis Winogrand wrote:
"I look at the pictures I have done up to now, and they
make me feel that who we are and what we feel and
what is to become of us just doesn't matter. Our aspi
rations and successes have been cheap and petty. I read
the newspapers, the columnists, some books, I look at
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GARRY WINOGRAND
EARLY WORK
A PORTFOLIO

All photographs in this portfolio are gelatin silver prints similar in size: approximately
22. 7 x 33. 7cm image on 28.1 x 35.4cm (11 x 14-inch) paper.
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From the Archives:
Early Street Photography of Paul Strand
by PAUL

MANY OF THE MOST CRITICAL DEVELOPMENTS

in photographic history have been made in the genre
of the city street scene. From Eugene Atget to Henri
Cartier-Bresson, and from Robert Frank to Garry
Winogrand, photographers have helped shape our
view of the ever-changing urban environment. Paul
Strand's From the Viaduct: Shadows, made between 1915
and 1917 in New York City, is an important example
of that heritage.
Strand is universally recognized as a seminal figure
in modernist photography. During 1990, the centen
nial of his birth, his artistic legacy will be scrutinized
anew. His early street photography, a relatively small
part of his lifetime output, is often overlooked. In
these revolutionary and influential images, Strand
used concepts from avant-garde painting to represent
the activity and architecture of the burgeoning me
tropolis. Thoroughly modern in both style and sub
ject, this work was among the first photography to be
accepted as "modern art."
The Paul Strand Collection at the Center for Creative
Photography, among its many photographs, assorted
publications, correspondence, and other personal pa
pers, contains seven platinum and gelatin silver prints
of street photographs, as well as eleven more in a
series of modern platinum prints made by Richard
Benson. The Center also has approximately two thou
sand six hundred slides representing the collection of
the Paul Strand Archive in Millerton, New York;
among these are seventeen street photographs made
in New York City during the early twentieth century.
In addition, the Center's holdings include copies of
the last two issues of Camera Work, which show the
original presentation of the work.
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From 1914 to 1916, when Strand produced the major
ity of his early street work, his sharply focused, angu
lar compositions represented a marked shift in style
from the soft pictorial qualities typical of much pho
tography. Alfred Stieglitz found them so striking and
"new" that he devoted much of the last two issues of
Camera Work in 1916 and 1917 to their publication. 1 In
addition to his views from the rooftops, bridges, and
streets of New York City, Strand was also making
surreptitious, unsparing street portraits of the poor on
the Lower East Side. During the same years, he made
abstract photographs with arrangements of bowls and
fruit and in images of porch railings and shadows in
Twin Lakes, Connecticut. This work represented a
revolutionary style that prompted Stieglitz to say no
other new photographer's work had interested him
for years. 2
The city was not a new subject for photography in
1914. Strand, born in 1890 to socially conscious, upper
middle-class parents in New York City, attended the
progressive Ethical Culture School and learned pho
tography from Lewis Hine, who took his students on
photographic journeys throughout the city. Stieglitz,
Alvin Langdon Coburn, Morton Scharnberg, and
Charles Sheeler had all made street views that influ
enced Strand. Serious amateurs were encouraged in the
October 1914 issue of Photo-Era magazine to look to
the streets for "material of an unusual character. "3'
Strand's upbringing coincided with the rise of the great
urban centers in America, and New York in particu
lar symbolized growth and industrial power.4 The
energy, vitality, and movement of the sprawling me
tropolis were a source of real excitement, encompass
ing a wide cross section of humanity, the industry and

PAUL STRAND: From the Viaduct: Shadows, 1915-17
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technology characteristic of the machine age and the
strange, increasingly geometric look of the buildings
and streets. Stieglitz described the Flatiron Building,
constructed just after the turn of the century, as "moving
toward me like the bow of a monster ocean steamer a picture of new America still in the making. "5
Strand was fascinated by qualities peculiar to the city:
the crowding walls of small backyards, the contrast
between still buildings and teeming, rushing masses
of people, and the shapes of industrial structures. from
the Viaduct: Shadows, published as Photograph - New
York in the final, June 1917, issue of Camera Work,
freezes a moment from life that is distinctively of the
city. Like Coburn's well-known image The Octopus,
made in 1912, it emphasizes design from an unusual
perspective, and like many of Stieglitz's street photo
graphs, it is a slice of life.
But Strand is doing many things differently. Taken
from the high vantage point of the viaduct, the pho
tograph is dominated by a harsh, ambiguous shadow
jutting diagonally across the frame, cast by the skeletal
struts of a bridge. The repetitive crisscrossing shad
ows, a triangular arrangement of manhold covers,
and a curb rising up to the figures of two black
clothed men create a virtual theater of urban geometry.
The configuration of the photograph makes it seem as
though the two anonymous figures have never moved:
facing each other in the corner of the frame, they have
nowhere to go. The composition, though startlingly
precise, seems random, taken at an angle, taken seem
ingly by accident from the flux of a modern city. Be
cause the "action" is all in the composition, the scene
seems almost permanent. The different elements of
the street have been unified on the two-dimensional
surface of the photograph.
In this image and other city scenes Strand uses mod
ern cubist form along with a strict allegiance to the
clear, photographic portrayal of reality. He was influ
enced by other, older styles as well. Perhaps the most
important thing Lewis Hine did for Strand was to take
him in 1907 to Stieglitz's 291 Gallery. On the walls and
in the pages of Camera Work, he was introduced both
to contemporary art photography and to the cutting
edge of modern art. In 1911 he spent his entire savings
on a trip t o Europe, where he wandered for over a
month, photographing and visiting museums. 6 Upon
his return he continued to visit 291 and eventually
joined the circle of photographers and painters there
who traded ideas and critiqued each other's work. It
was here that the variety of styles evident in modern

