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A XIV. ESZTERGOM| FOTOGRAFIAI BIENNALE KIALLITASAI
= Juna Mizeum, Eurdpai Kozép Galéria (2004, szeptember 3.-oktoher 3.) =
= Magyar Fotogrdfiai Mozeum, Kecskemét (2004, november) =
= fudapest Galéria Kiallitghdza (2005.) =
= [amera Soave, Dlaszorszdg (2005, mércius) =

= fantus Janos Mazeum, Gydr (2005, jolius) valamint Esztergom testvérvarosai =

THE EXHIBITIONS OF THE XIV. BIENNIAL FESTIVAL OF PHOTOGRAPHY IN ESZTERGOM
= Danube Museum, European Central Gallery (3. September-3. October 2004.) =
= flungarian Museum ofPhotography, Kecskemét (November 2004.) =
= Exhibition of the Budapest Gallery (2005.) =
= Camers Soave, Italy (March 2005.) =

= Jantus Janos Muzeum, Gydr (July 2005.) and the twin towns of Esztergom =
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..az emberi testet, lévén a legtikéletesebb minden forma kozitt, nem lehet eleget nézni...

(Benvenuto Cellini)

.EQy jo drdt toltottem el itt azzal, hogy elnéztem a holgyek firddzesét.
Micsoda kép! Micsoda fartelmes kép!"

(Flaubert Louise Colot-nak, 1853. augusztus 14.)

.Mert a testnek format a lélek ad.”

(Spencer, 1596. Himnusz)
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KINCSES KAROLYS A LEME2TELENITETY MODELL

Ha akarom, nincs egyszeribb mifaji alkotds, mint az aki. Meztelen ember vagy emberek Iényérzékeny anyagon ragzitetl lenyomatai.
Mit kell ezzel foglalkozni. minek okoskodni, ennyi &s nem 16bh! Ha meq akarom, akkar nincs honyolultabh, dsszetettehb mifaj az aki-
ndl. Minden korszak, minden stilusirdnyzal és technika ij és dj madon kizelitett ahhoz a trivialitashoz, amit a meztelen emberi test
jelent. Tibhféle aspektushal virsgalhatd, a legkezenfekvibh a torténeti megkazelités, hiszen fénykepezés immaron szzhatvandt eve 1é-
terik, meztelen emberi test meg kicsit régebben, tehdt minden egyatt dllt, hogy aktfotok szilessenek. Letiek is.

Vizsgilhatd tovabbé stilusiranyzatok szerint. Van klassticista &s modern, nonfigurativ és szirredlis, piktorilaista és dokuments-
rista, ki-ki valaszthat kazdlik kedvére.

Szamtalan, mivészether csak periféridlisan kapesoldd szemmel, Ervrendszerrel is meakfzelithetd sz aki. Kizismertek a néprazii,
kulturdlis antropoldgiai, pszicholdgiai, stexoldgisi &s eoyéh megkizelitések. Es mind mashonnan, mashogy kdzelit -ugyanahhor
A pucér emberi testhez. Ami mindenkinek van egy, amit mindenki meg tud drdkiteni, ha van erre akarata és minimalis lechnikai felsze-
relése, amil mindenki szivesen néz eoyedil vagy csoportosan, ami eltéphetetiendl kitidik a |egalapvetdbh emberi asztandkhdz, amil
mindig, minden mivészet szivesen valasztott abrézolata térgydul, nemesak a fenyképezés. Nem is folytatom, hiszen ebhdl kideril,
€n a ket akarombol, amivel a szovegemet inditottam, az uthbit vélasztom: Tehat, aligha van bonyolultabb, ezzel egyitt problémasanb
mafaj a miveszetek kozt enngl. Ezért megprabdlok enyfajta rendszert kanstrualni, amellyel taldn ki lehet jutni a nagy kerek erdd ren-
netegebal, ami nem az eqyetlen it, de kétségkivil jarhatd, amin nem kitelezd menni, de [ehet.

Vilaszoljuk meq eléhb ar alapkérdésekel: Mi az az akit? Es miért oly gyakori 1émaja az abrdzold miveszeteknek, s ezen belil a
[enyképezdésnek?

Vannak még keveshé alapkerdések, feltehetem dkel, de erekel majd valaszolja meg ki-ki maganak. Ilyenek peldaul: Mivesiel-e az
akifotd vagy valami mas? Mi a lontos, a2 elért eredmény vagy az odavezetd 017 Neverzik neven a gyermeket, a kicsil, kicsit sem. vagy
nagyon elfojtott libido milyen szerephez jut @ meztelenség megardkitésekor? Magdn- vagy kordgy-e az emberek kulturdlt forméji
lemeztelenitése, ebbeli dllapotuk rigzitése? Fejladatt-e valahonnan valahovd a rubdtian test Iénykepezése vagy sem? A kérdések sora
veatelenil sorjazhatd, megprabdlok legaldbh a ket vélasatott alapkerdésre valamitéle vélasat adni.

