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March 2009



I: A Brief History Of Early Photography: “From

Caveman To Calotype”



A



s with all of the visual arts, from cave

painting to digital animation, photography

is rooted in the wish to capture the

image of something which has been deemed

worthy of cataloguing. The desire to achieve a

more exacting and “life-like” image and to do it

quickly is the force which ultimately lead to the

advent of photography. The idea that an image

can be observed in a dark space with a hole in it

is a very old one. The first recorded details of this

discovery speak of the philosopher Mo Ti1 of China

who found that, if reflected light were to pass

through a very small hole (a pinhole) and into

a very dark space, an inverted but quite perfect

image of the object emitting that light would

be produced in the form of a projection. Two

centuries later, Aristotle2 observed and recorded

the same phenomenon when an image of the sun

was projected upon the ground as its light passed

through a small hole between a grouping of

leaves. As years passed, others discovered various

properties of the pinhole. It was found that as

the hole through which light passed was made to

be smaller, the projected image became sharper.

Different contraptions were created based on the

pinhole phenomenon which allowed for one to

observe a solar eclipse as a projected image,3 thus

sparing the eyes from the direct light of the sun.

These discoveries provided the basis upon which

the idea of the camera was conceived.

It was during the Renaissance that these

ideas were put to use as artistic tools. The earliest

description of a kind of camera-like device came

from Leonardo da Vinci.4 This instrument was

called the “camera obscura” or “dark chamber.”

It was composed of a dark room with a small

hole on one wall. An inverted image would be

projected upon the opposite wall. An individual

would enter this room in order to implement it as

a drawing aid.

Thus, the user

would be inside

of the camera.

Since the

projected image

was a perfect

reproduction

of an object

which reflected

light and,
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more specifically, of linear perspective, it was

very useful to the artists of the time. Images in

the camera obscura could be traced by the artist,

and colors could be accurately observed and

reproduced with paints.

Various improvements to the camera obscura

included the use of a mirror to counteract the

inversion of the image, the use of curved glass

to intensify the brightness and sharpness of the

projection as well as the creation of a kind of

diaphragm which could be used in conjunction

with the glass to manipulate the sharpness of

objects in front of and behind the prime subject.

These inventions later translated into the lens,

the aperture control and the single-lens reflex

camera.5

By and by, people learned to condense

the camera into smaller manifestations. These

“portable” camera obscuras looked and operated,

in some cases, very much like modern day largeformat cameras.6

They were composed

of a lens, a kind of

aperture which allowed

for the adjustment of

the depth-of-field and a

piece of “ground glass”

upon which light was

projected and tracing

paper was laid so as to

aid in the drawing of an

image. Numerous improvements to the camera

obscura were made, and other devices which

utilized the properties of the camera were created

(one of which, called the camera lucida,7 a stick

with a prism attached to it allowing the operator

to look at the drawing surface and the subject

simultaneously, would have great importance

later in the creation of a particular photographic

method), but all of them still were intended to be

used solely as drawing or painting aids. Indeed,

the camera had a great impact on the art of the

day, changing the way illustrators and painters

composed and “balanced” their images and

regarded the portrayal of light and its various

colors. Jan Vermeer,8 who is revered for his

extreme precision in painting and his ability to

create works which are wonderfully “life-like,”

in fact used camera-based drawing aids to achieve

his somewhat unorthodox imagery. His attention

to depth, multiple points of focus, the objects
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which appear on the margins of the work as well

as his unmatched skill in portraying reflected light

all were due, in part, to his use of the camera as an

artistic aid. (He also was simply a great painter –

camera or not).

