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ABSTRACT 

In 1910 Alfred Stieglitz published two pamphlets titled 

Photo-Secessionism and Its Opponents, reproducing letters 

written by Stieglitz and fellow Secessionist Annie W. 

Brigman, to Frank Roy Fraprie, Walter Zimmerman, and 

Francis J. Mortimer, members of the international photo

graphic community in public opposition to the activities of 

the Photo-Secession. The extent of Stieglitz's frustration 

with the frequent pictorialist quarrels occurring from 1900 

to 1910, and the degree to which "secessionist" principles 

and actions were misunderstood is apparent from the 

correspondence. This thesis examines the letters published 

in Photo-Secessionism and Its Opponents, the statements of 

the opposition figures which these letters answer, and the 

situations which produced them. From this examination a 

clearer understanding of pictorial photographic politics 

and the principles and purposes of the Photo-Secession is 

gained. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

In August and October of 1910 Alfred Stieglitz pub

lished two small pamphlets titled Photo-Secessionism and 

Its Opponents. The pamphlets reproduce letters written by 

Stieglitz and his fellow Photo-Secessionist Annie W. 

Brigman, to figures within the photographic community who 

were in vocal opposition to the positions and activities of 

the Photo-Secession. The recipients of the letters were 

Frank Roy Fraprie, the editor of American Photography; 

Walter Zimmerman, the Chairman of the Photographic Society 

of Philadelphia's Print Committee; and Francis J. Mortimer, 

the editor of the English magazine The Amateur Photogra

pher. 

The first pamphlet, more fully titled Photo-

Secessionism and Its Opponents: Five Recent Letters, was 

published 25 August 1910 and contained one letter by 

Brigman (addressed to Mortimer) and four letters written by 

Stieglitz (one each addressed to Fraprie and Mortimer, and 

two to Zimmerman). The second pamphlet, titled Photo-

Secessionism and Its Opponents: Another Letter—The Sixth, 

was dated 20 October 1910 and contained a reprinted edito

rial written by Mortimer in response to the first pamphlet, 

and a final "open letter" by Stieglitz in rebuttal. 
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Stieglitz published the two pamphlets in editions of 

one thousand copies each, and distributed them to "public 

libraries, art institutions, art patrons, and art 

editors."1 The ostensible reason for Stieglitz's publica

tion of the letters was to inform those interested parties 

of the "truth" behind the "petty intrigue[s]" within the 

photographic community, of which he and the Photo-Secession 

were the supposed victims.2 It is significant, however, 

that the publication of these pamphlets precedes by only a 

few months the opening of the "International Exhibition of 

Pictorial Photography" which Stieglitz organized for the 

Albright Art Gallery at the Buffalo Fine Arts Academy in 

Buffalo, New York. Their appearance also served to draw 

attention to the exhibition, and to keep Stieglitz's 

positions in the preexhibition controversies in the public 

view. 

Stieglitz's letters reveal the extent of his 

frustration with the pictorialist controversies and 

politics. The letters and statements of his opponents also 

suggest the degree to which Stieglitz's "secessionist" 

JAlfred Stieglitz, Photo-Secessionism and Its Oppo
nents; Another Letter--The Sixth (New York: [Alfred Stiegl
itz] , 1910): 10 [hereafter referred to as Photo-Secession
ism III . 

2Alfred Stieglitz, Photo-Secessionism and Its Oppo
nents: Five Recent Letters (New York: [Alfred Stieglitz], 
1910): 4 [hereafter referred to as Photo-Secessionism II. 
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principles and actions had been misunderstood and 

misrepresented. My intention in this thesis is to examine 

the various controversies which plagued Stieglitz and the 

Photo-Secession from 1900 to 1910, giving particular 

attention to the letters published in Photo-Secessionism 

and Its Opponents and the statements of the opposition 

figures which these letters answer. From this examination 

we can recover a clearer understanding of the principles of 

Photo-Secessionism and the shape of pictorial photographic 

politics. 

My analysis of the letters in Photo-Secessionism and 

Its Opponents follows the order in which they were 

published. Given the relative scarcity of original copies 

of Photo-Secessionism and Its Opponents, the pamphlets have 

been duplicated and made available as Appendices A & B of 

this thesis. 

II. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The two pamphlets have received limited attention in 

the extensive scholarship on Stieglitz. They are routinely 

included in bibliographies of writings by Stieglitz, and 

have been cited by scholars referring to the letters which 

the pamphlets reprint. The Photo-Secessionism and Its 
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Opponents project as a whole, however, has been the subject 

of only the briefest analysis. 

Roger Hull's 1970 dissertation on Stieglitz's journal 

Camera Work offers perhaps the first consideration of 

Photo-Secessionism and Its Opponents. In referring to the 

critical reaction to Camera Work (and by extension the 

Photo-Secession) in other photographic magazines, he 

recounts the events which provoked Stieglitz's letters to 

Fraprie and Mortimer, two prominent editors in the photo

graphic press.3 Given the scope of Hull's intentions in 

this portion of his dissertation, he limits his analysis to 

a consideration of Fraprie's and Mortimer's editorial 

roles, and the shifts in their public attitudes toward the 

Photo-Secession from laudatory to critical. 

The pamphlets are again mentioned briefly in Richard 

Kent's 1974 dissertation "Alfred Stieglitz and the 

Maturation of American Culture." While Kent does not 

analyze the letters, he attributes their publication to the 

pressure upon Stieglitz to organize the Albright Gallery 

exhibition and defend against public and private criticism 

directed at the Photo-Secession.4 

3Roger Piatt Hull, "Camera Work, An American Quarterly" 
(Ph.D. diss., Northwestern University, 1970): 175-78. 

4Richard John Kent, Jr., "Alfred Stieglitz and the 
Maturation of American Culture" (Ph.D. diss., Johns Hopkins 
University, 1974): 397. 
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Sarah Greenough offers a chronological and thematic 

investigation of Stieglitz's published writing in her 197 6 

Master's thesis. She treats the pamphlets simply, recap

ping particular points of their publication, but avoiding 

extended analysis. In her conclusions she states that 

Stieglitz published Photo-Secessionism and Its Opponents in 

the defense of truths about photography and the Photo-

Secession, and identifies the pamphlets as the finish to 

"Stieglitz's active literary career."5 

In her 1977 article "Alfred Stieglitz and the Opponents 

of the Photo-Secession," Greenough considers the contro

versies surrounding Photo-Secession opposition to the 1904 

St. Louis World's Fair photographic exhibition, and the 

opposition to Stieglitz's 1910 "International Exhibition of 

Pictorial Photography." She gives special notice to Walter 

Zimmerman's public opposition to the Buffalo show, but does 

not study in a comprehensive manner the conditions which 

precipitated the letters. Of particular importance to this 

thesis, however, is her conclusion that the controversies 

in which Stieglitz became entangled during the years 1902 

to 1910 were struggles for the "command [of] the American 

5Sarah E. Greenough, "The Published Writings of Alfred 
Stieglitz," (MA thesis, University of New Mexico, 1973): 
126, 129. 
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pictorial photographers."6 This conclusion, while 

superficially correct, oversimplifies a complex series of 

incidents, obscuring the points of numerous separate 

arguments. 

John Taylor's 1978 article "Mortimer at Sea" reflects 

in part on Stieglitz's condemnations of Francis J. Mortimer 

published in the two pamphlets.7 The passage devoted to 

this aspect of Mortimer's career is brief, but Taylor does 

make the trenchant observation that Stieglitz's 

correspondence with Mortimer "must be interpreted as 

symptoms of Stieglitz's retreat into his favored avant-

garde defiance of Philistinism."8 This article and 

Taylor's 1984 "The Salon des Refuses of 1908" offer 

insights into the growing animosity between Stieglitz and 

Mortimer.9 

A brief consideration of Photo-Secessionism and Its 

Opponents in the context of Stieglitz's previous quarrels 

is offered in James Terry's dissertation "Alfred Stieglitz: 

6Sarah E. Greenough, "Alfred Stieglitz and the Oppo
nents of the Photo-Secession," New Mexico Studies in the 
Fine Arts 2 (1977): 18. 

7John Taylor, "Mortimer at Sea," History of Photography 
2.3 (July 1978): 241-243. 

®Taylor, "Mortimer at Sea," 242. 

9John Taylor, "The Salon des Refuses of 1908, " History 
of Photography 8.4 (October-December 1984): 277-98. 
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The Photographic Antecedents of Modernism." While Terry-

examines at length only Stieglitz's argument with Fraprie, 

he recognizes that such intrigues have typically been 

overlooked in accounts of Stieglitz's career.10 

Though William Innes Homer cites the pamphlets in the 

bibliography of his book Alfred Stieglitz and the Photo-

Secession. and quotes from a letter to Zimmerman, he does 

not address these letters at any length. Nevertheless, 

what he has written about Stieglitz and the Photo-Secession 

has colored our perceptions of pictorialist politics. 

While he routinely refers to Stieglitz and his associates 

of the "new" school as "advanced" and "progressive," the 

"old" or "Rational" school is characterized as "conserva

tive." Though Stieglitz himself used similar wording in 

his 1899 article "Pictorial Photography, 1,11 the effect of 

this usage has been to reduce a complicated situation to 

one of simple oppositions. 

Ulrich Keller examines Stieglitz's letters to Zimmerman 

in his 1984 analysis of pictorialism.12 Like Greenough, he 

10James Strother Terry, "Alfred Stieglitz: The 
Photographic Antecedents of Modernism" (Ph.D. diss., State 
University of New York at Stony Brook, 1979): 252-56. 

nAlfred Stieglitz, "Pictorial Photography," Scribner's 
Magazine 26.5 (November 1899): 528-37. 

12Ulrich Keller, "The Myth of Art Photography: A Socio
logical Analysis," History of Photography 8.4 (October-
December 1984): 262. 
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does so in the context of the Albright Art Gallery 

exhibition. But Keller uses Stieglitz's admittedly-

superior tone in the letters to demonstrate the elitism of 

the Photo-Secession, rather than as the basis of an 

exploration of the differences between Stieglitz and his 

opponents.13 

III. SECESSIONISM AND THE AVANT-GARDE 

At question in this thesis are the origins of the 

secessionist principles expressed in Photo-Secessionism and 

Its Opponents which the previous literature does not 

address. An understanding of the positions taken by 

Stieglitz in his letters and in his statements of the 

principles of the Photo-Secession depends, in part, upon an 

understanding of use of secessionism as a strategy and 

avant-garde posture in the politics of art. 

The terms "secession" and "secessionism" were used by 

Stieglitz to suggest associations with the German and 

Austrian secessionist movements of the 1890s. But he also 

used them to signal the differences between his views of 

pictorial photography and those of mainstream American 

amateur photography, and to reinforce his ideological 

13Keller, "Myth: Sociological Analysis," 262. 
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separation from the larger photographic community. As an 

element of Stieglitz's attempts to achieve the recognition 

of photography as a fine art, his secessionism was a two-

pronged strategy; it exploited the public recognition of 

the German and Austrian secessionists as acknowledged and 

forward-thinking artists, and it was a declaration of 

disaffection and dissatisfaction with the standards of 

amateur photography. 

It was important to Stieglitz that observers of his 

pictorialist movement make the association between it and 

the German and Austrian avant-garde because of the real

ization that photography could be recognized as an art only 

from outside the photographic community. Photographers had 

been asserting the status of the medium since its begin

nings, but their claims stood for nothing--only recogni

tion from within the institutions of fine art could the 

goals of pictorial photography be attained. Stieglitz was 

practicing a type of propaganda in linking his movement 

with that of the German and Austrian secessionists, and 

benefitting from the associations. But this was not 

simply, or merely, propaganda because Stieglitz admired the 

secessionists. Citing the recognition of photography by 

the Munich Secessionists in their 1898 exhibition, 

Stieglitz characterized them as being "the most advanced 

and gifted men of their times, who (as the name indicates 
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. . . have broken away from the narrow rules of custom and 

tradition). "14 Later he would call the Munich Secession 

"one of the most progressive, liberal, and influential art 

associations in the world."15 

It was this view of the secessionists as advanced, 

progressive, and liberal, that characterizes Stieglitz's 

view of secession. And Stieglitz was not alone--this was 

the view often encouraged by the secessionists themselves. 

A facile and often promoted perception proposes that 

younger and more progressive artists were reacting against 

the staid conservatism and complacency of the older artists 

who controlled the associations. While this view fails to 

explain the complexities of each secession, it served a 

purpose for Stieglitz by simplifying the complexities of 

the American and international photographic communities. 

In 1899, though still several years away from declaring 

his own secession, Stieglitz was preparing for that break 

by defining the struggle of fine art photography in the 

same terms as the German secessions; as an opposition 

between "the most advanced and gifted men" who could appre

ciate the art in photography, and those following "the 

14Alfred Stieglitz, "Pictorial Photography," Scribner's 
Magazine 26.5 (November 1899): 534. 

