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Abstract
For perhaps as long as they have been the focus of scholarly attention, periodicals as objects
have always posed a challenge to those trying to convey their understanding of them to an
audience, be it in the three-dimensional space of a museum display or in the two-dimensional
context of a photographic reproduction printed on a page. Conventionally, in each instance only a
single opening—two facing pages of a magazine—can be presented to the viewer at any one
time, a condition determined by the physical nature of the codex format: the bind of the bound.
Charting the range of strategies that have been employed to try to overcome—or at least
compensate for—this furnishes us with the chance to reflect on what producing periodicals
means today, both as a historical subject and as a contemporary practice. As part of this
historiographical endeavour, the intersection of the fields of periodical studies and digital
humanities provides a useful opportunity to think through the various questions that such printed
material engenders. How were periodicals used in the past? How are those same periodicals used
today? And how are they employed now to understand how they were then? How too might such
layers of use (and meaning) be captured and conveyed? In this article I seek to address such
issues through looking at a single case study, the photographic magazine Camerawork, which
was produced in Britain between 1976 and 1985 by members of the Half Moon Photography
Workshop.

The book must function as a work; it must be effective. It must, by forcing the reader to
work, elicit another kind of reading, serve as a model not only of production but also of
consumption, reactivate reading.1

Thumbing through Alan Marshall’s 1983 book Changing the Word: The Printing Industry in
Transition, its readers encounter the grainy black-and-white reproduction of a photograph
portraying a couple both fashionably attired entirely in white and flanking a likewise white grand
piano (fig. 1). Almost immediately, one notices the emphasis on surface and touch: the folds of
the back of the woman’s dress, for example; her left hip nestled in the curve of the instrument’s
lacquered form; the piece of speckled fabric casually draped over its edge; her gloved and
outstretched left hand balanced almost exactly in the centre of the image. The man, meanwhile,



is seen extending his right hand as if to operate manually a keyboard device positioned in place
of the piano’s usual black and white keys, his left hand resting before a just discernible ice
bucket. Marshall’s overall argument, which appears in a chapter on the rise during the 1960s and
1970s of the printing technique of offset lithography, is that the development of such technology
needs to be understood within the wider context of the information industry, and in particular in
relation to the concomitant restructuring of labour engendered by such innovation. Beneath the
image, Marshall furnishes us with a discursive caption: “Computer typesetting—modern as
tomorrow and twice as much fun. A recent advertising campaign by Linotype-Paul for a new
mini-setting system and page make-up system. No messy hot metal, no sticky glue, no tattered
sheets of Letraset—just champagne, chic and music”.2 The conditions of production, the material
reality of labour, the image suggests, have been rendered outmoded, giving way to modernity
and pleasure, ease and luxury, simplicity and glamour. Such content, however, seems
intentionally at odds with the form of the photograph’s reproduction, its own appearance on the
page of Changing the Word still redolent of exactly the qualities supposedly eradicated by
phototypesetting. Equally, the evident sarcastic tone of Marshall’s caption seems to belie a
scepticism on his part about the alleged merit of such technological progress, and by contrast
surely implies the importance of figuring the messy, sticky, tattered actuality of print production
into any historical account of the time. But I want to suggest that, at a remove of some forty
years, it should similarly gesture to the conditions of any such material’s consumption in our own
contemporary moment, to the still inextricable relationship between technology and labour
underpinning any present-day historiographical endeavour, and prompt us to ponder specifically
what is at stake in the differing ways in which the historical material required to produce an
account of that period has since been mediated and remediated. For the scholar of periodicals,
my focus here, what constitutes their archive? And how do they variously engage with it? In an
age of digital supremacy, not to mention following a global pandemic, such questions have
perhaps become all the more pertinent. But surely more urgent, it seems to me, is thinking
through why they should matter. Put another way, what are the stakes of subjecting the methods
of periodical studies to scrutiny?3



Figure 1

Alan Marshall, Changing the Word: The Printing
Industry in Transition (London: Comedia, 1983), 41
(detail). Digital image courtesy of Comedia Publishing
Group (all rights reserved).

Periodicals are inscriptions of collective labour, including that of those who have written, edited,
designed, printed, distributed, and read them. Similarly, as they move into various spaces of
study, from physical museums, libraries, and archives to the virtual realms of online databases,
catalogues, and reading platforms, periodicals often index traces of the labour needed to ensure
their presence in such contexts. Indeed, processes of mediation and remediation—a key concern
in this article—leave their mark on magazines but, crucially, also prompt particular patterns of
labour, while in turn denying others. For instance, in a recent analysis of the digitisation of little
magazines, Eric Bulson has drawn attention, on one hand, to “the stubborn persistence of a
human agent and the materiality of an original object” and, on the other, to the fact that
“elements of the more sensuous communion with the object are lost” as the result of such acts.4
Meanwhile scholars of Victorian (above all, literary) periodicals such as Laurel Brake, Linda
Hughes, and James Mussell have led the way in questioning the modes by which contemporary
readers engage with such material, often championing, for example, practices of looking,
moving, and thinking sideways or of browsing and its role in “facilitating serendipitous research
through page turning”.5 My intention here is to marshal such work and ideas in relation to
conventional art-historiographical methodology, and to reflect on how the different apparatus by
which art history comes to be mediated and remediated contributes to (and impinges on) the
meaning of magazines.
For perhaps as long as they have been the focus of scholarly attention, periodicals as objects
have always posed something of a challenge to those trying to convey their understanding of
them to an audience, be it in the three-dimensional space of a museum display or in the two-
dimensional context of a photographic reproduction printed on a page.6 Conventionally, in both
instances only a single opening—two facing pages of a magazine—can be presented to the
viewer at any one time, a condition determined by the physical nature of the codex format: the
bind of the bound.7 As technologies, the vitrine and photography each in its own way flattens and
stills something that not only has depth but is also inherently dynamic, not to mention removing