The advent of the practice of alchemy,

and later, its refinement into modern scientific

practices such as chemistry, proved to be an

important catalyst in the quest to “mechanically”

make images via the use of the camera. In the

early seventeenth century, it was noted that

silver salts were light sensitive. Upon exposure to

sunlight, silver salts (particularly silver nitrate)

were found to turn absolutely black. With the

invention, improvement upon and fusion of the

practices of printing (such as lithography),9 mass

production, chemistry and camera technology, it

was projected that ways to “mechanically” record

images directly from life would emerge in the near

future. All of those elements which are necessary

for the ability to make photographs existed; it was

up to inventors to combine them into a working

process.

Many people made advances towards the

creation of a photographic process through the

use of silver nitrates and other chemicals in the

eighteenth century, but it was not until the

nineteenth century that modern photographic

methods were created. As with many inventions,

it seemed that the time had come for this

innovation, and it occurred in many different

locales and in many different minds all within

a very small time period. Many of the inventors

of photography had little or no knowledge that

others in different parts of the world were also

on the cusp of creating ways of “automatically”

recording images directly from life.

Enter Joseph Nicéphore Niépce10 – inventor

of odd things. These things included the “Marly

Machine” – something designed to pump water

to the emperor in the palace of

Versailles, a bicycle precursor which

lacked pedals and required the rider

to push him/herself forward via

foot power, and most notably, the

internal combustion engine. After

inventing these things, he set his

sights on a much more practical

and important enterprise than that

of public transportation or water

management: this was the practice
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of drawing. He enjoyed the idea of drawing

and especially of printmaking from woodcuts,

lithography and such.

Unfortunately, he was horrible at all of

these things due to his lack of both training

and physical coordination. These shortcomings

inspired the man to work towards the creation of

a system which could automatically draw objects

for him. Niépce, being a competent, scientifically

inclined individual, had knowledge of the

practice of chemistry and most importantly,

knew a good deal about those chemicals which

reacted to sunlight.

Niépce’ first attempts at recording images

directly from nature via the effects of light were

rooted in his partiality to and his understanding

of the process of making lithographs. He sought

to record images directly to a lithographer’s

stone for subsequent mass production. He began

to experiment with the placement of various

light-sensitive chemicals upon papers and then

the exposure of these to reflected sunlight filtered

through the lens of the camera obscura. Because

he was only able to achieve a “negative” image

with these experimentations, he looked for other

methods of achieving his goal. He was successful

in creating positive images with a number of noncamera based methods but these were centered

upon engravings as opposed to reflected light

from natural objects. When he discovered that

a substance used to create lithographs, called

bitumen of Judea, was light sensitive, he finally

had devised a method which was sufficient for

use in conjunction with the camera. Niépce

dissolved the substance in lavender oil, which

created a kind of photographic emulsion. He

then coated a lithographer’s stone with the

mixture and used a camera to focus reflected

light upon it. This created a latent image11 which

was then processed in a solution of petroleum

and lavender oil. The end result was a “directto-positive” but irreproducible

image which was hardly “pristine”

looking. Also, bitumen of Judea

is very slow in its reaction to

light, making this process one

which required extensive time

to execute. Niépce was quite

aware of the shortcomings of his

discovery and sought to improve

upon it. However, he had, in fact,

finally realized the vision of the

2



“automatic” reproduction of a natural image via

reflected light and the usage of the camera. He

called it a “point de vue.”12

People seem to enjoy arguing as to whether

he was able to accomplish this in 1826 or in 1822

or in 1827 or some other year. His son, Isadore,

wrote in 1841 that the first camera-based

image was achieved in the year of 1824. Niépce

did continue to modify and improve upon his

method, eventually settling on one which was

based upon pewter (and later silver-coated

copper). These he dubbed Héliographs. Although

this is a highly contentious issue among those in

the photographic community, I’m going to go out

on a limb here and declare that the heliographic

process was the first method of making what we

would today call an automatic drawing. The oldest

known of these (which was produced, obviously,

with the Heliographic method) was made by

Niépce. He pointed his camera out of his studio

window looking out upon the rooftops of Le Gras

in France.