15Alfred Stieglitz, "The New Photography: II. Modern 
Pictorial Photography," Century Magazine 64.6 (October 
1902) : 822-26. 
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narrow rules of custom and tradition" who could not. This 

is not meant to suggest that Stieglitz had begun to plan 

his own secession as early as 1899. Rather, by noting the 

"advanced" perceptions of the Munich Secession in 

recognizing the worth of pictorial photography, he was 

forming a justification for the acceptance of photography 

as an art. 

Stieglitz has been applauded for having the "foresight" 

to link his photographic efforts with the "emerging 

European avant-garde."16 This is perhaps giving Stieglitz 

too much credit. He had been promoting artistic photo

graphy in the United States for twelve years when the 

Photo-Secession was formed in 1902. In that time there had 

been ample opportunities to make that link. He had seen 

the German and Austrian secessions, the formation of the 

Linked Ring in 1891, and had been admitted as a member of 

that group in 1894. His "new school" associates repeatedly 

discussed with him the need for an organization of American 

pictorial photographers, yet he waited until 1902 to act. 

Stieglitz was, if anything, slow and hesitant to declare 

his own secession. For most of the 1890s he was more 

intent on working within the photographic community, for 

16Edward Abrahams, The Lyrical Left: Randolph Bourne. 
Alfred Stieglitz, and the Origins of Cultural Radicalism in 
America (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 
1986): 128. 
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the benefit of amateur photographers in general, than he 

was concerned with setting himself apart from them. 

More than pitting old vs. young, or progressive vs. 

conservative, the term "secession" also carries with it the 

notion of an antagonism between the academy and the avant-

garde. Ulrich Keller writes that the secessionists were 

"anti-academic" in their opposition to the authority-

assumed by the academic schools to "[codify] pictorial 

styles and aesthetic doctrine."17 Keller further proposes 

that this antagonism was ambiguous within the photographic 

community in that no academic authority existed to teach 

the practice of photography, nor was photography of such 

complexity that a teaching institution was needed. However, 

this position underestimates the power of such organi

zations as the Royal Photographic Society, the Camera Club 

of New York and the Photographic Society of Philadelphia to 

serve a teaching role, to define the character of artistic 

photography, and to influence photographers outside their 

memberships. To the degree that these organizations 

comprised an "academic authority," however, Keller is 

correct. Stieglitz's secession, like other secessions, was 

"anti-academic" and rejected the aesthetic doctrines which 

such institutions imposed. 

17Keller, "Myth: Sociological Analysis," 256. 
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When the Photo-Secession was eventually formed in 1902 

it was more clearly a part of the secessionist movements 

prevalent in European photographic organizations during the 

1890s than it is to the Munich, Berlin or Vienna seces

sions. The photographic secessionist groups parallelled, 

and in some cases predated, the German and Austrian 

artists' secessions. Between 1891 and 1900 the memberships 

of the major camera clubs of Austria, Great Britain, France 

and Belgium became divided over the recognition or lack of 

recognition given to the artistic potentials of photo

graphy. The question over which these groups were divided 

was not that the medium had artistic capabilities but 

rather the degree of emphasis given to this aspect of the 

medium within the organizations. Such factionalism spawned 

the formation of the Vienna Camera Club, the Linked Ring, 

the Photo-Club de Paris, and the Cercle d'Art 

Photographique.18 

Stieglitz's secession has its most direct parallel in 

the formation of the Linked Ring in 1892, though the Photo-

Secession's members often did not resign from their camera 

clubs to join the Photo-Secession as the original British 

Links resigned from the Royal Photographic Society. 

18Margaret Harker, "The Secession." British Journal of 
Photography 119 (8 December 1972): 1074-7; and "The 
Secession: Continued." British Journal of Photography 119 
(15 December 1972): 1100-1103. 
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Stieglitz himself did not resign from the Camera Club of 

New York until 1908, his secession was from the "bickering 

and politics" within the wider institutional community of 

amateur photography, and from the principles embodied in 

its organizations, rather than from the Camera Club itself. 

The Photo-Secession, as an extension of Stieglitz's 

secession, was a rejection of conventionality in photo

graphy and a secession from the entanglements of politics 

within the photographic community. Indeed, the Photo-

Secession was a withdrawal from the general photographic 

establishment with its diversity of interests. The 

Secession was founded to create an alternative fine art 

photographic community free from the criticism and 

complacency which Stieglitz faced within the Camera Club of 

New York and had seen at work in Philadelphia. 

The formation of the Photo-Secession as a group effec

tively cut its members off from many of the institutional 

exhibition opportunities available to them. Not until 

1905, and the foundation of the Little Galleries of the 

Photo-Secession at 291 Fifth Avenue in New York, did the 

group have exhibition spaces of its own. However, the 

Photo-Secession did not lack opportunities to show its 

work; between 1902 and 1905 the Secession was invited to 

exhibit at the Corcoran Gallery of Art in Washington, 

D. C., the Carnegie Institute in Pittsburgh, and in Denver, 
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Minneapolis, San Francisco, St. Petersburg, Brussels, 

Paris, Dresden, Vienna, Toronto, among other venues.19 The 

lack of a permanent exhibition space, however, placed the 

group in the awkward position of having to rely upon 

invitations. And when the Photo-Secession wished to stage 

its own shows, such as the international exhibition which 

Stieglitz attempted to organize for 1905 to counter the 

American Federation of Photographic Societies' First 

American Salon, held in 1904, its plans were frustrated by 

the lack of a suitable exhibition hall.20 

Stieglitz also used the terms "secession" and "seces-

sionism" to make a distinction between the organization 

known as the Photo-Secession and the principles for which 

it stood. The distinction is significant. While the group 

eventually succumbed to internal and external pressures 

following the 1910 Buffalo exhibition, Stieglitz held fast 

to his Photo-Secessionist principles. In March 1914 he 

responded to a query from Fraprie on this point, writing 

It is true that one phase of the Photo-Secession came 
to a climax in the Albright Show at Buffalo. But the 
Secession exists today as it existed long before it was 
christened. It existed before Kasebier, or White, or 

19"The Photo-Secession," Camera Work No. 9 (January 
1905): 56-57. 

20Gillian Barrie Greenhill, "The Outsiders: The Salon 
Club of America and the Popularization of Pictorial 
Photography" (Ph.D. diss., Pennsylvania State University, 
1986) : 41. 
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Day, or Steichen, or any of the others who at one time 
or another were actively associated with me in my 
fight. This fight I began in Berlin in 1884.21 

Clearly, Stieglitz considered the principles on which the 

Photo-Secession was organized to have existed prior to the 

group, and to have continued in force after its energies 

had dissipated. These standards were Stieglitz's own and 

existed separately from the group which shared them. The 

group served to bond together other photographers who held 

the same beliefs, and to demonstrate to the larger photo

graphic community that others shared Stieglitz's views. 

IV. STIEGLITZ'S SECESSIONIST PRINCIPLES 

The conditions which compelled the formation of the 

Photo-Secession, as well as the principles upon which it 

was based, developed over the period 1887 to 1902. Within 

a few years of his return to the United States from Germany 

in 1890, he joined the Society of Amateur Photographers of 

New York and became an editor of the photographic period

ical American Amateur Photographer. Exercising positions 

of leadership in both institutions, Stieglitz worked for 

21Alfred Stieglitz to Frank Roy Fraprie, 12 March 1914, 
Alfred Stieglitz Archive, Yale Collection of American 
Literature, Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library, Yale 
University, New Haven, Connecticut [Hereafter, referred to 
as YCAL]. 
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the improvement of American amateur photography in general 

and for the recognition of pictorial photography as a fine 

art. 

Over the next ten years, however, he was increasingly 

frustrated by a photographic community resistant to his 

efforts to push it in directions it did not care to go. A 

prolific writer, Stieglitz published 149 articles and 

letters in the period of 1887 to 1902, comprising 

explanations of photographic processes and aesthetics and 

reviews.22 Not all of his writing was well received--his 

criticisms of the quality of American amateur photography 

in general, and the system of annual exhibitions provoked 

answering criticism. His rejections of photographs 

submitted to the American Amateur Photographer for 

publication as "technically excellent; pictorially 

rotten, 1,23 while indicating his high standards, was not 

calculated to win friends and supporters. In 1895 he 

resigned his position at the American Amateur Photographer 

and concentrated his efforts on the Society of Amateur 

Photographers.24 When that group merged with the New York 

Camera Club in 1896 to form the Camera Club of New York, 

22Greenough, "Published Writings," 11-12. 

23Sue Davidson Lowe, Stieglitz: A Memoir/Biography (New 
York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 1983): 107. 

24Lowe, Stieglitz: A Memoir/Biography. 107. 
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Stieglitz realized an opportunity to exercise a greater 

influence by founding, editing and publishing the club 

journal Camera Notes. 

Between 1897 and 1900 pictorialists sharing an 

aesthetic drawn from a variety of sources in nineteenth-

century art, ranging from mid-century Barbizon school 

landscape painting, to later tonalism and symbolism,25 had 

coalesced into a loose group referred to as the "new 

school." They were not organized in any fashion but called 

themselves the "new school" to differentiate between 

themselves and the more traditionally minded photographers 

referred to as the "old school"--the distinction carrying 

with it the seeds for an American photographic secession. 

Members of the "new school," Stieglitz included, 

enjoyed positions of power within the Camera Club of New 

York and the Photographic Society of Philadelphia. When 

the Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts and the Photographic 

Society agreed to cosponsor an annual photographic Salon it 

was guided by a "new school" Salon committee. 

From their beginning in 1898 the Philadelphia Photo

graphic Salons were at the center of debate between the 

"new" and "old" schools. In their essence, the arguments 

were about how photographic art and its exhibition would be 

25Naomi Rosenblum, A World History of Photography (New 
York: Abbeville Press, 1984): 299. 
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defined.26 The "new" school was led by photographers who 

argued that a pictorial photography exhibition of the 

highest standards was needed, while the photographers of 

the "old" school proposed exhibitions similar to the 

earlier Joint Annual Exhibitions which included artistic, 

technical and scientific displays, and which recognized the 

wide diversity of amateur photographic interests. 

For the first three years of its existence the 

Philadelphia Salon was firmly in the control of photo

graphers sympathetic to the "new school." In the spring of 

1901, however, debate over the Salon had grown to such a 

pitch that the leadership of the Photographic Society of 

Philadelphia, which sponsored the Salons together with the 

Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts, stepped aside. Members 

of the "old school" then gained control of the Society and 

the Salon and staged a fourth Salon in the fall of 1901. 

When Stieglitz and other "new school" photographers 

withheld their support from the fourth and final 

Philadelphia Salon, they did so to demonstrate their lack 

of faith that the new leadership would recognize their 

ideals and uphold the standards of the previous Salons. 

In an article published in 1902, following the first 

exhibition of what would later become the Photo-Secession, 

"Marianne Fulton Margolis, "Philadelphia Photographic 
Salons, 1898-1901," Image 21.3 (September 1978): 6. 
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Stieglitz wrote that origins of that group were in the 

political quarreling which had accompanied the Philadelphia 

Salons.27 In the same article Stieglitz announced his own 

secession, or rather, the retraction of his "allegiance to 

any organised [sic] body."28 

It was not just the criticism and "endless bickering" 

accompanying the Philadelphia Salons which led Stieglitz to 

his "secession" but also the criticism which he suffered 

within the Camera Club of New York. Not mentioned by 

Stieglitz in this article were his concurrent troubles with 

the Camera Club, of which he was a member and for which he 

and a small group of associates edited and published the 

journal Camera Notes. 

Other members of the Camera Club objected to the 

domination of the club journal by Stieglitz and his "new 

school" colleagues to the point that the more varied 

interests of other Camera Club members were not served. In 

May of 1900, as a protest to this criticism, Stieglitz 

resigned as Camera Club Vice-President but remained as 

Chairman of the Publication Committee which oversaw Camera 

Notes. During the spring of 1901, at the same time that 

27Alfred Stieglitz, "The Photo-Secession at the 
National Arts Club, New York," Photograms of the Year 1902 
(1902) : 17-20. 

28 Stieglitz, "The Photo-Secession at the National Arts 
Club, New York," 18. 
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the "new school" leadership of the Photographic Society of 

Philadelphia was under fire, Stieglitz was again pressured 

by his critics within the Camera Club to the point that he 

contracted with the Club to edit and publish Camera Notes 

for one further year, after which the Publication Committee 

would resign. 