it from the possibility of being directly handled, which is after all an integral part of a printed
magazine’s original form and function. Charting the range of strategies that have been employed
to try to overcome—or at least compensate for—the bind of the bound furnishes us with the
chance to reflect on what producing periodicals means today, both as a historical subject and as a
contemporary practice. As part of this historiographical endeavour, the intersection of the fields
of periodical studies and digital humanities, the genesis and evolution of which are broadly
concurrent, provides a useful opportunity to think through the various related questions that such
printed material engenders. How were periodicals used in the past? How are those same
periodicals used today? And how are they employed now to understand how they were then?
How too might such layers of use (and meaning) be captured and conveyed? In what follows I
seek to address such issues through looking at a single case study, the photographic magazine
Camerawork, which was produced in Britain between 1976 and 1985 by members of the Half
Moon Photography Workshop. The clues suggested by the interplay between touch and surface
so evocatively invoked in the Linotype-Paul advert offer at least one path by which to navigate
such art-historiographical terrain.
First, some brief historical background: the collective that produced Camerawork, the East
London-based Half Moon Photography Workshop, had come together in late 1975, and by the
beginning of the following year had published the first issue of the magazine (fig. 2), just one
element of their larger programme.8 A “Statement of Aims” on its back cover (fig. 3) made their
intentions for Camerawork explicit: “To publish a magazine designed to provide a forum for the
exchange of ideas, views and information on photography and other forms of communication.
By exploring the application, scope and content of photography, we intend to demystify the
process. We see this as part of the struggle to learn, to describe and to share experiences and so
contribute to the process by which we grow in capacity and power to control our own lives”.9 In
that same inaugural issue of February 1976, collective member Paul Trevor revealed many of the
specific conditions of the magazine’s production. In a piece entitled “The Price of Self
Expression: An Article on Self-Publishing” (fig. 4), after providing a guide to structures of
funding and the expertise necessary to produce one’s own photographic publication, Trevor
taxonomically catalogued the salient details of a range of such projects, predominantly books,
including Down Wapping, which had been made by members of the Exit Photography Group (of
which he himself was a member) and had appeared two years earlier.10 The final publication
detailed was none other than Camerawork itself. We learn, for instance, that the print run was
1,500, that it was printed on 90 grams per square metre matt coated cartridge A3 paper using
offset litho by Expression Printers in Dalston. Structured in a way that is reminiscent of
conceptual artist Dan Graham’s well-known Poem Schema from the previous decade (fig. 5),
some of Camerawork’s physical and material qualities, together with financial information and
details about its distribution, can begin to give us a picture of how the eight pages of what
readers held in their hands had been made.11 Trevor’s awareness of his audience is twice made
explicit here: first, in his entry for the number of pages with photos (“Count them”, he instructs);
and, second, in detailing sales to date (“Nearly all gone”) in his playful advice to “better make
sure you’ve got yours”.12 The publication’s title is set in a typeface distinct from the text
surrounding it, the sans serif used elsewhere on the page solely for image captions, as if to
suggest that what appears beneath it should be seen as some form of reproduced representation, a
textual mise-en-abyme even. Reflexivity regarding publications evidently remained a concern; in
a piece entitled “Reviewing the Situation” from issue 7, published in July 1977 (fig. 6), fellow
collective member Ed Barber set out a thematic framework whereby books being reviewed in the



magazine should be evaluated, specifically on technological, ideological, and aesthetic levels. It
is more than tempting to subject Camerawork to its own criteria: “as a commodity, designed to
promote the consumption of materials and equipment, and to be consumed as a product itself”;
by examining its “social, political, economic context”; and taking into account its “design and
quality of reproduction”.13 But all in good time.



Figure 2

Camerawork 1 (February 1976):
front cover. Digital image courtesy
of Four Corners (all rights
reserved).

Figure 3

“Statement of Aims”, Camerawork
1 (February 1976): 8. Digital
image courtesy of Four Corners
(all rights reserved).

Figure 4

Paul Trevor, “The Price of Self
Expression: An Article on Self-
Publishing”, Camerawork 1
(February 1976): 7. Digital image
courtesy of Four Corners / Paul
Trevor (all rights reserved).

Figure 5

Dan Graham, “Eight Pieces by
Dan Graham, 1966–72”, Studio
International 183, no. 944 (May
1972): 212. Digital image
courtesy of Studio International
Foundation / © Dan Graham (all
rights reserved).

Figure 6

Ed Barber, “Reviewing the
Situation”, Camerawork 7 (July
1977): 9. Digital image courtesy
of Four Corners / Ed Barber
Archive (all rights reserved).

Conventional art-historical (if not always art-historiographical) method might have us address
the magazine in relation to others at this point, both those broadly contemporary to and those



preceding it. To be sure, Camerawork is ripe for art-historical treatment not only in terms of the
photographic material that it reproduced,14 but also as an object deserving attention in its own
right. Indeed, the publication can be profitably considered in visual and material relation to any
number of the constellation of periodicals from both its past and present, by situating it in what I
have elsewhere termed its “periodical landscape”, a framework drawing on Pierre Bourdieu’s
idea of the cultural field whereby the meaning of new magazines (and indeed their subsequent
histories) can be fully discerned only by positioning them alongside and in relation to other serial
publications.15 In many ways, doing so mirrors the methods that must have been employed by
those involved in the formation of magazines like Camerawork at the time. Discussing design
process in their instructional book Into Print: A Guide to Publishing Non-Commercial
Newspapers and Magazines, which appeared in 1975, Harold Frayman, David Griffiths, and
Chris Chippindale proposed that “the best way to learn is probably to look critically at as many
papers and magazines as you can”.16
In terms of Camerawork’s subject matter, we might, for instance, consider it in conjunction with
the journal History Workshop, dedicated to “history from below” and founded that same year.17
It can similarly be thought of in relation to any number of self-published, community-generated
(and community-focused) publications such as The Islington Gutter Press.18 It could also be
seen alongside other contemporary magazines dedicated to worker photography, such as
Arbeiterfotografie, or to earlier titles from the illustrated press known for their inclusion of
documentary material, say Picture Post or Arbeiter Illustrierte Zeitung.19 In terms of its
emphasis on photographic practice, meanwhile, magazines such as Creative Camera and Album,
to name but two, warrant mention.20 And then, of course, from earlier in the century, there are
potential allusions to and comparisons with its virtual namesake, Alfred Stieglitz’s Camera Work
(fig. 7), nominally distinct thanks to the earlier incarnation’s (only sometimes explicit) space
between the two parts of its title. Founded in New York in 1903 and designed by fellow
photographer Edward Steichen, Camera Work represents something of a watershed in terms of
magazines dedicated to photography, in particular in terms of how it mediated its content and
how, as a multiply-reproduced object, it reproduced multiply-reproduced objects.21 Having noted
the inherent challenges in such an enterprise, Stieglitz and his fellow editors writing in the first
issue urged: “It is, therefore, highly necessary that reproductions of photographic work must be
made with exceptional care and discretion if the spirit of the original is to be retained, though no
reproductions can do full justice to the subtleties of some photographs”.22 To ensure the integrity
of its subject, the labour of the photographer, we would do well to remember, has to be matched
by that of the magazine’s editors, designers, and printers, among others.