The photograph was lost for about a hundred

years and then recovered; it can now be viewed

at the University of Texas. Niépce’s contributions

to the improvement of the process of making

photographs would, for all intents and purposes,

end with the heliograph.

In the early 1800s, some people began to

design horror light shows which were based upon

a new device, then called the “magic lantern”13

(a precursor to the modern day slide projector).

Users of the magic lantern gave themselves

the rather dignified title of “scene designer.”

These scene designers used projected light to

achieve effects which, at the time, seemed

extra-ordinary. The best of these people were

able to make lots of money and get in good
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with those who were the celebrities of the time

(i.e. actors, operatic singers, visual artists and

philanthropists) thus

becoming officially

“bona fide.” Of all “scene

designers” of the era,

Louis Jacques Mandé

Daguerre14 was, by far, the

most bona fide.

And this is how he

was able to achieve his

success: he built a huge

cylindrical room which

was enshrouded with an

inner layer of window

material – a half circle

of which was coated in

a kind of opaque lacquer

and the rest of which was left to be clear. Behind

the clear window material he hung linens with

ghosts and skulls and other things painted upon

them. He projected light over the front of the

covered windows and also through the rear of the

linens and clear glass, thus creating the illusion of

ghosts and skulls floating through the air. Since

it was fashionable at the time to carry around

swords or canes or sticks, it was not surprising

that upon a paying customer’s first experience

inside Daguerre’s “panorama” the viewer would

either try to swing whatever they had in the

direction of the skulls which floated near them,

or they would simply run away. Daguerre made

further improvements to his “trompe-l’ oeil”

(deceives the eye) with the inclusion of ropes and

pulleys which could control the light sources and

also living animals and sound effects.

Although Daguerre’s scene designing didn’t

share too many of the elements which were

present in Niépce’ invention, when he heard

of the heliograph, Daguerre showed extreme

interest. This is because he did have quite an

interest in the arts, lighting effects and especially,

making money. He began to correspond with

Niépce and they agreed to share ideas with one

another in order to improve upon the heliograph.

Interestingly, the two wrote to each other

in a coded form so as to avoid tipping off any

competitors in the community of photographic

inventors. Unfortunately, before much could be

accomplished, Niépce died of a stroke. Young

Isadore attempted to fill his father’s place in the

venture but, sadly, had quite little to contribute.
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Daguerre trudged on, however, and, based on the

experimentation which had occurred during his

late partnership, he began to use super-polished

plates of silver-coated copper as a base for his

photographs. He sensitized these plates with hot

silver iodine vapor and then immediately made

long exposures (around one hour) to produce

a very nearly faultless negative image of the

subject. These plates were difficult to view as

one had to hold them at varied angles in order

to see the positive image. They had a sort of

three dimensional quality which increased their

mysteriousness and their appeal. As one tilts a

daguerreotype portrait laterally, the eyes of the

subject seem to follow those of the viewer.

A few years later, Daguerre began to coat his

exposed plates in hot mercury vapor. This action,

he found, both reduced exposure time to less

than twenty minutes and created a kind of silvery

crust where the sensitized plate had been exposed

to sunlight. All of this was saved from corrosion

in a simple solution of table salt and water The

result was an image which was extremely fragile,

nearly impossible to reproduce, and still to this

day, unmatched in its eerie perfection and strange

majesty. In a state of absolute manic euphoria,

“ad absurdum” as some might say, shaking from

head to foot with tremors of absolute exhilaration,

nearly foaming at the mouth with passion,

Daguerre cried out upon his first success: “I have

found a way of fixing the images of the camera! I

have seized the fleeting light and imprisoned it!

I have forced the sun to paint pictures for me!”

(Hirsh 20) And subsequently he fell back onto

his horsehair sofa, in a state of utter exhaustion,

nearly as exhausted as any man can possibly be.