Seerintem a2 aktiénykepezés tarténetét harom, egymasral latszalan tudomdst sem vevd s2al egybefondsdval kell megalkotni. Az doy-
neveretl mivései akt, & szolgdltatdi meztelenség, azar magazinfotdk, rekldmok, alkalmazotl meatelenséq tovabbd a pornogratia adja ki exl
a harom alkotorészt. Bonyolddik a helyzet azdltal, hooy egyik szal sem til kivetkezetes, iddnként egyik vagy a masik kuzelil a masikhoz,
vagy a masik az eqyikhez. Gyakean nem is @ kése mabdl kell kiindulni, hanem a kontextushdl, aho! megielenik, a szituaciobal, mely [8ire-
hozta. Enpen ezért fontos a kep seiletésel eldidézd szindék megismerése, visspdlata. Nem egyseeri dolog, nyilvan a legtohben eskisznek
rd, hogy a1  meztelen modellt dbrazolo képdk szintisata mivészet. Nem szeretnék alapfokd mdvészeti szemindriumol inditani, de legalabh
eqy aspeklusdt vegyik ligyelembe, ha erril beszélank: miveszet a1, ami nem masol, nem reprodukdl, hanem a maga estkizeivel dj ming-

segel hoz 1étre. Es ez nem kinnyi leladal elé dllitia a meztelen embert iénykeéperiaepe keresdjén keresztil kukkold személy!.



h milvészfotoardfia neha ragbred, hogy nem lehet egyedili feladata a csak szép, a csak eszményi, azar az idedlis mutogatdsa,
hiszen & meztelenség a maga valdsdgdban, kiszolgaltatottsagaban, Kihiva voltaban, bujasagéban vagy hervadasaban, dregedéseben
ugyanigy szolgal orok emberi tanulsagokkal, s6t -kizilik a jobbak- képesek elvant gondolati, érzelmi tartalmakat is kizvetiteni,
Ennek szelleméhen jatlek létre olyan képek, melyek mér nagyon kiilbnhiztek o kétséotelenil megléva, idaben joval kordbbi festészeti,
stobraszali eliképekidl. A rossz csak az, hogy ezek mellent mindig kesziliek és készilnek tilzottan nagy szémban olyan képek,
melyek nem (wdnak mil kezdeni @ meztelen test adta folyamatosan vdltozd kihivassal, s az évszdzados rossz hapyomanynak pribalnak
elegel tenni, szolgaian uldnozva a hisz, dtuen, szaz éve keszill képek sablonjail, a legtabbszdr persze kirdkkel gyenoébb kvalitassal.
s siandekaik szerint ezek is milvészfotik, hiszen nem keésziliek magazinbéli publikildsra, nincs meg beanik a pornografia egyértel-
misege. Lzért aztdn it az elején le kell szBgeazik, hogy a kepek mindsége, i0d- &s korszerisége a besorolds mikéntién nem véltoztal,
legleliebb azt mondjuk, ez eay rossz, unalmas, kdzhelyes miiveszi akt, amaz meg egy jo, irgalmas, djszerd pornograf kép.

Erivid intermezzo utdn térjink vissza az alapkérdéshez, mikent definialjuk az aklot? Az iddk folyaman szémtalan meghatdrozas
latolt napvildgol. Sok mindenben hasonlitanak egymashoz, egyben viszont nagyen kilonbdznek: melyik éppen ol hozza meg a
haromlle meztelenség-abrazolat hatdrait, s ehhez igazitva mit fogad el, mit tir, mit srankciondl. A legpriidebb csak az imént szapull,
kizdrdlag a minden szemponthal erotikamentesnek itélt, elvont eszményeket, esztétikai kategdriakat allegorikus madon utinzd mezte-
Ien abrazolatokat fogadia el legitimnek. Minden mast a pornografia kirébe utal, s szemforgatd modon az engedélyezert (kiherdlt)
aktfotdr onigazolaskent felhasandlva tiltja ez utdhbit. Erre j példat jelentenek a vikiorianus kor Korai aktfelvételei, vagy a1 e téren
nem keveshé szigord erkolesii szocializmus engedélyezte un. miivesai, vagy kiddllitas célokra készilt akifotak. De ez nem rendszerfig-
06, ismerik vgye André Kertész hires torténetét, a fanszarzetel abrazold keprésy levagasat feltételdl szabo amerikai kurdtorrdl?
Mi, ebhen a régichan, bizonyos szempantbdl (most szigordan csak a mextelen testek [ényképezésére qondolva), még mindig ennek
isszuk & levét, nem besiélve arrdl a2 anomalidrdl, hoqy a tdrténelem sordn eleddig folyton az éppen aktudlis hatalom, vagy annak nagy-
hatalmi képviseldje hatarozta meg, hogy mi szdmit erkdlcsrombald pornogrédfiznak” és mi ,mivészi aki®-nak. § nemesak hogy megha-
tarozta, hanem ennek meglelelden viselkedett s, bintetett és dicsért a maga madjan. Szinte senki nem tette fel a kérdést: mit keres
a hatalom, & politika a miveszet mezején? Midrt sz6l bele még ebbe is? J6 példa erre az 1983-han szerkesztett magyar fatdlexikon aki
cimszava, melybdl elrettentés céljahol idézek egy passzust: “aktfényképezés: a mentelen emberi test fényképezés dtjdn tarténd
megdrokitése. Az aktfgnykeperés a téma kényes volta miatt a fatd egyik leqproblematikusabh terdlete. A mivesai akifénykepezds cél
ja kettds lehet: a s2ép emberi test dbrazoldsa dllal a tarsadalom szépségesiményeinek megdrikitése, vagy a rat test dbrdzoldsa dltal
a1 osztalytarsadalomban megnyomoritolt, eltorzitolt ember alakidnak felmutatdséval tirténd tarsadalomkritika. Az emberi testril
alkotolt kazfellogds tisztuldsa, a fénykepezés nagyardnyd fejlidése a mivészi akifénykepezést is jelentdsen befolydsolta; a régi szim-
bolisztikus, statikus, sokszor giceses felfondsd képeket a redlisabb, dinamikusabh és merészebd képformalds véltotta fel. Tagabh
Ertelemben ar aktiénykepezés kirébe sorolhatok a miveszi igény nélkil, pusztan erotikus hatésra tdrekvd pornograf akifényképek,
melyeknek Uzleti alapon torténd terjesztése trvénybe Gtkdzik." Ugye hatborzongatd? llyet &n magamidl nem tudnék kitaldini, ha nem