Figure 7

Alfred Stieglitz, Camera Work 2 (1903): front cover
design by Edward Steichen. Digital image courtesy of
Wikimedia (public domain).

Such attention to production, to the materiality and visuality of the periodical, can prompt us to
return to the 1970s and contemplate, alongside Camerawork, other magazines with which
explicit relationships might be forged in terms of their physical form, not to mention the
processes (both technical and, for that matter, social) by which such publications were produced.
At this juncture I need to reveal a key piece of information concerning Camerawork thus far held
back, although I hope not disingenuously. Unlike every other magazine we have seen so far, all
of whose pages have been, broadly speaking, conventionally bound on the left-hand side to
create a codex, Camerawork does not adhere to this format. My reason for omitting to draw
attention to this until now is to highlight how easily it can fall by the wayside or slip unwittingly
between one’s fingers. But doing so obscures what I contend is a vital element of this magazine’s
efficacy. Apparently directly modelled, at the suggestion of collective member Tom Picton, on
the American photography magazine Afterimage, produced by the Visual Studies Workshop in
Rochester, New York (fig. 8), Camerawork was printed on a gathering of unbound sheets of A2
paper and then simply folded twice to form what, in the technical terms of bibliography, is
referred to as an A4 “loose quire”, assembled with a French or cross fold.23 Beyond the brief
prose description just offered, this may be illustrated in a handful of different ways: for example,
by constructing a two-dimensional diagram of its imposition, a visual manifestation of the
schematic arrangement of the constituent pages (fig. 9). Alternatively, and perhaps more
effectively, it can be conveyed in a short home-made demonstration video, captured thanks to the
now everyday technology of the hand-held smartphone, and a relatively inexpensive copy of the
magazine purchased on eBay (fig. 10).24 Opening and then turning the pages of a copy of issue 6
shows us the range of types of material published by Camerawork: for instance, an article by
John Berger on Paul Strand, and pieces on photos of factory workers, on a workshop about
children and photography that the collective had organised, and on different equipment and



techniques. One of the motivations for this relatively novel format was its ability to include a full
A2 page reproduction of a photograph, a feature directly modelled on Afterimage,25 with the
pretty obvious intention of furnishing Camerawork’s beholder with something they could go on
to display themselves (fig. 11).26 Perhaps just a natural extension of the already well-established
relationship between magazine and gallery,27 with the arrival of conceptual art these once
discrete spaces had become (even) more indistinct,28 as topically exemplified by the title
Umbrella, “unfolding the visual and lively arts from Scotland and the world”, a magazine
produced by the Richard Demarco Gallery from 1972.29 But in this particular case there appears
to be more afoot, or rather more to get to grips with, to grasp.30 To allow my argument to unfold,
I would like to embark on a historiographical survey to look at how people have (or seemingly
have not) looked at Camerawork over the years, at how they have mediated and remediated it.31



Figure 8

Afterimage 3, no. 3 (September
1975): front cover. Digital image
courtesy of Visual Studies
Workshop / Douglas Holleley (all
rights reserved).

Figure 9

Samuel Bibby, hand-drawn
schematic diagram of
Camerawork’s imposition, 2024.
Digital image courtesy of Samuel
Bibby (all rights reserved).

Figure 10

Samuel Bibby, video showing Camerawork 6 (April 1977) being handled, 2024. Digital images
courtesy of Four Corners (all rights reserved).



Figure 11

Richard Greenhill, “Nell, ten
minutes after she was born”, from
Family Self Portrait, a Half Moon
Photography Workshop touring
show, in Camerawork 6 (April
1977): centrefold informally
displayed on a wall. Digital image
courtesy of Four Corners /
Richard Greenhill (all rights
reserved).

One of the ways in which readers come to so many influential periodicals is via the genre of the
anthology, and Camerawork is no exception (fig. 12).32 With the standard framing devices of
editor’s introduction and thematic essays, Jessica Evans’s The Camerawork Essays: Context and
Meaning in Photography, published in 1997, reproduces fourteen articles that had originally
appeared in the magazine, but not as they had originally appeared; instead, it retypesets them
homogeneously, thereby erasing vital data.33 In “The Repackaging of 1970s British
Photography”, a review of Evans’s edited volume published in 1998 by the journal Visual
Anthropology Review, Peter Marshall drew a distinction between, on one hand, the “gutsy, strong
blacks, with which the pictures and cover were printed”, and its “reversed-out bold-stencil face
title, an echo of markings on crates appropriate for its location on the edge of London’s dockland
and linking photography to the working world”, and, on the other hand, the anthology, “designed
around white space and elegant text. Its title”, Marshall opined, “a fine and delicate Helvetica,
modern, insubstantial, is pale and refined”.34 Reproducing images to scale of the two side by side
served to foreground his dissatisfaction (fig. 13). “Too often anthologies wrench their materials
from the original site of their production”, Rozsika Parker and Griselda Pollock declared in the
introduction to their 1987 book Framing Feminism. “By reproducing articles in facsimile form”,
they continued, “we want to give a concrete representation of the time, space, intentions and
constraints that initially determined the texts. The facsimile form allows us to discern in residual
form the living movement of history”.35 As will become apparent, the nature of such a
movement resides not only in the magazine’s visuality but also in its materiality, in the way in
which Camerawork itself as an object was made: to move and to be moved. Such a point begs
emphasis; so very often the inherent mobility of a periodical and its constituent pages stares us in
the face, as the Forschergruppe Journalliteratur logo, for example, makes all too clear (fig. 14).
And yet such a condition, and the elements of design that emerge and extend from it, can all too
easily become visually flattened, technologically stripped away from cultures of reception, the
visual economies of their reproduction, and historiographical consumption.