After hearing of Daguerre’s successes, a

magnificent renaissance gentleman in England of

nearly unmatched personal and social integrity

named Sir John Fredrick William Herschel made

it his duty to share his knowledge in the area

of photography with Daguerre. Herschel told

Daguerre that in his photographic exploits, he

had discovered that hyposulphite of soda fixed his

camera produced images. This was the final piece

in the puzzle for Daguerre, and thus emerged the

Daguerreotype – the first commercially viable

form of creating “automatically drawn” images

from nature.

Since Daguerre was lucky enough to be

bona fide, he was able to recruit big name
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administrative authorities to promote his

invention, and because of this, he received a

lifetime incremental income from government

of France. Even poor little Isadore was awarded

this same benefit. As a compensation for the

award, the French took the liberty of revealing

the invention to the rest of the world (with

the exception of England, of course, because

everyone in France hated the English).

Daguerre made up a sort of instruction booklet

for potential Daguerreotypists and, given

his entrepreneurial background, created an

infrastructure which allowed for the sale of

cameras and various lenses to the public. There

was a subsequent “Daguerreotype-mania” or

“Daguerréotypomanie” which was somewhat

akin to the “Beatle-mania”15 of the mid nineteen

sixties. Everyone had to have a portrait “taken”

of themselves to show their friends. They would

then take their little daguerreotype and set it

on the mantle where few would see it. You see,

nobody would want to give away their precious

daguerreotype because it was irreproducible and

therefore one-of-a-kind.

The thing that made the daguerreotype such

a hit in the day was the fact that, in comparison

with the price of having one’s portrait painted by

a highly skilled professional (which was reserved

only for the rich aristocrats), the daguerreotype

was relatively cheap and therefore accessible

to the lowly of birth. Nearly everyone could

have a likeness of themselves made with the

daguerreotype, which was quite a favorable

phenomenon at the time.16 Likewise, things

which were also inaccessible to the poor, like

travel and sightseeing, could now be recreated in

a second rate sort of way as almost everything in

the world (such as the pyramids or the Parthenon)

was now being fanatically recorded by way of the

daguerreotype.

Now is when things in the world of “automatic

drawing” become particularly murky, with

proletarians and the bourgeoisie and capitalistic

issues as well as the entrepreneurial spirit thrown

into the mix. Most of all, of this can be summed

up in this way: the making of the daguerreotype

portrait became a booming business which

operated somewhat like a facility run by way of

the assembly line. “Artists” looked down upon

daguerreotypists and thought of them as laymen

who followed instruction manuals and had

absolutely no talent.17 Photography as art had not

4



yet been conceptualized. Everyone, the poor and

the rich, got in line to have their “pictures taken.”



moment before proceeding on to a description of

his photographic endeavors.



Having one’s portrait made via daguerreotype

was a painful process because of the length of

time necessary for a sufficient exposure to be

made. Most portrait studios were located on the

top floor of a building with a skylight positioned

somewhere on the ceiling which would direct

overwhelming amounts of sunlight into the eyes

of the sitter, who was positioned in a special

posing chair which held them in place with

rods that touched on various pressure points on

the body (especially on the neck). Even though

portraits were made only on very sunny days so

exposure time could be reduced to just a couple of

minutes, the sitter was invariably driven to tears

by the awful light into which they were forced

to stare directly.18 Tears were almost always part

of the portrait making occasion until “painless”

daguerreotypists emerged who added opium to

the process.



First, it must be known that in mid

nineteenth century England, in order to be

considered a legitimate gentleman (and this

was a very desirable quality), one had to be a

renaissance man; meaning in order to qualify

as a gentleman, one had to have at least some

knowledge of and ability in every major

discipline. A short list of categories which

included these disciplines might look something

like this:20



Daguerre, himself, living on his meager

government pension, was not paid royalties

upon someone else’s use of his system because

of his decision to allow France to freely present

the advent of the daguerreotype to the world.