hiszik, olvassdk végig az egészet, minden kizkanyvtar poledn fellelhetd. Megsem akarok ezzel til sokat foglalkozni, driemberngk nem



ill6 komolyabban kommentdlni az itt leirtakat. Elegedjink meq azzal, hagy az aktdbrdzolds, az arrdl kialakitott velemény, 3 kirizlgs®
-6s @ nevéhen 1ilta hivatalnokek viselkedése- mindig fGog s [Ggadtt az adott politikatol, kultordtdl. 1998 decemberében hangzotl el @
radiaban, hogy Kindban aktlestmeny-Kiallitds nyilt a kulturdlis miniszterhelyettes résavetelével, s 6ridsi” az érdekladés. Lehet is, hi-
sten korgbhan majd 2000 gvig liltott volt @ Mennyei Birodalomban a meztelen test abrazolasa. A példa persze szelsaséges. Nincs is mas
sterepe, csak annyi, hogy megprobaljuk elfogadiaini: az aktlényképezés sohasem volt vagy lesz egy mivészeti ag szigordan vett held-
oye, e2r nem is szahad pusitan miveszettorténeti, esztétikai mercékel alkalmarni megértésik, megitélésik sordn,

Nem prabalok meg egy szartizenhetedik akt-definiciat fabrikdini, mert minek. Semmi szikséq rd. Inkahb csak a kordhban emlitett
integralt vizspdlati modszerre hivadm fel a figyelmel: szerintem minden egyes akt-dhrazolasnal egyitt, kalesonhatasaiban kellene virs-
gélni @ mitdroyat, a targyal [étrehozo szandekot, az indittatdst, valamint a keszites konkegt kordiményeit. A harom szempontbél anali-
21t kep sok megvalaszolatlan kérdésre adhatna méy vélasal a kesibbiekben. Erdemes lenne lovabbé alaposabban (oglalkozni az akifo-
10k eltorduldsi es tarolasi helyével korankent &s korosztalyonkent, mert a felhastndtdsi s2okdsok, a képek utiélete visszamengleg is
sok s érdekes részletre hivhatia fel figyelminket A legtabh kiskamasy, kamasz, lelndti rendelkezik ilyen kepekkel. Répebben kinyy-
lapak kdzdtL, a tdrcakban drizték, most meg & szdmitdnép eqy titkos kanyvidrdban, secko jedno. Ahogy lassanként felngnek, felndviink,
megallapodnak, megdllapndunk, csalddjuk lesz, csalddunk van - ezeket a képekel eldunjdk vaay otthanyiak, eldujuk vany otthagyjuk
[enénykorunk utolso llomashelyén, avagy legszentebb titkunkkent tovdbb Grizzuk. Mig kordbban vették, csereberéltek az ilyen kepe-
ket, &s lehetett vellk bizonyos életkeri csopariok elatt dicsekedni, kesabh mindez mar litkolnivald hobhi, enyhe, de mindenképpen
széoyellnivald aberrdcid lesz. Mg [enykepeszeknél is gyakori vélemeny, hogy ,AKtol azért nem csindltam, mert a feleségem
kinyomta volna & szememet, ha megtudja”. Valdsdgos az idézet, név és cim a szerkesztaséqben, hiszen tudidk. Az eldugott kepek meg-
laldlasdndl is menjelenik a ravar, a rajtakapatisag, 4 lebukds érzése... s mindez szoros asszefipgésben van az akifota . |élekiandval ",
A fatdlexikonbeli meghatarozasra térngk vissza, de csak eqy gondolat erejéig. A7 eldszir hatdrozottan elkilaniti a ,miveszi” aktolog:
raliat, eredl részletezd madon ir, majd egy nagyvonald geszwssal ide tartozonak ismeri ¢l a csak érzeki dromoket okozd, Lpornogral”
felveteleket is. Ex teremt apropdt arra, houy leltegydk miis a kérdést: mi a kilonbség a ,miveszi™, a ,szolgaltatdi” &s a pornogral”
aktielvételek kazau? DOr. Gyulai Ferenc, a2 egyetlen magyar szakird. akinek tbb konyve is meajefent az akifényképezesril, 1936-ban
fgy probdlta meghatdrozni kedvenc mifajat: LA mivészi aktfénykep akkor &ri el a miveésai 1okelyt, amikor & nézd nem a ndi vagy férfi
glakot és meztelenséoet latja & képen, hanem a tokéletes formdkat, a tiszta elgondoldst ...Csak a nagyon elvetemlt ember az -ha a kep
tokelefes-, aki ilyenekben érzéki motivumakal keres... Az a leglesdjiobh vélemény eoy akUényképead résere, ha a kép siemlelele utdn
a1 akimodell cime utan érdekladnek.” Ezek szerint -amennyiben hisziink a neves szerzinek- csak akkor beszélhetink mivesai akiforo-
rl, amikor nincs mas viszonyunk a keéphez, mint & céllalan szemlglades, eszlétizalas, lormai elemekben vala I'art pour |art gyonyor-
kades? £s ahol meglepye észleljik geriedd nemi vagyunkat, az rigtan mehet a luii, pornogrdl kategariaba? Nines i1t valami rendben.
Hogy 4 tovabbiakban mégis haszndlhassuk ezeket a meghatdrozasokal, célszeriinek tartom a harom fogalmal megkilonbdztetni, s folya:
matosan siem eldtl tartani @ kilinhozo korok aktdbrazoldsainak szemlélése sordn. A mivészi- vagy annak nevezett aktiotd