In October 1902 Stieglitz began to make outspoken 

claims for the Photo-Secession. In an account of the birth 

of pictorial photography and its recognition in Munich and 

Vienna, he propagandized for the medium as a vehicle for 

artistic expression.29 By characterizing the Photo-

Secession as "probably the most radical and exclusive body 

of photographers," whose "secession from the conventional 

ideas has been most extreme" he evoked for the group the 

cachet of the avant-garde.30 

While he credited the organization of the March 1902 

National Arts Club exhibition of "American Pictorial 

Photography" to the Photo-Secession it was not until the 

fall and winter of that year that the group was finally 

organized in a practical sense. In December 1902 the goals 

of the group were published in a small newsletter. Stated 

simply and with restraint, they were 

29Stieglitz, "Modern Pictorial Photography," 822-826. 

30Stieglitz, "Modern Pictorial Photography," 825. 
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To advance photography as applied to pictorial 
expression; 

To draw together those Americans practicing or 
otherwise interested in the art, and 

To hold from time to time, at varying places, 
exhibitions not necessarily limited to the 
productions of the Photo-Secessionists or to 
American work.31 

The emphasis in this statement of goals is upon the role of 

the Photo-Secession as an exhibition society. 

Less than a year later Stieglitz wrote of the objec

tives of the Photo-Secession for Camera Craft, downplaying 

the avant-garde tone he had evoked in the previous 

article.32 Here he stressed that the Photo-Secession was 

nothing new, but rather a loosely organized group of 

photographers who had been sympathetic to the same ideals 

"for many years." Stieglitz reasserted the secessionist 

nature of the group as a counter movement to the "conser

vatism and reactionary spirit" of the photographic com

munity. He also attempted to counter the opinion that the 

Photo-Secession meant to force its beliefs upon others by 

writing 

The object of the Photo-Secession is not as is 
generally supposed, to force its ideas, ideals and 
standards upon the photographic world, but an 
insistence upon the right of its members to follow 
their own salvation as they see it, together with the 

31The Photo-Secession No. 1 (December 1902): 1; 
reprinted in Camera Work No. 3 (July 1903) : supp. 

32Alfred Stieglitz, "The Photo-Secession--Its Objects," 
Camera Craft 7.3 (August 1903): 81-83. 
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hope that by force of their example others, too, may of 
their own free will see the truth as they see it.33 

The keynote here, and in other statements, is an 

emphasis on the right of the artist to express his or her 

individuality. 

Stieglitz also lists here, for the first time, the 

Photo-Secession exhibition policy; 

certain conditions were first insisted upon in order 
that no action of ours could be construed as a 
compromise of our principles. We demanded, first, 
moral assurance of the good faith and high intentions 
of the management of all such exhibitions whose 
previous history was not sufficient guarantee of their 
endeavor; second, the right to send a collection which 
would be accepted as a whole without submission to a 
jury; third, that such a collection be hung as a unit 
and catalogued as "Loan Exhibition of the Photo-
Secession" ; fourth, that the shipping expenses be borne 
by those who had extended the invitation.34 

This policy was at the center of Stieglitz's later 

differences with the larger photographic community over the 

exhibition of photographs at the St. Louis World's Fair in 

1904. This attitude toward exhibitions proceeds from 

several basic presumptions: first, that pictorial 

photography is a fine art and that its products should be 

treated as art; second, that pictorial photographers are 

best suited to judge photographs; and third, that the high 

"Stieglitz, "The Photo-Secession--Its Objects," 82. 

34Stieglitz, "The Photo-Secession --Its Objects," 343. 
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standards of the Photo-Secession preclude the need to pass 

its products before other judges. 

Stieglitz's brief essay "The Photo-Secession," 

published in the Bausch and Lomb Lens Souvenir, is even 

more direct in its language and claims; Sarah Greenough 

likens it to a secessionist manifesto.35 Stieglitz wrote 

The progress of the ages has been rhythmic and not 
continuous, although always forward. In all phases of 
human activity the tendency of the masses has been 
invariably towards ultra conservatism. Progress has 
been accomplished only by reason of the fanatical 
enthusiasm of the revolutionist, whose extreme teaching 
has saved the mass from utter inertia. . . . it is to 
the extremist that mankind largely owes its progres
sion. . . . those most deeply interested in the 
advancement of photography along the lines of art have 
been compelled to register their protest against the 
reactionary spirit of the masses. This protest, this 
secession from the spirit of the doctrinaire, of the 
compromiser, at length found its expression in the 
foundation of the Photo-Secession. . . . The attitude 
of its members is one of rebellion against the insin
cere attitude of the unbeliever, of the Philistine, and 
largely of exhibition authorities.36 

Here, more than identifying the Photo-Secession as the 

teacher and revolutionary savior of the photographic 

masses, Stieglitz declares his view of the photographic 

community, apart from the Photo-Secession, by charac

terizing it as ultra-conservative, reactionary and bound by 

35Greenough, "Published Writings," 64. 

"Alfred Stieglitz, "The Photo-Secession," Bausch and 
Lomb Lens Souvenir (Rochester, NY: Bausch and Lomb, 1903) : 
3. 
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immobility. Further, the battleground for the Secessionist 

rebellion was to be the photographic exhibition. 

By August 1910 Stieglitz had realized that the Photo-

Secession--as a group of photographers taking a public 

stance on the value of photography as art, the worth of the 

photographer as an artist, and the validity of an art which 

departed from the traditional—was a failure. Stieglitz 

had become increasingly dissatisfied with the work Photo-

Secession photographers were producing. Tutored by Edward 

Steichen and Max Weber in the advances of European modern

ist art, Stieglitz saw Photo-Secession photography as 

lapsing into a conventionality of its own. Yet Photo-

Secessionism, as a principle, continued to find expression 

in Stieglitz's relations with the larger photographic 

community. 

V. THE OPPOSITION AND STIEGLITZ'S RESPONSE 

For much of the period between the formation of the 

Photo-Secession in 1902 and the "International Exhibition 

of Pictorial Photography" in 1910 Stieglitz was immersed in 

controversy. The Photo-Secession's public statements 

regarding the upcoming 1904 St. Louis World's Fair were the 
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first to cause anger within the photographic community.37 

Stieglitz and the Photo-Secession were again at the center 

of controversy from 1904 to 1905 for their criticism of the 

First American Salon, staged by a rival organization of 

pictorialists, the American Federation of Photographic 

Societies.38 

Following the foundation of the "Little Galleries of 

the Photo-Secession" in 1905 the Photo-Secession was not 

involved with the large, invitational exhibitions such as 

that at the St. Louis World's Fair, or the First American 

Salon. Not until 1908 would Stieglitz be at the center of 

debate, and then it was over his expulsion from the Camera 

Club of New York for behavior prejudicial to the welfare of 

the club.39 After this controversy was settled by 

Stieglitz's reinstatement to membership, and his subsequent 

resignation, neither he nor the Photo-Secession were 

engaged in arguments of such magnitude until plans were 

21 See Sarah E. Greenough, "Alfred Stieglitz and the 
Opponents of Photo-Secessionism," New Mexico Studies in the 
Fine Arts 2 (1977): 13-19. 

38See Gillian Barrie Greenhill, "The Outsiders: The 
Salon Club of America and the Popularization of Pictorial 
Photography," (Ph.D. diss., Pennsylvania State University, 
1986); and Gillian Greenhill Hannum, "Photographic 
Politics: The First American Salon and the Stieglitz 
Response," History of Photography 15.1 (Spring 1991): 61-
71. 

39See Dennis Longwell, "Alfred Stieglitz vs. The Camera 
Club of New York," Image 14.5/6 (December 1971): 21-23. 
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announced for the Albright Art Gallery exhibition in the 

spring of 1910. 

PHOTO-SECESSIONIST AND ITS OPPONENTS: FIVE RECENT 

LETTERS 

There were few occasions for debate between Stieglitz 

and the opponents of the Photo-Secession between the years 

1905 and 1910. The primary reason for this was the lack of 

opportunity for the two camps to compete with each other, 

and the establishment of the Photo-Secession's own 

exhibition space, the Little Galleries of the Photo-

Secession, in 1905. Only occasionally did the Secession 

exhibit outside the Little Galleries; it did so at the 

Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts in 1906, at several 

exhibitions at the National Arts Club in 1908 and 1909, and 

at the "International Photographic Exhibition" in Dresden, 

also in 1909. With the announcement of plans for the 

"International Exhibition of Pictorial Photography" to be 

held at the Albright Art Gallery in November of 1910, 

Stieglitz and the Photo-Secession again incited the 

criticism of other American pictorialists. 

Alfred Stieglitz to the Editor "American Photography," 

11 August 1910 



34 

Frank Roy Fraprie, as the editor of American 

Photography, had significant influence within the 

photographic community. While American Photography was a 

relatively new publication in 1910, having been founded in 

1907, it had been formed through the merger of the older 

photographic periodicals the Photo-Beacon and American 

Amateur Photographer. By 1909 American Photography had 

been named as the official publication of the Camera Club 

of New York and the Photo Pictorialists of Buffalo. 

Consequently, when Fraprie wrote of the Photo-Secession in 

the magazine he was addressing a large number of American 

pictorial photographers, and with considerable authority. 

The first letter reproduced in Photo-Secessionism and 

Its Opponents was written in response to a series of 

editorials written by Fraprie over the past year, in which 

he had stated his belief that the Photo-Secession was no 

longer at the fore of American pictorialism. Stieglitz's 

challenge was intended to settle the question of which 

group of photographers were more artistic, the Photo-

Secession or any group which Fraprie could assemble. The 

exhibition challenge placed Fraprie in a position of having 

to respond; however, he did not take the bait and refused 

the challenge in a brief letter dated 14 October 1910.40 

40Frank Roy Fraprie to Alfred Stieglitz, 14 October 
1910, YCAL. 
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While Stieglitz's challenge is curious and signals, in 

his proposal of how the competition would be judged, a 

relaxation of his usual insistence that only photographers 

were capable of judging photographs, the comments and 

statements by Fraprie which provoked the challenge are more 

telling. Those editorials suggest that by 1909 the Photo-

Secession had ceased to be the powerful force in pictorial 

photography that it had once been. 

In the November 1909 American Photography Fraprie 

responded to a letter from "P. L. B.," writing 

I fully believe that the pendulum is swinging back very 
rapidly from the photographic ideals of the Photo-
Secession toward saner views, and I can assure you that 
I much prefer to publish photographs which retain all 
the photographic quality that the best lens can give 
them, if at the same time they have the necessary 
qualities of simplicity and concentration, which are 
indispensable to make them artistic41 

Fraprie is fairly clear in expressing his own ideals for 

expressive photography. He favors an aesthetic which 

exploits the unique characteristics of the photographic 

medium--photographs with a clear, sharp focus, and 

simplicity of conception, ideals firmly grounded in the 

notion of photographic naturalism, and an aesthetic in 

distinct contrast to that practiced by many Photo-Seces

sionists . 

"Frank Roy Fraprie to P. L. B., American Photography 
3.11 (November 1909): 681. 
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Fraprie expressed a similar opinion of the Photo-

Secession in an editorial published the next month. When 

Stieglitz complained that Fraprie had done the Photo-

Secession an injustice by referring to its ideals without 

explaining them, Fraprie responded: 

We regret that we have done the Secession any 
injustice, for we feel its members are sincere in their 
belief that they are working for the advancement of 
photography. We also believe that they are as fallible 
as other human beings and as likely to err. We are 
convinced that they no longer exercise the influence in 
American photography that they did some years since.42 

The ideals of the Photo-Secession were not explained, 

either by Fraprie or by Stieglitz, who was invited to 

explain them to the readers of American Photography but 

failed to take advantage of the invitation. 

When Stieglitz states that his challenge to Fraprie to 

mount a competitive exhibition is in response to Fraprie's 

recent attacks on the coming Albright Art Gallery 
Exhibition, the indirect insult to its directors, and 
the self-evident deceit toward your innocent readers43 

he refers to Fraprie's editorials in the June and August 

1910 issues of American Photography, in which Fraprie com

mented on the announcement of the Albright exhibition 

42Frank Roy Fraprie, "Editorial Comment: The Photo-
Secession, " American Photography 3.12 (December 1909): 743. 

43Photo-Secessionism I. 5. 
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issued by the gallery.44 Fraprie's points of contention 

with the Albright Art Gallery's plans for the exhibition 

were that they gave absolute control to the Photo-Secession 

(which Fraprie termed "a reactionary force"); relegated 

American photographers independent of the Photo-Secession 

to an "Open Section"; required that each photographer in 

this section "be represented by at least three examples" to 

"eliminate accidental successes"; and placed more emphasis 

on the "independent vision" of the photographers to be 

exhibited than was warranted, even by the example of the 

Photo-Secession.45 

Fraprie makes no statement that can today be construed 

as an insult, direct or indirect, to the directors of the 

Albright Art Gallery, although he does refer to the late 

Dr. Charles M. Kurtz, the former Director of the gallery, 

who had originally conceived of the exhibition. Fraprie 

had published editorial references to Kurtz's plans in 

American Photography.46 and knew that he had been inspired 

44Frank Roy Fraprie, "Editorial Comment: An Important 
Exhibition," American Photography 4.6 (June 1910): 346-347; 
and "Editorial Comment: The Albright Exhibition," American 
Photography 4.8 (August 1910): 476. 