He did not engage in a daguerreotype portrait

business of his own and, after 1839, turned his

back on the idea of “automatic drawing” and

the daguerreotype almost entirely.19 Then his

panorama burned down, and he became very

poor. He died after falling into a wretched state of

obscurity.



William Henry Fox Talbot was fantastic at

almost everything. He had attended Cambridge

University, where he received an incredibly well

rounded education and achieved a Master’s level

degree in the arts (both visual and literary), he

was a marvelous scientist and had been elected to

the “Royal Society” mentioned previously, he had

traveled all over the planet, he had a taste for the

most absolutely “inaccessible” music (i.e. difficult

for the layman to understand), he was heavily

involved in politics, serving as a parliamentary

figure, he was a sheriff and he was a spectacular

athlete. On top of all of these skills he also owned

an obligatory estate and was married to an

obligatory uncommonly beautiful and intelligent

woman.21 Only one thing prevented him from

being the most legitimate gentleman possible and

this was the practice of drawing. The fact that

he was horrible at it and that it, in a small way,

tarnished his gentlemanly image, was absolutely

infuriating to him. He was so awful at drawing

that even the aids of the day, such as the camera

lucida (which initially sparked his interest in

the effect that a lens can have on light), could

not help him overcome his difficulties. It was a

problem concerning the steadiness of the hand,

and this indeed, is a very grave problem when

it comes to the practice of drawing. If he was

to become a full-fledged gentleman, he would

have to conceive of a process which would allow

him to make images from the natural world



Now, even though the French had excluded

the English people when sharing the details of

the daguerreotype with the world, the word did

eventually get out that the idea of “automatically

drawn” images had been officially realized. The

English super-gentleman, William Henry Fox

Talbot, who had invented his own photographic

process earlier in the

1830’s, immediately

sent a number of papers

which outlined his

method to the “Royal

Society” (of which

he was a prominent

member). Now, let us

regard William Henry

Fox Talbot and English

society in his day for a
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1. Geography

2. Entertainment

3. History

4. Arts &amp; Literature

5. Science &amp; Nature

6. Sports &amp; Leisure
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automatically. So, being the renaissance man that

he was, he did. He said himself that he conceived

of the method whilst on his honeymoon at Lake

Como in Italy. Later in his life he commented on

the exact moment when the idea which would

later become a photographic process came into

his mind. He gazed out upon the streak of moonlit

water on the surface of the lake:

And this led me to reflect on the inimitable

beauty of the pictures of nature’s paintings

which the glass lens of the camera throws

upon the paper in its focus—fairy pictures,

creatures of a moment, and destined as

rapidly to fade away…. It was during these

thoughts that the idea occurred to me…

how charming it would be if it were possible

to cause these natural images to imprint

themselves durably, and remain fixed upon

the paper! (Hirsch 15)

William Henry Fox Talbot performed a

number of experiments while on the road to

creating his photographic process. These involved

various chemicals which contained silver salts,

and he achieved success incrementally. First,

he learned that if he coated paper with sodium

chloride and then “sensitized” them later with

silver nitrate, silver chloride was formed, and this

substance reacted relatively quickly to sunlight.

He could expose the treated paper, which would

immediately darken to form an image – there was

no development. The result was the production

of a negative image. He fixed his papers in a

mixture of table salt and water. His called his first

successes “photogenic drawings,”22 and these

were created without the use of camera and lens.

They were “contact” prints of things like leaves

and doilies. Obviously he was not satisfied with

a negative image of his subjects, and so he made

contact prints of his contact prints, thus producing

a positive image. He had conceived of the first

negative/positive photographic process, which is

what nearly every process was based upon until

the coming of this abominable digital age.

Using this original method, William Henry

Fox Talbot could not create negatives which

were dense enough to produce positive images

of satisfactory detail. Not to worry, though.