Figure 12

Jo Spence, “The Politics of Photography”, Camerawork 1 (February 1976): 1; Jo Spence, “The Politics of
Photography”, British Journal of Photography 123, no. 6035 (26 March 1976): 254; Jo Spence, “The Politics
of Photography”, in Illuminations: Women Writing on Photography from the 1850s to the Present, ed. Liz
Heron and Val Williams (London: I. B. Tauris, 1996), 174; Jo Spence, “The Politics of Photography”, in
Cultural Sniping: The Art of Transgression (London: Routledge, 2007), 31; Jo Spence, “The Politics of
Photography”, in Not Yet: On the Reinvention of Documentary and the Critique of Modernism, ed. Jorge
Ribalta (Madrid: Museo Nacional Centro de Arte Reina Sofía, 2015), 114. Digital images courtesy of Four
Corners / Photos: Nick Hedges (all rights reserved).



Figure 13

Peter Marshall, “The Repackaging of 1970s British
Photography”, Visual Anthropology Review 14, no.
1 (Spring/Summer 1998): 86. Digital image courtesy
of Peter Marshall / Wiley Blackwell / Camerawork
Essays jacket illustration © Derek Boshier / DACS
2024 (all rights reserved).

Figure 14

Forschergruppe Journalliteratur logo. Digital image
courtesy of Ruhr University Bochum (RUB) (all
rights reserved).

More recently, Camerawork has received historical attention in Noni Stacey’s Photography of
Protest and Community: The Radical Collectives of the 1970s, published by Lund Humphries in
2020, and promoted using product photography emphasising its three-dimensional nature as an
object (fig. 15). Situating Camerawork thoroughly within the wider context of the Half Moon
Photography Workshop’s broader endeavours, Stacey reproduces a range of material that
originally featured in the magazine; however, beyond a couple of front covers, most visual
context is sadly shorn from the images in question (fig. 16).36 A case in point is a work by the
American photographer Robert Golden, originally included in issue 3 of the magazine as the
central A2 poster (fig. 17), as part of an interview with him conducted by Jo Spence, first
captioned as showing “Overleaf: Kellingley colliery, Yorkshire / discussion before the shift”.37
Ably discussed by Stacey in relation to the imagery of labour, Golden’s photograph is
nevertheless re-presented to Stacey’s reader devoid of any trace of the original material
conditions in which it would have been beheld by someone physically turning the pages of
Camerawork back in July 1976 or at any point since (fig. 18).38 Ironically, however, the version
of her book used in the writing of this article is a PDF of an uncorrected proof, provided by the
publisher as a review copy and inscribed with a digital watermark, rendering visible vestiges of
an important stage in the work’s own production process not afforded to its own subjects.



Figure 15

Product photograph of Noni Stacey, Photography of
Protest and Community: The Radical Collectives of
the 1970s (London: Lund Humphries, 2020). Digital
image courtesy of Noni Stacey / Lund Humphries
(all rights reserved).

Figure 16

Electronic watermarked proof of Noni Stacey,
Photography of Protest and Community: The
Radical Collectives of the 1970s (London: Lund
Humphries, 2020), 24–25. Digital image courtesy of
Noni Stacey / Lund Humphries (all rights reserved).

Figure 17

Robert Golden, “Kellingley colliery, Yorkshire /
discussion before the shift”, Camerawork 3 (July
1976): centrefold. Digital image courtesy of Four
Corners / © Robert Golden (all rights reserved).

Figure 18

Noni Stacey, Photography of Protest and
Community: The Radical Collectives of the 1970s
(London: Lund Humphries, 2020), 49 (detail).
Digital image courtesy of Noni Stacey / Lund
Humphries / © Robert Golden (all rights reserved).

Where reproductions of reproductions (in facsimile or otherwise) run the risk of falling short is,
of course, often determined by the physical parameters or limitations of the medium in which
they subsequently appear. Exhibitions, however, afford the opportunity to foreground “originals”,
albeit ironically in this particular instance given that the displayed magazines are not only



multiples but also reproduce photographs that are already reproduced multiples themselves.
Installation photographs taken at the 2011 exhibition Pages from a Magazine: Camerawork,
staged at the gallery White Columns in New York, document the presentation of one person’s
collection of the publication (fig. 19 and 20).39 The bound codex has never lent itself easily to
exhibition display: more often than not, a single opening of any given volume has to be
privileged over all others, the work rendered immobile and affording only a partial view of its
contents.40 Here, however, Camerawork’s relatively unusual unbound nature permits a degree of
simultaneity: Richard Greenhill’s “Nell, ten minutes after she was born” from his Family Self
Portrait, the A2 poster in issue 6, can be seen (as originally intended) pinned to the gallery wall
as part of a display including, for instance, a page from Victor Burgin’s 1976 essay “Art,
Common Sense and Photography”, the fold through the middle still discernible, and with a
facsimile of the verso visible on the wall beneath. Meanwhile, on the perpendicular wall can be
seen the particularly apt guide to do-it-yourself exhibition-making from issue 10.41 Beyond
installation photographs, moreover, there are many other ways in which exhibitions can be
recorded for posterity, not least in catalogues. However, when the subject is magazines,
relationships between the two types of publication—subject and object—have the potential for
fluidity and/or slippage.42 For an example, one can turn to a recent exhibition on Bill Brandt and
Henry Moore. As Yale University Press’s promotional YouTube video for its catalogue makes
clear (fig. 21), there are a number of reproductive modes by which residues of the “dimensional,
embodied encounter” of holding photographs, such as those from the pages of Picture Post, can
be subsequently captured and conveyed.43



Figure 19

Pages from a Magazine:
Camerawork, installation view,
White Columns, New York, 2011.
Digital image courtesy of Four
Corners / White Columns, New
York (all rights reserved).