45For "reactionary force" see Fraprie "Editorial 
Comment: The Albright Exhibition," 476; for Albright 
announcement see Camera Work No. 30 (April 1910): 60. 

46See"Society News," American Photography 1.2 (August 
1907): 110; "Society News," American Photography 1.5 
(November 1907): 278; and "Editorial Note and Comment: 



38 

to mount the exhibition by a showing of the Photo-Pictor-

ialists of Buffalo at the Albright Art Gallery in September 

1907. That the exhibition should have been placed com

pletely in the hands of the Photo-Secession must have 

seemed particularly unjust to Fraprie. 

Plans for the Albright Art Gallery exhibition seem 

almost impossibly convoluted and confused. Kurtz, director 

of the gallery from 1905 until his death in March 1909, had 

originally planned to hold an international exhibition in 

February 1910. In the spring of 1908 he met with Stieglitz 

and Edward Steichen to discuss his plans, and at that time 

received the assurance that the Photo-Secession would 

participate in the exhibition, with the stipulations that 

no mention be made of Photo-Secession support and that the 

exhibition be organized by the Albright Art Gallery and 

presented as such. Apparently, Stieglitz and Steichen had 

sought, with this condition, to avoid the politics which 

had accompanied the photographic exhibition at the St. 

Louis World's Fair in 1904 and from which the Photo-

Secession had withdrawn it support. 

Between the spring 1908 meeting and January of 1909 the 

organization of the exhibition took a different turn and 

Stieglitz wrote to Kurtz revoking the Photo-Secession 

International Exhibition at Buffalo," American Photography 
2.12 (December 1908): 682-683. 
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support. When Kurtz questioned this decision Stieglitz 

wrote again in February to explain that the Photo-Secession 

could no longer support Kurtz's plans because the exhibi

tion planning had become marred by politics.47 The Photo-

Secession had been willing to support the exhibition pro

vided that the Albright Art Gallery organized the show and 

kept it free of such politics. The nature of the "poli

tics" is not clear, but we might surmise that Kurtz, or 

others acting for the Albright Gallery, had begun to pro

mote the exhibition as being supported by the Photo-Seces-

sion, or by the Photo-Pictorialists of Buffalo with whom 

Kurtz was also conferring. 

Between February 6, when Stieglitz had determined to 

not support the exhibition, and March 21, when Kurtz 

suddenly died, the two met again to discuss the exhibition. 

At that time Stieglitz apparently reconsidered his 

decision, for on April 3 he wrote to Kurtz's assistant 

Cornelia B. Sage that plans for the exhibition had been 

arranged.48 It is likely that Kurtz had agreed to promote 

the exhibition as organized by the Albright Art Gallery, as 

47Alfred Stieglitz to Charles M. Kurtz, 6 February 
1909, YCAL. 

48Alfred Stieglitz to Cornelia B. Sage, 3 April 1909, 
Albright-Knox Art Gallery Archives, Buffalo Fine Arts 
Academy/ Buffalo, New York [Hereafter, referred to as 
AKAG]. 
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suggested by Stieglitz. H. Snowden Ward, the editor of the 

British magazine The Photographic Monthly, had met with Dr. 

Kurtz and the Photo-Pictorialists of Buffalo to discuss the 

exhibition in February or March of 1909. His letter of 

condolence to the Albright following Kurtz's death 

summarizes his view of the exhibition plans: the show was 

to consist of invited work, and would not be dominated by 

any particular school or group of photographers.49 This 

appraisal corresponds with Stieglitz's desire that the 

exhibition be promoted as organized by the gallery and so 

avoid photographic community politics. 

William Innes Homer offers a different interpretation 

of Stieglitz's February 6 letter to Kurtz, seeing in 

Stieglitz's conditions for Photo-Secession participation a 

desire for complete control of the exhibition.50 This 

interpretation might have been justified by the Photo-

Secession's eventual assumption of control of the 

exhibition under Cornelia Sage's directorship of the 

gallery, but the exhibition planned by Charles Kurtz and 

that staged by Cornelia Sage, though having the same title, 

were not the same. 

49H. Snowden Ward to the Albright Art Gallery, 31 March 
1909, AKAG. 

50William Innes Homer, Alfred Stieglitz and the Photo-
Secession (Boston: New York Graphic Society, 1983): 144. 
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For some months following Kurtz's death plans for the 

exhibition were placed on hold. Sage wrote to Stieglitz in 

mid-April 1909 uncertain if the exhibition would be held or 

not; the matter was to be placed before the Albright's Art 

Committee for a final decision.51 She did concede, 

however, that if the gallery did carry forward Dr. Kurtz's 

plans then she would need Stieglitz's help and advice in 

selecting work for the show. 

In October 1909 she wrote again to Stieglitz, reminding 

him of Dr. Kurtz's intentions for the exhibition and 

informing Stieglitz that those plans had been abandoned.52 

Encouraged by the suggestions of Alvin Langdon Coburn 

however, she began to campaign for an exhibition of the 

Photo-Secession alone at the Albright Art Gallery. It was 

this exhibition which evolved to become the November 1910 

"International Exhibition of Pictorial Photography." 

Fraprie was apparently not aware of these changes in 

the exhibition plans, and neither Sage nor Stieglitz made a 

public announcement that the exhibition arrangements had 

been changed. The early excitement and promise of the 

exhibition which Fraprie communicated to his readers turned 

51Cornelia B. Sage to Alfred Stieglitz, 19 April 1909, 
AKAG. 

"Cornelia B. Sage to Alfred Stieglitz, 5 October 1909, 
AKAG. 
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to disappointment and frustration when it became apparent 

that the Photo-Secession had assumed control of the 

exhibition and applied its restrictive standards. 

For most purposes, Stieglitz's plans for the Albright 

exhibition were not very different from Kurtz's original 

plans, or even from Fraprie's public expectations for the 

exhibition. In December 1908 Fraprie voiced the hope that 

the show 

be organized on the same lines as the Albright 
Galleries' annual exhibitions of selected paintings by-
American artists; that is each picture will be 
specifically invited. In addition there will probably 
be a section for work to be passed by a competent 
• 53 jury. 

While the exhibition did adhere to this format in having 

Invitational and Open sections, Fraprie was upset with the 

requirement stipulated in the exhibition announcement that 

exhibitors in the Open Section be represented by three 

examples of their work.54 As Fraprie commented in his June 

1910 editorial, this requirement was new and unreason

able.55 While the exhibition announcement was signed by 

Cornelia Sage, it was apparently written by Stieglitz who 

"Frank Roy Fraprie, "Editorial Note and Comment: 
International Exhibition at Buffalo," American Photography 
2.12 (December 1908): 682-83. 

54 "An Important International Exhibition of 
Photographs," Camera Work No. 30 (April 1910): 60. 

55Frank Roy Fraprie, "Editorial Comment: An Important 
Exhibition," American Photography 4.6 (June 1910): 346. 
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overstepped himself in setting this criteria. He had high 

expectations for the exhibition as a summation of pictorial 

photography, and likely intended that this requirement to 

prohibit the exhibition of work by casual amateur photo

graphers. When the Open Section was finally hung, however, 

there were five photographers represented by single prints 

and six represented by two prints. 

Alfred Stieglitz to Walter Zimmerman, 16 June 1910 

Walter Zimmerman was a professional photographer and 

real estate agent in Philadelphia,56 where he was a member 

of the Photographic Society of Philadelphia and Chairman of 

its Print Committee. In 1903 he was a founding member of 

the Salon Club of America;57 and in following year, acting 

as a representative of the Photographic Society of 

Philadelphia, was elected as First Vice-President of the 

American Federation of Photographic Societies.58 These 

credentials place him high in the leadership of the 

independent American pictorialists, and at the center of 

the opposition to the Photo-Secession. 

56Greenhill, "Outsiders," 163. 

57Sadakichi Hartmann, "The Salon Club and the First 
American Photographic Salon at New York," American Amateur 
Photographer 16.7 (July 1904): 296. 

5811A Federation of Amateur Photographic Societies," 
Photo-Beacon 16.8 (August 1904): 234. 
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While Stieglitz and Zimmerman had written to each other 

occasionally over the years, the summer of 1910 saw a 

dramatic increase in their correspondence. Stieglitz's 

initial letter to Zimmerman, published in Photo-Seces-

sionism and Its Opponents was written in response to 

Zimmerman's request to Cornelia B. Sage that the Photo

graphic Society of Philadelphia be given the same privi

leges granted to the Photo-Secession in the plans for the 

"International Exhibition of Pictorial Photography."59 The 

basis for his request was the assertion that by staging the 

Philadelphia Salons from 1898 to 1901, and through its 

contributions to other exhibitions, the Photographic 

Society had established itself as a leader within the 

photographic community, the equal of the Photo-Secession. 

Having relinquished all control of the exhibition, Sage 

forwarded Zimmerman's letter to Stieglitz, who rejected the 

request for special privileges in a letter of 16 June 1910, 

justifying his refusal with the insinuation that the 

members of the Photographic Society of Philadelphia had not 

contributed to photography anything of "actual pictorial 

value."60 While the insinuation was certainly insulting to 

Zimmerman and the Photographic Society, it was based upon 

"Walter Zimmerman to Cornelia Sage, 27 May 1910, YCAL. 

60Photo-Secessionism I, 7-8. 
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Stieglitz's conviction that the leadership of the 

Photographic Society then in power was responsible for the 

demise of the progressive Philadelphia Salon series. 

The "world-wide reputation" for its contributions which 

Zimmerman claimed for the Photographic Society, as 

Stieglitz points out in his concluding note, were based 

upon the achievements of the prior leadership of that 

Society. That leadership included Robert S. Redfield, 

Edmund Stirling, and John G. Bullock, who were in large 

measure responsible for the success of the first three 

Philadelphia Salons and also closely allied with Stieglitz. 

When, in 1901, reactionary elements of the Photographic 

Society reacted to the direction in which the Society was 

being led, Redfield, Stirling and Bullock resigned their 

memberships, later becoming founding members of the Photo-

Secession. Stieglitz believed that the Photographic 

Society of Philadelphia had lost its "world-wide reputa

tion" when it rejected the principles which had helped the 

Society earn its reputation. 

While some Stieglitz's claims are apparently justified 

by the historic record, he makes other claims in the body 

of his letter which are not so clearly warranted. When 

Stieglitz asserts that Charles Kurtz planned the exhibition 

in Buffalo in consultation with Stieglitz, he neglects to 

say that Kurtz had also conferred with the Photo-
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Pictorialists of Buffalo. The further claim that Kurtz 

first conceived of the exhibition "twenty-eight months ago" 

[ca. February 1908] is inaccurate in the face of references 

to Kurtz's plans which appeared in Fraprie's own American 

Photography as early as November 1907 .61 

Zimmerman responded to Stieglitz's letter of 16 June 

1910 with a letter of his own, dated 22 June 1910, in which 

he was respectful of Stieglitz's positions and not exces

sively argumentative.62 Zimmerman recognized the contri

bution of the Photo-Secession to pictorial photography and 

did not dispute Stieglitz's claims, but rather pleaded with 

him to relax the restrictions he had placed on the Albright 

Art Gallery exhibition. Zimmerman did, however, accuse 

Stieglitz of being narrow minded and working only for the 

Photo-Secession, an accusation which seems to have bothered 

Stieglitz considerably, for it provoked a second letter to 

Zimmerman. 

Alfred Stieglitz to Walter Zimmerman, 1 August 1910 

Stieglitz rejected Zimmerman's accusation of narrow

61 "Society News," American Photography 1.5 (November 
1907): 278. 

"Walter Zimmerman to Alfred Stieglitz, 22 June 1910, 
YCAL; transcribed in Greenhill, "The Outsiders," 225-26. 
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ness, saying "The narrowness I fear is with you and 

yours."63 In founding the Photo-Secession and placing it 

apart from the popularizing mainstream of amateur photo

graphy Stieglitz sought to advance the cause of pictorial 

photography by demonstrating that its capabilities as a 

medium of expression raised the artistic practice of 

photography above the mainstream. By relaxing his 

standards for the Albright Art Gallery exhibition to effect 

the "union" of pictorial photographs which Zimmerman 

advocated, Stieglitz felt he would be negating all his 

previous gains. 