Since William Henry Fox Talbot was gifted with

such a scholarly and endlessly inquisitive mind

and constantly operated with a “never say

die” attitude, he prevailed, and came up with
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a way to make better photographs. He decided

to try obsessively alternating between coats of

sodium chloride and silver nitrate until layer

upon layer had been applied to the paper. Upon

experimentation, he realized that in doing this,

he had drastically decreased necessary exposure

time – so much, in fact, that he was able to make

his first legitimate camera-based images.

The cameras which he instructed his personal

carpenter build were tiny, and they produced

fittingly tiny images – so tiny in fact, that they

needed to be viewed through a magnifying glass.

William Henry Fox Talbot didn’t care that they

were so small, though. He had succeeded in

making images which were so pristine that even

a drawing which flowed from the beautiful hand

of Jan Vermeer could not come close to matching

them in terms of detail. William Henry Fox Talbot

had become the ultimate gentleman and thus,

he was done with photography. That is, until a

few years later, when the news of Daguerre’s

“invention” struck! How disgraceful! William

Henry Fox Talbot had invented photography! How

could another man, a Frenchman, have done so

first? William Henry Fox Talbot took up the issue

with his fellow Royal Socialites.
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Regardless of the thought that the

daguerreotype had beaten his own method in the

race to be the first to “automatically draw” images

from nature, William Henry Fox Talbot continued

to work on and to improve upon his method. One

day, for some odd reason, he decided to coat an

iodized paper negative with gallic acid before he

exposed it. When he finally made the exposure

and went inside to view it, there was no image

to be seen upon the paper, and so he went off

to make a new photograph. But when he came

back, the iodized paper had produced a very nice

image. It was then that he realized that the gallic

acid could act as a kind of developer when used

in conjunction with an exposed piece of iodized

paper. He had created a new and much better

method of making photographs. He initially called

it the “talbotype” but later changed its name to

the “calotype.”23 Being a gentleman, William

Henry Fox Talbot was completely fluent in Greek,

which is what the word “calotype” is rooted in.

In Greek, “kalos” means “beautiful” and “tupos”

translates to “print,” so naturally William Henry

Fox Talbot combined the two into “calotype,”

meaning “beautiful print” – a perfectly logical

and gentlemanly title for his invention.

	

It is now that I shall submit my own

opinion as to whom the title of “the true inventor

of photography” belongs. And here it is: there

were so many figures (going back to the age of

the cavemen) whose ideas melded into the force

which finally created what we think of today

as “the photograph.” A case could be made in

Niépce’s favor, in that he was the first to create

a fixed, camera-based image captured from

the natural world. A case could be made for

Daguerre, a very good one, as he was the first to

create not only a commercially viable “automatic

drawing” method, but one which could produce

almost inconceivably detailed images. Not to

mention, his invention was the first of its kind

to be officially announced to the world. A good

number of legitimate cases could be made for

others – people before Daguerre or Niépce – who

experimented with silver salts and made contact

prints or silhouette-based images. However, it

is my belief that it was William Henry Fox Talbot

who was the first to create what we would now

refer to as a photograph. You see, the difference

between what William Henry Fox Talbot invented

and what Niépce or Daguerre or others created

lies in how one defines exactly what the traits
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of a photograph are. Inherent in my definition

of a photograph is the negative/positive process

which allows for the conceptually unlimited

reproduction of a single image taken from nature.

The daguerreotype and the heliograph and

other inventions in the same vein do not fit that

definition, and that is what to me makes them

part of the category of “automatic drawings”

and not part of that of the photograph. In short,

my answer to the question, “who was the first to

make a genuine photograph?” would be: “William

Henry Fox Talbot.” However, the title of the most

respectable photographic pioneer would go to Sir

John Fredrick William Herschel.24

Herschel invented at least the pieces of the

precursors to almost every modern photographic

process. Blueprinting,

photocopying, glassbased negatives

(which are celluloid

predecessors), and color

photography can all by

traced back to the ideas

of Sir John Fredrick

William Herschel. It can

also be said that it was

Herschel who developed

and introduced a kind

of “lingua franca”

to the world which

became the proper and

universal vernacular

of photography among

its multinational practitioners and viewers. His

distaste for nationalism and favoritism and his

simple desire to advance society through the

free sharing of knowledge are truly what made

“automatic drawing” and photography achievable.