a keprdmiveszetektdl divett, illetve a fotd specidlis nyelveddl szarmazd modokan fedezi fel szamunkra 2 testhen vaoy a test altal nyij-



lolt ldtvinyban valamelyik esztétikai kategdridt, a szépel, a megrenditdt (vagy éppen 4 ritat, ar esenddt). Arra hasndlia modelljél,
oy dltala esztétikai, filozdliai érzelmi vagy mas jellegd uzenetel sugdrozzek a nézdje szamara. Ebben az esetben viszont [ényegtelen,
sil lel sem teendd kérdes, hogy az intellektudlis vagy estétikai &Imeny mellett erzeki romdket is kazvetit, s6t! A masodik fajta ke-
pek Iétrefozdil az elabbitdl gydkeresen eltérd szdndékok vezérlik. Dehogy &rdekli Gket a gondolati vagy esatélikai tartalom, ar dzenel-
kozvetités. Az emberi érzékeket, nyilt vagy elfojtott vigyakal veszik célba kepeikkel: az ér2éki Gramhaz juttatds irdgyén el akarjak fo-
gadtalni nézdjokkel a ndvel rekldmozott terméket, &letstilust vagy mas, de szintén manipuldlt dolgol. Erdek-aki. De jobb hijan never-
ik inkabh ezt szolgdltatoi meatelenségnek, elesen szembedllitva a miveszi meztelenséggel. (Barha mindkettGben kizds a ket fisterep-
[d, & pucer modell és a fényképése). Persze a vizspalddas céljara itt szétvalasztont két alaptipus szamialan kizds ponten Erintkezik,
sokszor egyhe is mosadik. A mivészi aki unalmassd és kazimbssé lehet, ha nem hat valamiképpen érzékeinkre is; mig a ,fogyasatds-
ra" szdnt aklok gyakran nydlnak & mivésai akl esakdatdrdhoz, részben a kulurdlt megjelenés, részhen a legalizalhatosdg, eladhatdsdg
miatt. Volt idd, amikor mindkettdt tiltottdk, mdskor a mivészi mehetett, a masik nem, de azért titokban mindig készillek és terjediek
erek is. Gondoljanak csak a hatvanas-hetvenes évek kilkereskedelmi céonaptérokra, ahol a Magyararszdgon tiltott meatelen nakkel
adtak el a Terimpex, Chemolinpex &s még ki tudja hany pex druit. Nagy Kincs volt egy-eqy tavalyi laphot jutni, s at kiragasztani élel-
teriink valamelyik pontjdra. Tabbnyire szekrények belst oldala jihetelt szdmitdsba persze. Mindkét kategaridtal efkildnlten 41l a por-
nografia, amely a maga modjdn tulajdonképpen a legdszintéhb, legleplezetienehb kilejerésmad, hiszen |ényegében nem manipuldl, vagy
ha igen, a2t mosolyoglatoan primitiven teszi, altatdban nem bujik mas miifajok hata mage. Nyiltan vallalja, hogy semmi mast nem akar,
mint az emberek nemi vagyat minél gyorsabban, minél nagyobb hatdsfakkal felkelteni, fenntartani, kielégiteni. Fz Goyben mindent meg
is tesz, mindenre hajlandd, gondolva a legszélesebb néprétegek eltérd izlésére, a leglitkosabh gondolatokra is. Akar kiomondjuk, akar
nem, & pornografia fontos mifaj, elemi szikséq van rd, hiszen az altala bemutatott helyzeteket nem a [Enyképéss 6117 ki, azok nem
pornografia sajatossagai, ok csak megarokitik azt, amit mi is csindlunk vagy csindlndnk, s mastajta nyilvanossagol teremienek s szé-
mukra. Lényegehen a mi szémunkra. Mi vagyunk a megrendeldi, mi vagyunk a fogyaszioi, mi talaljuk ki, hogy mit tegyenek azok ketten,
vagy tabben. Ez akkor is igy van, ha a nyilvanosség Telé fordulva fintorquak, kopkidink, erklesi léngpalldst suhogtatunk, ki-ki habi-
fusahoz illden.