Stieglitz was perhaps reflecting upon his frustrating 

experiences as a member of the Camera Club of New York when 

wrote 

"Getting together" in your sense means endless twaddle 
in endless meetings, a waste of funds, a waste of time 
and energy--it means a compromise. And in matters like 
these there is no compromise.64 

Stieglitz had seceded from the bureaucratic entanglements 

of the photographic community as much as he had from its 

conventionality when he declared his secession. Here he 

made it clear that he did not wish to join the majority 

which Zimmerman represented, he continued to separate 

himself and the Photo-Secession from it. 

63Photo-Secessionism I, 10. 

64Photo-Secessionism I, 12. 
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Fraprie and Mortimer became targets of Stieglitz's 

criticism because of their editorial policies and public 

stances with regard to the Photo-Secession. The Stieglitz 

and Zimmerman correspondence, however, was personal and 

private and likely would have remained so if not for the 

publication in American Photography of a letter from 

Zimmerman to Fraprie.65 Written in response to Fraprie's 

inquiry as to the Photographic Society of Philadelphia's 

plans to participate in the Buffalo exhibition, this letter 

states in a public forum Zimmerman's strong views toward 

the Photo-Secession and the exhibition at the Albright Art 

Gallery.66 By going public with his opinions, as did 

Fraprie and Mortimer, Zimmerman became a target of 

Stieglitz's own publicly stated opinions. 

Annie W. Brigman to F. J. Mortimer, 18 March 1910 

Issue No. 25 of Camera Work, dated January 1909, 

included five photogravure reproductions of photographs by 

Annie Brigman, a Fellow of the Photo-Secession. Two of 

65Walter Zimmermann, Letter to the Editor, American 
Photography 4.8 (August 1910): 485-86. 

"Zimmerman's opinions on the matter were again 
published in an excerpted form in "Editorial: The Photo-
Secession and the Independents," Photo-Era 25.3 (September 
1910): 135-36. While the editorial angered Stieglitz it 
was printed too late to have been a factor in Stieglitz's 
publication of Photo-Secessionism and Its Opponents. 
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these images, The Bubble and The Soul of the Blasted Pine, 

were subsequently reproduced by Francis J. Mortimer in the 

March 8, 1910 issue of the English magazine The Amateur 

Photographer, without permission from either Brigman or 

Stieglitz and without acknowledgment of Camera Work as 

their source. 

Brigman was incensed that Mortimer would use her 

photographs in this manner; and Mortimer, without meaning 

to offend had assumed that she would be glad to have her 

work published in The Amateur Photographer. Stieglitz 

reprints Brigman's angry letter of complaint to Mortimer as 

the fourth letter in Photo-Secessionism and Its Opponents: 

Five Recent Letters. 

Brigman's letter is indirectly related to Stieglitz's 

arguments with his other opponents--she makes no reference 

to Stieglitz in the letter, and refers to the Photo-

Secession only in stating her address. Furthermore, the 

incident which precipitated this correspondence is not 

connected to the Buffalo exhibition; Brigman's March 18, 

1910 letter to Mortimer predates the first announcement of 

the exhibition in April of that year. Her letter, however, 

serves several important roles in Stieglitz's pamphlet 

publication. First, it provided Stieglitz with a reason 

for writing to Mortimer in the fifth letter, in which he 

complains of Mortimer's unethical behavior. Secondly, and 
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perhaps to Stieglitz's purposes more importantly, Brigman's 

letter enlarges the scope of Stieglitz's project by 

involving a second member of the Photo-Secession in the 

argument. By doing so Stieglitz could more honestly title 

his pamphlets Photo-Secessionism and Its Opponents—the 

opinions expressed in them were then no longer exclusively 

his own, but were shared by another Fellow of the Photo-

Secession. 

Stieglitz's attack on Mortimer's behavior serves 

another purpose as well, as an assertion of Stieglitz's 

continuing regard for the rights of the individual artist. 

Having stated years before that one of the principles 

behind the Photo-Secession was the right, and perhaps 

obligation, of the photographer to the expression of their 

own individuality, Stieglitz here declares the rights of 

the photographer to be treated with respect. 

Alfred Stieglitz to F. J. Mortimer, 12 April 1910 

Here Stieglitz first addresses Mortimer's publication 

of Brigman's photographs, and then complains of Mortimer's 

consistent misrepresentation of the Photo-Secession in The 

Amateur Photographer. Stieglitz's vilification of Mortimer 

in this letter is partly explained by Mortimer's unauthor

ized use of Brigman's photographs. But Stieglitz's adver

sarial relationship with Mortimer has its origins in the 
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earlier context of a Salon des Refuses which Mortimer 

staged in London in 1908. 

Francis J. Mortimer became the editor of The Amateur 

Phot o q raphe r following the death of the previous editor A. 

Horsley Hinton, who had been a member of the Linked Ring 

Brotherhood and an ally of Alfred Stieglitz in promoting 

pictorialism. Mortimer, on the other hand, was no friend 

of Stieglitz; rather, his opposition to Stieglitz was 

manifest on several fronts. 

As the editor of Amateur Photographer, Mortimer enjoyed 

a leadership role comparable to Stieglitz's as editor of 

Camera Notes and Camera Work. As a member of the Linked 

Ring, Mortimer worked toward the limitation of Photo-

Secession involvement in the Brotherhood's annual exhi

bition following the 1908 Salon. The exhibition that year 

had been so dominated by the American contingent of the 

Linked Ring that the British members moved to limit 

involvement by the foreign membership in future Salons. 

This action led many of the American members, including 

Stieglitz, to resign from the Brotherhood, and contributed 

to the internal dissent which forced the dissolution of the 

Linked Ring in 1910. 
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PHOTO-SECESSIONISM AND ITS OPPONENTS: ANOTHER LETTER--

THE SIXTH 

The reaction to the first pamphlet within the photo

graphic community was somewhat restrained. Cornelia Sage, 

who had previously counselled Stieglitz to pay no attention 

to the critics of the upcoming Albright exhibition, was 

pleased with the publication of Photo-Secessionism and Its 

Opponents; Five Recent Letters. Wilfred French, the editor 

of Photo-Era, published an editorial in October complimen

tary of Stieglitz and diffused the latter's anger over an 

editorial published the previous month. Fraprie seemed to 

have been amused by the attention and made only the 

briefest comments about the pamphlet. Zimmerman responded 

to Stieglitz's correspondence of 1 August with a letter of 

his own, but seems not to have responded to the publication 

of the pamphlet. Mortimer did react, publishing a brief 

editorial in the 20 September issue of Amateur 

Photographer, which prompted Stieglitz to publish the 

second pamphlet. 

F. J. Mortimer, "The Self-Seeker" 

In this short editorial response to the publication of 

Photo-Secessionism and Its Opponents Mortimer refers to his 

reproduction of Brigman's photographs and to his published 
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acknowledgement of Camera Work as their source. He fails, 

however, to acknowledge all that Stieglitz and Brigman 

claim in their letters to him--that he reproduced the 

images without permission, and that he had initially failed 

to cite Camera Work as the source. Mortimer does point out 

that in the pamphlet Stieglitz "carefully avoids publi

cation of the replies to his letters" which serves as 

evidence for his accusation of Stieglitz's being "self 

seeking.1,67 

Alfred Stieglitz to F. J. Mortimer, 10 October 1910 

If Mortimer was justified in his editorial complaints 

then Stieglitz was being fair, and shrewd, in reprinting 

"The Self-Seeker" in a second pamphlet, for the editorial 

gave him the excuse of publishing further criticism of 

Mortimer. 

Stieglitz points out Mortimer's misleading statements 

in "The Self Seeker," and so informs his readers that 

Mortimer's recognition of Camera Work as the source of 

Brigman's photographs came only after he was forced to make 

the acknowledgment. But Stieglitz also misleads the reader 

when he responds to Mortimer's observation 

I did not print the letters of my opponents because my 
letters either quoted or implied all that was best in 

67Photo-Secessionism II. 5. 
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their letters, and in no point did I misrepresent or do 
them any injustice.68 

In point of fact Stieglitz did not refer specifically to 

any of his opponents' criticisms, and when he did quote 

from their writings he used only the briefest passages. In 

stating that he had done his opponents no injustice 

Stieglitz was indeed self-serving. 

VI. CONCLUSION--STIEGLITZ'S ENTERPRISE 

Stieglitz's purpose in founding the Photo-Secession, in 

creating the journal Camera Work, and in opening "The 

Little Galleries of the Photo-Secession" (later referred to 

as "291") was to compel the recognition of pictorial photo

graphy as a fine art equal in prestige to painting and 

sculpture. The stance he took in asserting the Photo-

Secession's rejection of conventionality was an important 

step in realizing that recognition. But it was perhaps the 

presentation of the new photography as art that accounts 

for his ultimate success. 

In Camera Work and at "291," and in the invitational 

exhibitions to which he loaned Secession photographs, 

(including the "International Exhibition of Pictorial 

Photography" in Buffalo), Stieglitz worked to both win 

68Photo-Secessionism II, 10. 
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institutional acceptance of photographs as art, and to 

create an institutional space for artistic photography. 

While he had earlier insisted that only photographers were 

capable of judging photographs, he also realized that the 

acceptance of the medium as a fine art could not come from 

within. Indeed there was abundant agreement between the 

Secessionists and their opponents that photography was an 

art. The criteria by which the final acceptance of the 

medium as an expressive art was to be judged was seen in 

its acceptance by the institutions of fine art. That 

acceptance was earned by treating photographs as art, hence 

the Photo-Secession's carefully planned exhibitions at 2 91 

and rigid exhibition loan policies. 

The very term "pictorial photography" was an assertion 

of photography's status as a fine art. Pictures, as 

distinguished from photographs, were produced by artists 

who created images suffused with "artistic feeling," and 

who employed such straight or manipulative photographic 

techniques as contributed to the realization of "mood and 

feeling" in the print. This attitude, not limited to 

Stieglitz and the Photo-Secession, was cultivated in 

reaction to the democratization of photography in the 1880s 

and 1890s and the resulting perception that the act of 

photography had been simplified to the act of pushing a 

button. The particular techniques of soft focus and 
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manipulations of negative or print that are associated with 

pictorialism were employed to further distinguish artistic 

photographs from the straightforward records produced by 

the photographic majority. 

The activities of the Photo-Secession were part of the 

larger effort to elevate photography above the level of 

mere hobby to the status of fine art. The differences 

between Stieglitz and his opponents, the similarities of 

their aesthetics having been noted, are located in their 

different perceptions of what artists were, how they 

achieved their ends, and how they should be understood. 

Abigail Solomon-Godeau has written of the legitimizing 

schemes employed by critics and historians of new art 

forms, noting among the prevalent strategies that of 

establishing a "suitable ancestry" for the new art.69 

Stieglitz used just such a strategy in establishing a 

pedigree for the Photo-Secession. In various exhibitions, 

and through publishing their work in Camera Work. Stieglitz 

used the work of Julia Margaret Cameron, David Octavius 

Hill and Robert Adamson to create an earlier pictorial 

tradition which supported his perceptions. The work of 

these photographers had little to do with pictorialism 

stylistically, but the attitudes of the photographers and 

"Abigail Solomon-Godeau, "The Armed Vision Disarmed," 
Afterimage 10.6 (January 1983): 9. 
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the quality of their work lent much support to Stieglitz's 

own attitudes. 

Perhaps more telling of Stieglitz's efforts to 

structure a tradition for photography as a fine art was his 

acceptance of some photographers, and his refusal to 

recognize others contemporary with the Photo-Secession. 

Recognition of other photographers came through membership 

in the Photo-Secession, exhibition at "291" and in group 

shows such as the 1910 Buffalo exhibition. Conversely, he 

excluded photographers by not exhibiting or publishing 

their work, and by refusing them Photo-Secession 

membership. 

The exclusion of photographers from the pictorial 

tradition cannot be attributed solely to the efforts of 

Stieglitz himself. Often photographers excluded themselves 

through the manner in which they presented their work to 

the viewing public. The dynamics of exclusion are explored 

by Roger Hull in his article "Emplacement, Displacement and 

the Fate of Photographs" in which he examines the place of 

Rudolph Eickemeyer, a contemporary of Stieglitz, in the 

history of photography.70 

70Roger Piatt Hull, "Emplacement, Displacement and the 
Fate of Photographs," in Multiple Views: Logan Grant Essays 
on Photography, 1983-1989, ed. Daniel P. Younger 
(Albuquerque: of New Mexico Press, 1991): 169-192. 