Figure 20

Pages from a Magazine:
Camerawork, installation view,
White Columns, New York, 2011.
Digital image courtesy of Four
Corners / White Columns, New
York (all rights reserved).

Figure 21

Promotional video showing Martina Droth and Paul Messier, eds., Bill Brandt, Henry
Moore (New Haven, CT: Yale Center for British Art / Yale University Press, 2020) being
handled. Digital file courtesy of Yale Center for British Art / Yale University Press (all
rights reserved).

The exhibition Radical Visions, mounted by the gallery Four Corners in 2018, is by far the most
sustained attempt in recent years to provide an account of Camerawork, and coincided with the
launch of the organisation’s digital archive platform. Its twenty-page catalogue, written by Carla
Mitchell, designed by Raffaella Losito, and printed by Calverts Co-operative (fig. 22), sets out to
record the contents and intellectual thrust of the show—a display that consisted of a mixture of
pages of the magazine (both original copies and facsimiles) and archival material hung on walls
and contained in vitrines, as photographs of the exhibition’s opening attest (fig. 23). A four-page
essay in the catalogue charts the genesis of the magazine through a conventional combination of



text and image (fig. 24). At the bottom right of its first page readers behold an indented block
quotation, a descriptive passage by collective member Ed Barber: “Camerawork as a magazine
had a quality about it—when I first saw a copy in 1976 I’d never seen a publication like it and I
still haven’t. It stopped me in my tracks. The A2>A4 folding format, the print quality—amazing
for single pass litho—the picture spreads and the articles, they all set it apart from any other
photomagazines of that period”.44 The facing page is given over to a reproduction of the first
issue of Camerawork in all its glory: the cover featured a photograph of a woman looking at
herself in a hand-held mirror by Claire Schwob, almost as if self-reflexivity were the first
message the magazine wished to convey. Following Barber’s testimony, Mitchell’s text explains
that “Camerawork (which this catalogue was inspired by) was first published in February 1976,
using a broadsheet”,45 at which point, mid-sentence, the reader must take the bottom outside
corner of the facing page bearing the cover between their index finger and thumb and turn it
over, almost as if (although not quite) opening that which has been printed on it (fig. 25).
Immediately, before returning to the as yet uncompleted sentence, one’s eye is drawn to the
largest of the photographic images reproduced on this subsequent double-page spread, a black-
and-white shot positioned at top left.46 It is almost as if the catalogue’s beholder temporarily
joins the group of four figures depicted in the reproduced image, all of whom are looking at
proposed layouts for an issue of the magazine, as a caption to the side of it confirms. The reader
becomes a witness to, even a participant in, the processes of labour required to produce the
historical subject at hand being contemplated. As if to perpetuate this focus, just below it the
unfinished sentence carries on, intriguingly in a way that almost renders its first part on the
previous spread unnecessary: “format—sheets of A2 paper folded to A3, then to A4”. As the
paragraph continues to unfold, more details of the publication’s production are revealed: “The
magazine was put together at a marathon all-night session in [Mike] Goldwater’s studio in Chalk
Farm, fuelled by coffee and beigels. Volunteer Marilyn Dalik Noad [sic] worked through the
night on a borrowed golf ball typewriter to typeset the galleys, while others did the paste up”.47
The foregrounding of labour, meanwhile, continues. On the facing page of the Radical Visions
catalogue, itself bisected by the publication’s own fold, is a further photograph taken by Mike
Goldwater, of what is referred to as a “folding session” for issue 6 of the magazine. Jo Spence,
Shirley Read, and Ed Barber are seen among pile upon pile of pages of the magazine, perhaps
even the very ones that I manipulated earlier in my first video; some already folded, gathered,
and assembled; others laid out on the table in readiness; another still clasped between Spence’s
hands. My reason for belabouring this emphasis on folding shall shortly become clear.48 Turning
to the outside back cover of the magazine-inspired catalogue, this manual process can be
discerned in closer detail.49 Here Spence is seen at close hand, in the spring of 1976, at work
assembling the second issue of Camerawork for distribution. Again, her act of folding—
movement rendered all the more palpable by its blurred focus—is reinforced or accentuated by
the fold through the middle of the sheet on which the photograph has been printed, the two
intersecting at the very centre of the page in marked contrast to the nonchalant begloved idleness
of Linotype-Paul, while the hands of the catalogue’s reader physically bracket those of Spence
(fig. 26), as if thus joining her and somehow participating in the same labour in which she is so
cheerfully engaged.



Figure 22

Radical Visions: The Early History
of Four Corners and Camerawork,
1972–1987 (London: Four
Corners, 2018), 1. Digital image
courtesy of Four Corners / © Mike
Goldwater (all rights reserved).

Figure 23

Installation photograph at the
private view of Radical Visions:
The Early History of Four Corners
and Camerawork, 1972–1987
(London: Four Corners, 2018).
Digital image courtesy of Four
Corners (all rights reserved).

Figure 24

Radical Visions: The Early History
of Four Corners and Camerawork,
1972–1987 (London: Four
Corners, 2018), 6–7. Digital
image courtesy of Four Corners
(all rights reserved).

Figure 25

Samuel Bibby, video showing Radical Visions: The Early History of Four Corners and Camerawork, 1972–
1987 (London: Four Corners, 2018) being handled, 2024. Digital image courtesy of Four Corners (all rights
reserved).



Figure 26

Samuel Bibby, Radical Visions: The Early History of
Four Corners and Camerawork, 1972–1987 (London:
Four Corners, 2018) being held, 2024. Digital images
courtesy of Four Corners (all rights reserved).