Bonyolult dolog ez. Az aki milvészinek nevezetl valtozata, aztdn a fogyasatasra szant, mondjuk erotikus kepek &5 az imént lag-
lall pornogrilia, ezernyi formaban, mindig, mindenitl egyszerre, egymds mellett Iétezett, Iétezik, I€teani fog. (Mikent Lenin sikardl).
Ahooy [attuk az imént, a véltozo korakban folyamatosan valtozo megitélés dintdtie el hogy mit. mikor. hol, hogyan lehetett belilik
megmutatni, mit vallalhattak nyiltan az emberek, s mi volt az, ami megmaradr titkosnak, dugottnak - s ha megtaldljdk, akkor binte-
tendinek, szégyelinivaldnak. Az idd sok mindent megudltoztatott. Ami egykor pornografidnak szamitotl, mara esetlen mivészi akiid
stelidill, s ar egykori fogyasitdsra szant aktok, pin up-gdrlok is @ maguk retusall szbrzetével, naivan csébos pozaikkal inkibb
derdt, irgniat keltenek, de mindenképpen més megitélés ald esnek, mint sajat korukban. Hogy egy adotl iddszakhan melyik orszdg-
han, mit hiztak meo tiréshatdrul a2 erkalesds (mivészi), az eratikus (kiesit malac) képek és a pornograf (fogyasutdi) aktabrazols-

sok kozdtt, a1 (Gbb dologtdl, foy az eqyéni és tdrsadalmi toleranciaképesseqldl, @ befogadak vérmérsekletétdl, az adott hely kultu-



rélis hagyomdnyaitdl, a demokrdcia erejétdl, vagy a diktatira elnyomd hatalmatel, & vallasossag fokatal... &s meg ezer dologtal fig-
nien alakull.

Nalunk egy idoben -mint minden- ez is politikai kérdés volt. Elhangzott @ peldamondal, én megprobalom idézni: .csak nem muia-
tunk meg egy szocialista dolgozd nit pucéran az imperialistaknak?!” Alighanem minden dikiatorikus, antidemokratikus térsadalom es-
kidt ellensége az akifénykepezésnek. A liherdlisabh rendszerekben egy-egy hulldm, tetdzes nyoman ez is visszadll arra a szintre, ame-
Iyel silydnak, jelentdségének kiszinhetien megérdemel, azaz nem csindlnak 161 nagy Ugyet belile. Agyival nem linek veréhre. Akinek
Letsaik, megveszi vagy hozzajut mas legalis dton, akinek nem fontos, az nem tarddik vele. A szabalyozas maximum addig terjed, hooy
akil nem érdekel, az még véletlendl se botolhassek bele,

Mindazoknak az alkotGknak, akik gy érzik, hogy & mextelenséonel, a2 emberi testtel még van mit elmondaniuk, kifejezniik, aha-
tatlanul meg kell ismerniitk az eldttok alkorak munkdit, e témban Kesziilt képeit, s el kell togadniuk, hogy a jo aktfoto fegaldbh annyi-
[a jellemad arra a korra, tarsadalomra, amelyben keszilt, mint egy eseményfotd vagy riportkép. A tisztaniatashoz el kene meg danteni
nehany soha meg nem valaszolt kérdest. Példdul eat: Minden foto aktfoto-e, amin meztelen ember van? Nyilvan nem, de akkor probal-
juk meghatdroeni, milyen kritériumok megléte szikséges ahhoz, hogy eqvdltaldn akifelvételrdl beszéihessink! Vagy ezeket Eay vapy
tibb ember kell, hooy legyen rajtuk? A paros vagy csoportos aki is lehet mivészi? Lényeges szempont-e, hogy a képen 1évd modellek
valamit csindlianak? Teliesen meztelendl kell, hooy legyenek, vagy mennyi ldssék a lestieloletbdl minimalisan (gs hol), hogy akirol
szofhassunk? Fontos-g @ kép keszitésének célia? (Azaz, hogy a létrehozdi szandek eleve mivészi indittatasi volt-e?) £s igy tovabb,

Aki pedig ezek utdn is azt yondolja, hogy az aktfényképeaésnél a modell vetkfzik le, § lesz meztelen, az valdszindleq téved. Yagy
legalabb is erdsen egyszerisiti, szimplifikalia a helyzetel. Mert én -meglehetds szdmi aktfotot dtnézve mdr- act hiszem, hooy nincs
még ey ilyen mifaj, ahol az alkotd ennyire meztelen, kifigyelhetd, tertenerhetd lenne. Az akifénykep -optimalis esethen- kiesit hason-
lit 4 pstichidter divanydra, ahol minden kiderilhel. Egy-két akifold még nem, de egy aktlotés pdlya biztosan kiegésziti, feliliria a7 akt-
fotds hivatalos életrajzdt. Bdr nines ra kankrgl adalunk, de feltetetelezheljuk, hogy a vildg elsd szdr elkészilt fénykepe kaziu mir
voll goy vagy libb aktfelvéte! is. (Mert a2 ember mindiy azt [énykepezi, ami érdekli, s az fiksz, hooy eleinket is foglalkoztatts @ mez-
telen n. Erre mi vagyunk a hizonyitgkok). Nagyjabol tehdt biztosan allithatjuk, amivel inditatiuk esszénket, hooy az aktlénykeépezés

egyidds magaval a fénykepezéssel, s benne a mivésai, ar erotikus & a pornograf szdlak storosan osszefonva alkotjak az egészel.
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KAROLY KINCSESS THE NUDE MDDEL

IF | wish there is no simpler genre within photography than the nude. Impressions of a nude person or people an @ photosensitive layer. Why should
we hother, make a fuss about it, that s all Lo it.