It was Herschel who provided the missing piece

to each inventor’s puzzle – the issue of fixing.

Fixing may be the single most important step in

making a photograph, for if one does not fix, one

would never be able to look upon their image for

fear of destroying it by way of the very force which

makes photography possible. So if I were to assert

that it was William Henry Fox Talbot who was the

inventor of the first true photographic process, I

would also declare (probably without much of a

disagreement with the statement on the part of

my contemporaries) that Sir John Fredrick William

Herschel was and is the sort of “pater familias” of

the photographic world.



7



When the calotype hit the scene in the early

eighteen forties, daguerreotype-mania was

already in full bloom. People were used to their

nearly faultless, super polished, leather-encased,

one-of-a-kind objects. When these individuals

looked upon the warm, seemingly soft-focused,

high-contrast and quite imperfect calotype

with its darks bleeding into the very fibers of its

“repulsive” paper base, the reaction was much

less than positive.25 Why would anyone want

something so flawed when they already had

something so perfect? The calotype seemed like a

step back from what people were accustomed to.

Adding to the dismal reception of the

calotype, William Henry Fox Talbot patented

the process in England and forced practitioners

to pay high priced fees which he then received

as royalties.26 This limited those in the calotype

making business to the well-to-do. Departing

from his characteristic ultra-gentlemanliness,

Talbot became obsessed with making money

with his invention rather than further perfecting

it. This was quite a change from his previously

academically-influenced desire to constantly

pursue the advancement of his personal

knowledge, and his revulsion for the practice of

resting upon one’s laurels, so to speak. This is,

for me, an immensely personal disappointment,

as I have always looked upon William Henry Fox

Talbot’s early life as a perfect model for an ideal

existence. So you can see how this change in his

behavior might manifest itself as quite a blow to

my figurative midsection.



by these people; however,

since so few minds were

involved in the making of

calotypes (because of the

high licensing fee) little

progress was made as to the

improvement of the process.

Interestingly, since English

patent restrictions had

little influence in France,

the French were free to

use the process and more

importantly, to toy with it,

as much as they wanted. It

was the French who became

the best calotypists and who

began to think of the photograph as something

more than just a mechanical process, something

having an aesthetic dimension – something

approaching an independent art form.

As the French partook of the calotype

process, they made numerous technical

discoveries which drastically increased the tonal

range of prints, accelerated exposure times and

generally improved image quality.28 In 1851 an

exhibition was held in London which featured

the best art of the day and placed a particular

emphasis on the technical advances which were

changing the face of what was regarded as art. It

was not surprising that the French won all of the

awards in the calotype division as they were far

better versed in its practice than the English. This

was an unimaginably appalling disgrace to the

English people for a few reasons:

1.	Everyone in England hated the French people

and therefore the idea of being beaten by

them in any manor was horrific.

2.	Being beaten by the French at a practice

which the English themselves had invented

was an awful tarnish on the reputation of

all English gentlemen – especially William

Henry Fox Talbot.

2.	The idea that all of this could have been

avoided if only William Henry Fox Talbot had

dropped his ridiculous patenting obsession

delivered a theoretical shower of salt to the

already terrible wounds mentioned above.



The earliest of the calotype or “salted paper”

prints were made either by Talbot himself or a

number of his gentlemanly colleagues.27 There are

some genuinely brilliant images which were made

The History, Theory and Practice of Primitive Photography	



Seeing as even his closest gentlemanly allies

had turned against him, William Henry Fox

Talbot finally ridded the world (at least in the
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