This image is just one of countless others documenting the making of the magazine (fig. 27),
physically deposited in the archive at the Bishopsgate Institute, that have been digitised and
made freely available via the Four Corners website, together with the oral histories from which
Mitchell drew to create her catalogue essay.50 Of course, what such photographs, inscribed by
the labour that produced them, reinforce is the centrality to Camerawork of the group
participation that brought it into being. As the magazine’s “Statement of Aims” made clear, one
of its goals was “to positively encourage individual self-reliance with the aim of working
towards group activity, collective practice and the pooling of resources and information as a
general principle in commercial photography”.51 Nowhere is this more tangible than in the
folding sessions at which members of the Half Moon Photography Workshop came together to
bring the magazine together, a gathering for gathering. But I suggest that such a collectivity did
not stop there, for it is precisely the unbound, twice-folded nature of Camerawork that lends this
particular periodical its greatest impact. As a result of this unconventional format, the labour of
its collective facture itself becomes enfolded into the materiality of the magazine and remains a
latent potential until its pages are then unfolded by the subsequent labour of the beholder.
Sceptics may be tempted to account for Camerawork’s loose quires as having been dictated by
financial necessity, a perennial issue of course. For example, in a 1978 article on setting up one’s
own socialist newspaper published in the magazine Wedge, Kevin McDonnell lamented: “Some
papers suffer more than others, being reduced, for instance, to collating by hand. There are few
tasks which rival this in pure, unadulterated tedium”.52 For Camerawork, I want to stress, such
material circumstances were born not out of constraint but rather from the political desire to
empower their audience. Writing in 1972, Clifford Burke suggested that operations such as
collating and folding “tend to be overlooked in the planning and preparation of printed work,
because they can be tedious and not nearly as exciting as designing or laying out the job”.53 By
contrast, in Camerawork such elements of the magazine’s production remained at the forefront of
the collective’s conception of the publication precisely for the opportunities it offered to envelop
its beholders within its material politics.



Figure 27

Samuel Bibby, image sequence showing sixteen photographs of Camerawork’s production (London:
Bishopsgate Institute Archive), 2024. Digital images courtesy of Bishopsgate Institute Archive (all rights
reserved).

Materiality can be seen here as the interplay between an object’s physical characteristics and
their signifying strategies. As Katherine Hayles has argued, it is a dynamic quality that emerges
from the relationship between, on one hand, physical artefacts and their conceptual content and,
on the other, the interpretive actions of their beholders.54 Lying at the heart of such an approach
to materiality, I contend, is the enactment of labour. For Johanna Drucker, “performative
materiality suggests that what something is has to be understood in terms of what it does, how it
works within machinic, systemic and cultural domains”.55 “It shifts”, she continues, “the
emphasis from acknowledgement of an attention to material conditions and structures towards
analysis of the production of a text”.56 Evidence of such labour can, of course, be inherent in an
object that functions as a “self-conscious record of its own production—one laden with specific
ideas about the ways in which a [work] can embody an idea through its material forms”,57
exemplified, say, by sequences in Dziga Vertov’s 1929 film The Man with a Movie Camera
showing the director’s wife, Yelizaveta Svilova, editing the film that the viewer is subsequently
watching (fig. 28).



Figure 28

Still from Dziga Vertov, The Man with a Movie Camera,
1929. Digital image courtesy of Wikimedia (public
domain).

Considered alongside the front cover of Jonathan Zeitlyn’s instructional guide Print: How You
Can Do It Yourself (fig. 29), the typography of the magazine’s masthead—hand-applied Letraset
resembling stencilled lettering (itself a manual process)—clearly signifies the importance of the
title having been self-published. Such logotypical logic evidently bolsters linguistic meaning,58
Camerawork’s title persuasively eliding equipment and labour to become process. But such
formal characteristics can likewise engender meaning through the ways in which they encourage
beholders themselves to enact labour, what Walter Benjamin in his classic account “The Author
as Producer” termed apparatus, a means of “making co-workers out of readers or spectators”.59
For instance, Sabine Kriebel has argued, in an incredibly convincing reading of the magazine
Arbeiter Illustrierte Zeitung, that the periodical’s beholder, in grasping the top right-hand edge of
the page on which a 1931 photomontage by John Heartfield is reproduced (fig. 30), “joins in their
display of power and solidarity, and assimilates the real body with the territory of photographic
illusion”.60 In the case of Camerawork, it is not so much what has been depicted than how the
depictions have been (re)produced, as well as how their material realisation in the magazine
requires a particular mode of physical interaction on the part of the beholder.



Figure 29

Jonathan Zeitlyn, Print: How You Can Do It Yourself
(London: Inter-Action Trust, 1975), front cover.
Digital image courtesy of Jonathan Zeitlyn / Inter-
Action Trust (all rights reserved).

Figure 30

John Heartfield, “Ob schwarz, ob Weiss”, Arbeiter-
Illustrierte-Zeitung 10, no. 26 (1931): 517. Digital
image © The Heartfield Community of Heirs / DACS
2024 (all rights reserved).

Artistic practices that enfold participation into their production of meaning have received not
insignificant art-historical attention,61 not least a handful of magazines. “Fluxus periodicals,
including décoll/age”, Anna-Maria Kanta has recently contended, “indicated the collectivization
of cultural production through the private, and consequently dispersed performative act of
reading”.62 Inherent in the unbound format of a magazine such as Aspen was “its participatory
nature as a container of objects to be touched and grasped”,63 which Gwen Allen has argued
challenged not only the framework of the museum as a space for viewing art but also the
conventions of the medium of the magazine itself. What is more, a number of periodicals have
sought ways to engender active involvement after the initial act of passive encounter.64 The title
0 to 9, for instance, edited by Bernadette Mayer and Vito Acconci, employs the strategy of
visually and materially foregrounding the means of its own production. The cover of its first
issue in 1967 featured an uncut mimeograph stencil consisting of indigo wax-coated paper, a
trace of the very printing process by which it had itself been made (fig. 31). Readers were
afforded the option of removing the page and typing their own work on it to be returned to the
editors for later publication, thus becoming potential future contributors. “While the possibility
remained largely symbolic (according to Acconci, nobody actually used the cover in this way)”,
Allen has argued, “it expressed a reciprocity that was central to the kind of participatory
community 0 to 9 strove to create among its readers”.65 Similarly, the catalogue for Kynaston
McShine’s 1970 exhibition Information included “blank pages for the reader”: “please provide”,
the curator asked, “your own text or images” (fig. 32).66 “If readers/viewers chose to take up this
invitation”, Samantha Ismail-Epps has proposed, their action would transform a mass-produced
publication into a highly personal edition". Again, however, such participation remains optional
and such a reading conditional.67 A folded loose sheet inside the Winter 1977/1978 issue of the