58 

It was the definition of a fine art ideology for 

photography which caused much of the debate within the 

photographic community. The establishment of this ideology 

has been Stieglitz's longest lasting accomplishment; 

outlasting the Photo-Secession and the photographic 

aesthetic which it promoted. It was in the direction of 

this enterprise--in defining ways to think about photo

graphy as art, and what kinds of photographic practice 

constitute art--that Stieglitz drew the most determined 

opposition. 
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APPENDIX A: PHOTO-SECESSIONISM AND ITS OPPONENTS; FIVE 

RECENT LETTERS 

PHOTO-SECESSIONISM 

AND ITS OPPONENTS 



SELF-SEEKING AND JEALOUSY ARE THE ROOT 

OF VIRTUALLY ALL INTRIGUE. IN NO FIELD 

OF ACTIVITY IS THIS TRUER THAN IN THAT 

OF PHOTOGRAPHIC AMBITIONS. THE FIVE LET

TERS—WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE ONE TO 

MR. FRAPRIE —HEREWITH PUBLISHED WERE 

NOT INTENDED FOR PUBLICATION; BUT IN 

VIEW OF THE PETTY INTRIGUE THAT HAS 

BEEN GOING ON CONTINUOUSLY FOR SOME 

YEARS IN THE PHOTOGRAPHIC WORLD, I FEEL 

THAT IN JUSTICE TO THE PHOTO-SECESSION, 

TO "CAMERA WORK," AND, ABOVE ALL, TO 

MYSELF, THESE LETTERS SHOULD BE CIRCU

LATED AMONGST THOSE WHO ARE INTERESTED 

IN THE TRUTH. THE LETTERS SPEAK FOR 

THEMSELVES. 

ALFRED STIEGLITZ. 
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The following letter was written on August 11th, 
1910, by Mr. Alfred Stieglitz to Mr. Fraprie, 
Editor of "American Photography:" 

DEAL BEACH, August 11, 1910. 

To THE EDITOR "AMERICAN PHOTOGRAPHY." 

MY DEAR MR. FRAPRIE:—Ever since, some eight or more 
years ago, you entered the field of photographic literature as a 
means of livelihood—you will remember your repeated state
ments to me that you were in photography chiefly for the money 
in it—you have been persistent in the statement that the work 
of the Secessionists is antiquated and was not representative of 
the modern spirit of American photography. 1 have no idea 
what you may mean by "representative" or by "modem spirit." 
And I have a strong suspicion that you yourself do not know. 
Heretofore, I made it a rule to ignore your constant misstatements 
about the Secession, as well as the fictitious claims about your 
followers, or rather those whose interests you profess to repre
sent. But, in view of your recent attacks 011 the coming Albright 
Art Gallery Exhibition, the indirect insult to its directors, and 
the self-evident deceit towards your own innocent readers, it is 
time to "call your bluff," so I am going to make you a sporting 
offer. You must have some sporting blood in you. Every true 
American has. 

For all these years in vain I have scanned the pages of your 
various periodicals and trade-organs for an inkling as to where 
I might be able to find some of the work of those whose 
radiance you so mysteriously make invisible. But perhaps I 
am the blind one! To convince myself I make you and your 
followers the following proposition: 

That an exhibition shall be held in some gallery within a year 
—the choice of gallery and location to be left to you, should you 
so desire. This exhibition shall contain 200 photographs. One 
hundred of these shall be selected by myself and shall represent 
the work of at least ten Secessionists; the other 100 shall be 
selected by you and shall represent those great American 
Unknowns of yours. As for the number of the Unknowns to be 
represented in your collection you may suit yourself; 1 don't 
want to handicap you in any way. Seven judges shall be 
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appointed; they should be selected from the directorships of 
prominent American Art institutions. You shall appoint 
three, and I, three. The seventh shall be selected by the six 
thus appointed. I suggest "Art Directors," not because I 
believe all of them necessarily competent judges on "Art" 
matters, but because I believe that this selection will meet with 
your approval—you have faith in officialdom. This Board of 
Judges shall decide which of the two collections, in its opinion, 
represents the more valuable contribution, as personal expression 
from a plastic point of view—in short, which it considers the 
more " artistic." i FURTHERMORE CHALLENGE YOU TO POST 
$1,000, TO MY $2,000 THE STAKES TO GO WITH THE VERDICT. 
As you may be possibly one of those gentle spirits objecting to 
"betting" in any form, I am willing to alter the form of this 
part of the challenge so as to make it more agreeable to 
your moral attitude, and possibly thereby also adding 
dignity to the affair. In the event of the verdict being 
unfavorable to the Secession collection, I am willing to do
nate $2,000 to any such charitable institution the cause of 
which your magazine may be furthering—yourself naturally 
excluded. Should the verdict be against you the $ i ,ooo you have 
posted to go to the St. John's Guild. Inasmuch as I am offering 
double your stakes I am subtly inducing the Judges in their 
capacity as humanitarians to find a verdict against me, for 
charity will thereby be the gainer by $i,ooo. Now, my dear 
Mr. Fraprie, don't try to crawl—I'm in dead earnest—be a 
sport, and show yourself a genuine friend of truth and charity 
through our much abused photography. 

Yours truly, 

(Signed) ALFRED STIEGLITZ. 

N. B.—Should there be any difficulty for you to post your 
$i,ooo, you ought to have no trouble in raising it amongst your 
numerous followers 'whose reputation is at stake quite as much 
as your own. Copies of this challenge have been sent to the 
editors of the photographic press, to the photographic trade, 
and to the photographic societies. The only reply to this chal
lenge that I will take any notice of will be the posting of $i,ooo. 
Money talks—all else is twaddle. 

6  
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The following letter was written on June 16th, 
1910, by Mr. Alfred Stieglitz to Mr. Walter 
Zimmermann, Chairman of the Print Committee, 
Philadelphia Photographic Society, Philadelphia: 

PHOTO-SECESSION, 291 FIFTH AVENUE, 

New York, June 16, 1910. 

MY DEAR MR. ZIMMERMANN:—The old saying, "All roads 
lead to Rome," might be applied to your missive recently 
addressed to Miss Sage, Dr. Kurtz's successor as Director of the 
Albright Art Gallery in Buffalo. The letter, as Miss Sage has 
notified you, she forwarded to me. Owing to a great pressure on 
my time it has been impossible to write to you before this. You 
will pardon the delay. Let me inform you first of all that the 
present Director of the Albright Art Gallery was Dr. Kurtz's 
confidential secretary for years prior to his unexpected and most 
untimely death. Naturally she is fully conversant with his plans 
and ideas, and I know that she is endeavoring to carry them out 
in his spirit as faithfully as is possible. For your own quietude 
of mind, let me tell you that the exhibition to be held this 
November was first thought of by Dr. Kurtz about twenty-eight 
months ago. The doctor spent many hours with me then, and 
upon later dates at the Secession headquarters, deliberating on 
and considering plans for a special photographic exhibition run 
on Secession principles. At a lengthy meeting about two weeks 
prior to his death, the plan as it stands to-day was virtually 
decided upon. The Secession spirit as Dr. Kurtz understood, 
and Miss Sage understands that term was to be the underlying 
principle of the exhibition. I fear, my dear Mr. Zimmermann, 
that you, after all the years that you have been identified with 
photography, do not yet—even at this late date—grasp those 
principles. If you did, your letter to Miss Sage could never have 
been written. On the contrary you would have rejoiced that 
after photography's long struggles, the fundamental principle 
of recognition had been finally, officially and publicly acknowl
edged by an Art Institution of the prestige of the Albright Art 
Gallery. Neither that institution nor the Secession is interested 
in the politics of photography. The special privileges you 
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request for the Philadelphia Society I cannot accord. Those 
members of your organization who feel that they have done 
something in photography of actual pictorial value will, I can 
assure them, receive the same fair hearing from the judges that 
all other photographers will receive. Even the members of the 
Photo-Secession—naturally barring those invited to exhibit in 
the Invitation Section, which will be very limited—should they 
wish to participate in the exhibition, will have to submit to the 
same conditions as other photographers. The only body of 
workers that I have invited as a group are the Photo-Pictorialists 
of Buffalo. This invitation has only been extended to the group 
as a pretty compliment to the home of the Albright Art Gallery, 
and the exception has been made possible because of the small-
ness of the group which, from its inception, has had pictorial 
photography as its sole aim and has, during its existence, proven 
itself at least dignified. 

Hoping that you will exert your valuable and enthusiastic 
influence upon the talent in your Society to give itself a chance at 
Buffalo—the exhibition will be a memorable one—I remain, 

Yours truly, 

(Signed) ALFRED STIEGLITZ. 

N.B.—It is impossible for me to refrain from adding that your 
letter to Miss Sage contained certain claims for the Philadelphia 
Society which may be considered misleading. It is true that ten 
years ago the Philadelphia Society achieved a "world-wide 
reputation" through its Salon. But is it not a fact that the 
Society as at present constituted was actually directly responsible 
for the killing off of these very exhibitions ? Did not the present 
Society repudiate the management and standard of the first 
three Salons, which had been the very ones to give the Phila
delphia Society at the time its "world-wide reputation" ? And, 
in view of that outrageous repudiation, did I not feel impelled 
from self-respect to resign my Honorary Membership from the 
Society ? Did not the fourth Salon, the only one the present 
Society can lay claim to having managed and the only one with 
which you were connected, deal a death-blow to the Philadelphia 
Society as far as its "world-wide reputation" was concerned? 
Authentic records show most conclusively that the moving spirit 
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which brought about the success of the first three Salons—which 
gave the Philadelphia Society the "world-wide reputation" you 
now recall with so much pride to the Director of the Albright 
Art Gallery—is the identical one responsible for the unqualified 
and continued succcsses of the Photo-Secession. Furthermore, 
has it not escaped your memory that since that fateful Fourth 
Salon the Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts has refused to 
identify itself in any manner with the Philadelphia Photographic 
Society, while it did officially recognize the Secession and its 
claims for photography four years ago ? Did it not at that time 
invite the Secession to arrange the only exhibition of photographs 
held within the Academy walls since the collapse of the Salons ? 
The Albright Art Gallery is in reality now following in the foot
steps of the Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts with the dif
ference that, whereas, the latter institution in its recognition of 
the Photo-Secession at the time virtually only implied its official 
full acceptance of photography as a medium of art expression— 
as that term is defined by the Secession—the Albright Art 
Gallery does not content itself with implying, but fearlessly, 
over the signature of its Director, unequivocally states publicly 
that it does officially recognize photography as a medium of art 
expression. This is the first instance in which an Art Institution 
has gone on record unequivocally as to its opinion and standing 
regarding the much fought-over question, whether photography 
could be considered a medium of art expression. Furthermore, 
the Albright Art Gallery has made the public statement that it 
is mainly through the labors of the Photo-Secession that this 
unequivocal recognition has been granted. That the Secession 
is fully entitled to this distinction the international records of 
pictorial photography will readily show. And now, Mr. Zim-
mermann, if you and your Society are really the true friends of 
photography you believe yourselves to be, you will try to forget 
the existence of both the Secession and the Philndelphia Society, 
and rejoice in the important victory gained for photography 
itself. 

To 
MR. WALTER ZIMMERMANN, 

CHAIRMAN PRINT COMMITTEE, 
PHILADELPHIA PHOTOGRAPHIC SOCIETY. 