It I wish, there is not 3 single genre within photography that is more complex than the nude. Every age, style and technique have had a new
approach tawards the triviality of the nacked human body. 1t can be observed from various aspects, the most straight lorward ol which is the
historical approach, since the art of taking photographs has existed for 165 and the nacked body a little longer, so everything was given Lo nude
photagraghy to be born. So, it was.

This genre can also be observed from the point of view of different styles. There is the classical and modern, non-figurative and surrealist,
pictorialist and documentalist everyone can choose according to their liking. Nudity can be abserved from various perspectives which are only
connected to art periferically, The ethnographical, cultural antropological, psychological, sexalopical and other approaches are well known.

tach has its own way and methad of analysing (he same thing. The nacked buman body. Which all have one in common, which all can
immartalise if they wish and have the necessary lechnical support and which everyone likes to watch in solitude or in company, which is
undisputedly connected fo our basic instincts, which is a popular subject of most arl forms not only photooraphy. | will not go any further since it
is clear that out of the two wishes | listed at the beginning of my essay | have chosen (he second: So that | assume that there cannot be a more
complex and equally problematic gence in the realm of art. | will therefore try to find a way, which is not the only possible one, but certainly clear
and might lead us out of this forest of complexity. It dogs not have to be chosen, but could be.

Let's answer the asic questions first: What's nude photography? And why is it so often the subject of graphic art and within that photogra-
phy? There are less simple nuestions | could ask, but everyone should find their own answers to them. Such questions are like these: Is nude
phatography a form of art or not? What matters really, is the outcome or what feads to it? Let’s call a spade & spade, what role does the little, not
even a little or completely suppressed libido play in photographing nudity? Is undressing people in a refined mode and depicting them in their state
a private or @ public affair? Has photographing the nude budy developed from one stage to another or not aver the years? There are numerous
questions that could be asked, so | will now try to answer the twg basic ones.

As far as | am concerned the history of nude phatography can be told by pulling together the three seemingly unconnected threads of the story.
The so called artistic nude, then the nudity in service that is magazine photos, commercials, the applied nudity and further more pornography are
what | mean fy the three threads. To complicale matters nan of the threads are stead-fast. Sometimes one moves closer (o the other or the ather
way round. Diten we cannot 1ake the work of art as our starting point of analysis, but the context where it appears, the situation that brought it to
light. Therefore it is important to know, observe the cause that triggered off the creation of a particular work of art. It is not easy af all, since
obviously most claim that their work depicting @ nude madel is art. | do not wish ta give an introductory lecture on art, but at Ieast we should pay
more altention (o one characteristic of it when referring o art: art does not copy, reproduce, but with its own means creates a new quality. It does
not set the person peering a nude body through his camera’s viewing lens an easy task.

Art photography often realizes that depicting only beauty, only perfection, so the ideal cannot be its single objective, since nudity in its real,



exposed, provoking, sensual or in its fading, ageing state can have a moral sense. Moreover the better of them can convey abstract mental and
emotional meaning. New pholos were taken in this mentality, which were distinct from the undoubtedly existing examples of paintings and
sculptures dating back much earlier in time. Unfortunately, besides these there have always been photos in large quantities thal cannat tackle the
constantly ehanging challenge of the nude body and try to comply with the age ald tradition, imitating with servility the clichés of the photos taken
twenty, fifty, one hundred years ago often in a much worth quality, of course. These are also intended to be works of art, since they were not taken
to be published in magazines, they are not obviously pornographic.

Therefore it must be pointed out in the beginning that the quality, timeliness, modernity will not change the method of classification, we might
only say that this is a bad, boring, banal artistic nude photo, while that is a goad, exciting, modern pornographic photo.

After this short intermezzo let’s return Lo the basic question, how nude should be defined?

Numerous definitions have been born with time. They are pretty similar in many respects, but they differ in one: the place where in their awn
lime draw the line hetween the threg forms of nudity and in relation to this how they decide what they approve of, allow, penalize. The mos!
prudish only accepts what has just now been cruticized above, the absolutely eratic free representations of nudity and allegorical reproductions of
abstract ideals and aesthetic cathegories. On (hese grounds everything else is characterized as parnograghic and the approved (emasculated) nude
is hypacritically used for sell-justification and prohihiting. The Victorian era’s early nude photos are good examples of Ihis or the artistic or
nublicable as they were called phatos of the equally strict —in this matter- socialist ra. But it does not depend on the political system. You must
be familiar with the famous Story of André Kertész with the American trustee who laid down the conditions of cutting off the part of the photo with
the pubic hair to him. We, in this region, in one respect {thinking strictly only of photagraphing nude badies) suffer from its legacy, nat to mention
the anomaly that during the course of history it has always been the actual autharity or ils representative who had the right to decide about what
is to be considered “demoralizing porn” and 8 “work of art”. And he nol only decided but accarding to his evaluation punished and praised on his
own way. Therg was almost no one Lo ask (his question: What is the authority, politics doing on the field of art? Why does it interfere even in this
matter? It can be illustrated well by the passage cited from the preface of the photo encyclopaedia in 1963 "photographing nude: the preservation
of the nude human body through the means of photography. Due to the sensitive nature of the subject nude is one of the most problematic fields of
the art of photography. The art of photographing nude can have double aim: the preservation of the ideal of the society by photographing a
beautiful bady or an unsightly body to express criticism of the society in which the human being was ruined and distorted.