left-wing magazine Artery encouraged its beholders to “investigate the possibility of forming an
ARTERY Readers Team (ART). This will not only provide you with the means to expand
ARTERY sales but will put you in touch with possible contributors to ARTERY” (fig. 33).68 The
material affordances of Camerawork, by contrast, actively and automatically enveloped its
beholders into the magazine’s community through the unavoidable act of the manipulation of its
pages. The necessary action of holding the magazine, followed by unfolding its pages, implicates
the reader in the material politics of its production. The mode of its interpretation is thus inherent
in the material conditions of the object, and meaning is produced through the physical
engagement of the beholder, who by doing so joins the ranks of the collective who originally
assembled the magazine, a Benjaminian apparatus intent on making its audience co-workers.69
As the beholder reaches the magazine’s back page (fig. 34), the textual invitations to participate
—“Join the Workshop”; “We need help to … paste-up, fold and mail CAMERAWORK”—
merely reinforce previously physically encountered material cues. Letters pages, of course, so
often provide an important space for readers to participate in the ongoing work of a periodical,
and Camerawork is no exception, publishing correspondence from as early as its second issue.70
And yet, by choosing to focus on them, most previous studies addressing reader engagement
ultimately privilege the textual at the expense of the visual and material, eschewing formal
affordances physically at hand before the written content has even been consumed.71 Through
looking at the mechanics of Camerawork’s pages the participatory politics of the collective are
first revealed.



Figure 31

Vito Acconci and Bernadette Mayer, eds., 0 to 9:
The Complete Magazine, 1967–1969 (New York,
1967), front cover. Digital image courtesy of Samuel
Bibby (public domain).

Figure 32

Kynaston L. McShine, Information (New York:
Metropolitan Museum of Art, 1970), 142. Digital
image courtesy of The Metropolitan Museum of Art,
New York / Scala, Florence (all rights reserved).

Figure 33

Artery 13 (Winter 1977/1978): loose sheet. Digital
image courtesy of Samuel Bibby (all rights
reserved).

Figure 34

Samuel Bibby, Camerawork 6 (April 1977) being
held, 2024. Digital image courtesy of Four Corners
(all rights reserved).

Spineless, unbound, loose-leaf formats have the potential to trouble ideas of the fixed and the
finished;72 they facilitate multiple potential readings of a work. Inherent in them is the notion of



the beholder as participant. One original interpretation may be (physically) implied, belying
perhaps some form of authorial meaning or editorial intention, but that remains simply a starting
point and only one starting point at that. In the case of Camerawork, the nature of the folds
ensures that the linearity, the sequentiality, of the magazine is broadly retained.73 Instead, the
efficacy and potency reside in physical manipulation, in unfolding the folded, an operation that is
almost reactive or responsive, which as a result enfolds the beholder within the politics of the
collective labour that produced the magazine and continues to do so. Its materiality becomes the
apparatus by which the magazine’s readers “Join the Workshop”. Outlining the stakes of
community photography in her essay “The Politics of Photography” for the first issue of
Camerawork in February 1976, Jo Spence explained that “the most recent break with traditional
fields of photography has been the use of photography as a TOOL by community activists”.74
The word TOOL, with its connotations of the hand-held, is emphatically typeset here in full
capital letters, and more than likely harks back to an earlier publication, in fact a direct precursor
to Camerawork.75 In 1975, prior to their amalgamation with Half Moon, Spence and Terry
Dennett had produced three issues of Photography Workshop Newsletter, a very simple,
unillustrated affair, merely typewritten and duplicated; the first issue was subtitled “Photography
as a Tool”. Spence’s annotated draft of this issue, now in her archive at Ryerson University in
Toronto, is revealing in terms of the newsletter’s successor Camerawork. Among the proposed
content, for instance, is the note: “This page is for a projected idea and is appealing for people to
come forward to get involved” (fig. 35).76 I cannot help but read “a projected idea” not just in
terms of its prospective meaning but also in its physical sense, as if to indicate moving out from,
and beyond, the flat and static page, almost gesturing to the manner of dynamic materiality with
which I have been arguing Camerawork was imbued, bolstered by its unequivocal intention of
garnering participation. Such an approach, as Spence made clear in her essay for the inaugural
issue of Camerawork, “puts photography into the hands of lots of people”,77 a suggestion, I
argue, that holds equally for community-produced publications about photography as for
photography itself. Such strategies of manual participation go on to be rendered explicit in the
pages of the broadsheet The Worker Photographer, put together in 1978 by Spence and Dennett
immediately after their departure from the collective responsible for Camerawork.78 The
invocation to “Become a Worker Correspondent” adorning the back page of issue 3 foregrounds
the Benjaminian politics of participation in no uncertain terms (fig. 36).79 As the photographic
cut-out of a left hand clenched around a pen makes clear, the emphasis is on the writer rather
than the reader, as if the image advocates for the production of a mode of discourse about
photography through attention to labour that is specifically manual. To write Camerawork’s
history requires us to attend to the same tenets; its mediality is, above all, contingent on its
materiality as a beheld and manipulable multiply-reproduced object. It should by now have
become apparent that exactly how the contemporary scholar engages with this particular
periodical as a historical artefact could not (literally) matter more. Be it on Instagram, with its
manual actions of moving up and down and swiping left and right (fig. 37), or through
“immersive 3D digital twins” (fig. 38), the frankly dystopian corporate description of a product
ironically called Matterport that is used to facilitate virtual access to a subsequent iteration of
Radical Visions at Pickford’s House (a museum in Derby), the labour that different remediations
of Camerawork require the reader to perform engenders meaning that cannot be overlooked.



