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TRUTH IN PHOTOGRAPHY.

O another page wea l‘_|'|[h|_i_=1'h 1l i]]ll_'r.'_:::ﬁng communication
om onr esteemed contributor who chooses to be known to
tflu [:hutugr:v,p]]il_‘: world as * Lux Graphicus,” which, in !'"!”'
100 to the truth as it 13 in 1|l|-:l--_-_;|:|]1||';r, geems to require
Une or two words of comment. Our remarks will ba conhined
to questions of fact, not of v]Jin'L-.rll. He remarks i:lJiL‘.i
: Phutngml.h}- i5 truth embodied, and every question raised
ahont the purity of 1ts |1I'|J|l|1-:L1n;t:: ghould be discussed as
"'“EE_','F and settled as 1||*.L'L|‘-|-:|I',r a4 ].HH.-'Lln',-.:." We always
rl“light in giving facility for untrammelled discussion of any
Point wht*.lEh_‘f the interests of our art are advanced, and we
Bd one or two words to aid in settling the questions raised
I onr contributor's excellent remarks.

Referring to Mr. Robinson's picture entitled © Sleep,”
H Lux Graphicus ¥ points out what he deems to be some
essential errors, and illL'.rn_"hJ,r made the l.iu‘._m-n untroe to
nature., He says:—

In the centre of the piclure he shows a stream of light entering
& window—a ghost of a window, for it i3 s0 unsubstantial as not
.,L"' allow a slindow Lo be cast from its se mingly massive bars, Now,
i the moon shoue through a window at all, it would east shadows of
""ﬂ"r}'thillj_{ that stood before it, and the shadows of the bars of
10 window would be cast on the coverlet of the bed in broken
Mes, rising and fallinge with the undulatioss of the folds of the
“overing and the forms of the children. In representing moon-
tzht, or sunlight either, there is no departing from this truth : if
Hie direct rayas of either stream throush a closed window and fall
tpon !-'-"I"‘.I.Il"jl s0 will the shadows of the inteérvening bars., Any
Dieture, either painted or photographed, that does not render these
Hhu"l”‘-\'a 15 r-j’||||J:|l_1.' nnirue to nnture,

T % B E
Now this should be true eriticism, and would seem to be |

Simple statement of fact. But the simnple truth is, that the
Pleture wag taken with direct sunlight streaming through
the window on to the bed, and the sash-bars, maszsive and
UPrue enongh to cast black shadows—we know them well
—were there at the time, and yet the picture shows but a
very Blight indication of these shadows? What is the

Teason, then, for this apparent violation of & natural law ? |

PHnply this: that there was sufficient of a weak light enter-
g the room trom another source to rive some degree of

Salomon’s portraits. We have stated that it 18 very easy fo
be deceived on this subject. In M. SBalomon’s studio ‘we
examined prints with a conviction amounting almost to
certainty that their modelling was due to elaborate retouch-
]u:__';; but a fuller examination of the same ]Jrin[:; without a
glass over them, and with the negative for comparison, con-
vinced us of our error, and we feel it our duty very emphati-
eally to enforee what we have already said on the subject of
retouching as regards these prints, namely, that as a whole
they owe neither gradation nor force to retouching, and that
the best prints are not retonched at all. We repeat this
becanse we foel that half their lesson wonld be lost to many
photographers it they could—as gome seem anxious to do—
take the Hattering unction to their souls that the marvellous
brilliancy and modelling of these pictures was due to some
skilful artifice rather than to legitimate photography
applied by a perfect master. We have seen the prints in
various stages, and we have examined scores of negatives
with the prints side by side: we have examined most of the
prints exhibited in Conduit Street side by side with the nega-
tives from which they were produced, and can speak with
absolute certainty on the points upon which we offer an
opinion. There was not asingle retouched negative amongst
all we examined: on the best prints there is no retouching
at all; on many others there is the retouching common
amongst all photographers, such as the strengthening of the
iris or pupil of an eye, &ec.; on some there is, here and there,
a boldly-hatched line, to give force or form to some portion ;
but in no case is there elaborate working up; 1N o case 1
the modelling of the print or the bunlliancy of the picture
due to the pencil of the artist. Individoal parts—such ag
an eye, & hand, or a lock of hair—have been often im proved
by clever touches not difficult to detect, because no especial

| paing is taken to hide them ; but the print might be sponged

Wuged illumination and nearly neutralize the shadows of |

© 8ash-bars cast ]_l}' the direct Huhlig_hi. How far this

:{'iﬂ;:;'ld be ]!Jlﬁt-i:ill]_r]c with moonlight we do not now pause to
-188.  How far the production of moonlight effects by the

R“I[flﬂu of sunlight is the most legitimate application of

Eu;':t:-’gf[' lph_'f we do not now c!i::'r.n_t!;st, nor how far 1t 18 h_u:n:

G r;ﬂ-;{?{ﬂ ully attem “ull.' our opinion of the 1“"’{'”.':_. lma_np;

"I"i'l]'.l- J on record,. We m-:-rq-]",' 'I:unut out the rlll:ﬂ]:il.'-;lhr:n
ich

of g cr‘l‘:?ﬂ necessary to give value to the general statement
1cal CaAnOn,

is g T_IQTL:“J;‘; H‘i!',l_'-‘ﬂlfi-ﬂ!tl' contributor's L1_='Im|. :!;’_1.111-5 judgment

CRNEG i 50 ault “_’*-"‘-::l'tll!;:; T.]]lH.t. a thing s sx;--:Llnll-H: byer-
sems so-and-so. 'We refer to the retouching of M,
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without injuring the general effect of brilliancy, modelling

i
and reliel

Let the matter not be misonderstood, however, M. Salo-
mon 18 an artist of high ealture and fine taste, and his aim
is to produce a good picture; and if the photograph were
not as good a picture as he desired, he would without
hesitation rvetouch it. He does, in fact, retouch just to the
extent that each picture may require, and no more; and we
repeat, that his best pictures are scarcely ever retouched at
all.

mome months agzo, after a careful examination of the ]Jl'itltr:i

| and negatives in AL Salomon's studio, we arrived at the con-

IZ_'!.II:-iin]: W ow EXTESS, [[|_|_1]_ all rj.l,'l!_:l.'ﬁl:':ill.t"l.'ltl I'".'{ﬂﬂ'linﬂtiﬂ“ ].li.l'.ﬂ.
l‘f]flli}'lj]l,"l 11 -'\"|,-r|_- [hu_':u H[L.i'i].' ir 1'1_‘|IU3|'5?III:1.‘ Lo Lhu \’H.t‘iLEd As5q0r-
tions on the subject, what we now repeat :—" It 18 again a
case of the rold and silver shield. Some of M. Salomon’s
= and some are not. YWe have four
befors us, which are capitally typical
One is very much retouched m the

prints are retouched,
"'."n..'l?llj_i'lL‘:f-. of his work
of the varied results.
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