The following letter was written on August 
ist, 1910, by Mr. Alfred Stieglitz to Mr. Walter 
Zimmermann, Philadelphia: 

PHOTO-SECESSION, 291 FIFTH AVENUE, 

August 1, 1910. 
MY DEAR MR. ZIMMERMANN :— 

Not having been in town for some time your letter reached 
me late. When I last wrote you I had definitely decided that 
any further controversy you would wish to have with me would 
have to take place at 291 Fifth Avenue. But your letter just 
received again contains some such astounding misconceptions 
about the Photo-Secession and myself that I feel impelled once 
more to correct them. First of all, you speak of: "Recognizing 
the great importance of the work that you are doing for you and 
yours in pictorial photography, etc." Now, what in the world 
does that mean ? You herein show for the nth time that you 
have no conception whatever of what I am doing or have done. 
You do not seek truth, but accept as evidence anything that 
comes your way. I really do not know who "you and yours" 
are you allude to. In fact, I am working for you quite as much 
as for any one else, if you could only see it, and that in spite of 
yourself. As I have repeatedly stated publicly I am working 
for the recognition of a universal principle which is not an 
obvious one and which you make it seem is beyond your vision. 
For the recognition of that principle I have been struggling in 
one shape or another since I was a very young man, and that 
means for many years. My scope is by no means as narrow as 
you and yours seem to think. The narrowness I fear is with you 
and yours. As far as exhibitions are concerned, to me they are 
only of any meaning whatever if they are a public demonstration 
of a positive advance in or a summing up of the really genuine 
that has been done in any field of work. Exhibitions, as exhibi
tions, to me, have always been an abomination, for, as a rule, 
they are nothing more than a market-place for the mediocre or 
the parading-ground for the stupid vanities of the small mind. 
As for the Secession and the "outside" world, that world which 
worries you so much, you here too show your ignorance of my 
attitude towards it. / The conclusive proof that I do recognize 
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not only the possibility, but the probability, of talent existing 
outside of the so-called Secession ranks, is shown in the fact that 
when the Albright Art Gallery invited the Secession to hold an 
exhibition of its work in Buffalo, it was I who virtually insisted 
in making the exhibition an open one. Dr. Kurtz's original idea 
was to hold an invitation .exhibition, and he asked the Secession 
for its advice and help. Dr. Kurtz sought the Secession—the 
Secession never approached him. The Secession never 
approached any institution; it has always been fighting for full 
recognition and it realizes that only through its own work and 
its own activities it can compel that recognition. At that first 
meeting, in which Dr. Kurtz sought the Secession, it was clearly 
stated by me to Dr. Kurtz upon what conditions the Secession 
would co-operate with him. He accepted those terms and they 
are those as they stand to-day and under which the present 
exhibition is to be held. All other statements are based either 
upon intentional misrepresentation or, what is more likely to be 
the case, ignorance of the facts. Arranging a show as that 
originally planned, would have been child's play. In introducing 
an "Open Section" into the exhibition, due to the Secession's 
sense of justice towards those worthy photographers it believed 
might exist, but whom it had had no opportunity of reaching, I 
created a lot of additional work for myself. That work which 
was begun with so much pleasure and enthusiasm has been 
made very irksome and distasteful on account of the same petty 
annoyances, the same jealousies, etc., and from the same 
sources that have been always at work in this country misrep
resenting the Secession and my every attitude. 1 had hoped 
that after the Secession for eight years had stood aloof from 
every photographic exhibition in America held outisdc of its 
own walls (its own Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts Exhibi
tion held four years ago, and the one at the Galleries of the 
National Art Club, two years ago, excepted) and had demon
strated publicly and continuously during those years what it 
really was, what its aims and what it could do by itself unaided, 
that you and yours might finally see some light. Hut the 
evolution in those eight years has meant nothing whatever to all 
of you. Instead of "bringing the elements" together, as they 
profess they wish to, those stupid people are the very ones doing 
everything in their power to disgust all the genuine talent, inside 
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and outside of the Secession, with all photographic exhibitions. 
A similar spirit was partially responsible for finally killing the 
Linked Ring in London. Such are the ultra-modern friends of 
photography 1 And now you ask me to get to work and use my 
good offices to "bring together," to "unite," to "organize" all 
the factions. My dear Mr. Zimmermann, don't you realize that 
you and men like you, sincere and earnest perhaps, are the very 
ones preventing that, even were I to try ? Was not the American 
Salon, in which you were a leading force, a grand uniting of all 
America, barring the Secession ? Did not that organization 
wave the American flag most frantically, and did the Secession 
make one single attempt to rob you and yours of that pleasure ? 
The Secession went its own way at the time in spite of flag-
waving and the cannonades of the whole American photographic 
press—Camera Work, of course, excluded—announcing the 
wonderful triumphs of the Salon! ! And what has become of 
that enthusiasm of yours about that wonderful All-America 
show of which you were part-soul ? Why invariably all this 
hubbub about the Secession ? It represents but a handful of men, 
and you and yours certainly seem to represent the rest of the 
universe. Why do you now need our help if we are so narrow, 
so one-sided and so few? I have been through "organization," 
through the endeavor to "unite," not only in this country but in 
Europe; I know the photographic game from A to Z and Z to A. 
I know the cry of those howling for fair play and mob repre
sentation; I also know those who are comparatively silent and 
are working for justice and dignity and who ignore the cry of the 
mob. "Getting together" in your sense means endless twaddle 
in endless meetings, a waste of funds, a waste of time and 
energy—it means a compromise. And in matters like these 
there is no compromise. Those who think alike and sym
pathize sooner or later find each other and pull together 
towards a common goal. With such "organization" is unnec
essary. The Secession has done its work conscientiously and 
consistently, and it has no real organization outside of that of 
faith and enthusiasm and in those principles I and friends 
stand for. It has no constitution. It has no meetings. It has 
primarily an underlying big spirit and it does an endless amount 
of constant drudgery willingly and towards a very definite goal 
which may be reached, God knows when, by others. The Seces



sion does not stand for material things. In such matters, I quite 
agree with you, organization like labor unions and political 
parties may be essential for mutual welfare and progress, but in 
art matters, I can assure you, organization means gradual and 
certain stagnation. 

And now supposing that in spite of all my convictions, based 
on an extended and long experience, I were to listen to the 
entreaties of you and yours and give you that help you repeatedly 
ask from me. Are you aware that before me I have letters from 
London, from Vienna, and several cities in Germany, with 
similar entreaties ? Everywhere there seems to be the same 
dissatisfaction with existing conditions—and it is good that it is 
so—and the Secession is entreated to put a renewed life and 
unity of purpose into them. Of course I ought to feel much 
flattered, but I assure you I'm not. Had I the strenuousness of 
a hundred Roosevelts, the sagacity of a hundred Washingtons 
and the patience of a hundred Lincolns I fear I could not do for 
you and yours, nor your similar counterpart in Europe, what is 
asked of me. Those seeking my help do not generally know 
what they themselves want. And those who do not even know 
as much as that can never be helped to anything but oblivion. 
You see, Mr. Zimmermann, you are only one of hundreds with 
suggestions to me and no two suggestions are alike. In art, and 
in life, too, for that matter, the really worthy help themselves— 
they do their work, the work they feel they must do in spite of all 
conditions. All other work is worthless, even if for a time it 
appears successful. It is the genuine and lasting in everything 
I look for and which fascinates me. Time alone will show 
whether my instinct, my experience and everlasting self-criticism 
have helped me to find such. In the meantime I can perhaps give 
you one piece of very definite advice—do not worry too much 
about the oiling of the machinery. It is very possible that the 
machine you are trying to oil is antiquated, useless, and ready 
for the junk-heap, and you fail to realize it. 

Yours truly, 

(Signed) ALFRED STIEGLITZ. 

N.B.—Should you find it necessary to reply to this letter don't 
expect an answer. I really have no right to use any more time 
nor energy to continue this exchange of ideas. 
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The following letter was written on March 18th, 
1910, by Mrs. Annie W. Brigman to Mr. F. J. 
Mortimer, Editor of the "Amateur Photographer," 
London: 

PHOTO-SECESSION, 291 FIFTH AVENUE, 
New York, March 18, 1910. 

EDITOR "AMATEUR PHOTOGRAPHER," 
LONDON, ENGLAND. 

DEAR SIR:—Accidently this morning I ran across the late 
number of the "Amateur Photographer," and to my disgust and 
surprise I found two of my pictures reproduced therein. Inas
much as I know that you have neither received my permission 
nor the permission from anybody else authorized to speak for me, 
I would esteem it a great favor to know by what right you have 
reproduced the two pictures alluded to in your issue of March 
8th. I know it is not the custom of a decent English publishing 
house to appropriate things not belonging to it; therefore, I feel 
there must be some oversight in your case which has led to the 
false position in which you have involved your firm. It is my 
impression that you may possibly have cribbed these things of 
mine from "Camera Work," as I do not see how you could have 
gotten hold of originals in any other way. If this surmise on 
my part be really based upon fact, the least you could have done 
is to have given credit to that magazine. 

If, on the other hand, this conjecture be unfounded and you 
have cribbed from elsewhere—which elsewhere be unknown to 
me—you at least might have given credit to that elsewhere. 
Personally, as you can see by the above, I feel most aggravated, 
and I hope you will be able to correct what now seems to me to 
be a dishonorable act. 

This language may appear strong, but the circumstances 
of the case seem to warrant it. 

Yours very truly 
(Signed) ANNIE W. BRIGMAN. 

N.B.—I am fully aware that legally I have no claim whatever 
on you, as the photographs have not been registered in Great 
Britain, but that fact as far as I am concerned does not alter the 
case. 
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The following letter was written on April 12th, 
1910, by Mr. Alfred Stieglitz to Mr. F. J. Morti
mer, Editor of the "Amateur Photographer," 
London: 

PHOTO-SECESSION, 291 FIFTH AVENUE, 

New York, April 12, 1910. 

MY DEAR MR. MORTIMER:— 

Yesterday I received your letter expressing your astonish
ment at the attitude taken up by Mrs. 13rigtnan and myself 
toward you, and remonstrating that an injustice had been done 
you in our criticism of your conduct in the matter of the repro
duction of Mrs. Brigman's photographs from "Camera Work. " 
You are also good enough to submit certain matters of fact by 
way of extenuation and justification. Permit me to say that 
both Mrs. Brigman and myself would have welcomed eagerly 
all that you submit had it fulfilled its claim; but, after carefully 
reading your letter, we find, that so far from justifying yourself, 
your letter has but confirmed us both in the conclusion we had 
already arrived at. 

On your own statement you took what you had no right to 
take, and you took it without even the courtesy of an acknowl
edgment of its source. To tell us now that you wrote to Mrs: 
Brigman on March 4th, asking her permission for the use of her 
work, but aggravates the impression left on us. For on that 
date the "Empire Number" of the "A. P." fin which the two 
photographs in question appear) had already been issued and 
placed on sale on the London news-stands. Furthermore, Mrs. 
Brigman, in California, could not have made you aware of her 
disposition toward your request until after the lapse of at least 
five weeks from the time of your writing here for her permission, 
when it would have been absolutely impossible for you to take 
any action had her reply been in the negative. I cannot see how 
this plea in any way palliates your conduct, a conduct which I 
feel myself free to say is unworthy an editor who has the good 
name of his journal at heart, or who has the dignity of his high 
profession and the furtherance of photography as an art in mind. 

You are also kind enough to inform us that you have sent 
Mrs. Brigman some money in payment of the permission you 
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took yourself. Is not this like locking the stable door after the 
horse has been stolen ? But how did you know what Mrs. 
Brigman would charge ? You did not, so that you fixed your 
own price. Did it not occur to you that Mrs. Brigman might 
object to having her pictures reproduced in the "A. P." at any 
price ? It may enlighten you in your future relations with 
artists when I tell you that Mrs. Brigman is very particular as 
to the company she appears in; but on this matter Mrs. Brigman 
will herself write you. 

I am prone to believe, however, that even your sending the 
check was an afterthought and the result of some twinges of 
conscience aroused in you by the receipt of my remonstrance. 
For in the letter in which you say you had already taken the 
permission and now begged for its ratification, you say nothing 
at all about a payment. This letter, with the copy of the "A. P." 
containing the pictures in question, arrived simultaneously some 
two or three weeks ago. The letter with the check, however, 
has yet to arrive. You must have mailed it to Mrs. Brigman in 
California after her letter of protest had reached you, so that 
when it does come to hand it will have lost all its intended flavor 
and will appear in all its crude nakedness of a sop to Cerberus. 
I have no hesitation in saying that when Mrs. Brigman receives 
the check she will return it to you by the first mail.* She resents 
this insult being added to the injury. 

Were you the editor of a small and unimportant sheet neither 
Mrs. Brigman nor I would have wasted any time whatsoever 
over the matter, but you claim to be the editor of the world's 
leading photographic magazine. In the face of this claim I 
cannot allow your conduct to be lightly passed over but 
must enter against it the strong protest it unquestionably 
merits. 

There is but one way for you to make good, as we say in this 
country—money will not do it—and that is by your stating 
frankly in the columns of the "A. P." and over your own signa
ture, that the pictures of Mrs. Brigman which were reproduced 
were reproduced without her or my permission, and that they 
were taken from the "excellent photogravures" in "Camera 

* A check for £2-2-0 (ten dollars)finally did reach Mrs. Brigman. 
It was returned to the publishers immediately.—A. S. 
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Work" No. XXV, and even making one of them as a special 
supplement to your "Empire Number." * 

With regard to your remark that you had not been receiving 
"Camera Work" of late, I wish to say that the magazine has 
been regularly issued. Your statement, therefore, that you assum
ed the magazine had ceased to exist, is either conscious prevarica
tion or a piece of cheap smartness. Whatever may have been 
your assumption, however, it did not prevent you helping 
yourself to the "excellent photogravures" in "Camera Work." 

I did cease to send you "Camera Work" and my reason for 
doing so was that I found you took every occasion in the columns 
of the "A. P." to misrepresent the Photo-Secession movement 
and the members who have allied themselves with it. I am not 
saying this in any spirit of resentment. I am at all times only 
too happy to receive criticism that is well founded and thoughtful 
and more dispassionate consideration than you gave it. Both 
the Secession and its organ, "Camera Work," are founded not 
on claims but on facts and achievements. Neither exists for the 
purpose of making money so that both can afford to be, at least, 
honest. If I ceased sending you "Camera Work" before you 
had shown yourself unworthy of receiving it, I may congratulate 
myself on my powers of intuition. 