Figure 35

Annotated draft of Jo Spence and Terry Dennett,
Photography Workshop Newsletter 1 (1975),
unpaginated. Digital image courtesy of The Jo
Spence Memorial Library, The Image Centre (all
rights reserved).

Figure 36

Worker Photographer 3 (1978): 4 (detail). Digital
image courtesy of The Jo Spence Memorial Library,
The Image Centre (all rights reserved).

Figure 37

Four Corners Instagram post (14 March 2019).
Digital image courtesy of Four Corners (all rights
reserved).

Figure 38

Installation photograph using Matterport of Radical
Visions: Camerawork Revisited (Derby: Pickford’s
House, 2019). Digital image courtesy of Four
Corners (all rights reserved).



The COVID-19 pandemic has doubtless brought about changes to how scholars have had—and
may continue—to work and to access archives. The Four Corners website (fig. 39), which makes
the entire run of Camerawork available to the reader as free PDFs, has been an indispensable
resource in the writing of this article.80 At the click of a mouse button it provides an instant
encounter with just the type of facsimiles for which Parker and Pollock advocated all those years
back. Indeed, as long ago as 2006, Sean Latham and Robert Scholes recognised in their landmark
essay “The Rise of Periodical Studies” that new media technologies had “begun to transform the
way that we view, handle, and gain access to these objects”.81 But the digitisation of magazines
such as Camerawork gives rise to an uneasy (though perhaps unavoidable) tension: it enables (or
eases) the labour of the present-day researcher, while simultaneously denying them the
opportunity of (or at least discouraging them from) enacting the labour of the beholder that was
so central to the meaning of the analogue version.82 The PDF as a technology is not, of course,
without its limitations or ideological underpinnings, just like the other commercial products used
to present earlier versions of this article, PowerPoint and Blackboard Collaborate. The portable
document format in the case of Camerawork is in fact anything but portable. One can scroll
pages up and down and from side to side, zoom in on and out from them, but not turn them over
or actually touch them (fig. 40); perhaps the closest one can get to manual interaction is via the
avatar of a hand, Adobe’s disembodied white cartoon cursor feature.83 The 2019 edition of
Oxford University Press’s Dictionary of the Internet defines the PDF as “a file format which
retains the visual integrity of the document”, while their Dictionary of Publishing from the same
year categorises it as something that “integrates all the information required to display … a
document”, assertions that do not completely fit the bill in this case.84 What is more, as a recent
issue of the Journal of Modern Periodical Studies entitled “Digital Archives, Avant-Garde
Periodicals” reminds us, the PDF as analogue surrogate is not all that needs to be grappled with
here. The digital interfaces through which researchers peer at periodicals are themselves
designed and designable products, structured by various patterns of labour. The Four Corners
platform and content management system were developed for them by the creative digital and
print agency on-IDLE. Characteristically, the site’s additional functionality concentrates on
linguistic parameters, for instance, searching aided by optical character recognition and keyword
tagging. Such digital endeavours, to be sure, have huge potential to bring magazines such as
Camerawork to much wider audiences.85 But at what cost? “One of the paradoxes of digitizing
avant-garde materials”, Drucker observes, “is that they have to be subject to processes of
standardization in the precise bureaucratic and administrative terms against which they were
originally conceived. The embodiment of protest against standardization is often fully evident in
the physical formats of works where design decisions include deliberate deviation from norms”,
the loose quires of Camerawork, say.86



Figure 39

Four Corners Archive website. Digital image
courtesy of Four Corners (all rights reserved).

Figure 40

Samuel Bibby, Four Corners Archive website being
used, 2024. Digital image courtesy of Four Corners
(all rights reserved).

What should also be considered, in addition to reflecting on the ways in which digital
technologies can have an impact on how one carries out research on the conditions of periodical
publishing as a historical subject,87 is their related effect on the subsequent distribution and
consumption of that same research—in other words, the contemporary frameworks for periodical
production, including those that have brought the present article before your eyes. For instance,
some might find it curious (or even compromising) that, having argued that scanned copies of
Camerawork potentially rob beholders of a reading experience contingent on their physical
interaction with the material reality of the magazine, I decided to submit this article to a born-
digital journal for publication. This would, however, miss the point that both analogue and digital
solutions come with their drawbacks (as well as benefits). We should strive to recognise and to
reflect critically on the meaning and complexity of publishing ecosystems and their historical
specificity. “The digital realm”, the editors of British Art Studies wrote in its inaugural issue in
2015, “offers new ways of looking at and engaging with images, the possibilities and pitfalls of
which are being extensively debated”.88 In my own contribution to this discussion, I have
shown, among other things, that it can also allow old ways of doing so to re-emerge. “The
running of HMPW”, the collective explained in the first issue of Camerawork, “will reflect our
central concern in photography which is not, ‘Is it art?’ but, ‘Who is it for?’”89 Similarly calling
into question modes of participation in relation to periodical studies, be they material, social and
political, or economic, the varied means of looking at Camerawork remind us that who engages
with scholarship today, and how and where—issues that fuel the open access movement—gain
from an approach to publishing underpinned by a historiographical awareness that is sensitive to
both the visual and the material.
The different ways of seeing this magazine should remind us that the mechanics of art
historiography require getting one’s hands proverbially dirty. For our own interpretive labour too



is today inextricable from that of the collective who came together from the middle of the 1970s
to produce Camerawork. Tempting as the lure of modernity may be, with its promises of
champagne, chic, and music, the labour of periodical studies, as I have shown, demands a more
hands-on approach. Mirroring the Half Moon Photography Workshop’s manifesto, I have sought
to demystify the processes—visual, material, historiographical—by which ideas, views, and
information about Camerawork are exchanged, for I too “see this as part of our struggle to learn,
to describe, to share experiences”.90 Equally, I urge present-day editorial practitioners, those who
facilitate the production, distribution, and consumption of such work, to recall the words of
Alfred Stieglitz, “that reproductions of photographic work must be made with exceptional care
and discretion if the spirit of the originals is to be retained”.91
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