As the general belief about the human body changed and photography advanced, (he art of nude photo was also influenced yreatly: the old
symholic, stalic, often dauby photos were replaced by a more real more dynamic and couragenus representation,

In a wider sense the art of photographing nude can be extended to those photas which have no artistic value and were purely taken for lust.
To make such photos available on the market is unlawful.” Weird, isn’t it? | would not be able to make such thing up myself. If you do not helieve
it you can read the whole lext its available on the selves of every public library.

I still do not want to waste mare time on this, It would be unseemly from a gentleman Lo comment such an oginion. Let's conten! ourselves
with the fact that the nude and the “general taste” formed about it -and the behaviour of the clergymen acting was guided by it- always depended

on the actual political system, culture. It was broadcast in 1998 on the radio that a nude painting exhibition was opened in Ching in the presence



of the vice-minister of Culture and it was a “huge” success. No wonder why since depicting a nude body had been forbidden in the Holy Empire for
almost 2000 years. The example is extreme, of course. IS only aim is to make it generally accepted that taking nude photos has never been and
will never he the business of a particular genre of art, therefore we must nat apply only measures of aesthetics and arl histary when we try Lo
understand, judge (hese works.

| will not try to give the one hundred and seventeenth definition ol nude. What lar? There is no need for that. | would rather point out 1he
integrated analytic method mentioned earlier; in my opinion, in case of each and every noe illustration the work of arl, the purpose of creation,
the inspiration and the circumstances of the creation should be considered together and in integration. The photo analyaed Irom three aspets could
reveal he secret of some unanswered questions in the future. Moreover it would worth looking carefully at the appearance of nude photos and the
way they were stored in different periods of time, because it would call our attention 10 many interesting details retrospectively. Most younger-
adolescents, teenagers and adults have such photos. Earlier they were stored hetween pages of hooks. in wallets, now they are in canfidential
figlds on the computer, seco jedno. As they slowly grow older, as we grow older, as they settle down, as we settle down, as they starl a family, as
we have started a lamily- they hide these photos or leave them behind, we hide them or [eave them at the 1ast station of our boyhoad or we save it
as our most sacred secret. Why earlier such photos were bought, exchanged, they were used to boast aboul within particular age arougs. later if
became a hobly to be hidden, 4 slight, but by all means 8 shameful aberration. [t is a general apinion even amang phatagraphers that "I haven not
Laken nude photos because my wife would have poked my eyes out if she had found out." This quotation is lrue, name and address is in 1he editor's
office. You most probably know that when the hidden photos are found ung has the feeling of being caught and netting nabbed .. and all these are
tlosely linked to the “psycholooy” of nude photogranhy. | wauld like 1o refer back to the definition in the photo encyclopaedia just to mentinn ong
more thing. First it makes it clear what nude photographs are o be considered “art” and deseribes it in detsil and then on 4 large scale. adds to
the "pornographic” photos made purely to amuse to (e same group. It gives food for thought: what is the difference hetween the “artistic”,
“performance” and “pornographic” nude phatos? Or Ferenc Gyulai is the only expert wha has published several hooks on nude photography. The
definition of his favourite genre in 1936 was the following; “The artistic nude photo achieves the desirable art effect when the spectator does not
see the female or male figure and nudity in the photn, but the perfect forms, 1he clear idea .. Only a wicked person-if the photo is olherwise
perfect-seeks erotic motives in it....The most disappointing opinion from the artist's point of view if they ask for the address of the nude model
alter having seen the photo.” Reflecting upon this opinion -if we believe the famous author-we can only talk about an artistic nude photo when our
only relationship to the photo the aimless lvoking, aestheticism, I'art pour I'art admiration of formal elements. And if a1 the sight of 2 photo we
feel aroused that can oo siraight into the yuck! porn categary?

There is sumething wrong here. In order to be able to use these terms | feel the need lor clarilication ol the three of them and we mus! bare
this in mind when yoing through the various stages of the history of nude photography . The artistic, or just su called nude photography tries to
discover in the body or in the sight of the body one of the aesthetic categories, the beautiful, the shocking, {or the ugly, the Irail). 11 uses its model
{0 convey aesihetic, philosaphical, emotional of other meanings 1o its observer. In this case it would be indilferent, in fact unnecessary 1o ask
whether the photo conveys sensuous pleasure hesides the emotional and inteliectual one, actually! The creators of the second type phatos are

insgired by totally different intentions. They cannat he bothered aboul philosophical or aesthetic meaning or conveying a message. They aim at 1he
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human desire for lust, may it be open or suppressed: fulfilling Such desires of viewers they want (hem 1o accept the advertised product, lifestyle
or something else thal is also manipulative.

[nterest driven-nude. But with no better term available we can call il the nudity for the supplier's sake, contrasting it with the artistic
nudity. (Although the actors are the same in both case the mode! and the photographer.) 01 course, the two type of nude photography that have now
been distinguished for the sake of careful observation, collide at various points. The artistic nude may get boring after a while if it does not have
an effect on our senses too, while the nude photos "to be consumed” often have artistic valug in order ta be suitable for publication, to be
legalized and to sell well. There were times when bath were prohibited, then the artistic was allowed pul the other was still taken and spread.
Just think of the foreign trade company calendars of the 60°s, which sold the Terinpex, Chemalinpex and who knows how many pex products with
the nude model photos prohibited in Hungary. The skill with which one could lay their hand on a copy and put it up in their home was highly
valued. Most of the time anly the ingide of a cupboard could be used for this purgose, of course. The pornograghic nude stands on its own,
separated from both the above mentioned categories. It is, in its own way, the most honest, open way of expression in photography of all, for it
does not try to manipulate or if it does, it does it in a smile provoking primitive way and does not try to hide behind other genres. It is siraight
forward that it does nol have another desire, but to arouse people as fast an as effectively as it possibly can and then it tries to maintain this state
and satisfy in the end. To achieve this pornographic phatography is willing to do anything and everything laking into consideration the hidden
needs, desires and different taste of even (he widest seoments of society. Admit it or not the pornography is an important genre of photography,
there is a greal demand lor it, since the situations it illustrates are not the ideas of the photographer, they are not characteristic of the genre, they
only show what we 0o or would do with different publicity. We demand, we consume, we decide what those two or more in the photo should do.
[tis true even if we publicly show disnust, spit and sway our fiery sword of moral each to his liking.