Nevertheless, I do sincerely regret that you should have so 
far forgotten your better self as to compel me to write to you in 
this seeming brutal language. I regret it for many reasons of 
which you are the least. I regret it most of all when I find those 
who have been called to be the teachers and preachers of Art, 
descending to the sordid methods of the common market-place. 
The Photo-Secession movement has fought for an ideal. I shall 
safeguard with all my power and most jealously what I have 
been fighting for for twenty-five years; for it is all that is left 
to me. Those who have known me in that period of time know 
that I have never prostituted my art, either directly or indirectly, 
for personal gain. Whatever else it may mean to others to me it 
means devotion to an ideal, and in that devotion the first requi
sites are honesty of mind and sincerity of purpose. 

Yours faithfully, 
(Signed) ALFRED STIEGLITZ. 

* Mr. Mortimer did print a short editorial apology for his 
action.—A. S. 
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APPENDIX B: PHOTO-SECESSIONISM AND ITS OPPONENTS: ANOTHER 

LETTER--THE SIXTH 



Mr. Mortimer, F. R. P. S., Editor of the 
"Amateur Photographer," London, makes a point 
of my not having printed the letters of my oppo
nents to which mine were a reply. To avoid doing 
Mr. Mortimer even the suspicion of an injustice 
I reprint verbatim his editorial entitled, "The 
Self-Seeker," which appeared in the "Amateur 
Photographer," September 20, 1910, together with 
my reply:— 

"We have on previous occasions expressed our admiration for 
the individual work of many of the members of that body of 
American pictorialists known as the "Photo-Secession." It is 
a pity, therefore, to note that Mr. Stieglitz, of New York, who 
"bosses" the concern, adopts such curious methods to achieve 
notoriety at any price. Our readers may remember the two 
examples of work by Mrs. Annie Brigman, reproduced in THE 
A. P. "Empire Number," and our acknowledgment that they 
were reproductions from photogravures in CAMERA WORK and 
not from originals. Mr. Stieglitz promptly seized the oppor
tunity to write a long, abusive, and inaccurate letter to us, 
pointing out inter alia his own high moral standard and the 
entire wickedness of the Editor of the A. P. It has since come 
to our knowledge that Mr. Stieglitz tried to induce the editors 
of photographic papers in America and England, and possibly 
on the continent, to publish this precious example of vitupera
tion, for the purpose, we suppose, of injuring THE A. P. As 
the editors were gentlemen, he was told to mind his own busi
ness. Foiled in this direction, he has now published a series of 
five abusive and quarrelsome letters to editors (ourselves 
included) and others, in the hopes, we imagine, that they may 
be quoted by the smaller fry of the photographic world. The 
title of the pamphlet—for some reason best known to himself— 
is " Photo-Secessionism and Its Opponents." lie loudly 
trumpets his ideals, which appear to be of the self-seeking and 
get-off-the-earth type, and we note he carefully avoids publica
tion of the replies to his letters. It is difficult to ascertain quite 
where the opposition to his pet schemes comes in—unless it is 
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in his imagination—especially if we take as an example the letter 
to ourselves, which merely consists of an outbreak regarding the 
publication of the two pictures referred to in THE A. P. No, 
Mr. Stieglitz, it is too thin. Hitting below the belt in this manner 
will never further your cause one iota." 
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AN OPEN LETTER TO MR. F. J. MORTIMER, F. R. P. S., 
EDITOR OF THE "AMATEUR PHOTOGRAPHER." 

PHOTO-SECESSION, 291 FIFTH AVENUE 

New York, October 10, 1910. 

SIR:— 
I welcome your "Editorial Comment" of September 20th, 

1910, entitled "The Self-Seeker," not because it affords me an 
opportunity to reply to the mis-statements of facts it sets forth, 
nor because it places in my hands a rod with which to castigate 
one who is poltroon enough to shelter himself behind malicious 
fabrications, not yet because it gives me pleasure to point the 
finger of scorn at a Fellow of the Royal Photographic Society, 
who so far forgets the dignity of his office as editor of an influ
ential magazine and his position as a councillor of an honorable 
institution, as to make use of the contemptible methods of a 
despicable journalism to jeer at and belittle me and my con
freres. I do not welcome it for these reasons. It is never an 
inspiring sight to see any man sacrifice the best of his humanity 
in order to get the better of an opponent. 

I do, however, welcome your editorial in that it furnishes me 
with an excuse which otherwise might savor of impertinent 
obtrusiveness, for a restatement of what the Photo-Secession 
spirit is, that your readers may learn for themselves if these 
are, indeed, as you so prettily phrase it, "of the self-seeking 
and get-ofF-the-earth type." 

But first, I will, with or without your permission, correct 
your mis-statements of facts and lay bare the naked viciousness 
of your innuendos. 

You say you reproduced the two examples of Mrs. Annie 
Brigman's work and acknowledged them to be reproduced 
from photogravures in CAMERA WORK. There is no doubt about 
your having reproduced the examples of Mrs. Brigman's work, 
but your present statement is so worded as to make the reader 
believe that your acknowledgment of the source was simul
taneous with your reproduction. You know this is not so. You 
reproduced the photogravures without any acknowledgment. 
It was because you failed in this proper duty that I wrote you 
the letter which you now complain was "a hit below the belt." 
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It was only after you received that letter which pointed out to 
you your unseemly and graceless conduct that you made the 
acknowledgment. If this "hitting below the belt" compels an 
editor and an F. R.P.S. to act honorably, then am I indeed glad 
of the prompt efficacy of my blow. 

"It has since come to your knowledge," you say, "that Mr. 
Stieglitz tried to induce the editors of photographic papers in 
America and England, and possibly on the continent, to pub
lish this precious example of vituperation [i.e., my letter to you], 
for the purpose, we suppose, of injuring THE A. P." 

Your supposition, Mr. F. J. Mortimer, F. R. P. S., does 
you no credit. It is on a par with the whole tone of your com
ment. It is because I have such an esteem for "THE A. P." 
and recognize its influence that I am jealous of its good name 
and good conduct. And it was because of this jealousy that I 
wrote you the letter that you might become alive to the responsi
bility of your position as its editor, and that you might rise in 
dignity to the dignity you assumed. How mistaken I was in 
my appeal, your present "editorial comment" is a pathetic 
proof. 

At the time I sent you the letter which has so incensed you, 
I informed you that I was also sending copies of it to Messrs. 
Hazell, Watson & Viney (the publishers of THE A. P.), to 
Mr. R. Child Bayley, editor of "Photography and Focus," 
and to the editor of "The British Journal of Photography." 
I made no request to any of these gentlemen to publish the 
letter. My reason for sending it to them was to make them 
aware of the injustice done by editorial indiscretion. To no 
one on the continent of Europe did I either send the letter or 
communicate in any manner on the matter. The only editor 
in America who became aware of my communication to you 
was Mr. Fraprie, and to him I read the letter, without giving 
him a copy of it, when he chanced one day to call on me. I 
read the letter to him in the presence of other gentlemen inter
ested in photography. Mr. Fraprie expressed his surprise at 
the time as to how you had obtained the Brigman pictures, and 
remarked that he was glad he was not the cause of its writing. 

So far by way of direct answer to what has come to your 
knowledge. What has now come to your knowledge is what 
you always had knowledge of. But what is behind your 
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peculiar phrase—"possibly on the continent" ? You have no 
knowledge here. Yet you drag in this phrase of invidious 
suggestion without rhyme or reason. It is as if I should say 
that Mr. F. J. Mortimer, F. R. P. S., was a friend of Mr. 
Fraprie, a correspondent of Mr. Zimmerman, and possibly in 
a conspiracy with both these individuals against me. 

But who, may I ask, are the editors you state told me to 
mind my own business ? Will you name one ? The day after 
I read your "editorial comment" I received a copy of a joint 
letterfrom the editors of "The British Journal of Photography " 
and "Photography and Focus," addressed to you, asking you 
to publish their letter and straightly denying your editorial 
statement that they had told me to mind my own business when 
I sent them copies of my letter to you. I take the liberty to 
quote from this letter of Mr. G. E. Brown and Mr. R. Child 
Bayley, the final paragraph: "We shall be glad if you will allow 
us to disassociate ourselves entirely from the statements in 
your paragraph." 

Fie, fie, Mr. F. J. Mortimer, F. R. P. S.l It would seem as 
if you intend to keep me busy "hitting you below the belt" 
in my endeavors to arouse your sense of decency. 

"Foiled in this direction," you go on to say, in my endeavors 
to induce editors to print my letters to you, "he has published 
a series of five abusive and quarrelsome letters to editors (our
selves included) and others, in the hope, we imagine, that they 
may be quoted by the smaller fry of the photographic world." 

You do your imagination an injustice, Mr. F. J. Mortimer, 
F. R. P. S., by so paltry a suggestion. The imagination which 
could call my letters "abusive and quarrelsome" and which 
could see a volume of correspondence "to editors and others" 
in my poor four letters to two editors and one gentleman, should 
surely have given riper fruit than this impoverished hope. The 
imagination of the writer of so extraordinary a lucubration as 
this editorial comment is lost in its present sphere of activity. 
It belongs to the old order of travelling minstrels who gave us 
our fables and our fishermen's tales. 

Believe me, Mr. F. J. Mortimer, F. R. P. S., I have no need 
to ask editors, either the big or the little fry, for publicity. I 
printed iooo copies of my pamphlet " Photo-Secessionism and Its 
Opponents," and sent copies of it to public libraries, art insti
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tutions, art patrons, and art editors in all places where I believed 
a just understanding of the conditions in the photographic 
world was necessary. Had I so pleased I could have printed 
the letters in CAMERA WORK, but I do not care to introduce a 
controversy of this nature into its pages. CAMERA WORK is a 
record, not of bereavements, but of achievements. 

I waited sometime before publishing my pamphlet in order 
to give you an opportunity to explain that your appropriation 
of the Brigman pictures was an oversight. You failed to take 
advantage of my grace and thereby lost your soul. Immediately 
on the heels of your "latrocity" came criticisms, written and 
printed, of me and the Photo-Secession, from Mr. Zimmerman 
and Mr. Fraprie, for the attitude I was assuming in my man
agement of the coming Buffalo Exhibition. In order to 
anticipate any possible misrepresentation or misunderstanding 
I decided to print my replies to Mr. Zimmerman and Mr. 
Fraprie, in which I had explained my position and used the 
pamphlet so framed as a public answer. I included my letter 
to you, not because you yourself meant anything, but because 
the letter to you contributed to the exposing of a perilous situa
tion for which you and others were responsible. As I hold the 
future well-being of photography very dear I must see to it that 
those forces which militate against it be opposed and destroyed. 
That is one of my self-seeking "ideals." I did not print the 
letters of my opponents because my letters either quoted or 
implied all that was best in their letters, and in no point did I 
misrepresent or do them any injustice. 

I am not surprised at your inability to understand the 
meaning of Photo-Secessionism, even though my letters in the 
pamphlet were written and published for the very purpose of 
explaining it. Its spirit is utterly opposed to the spirit of your 
editorial comment. Nor am I surprised that you should inter
pret it to mean my "pet schemes." I am not concerned about 
explaining myself to you, but as I shall print this letter as an 
addendum, to a new edition of my pamphlet, I am taking this 
opportunity to say a few words about Photo-Secessionism in 
addition to what I have already said in the pamphlet. 

For this purpose I can do no better than quote what Mr. 
J. B. Kerfoot, one of the active men in the Photo-Secession 
wrote on this matter for No. 29 of CAMERA WORK, (page 49): 



" It is a movement which, inaugurated for a specific purpose 
arid long known by a specific if somewhat cryptic name, has 
come by a process of growth and elision to be known as The 
Secession. This movement was inaugurated with the sole aim 
of vindicating the claims of photography to citizenship in the 
republic of art. It has long since made good this endeavor. 
And it is not without significance that it now finds itself, 
among other activities, maintaining an island of refuge for art 
amid the traffic of an essentially photographic philistinism. It 
started as a forlorn hope. It finds itself one division of a des
perate, but not a despicable, army. For The Secession, al
though independent in its inception and individual in its de
velopment, although locally isolated and at odds with its im
mediate environment, neither stands alone today nor is out of 
touch with its times. There are other secessions. And there 
are hosts of secessionists, some of them all but unconscious of 
their enlistment. Pictorial art is but one of the least of their 
fields of battle. On the heights of religion, on the uplands of 
science, on the slopes of literature, on the level arable plains 
of life their fluttering standard has been, or is being, raised. 
They speak in diverse tongues. They wear unlike insignia. 
They follow unrelated leaders or fight leaderless. But they 
are unwittingly enrolled under one banner." 

You, Mr. F. J. Mortimer, are a signal example of what Se-
cessionism does not stand for. 

(Signed) ALFRED STIEGLITZ. 
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