PAUL STRAND: New York, 1915-16
© 1986 Aperture Foundation, Inc.
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art filtered into photography, and into Strand's con
sc10usness.
Using a darkroom in New York's amateur Camera
Club, Strand at first made typical pictorialist, soft
focus images after the style of Clarence White and
Gertrude Kasebier. 7 The pictorialist adherents made
images reminiscent of neoclassical and Pre-Raphaelite

tive across the two-dimensional surface of the photo
graph, particularly in From the Viaduct.
All the street scenes, however, retain some of the
surface qualities of impressionism: slight blurring and
an overall softness. The slow speed of the film and the
often poor lighting in the city streets required lenses
of large aperture and thus poor depth-of-field; shutter
speeds were often as slow as ¼oth to !/so of a second.
Strand's use of enlarged internegatives and platinum
paper also contributed. Bromide paper was readily
available in 1917, but Strand maintained an allegiance
to the paper of the pictorialists far into his career. The
choice of a soft paper was intentional: the resemblance
to impressionist work recalls the painters' creation of
a new visual language of light and movement and their
invention of an iconography for the growing city.
Despite Strand's disclaimers, the city work is not
just a set of "experiments in methodology." to In all
his photography, Naomi Rosenblurp writes, "feeling
is inextricably bound to matter." 11 Many of his early
photographs - particularly Wall Street, 1915, and the
street portraits - display a clear social concern that
would become increasingly evident later in his career.
Even the film Mannahatta, a visual homage to New
York that he made with Charles Sheeler in 1920, can be
said to contain in its scenes of looming buildings, can
yon-like streets, and anonymous masses of people, a
measure of ambivalence about the nature of progress.
By the late twenties Strand had turned almost ex
clusively to rural and small-town subjects, and in Time
in New England he sought to represent ageless qualities
rather than the fleeting moments that characterized
his street scenes. Photographs of construction and ma
chinery made in Rumania in 1967 reflect Strand's
rejection of technology even more, emphasizing the
disturbing, chaotic jumble of their presence in the
landscape.
It is appropriate, however, that Strand's first explo
rations in the development of a new formalist aesthe
tic were made of the city, since it was there that
growth, technology, and culture were altering human
awareness of experience in the most concentrated
fashion. As one of the first photographers to use the
camera to translate reality into isolated formal relation
ships, Strand helped develop a new subject matter for
the still-young medium, equally useful for addressing
issues of formal representation and matters of social
concern. Subsequent photographic portrayals of the
city, and the whole of modernist photography, owe
much to Strand's city street scenes.

paintings, but in a style that echoed the sketchy quality
of impressionism. A rift arose in the circle as Stieglitz
imported cubist, modernist, and primitive art from
around the globe to show in the gallery, and members
devoted to manipulated photography were divided
from those beginning to prefer straight photography
in the modern vein: unmanipulated, sharply-focused
imagery, emphasizing design. Ironically, the pre
dominant early subject matter chosen by these pho
tographers, such as, Stieglitz and Coburn, was that
which had first captivated the impressionists: the city
street scene.
From the Viaduct: Shadows and other Strand photo
graphs such as New York, published in the October
1916 issue of Camera Work, are often compared to the
work of the Ash-Can School of Philadelphia. Such
painters as Robert Henri and George Bellows expressed
the belief that everyday city life was the most essential
source of subject matter. The hard-edged quality of
the city represented for them a rejection of the "soft"
academic style characteristic of the older European
schools, but it also served to remind them of the social
problems resulting from urbanization. Though sharing
these concerns, Strand found more significant fore
runners in impressionist paintings. Monet, Caillebotte,
and Degas among others painted the changing face of
modern Paris, whose cosmopolitan status and popu
lation increased steadily throughout the late 1800s.
The scene in New York is remarkably similar to the
Paris of Monet's 1873 painting Le Boulevard des Ca
pucines, fascinating not only for its formal arrange
ment, the hazy quality of its light, and the seemingly
aimless, non-narrative subject matter, but also for the
ephemeral, transitory quality of life in the city. Strand
undoubtedly saw many impressionist canvasses on
his trip to Europe and in the Armory Show of 1913.
Later in life, Strand acknowledged the influence of
several seemingly distinct aesthetic styles. In fact, he
even tended to view his early work as merely a begin
ning exercise in composition: "from it I learned how
you build a picture," he wrote. 8 In 1971 Strand attri
buted his development to an attempt to imitate the
new art he had seen at 291 and in Europe.9 Both cu
bist and impressionist painters developed alternative
means of perceiving and portraying reality, and it
was this shared quality that interested Strand. Their
artwork, very different in appearance, hung side by
side at the Armory Show; to much of America it
was all "modern art." The planar abstractions of space
and shape in cubism led him to flatten his perspec55
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