It is not an easy matter. The artistic form of nude photography and then the erotic phatos on the market and the pornagraphic photos
mentioned above have always existed, exist and will exist in various forms, tagether and parallel. (Like Lenin)

As we have seen above the shifting time has brought along constant chane in the judgement of nude photography. What, when, where, how
could be shown of these photos, what could be openly admitted or should remain secret, hidden- and il someone is found oul than was punished and
had to be ashamed of having them. Time has changed many things. What once was considered pornography, now became artistic nude, and the old
lime nudes with the pin-up girls with their retouched pubic hair, in those naiv eratic postures are now considered ironic, but definitely judged
differently than in their own time. Where the line was drown between (he morally right (artistic), the eratic (a bit naughty) photos and (he
pornographic (consomer) illustrations at different times always depended on the other factors, such s personal and social tolerance, the observers
own taste, the cultural traditions of the place, the strength of democracy and the power of dictatorship, level of religious devation. . ...and thou-
sands of other things.

Here in Hunoary for @ period of time it was a political issue-just like everything else. The following was told, so | can only repeal it
“we won't just show a socialist woman to the imperiBalists?" Most prabably all the tatalitarian, antidemocratic society s the enemy of nude
phatography. In more liberal systems after some ups and downs this matter usually setties at a point thal it is naturally deserves, namely we do

not make much fuss gbout it. They do nol shoat a sparrow with a cannan. Those who like il can buy it or get hold of a copy in a different legal way,



[hose who take little interestin it do not care. .. The level of control does not reach over the point where it is overseen that those who do not want
ta see such photos should not even come across any accidentally,

All those artists who think that they still have some ideas to express through a nude photo should be familiar with the photos taken earlier
and they should accept the fact that a good nude photo is as characteristic of the period in which it was taken as a photo taken of an event or
a press photo. To get a clear picture some never answered questions should be answered. For example this: Every photo of an undressed person is
a nude phato? Dbviously not, but then we should try to define what features are ingvitable to call a photo nude!

Or these; One or twa people should be in them? Could & photo of @ nude pair or oroup be artistic? Is it necessary for the models to do
something in the picture? Should they be totally naked or how much should be shown of their body (and at which part) to call the photo nude?
Is the purpose of taking the photo important? (It means that was it taken after an arlistic inspiration) And so on.

Who still thinks that in case of nude photography the model gets undressed, she is naked is most probably mistaken. Or at least Iries 1o
simplify the problem a great deal. Because |-who have looked through a number of nude photos- think that there is not another genre of
photography where the artist would be so necked, abservable, defenceless.

The nude photo-in an optimal case- is a little like the psychiatrists couch, where everything could be revealed. Dne or two photos do not but
a career of nude photography definitely completes and overwrites the biography of the artist. Although we have no hard evidence, but can assume
[hat there was one or even more nude phatos among the first hundred photos taken in the world. (Because people take photos of things they are
interested in and our ancestors were curious aboot naked women for sure. We are the proof of this.)

By and larae we can state, what we started our essay with, thal nude photography is as old as photagraphy itsell and the artistic, erotic and

nornographic are tightly connected and together make & whole.



A XIV. ESZTERGONI

FOTOGRAFIAI BIENNALE DIJAZOTTUAL

A Nemzeti Kulturdlis Ordkség Minisztériumdnak fidijat TELEK BALAZS nyerte el.

Esztergom Varos Onkormanyzatdnak nagydijat DETVAY JENG kapta.

A Magyar Alkotdmiveszek Orszagos Egyesilete dijat KERI GASPAR nyerte el.

Az Esztergomi Mérndkiroda dijit BALLA ANDRAS,

a1 Esztergami Varosszépitd Alapitvany dijat KEMENESI ZSUZSA,

az Esttergomi Mivészek Céhe dijal HEGEDOS 2 LASZLO,

a Forte Fotokémiai Rt és a Tripont cég dijat JUHASZ LASZLO,

4 Magyar Fotdmivészek Szdvetséaének plakettiét és kanyvdijat SZILAGYI LENKE nyerte el.

Av Esatergomi Fotografiai Biennalé 2006, évi eoyéni kidllitasi lehetdsegét TELEK BALAZS,

a Miro Galériahan megrendezendd eqyéni térlat lehetdségét KERI GASPAR kapta meg.

A ZSORITESEN
2004, dprilis 26-4n a Budapest Galéria Kidllitéhazaban BARANYAL ANDRAS képaimivése, egyetemi tandr,
FABIAN LASTLO miveszeti ird, faszerkesztd, HARIS LASILO fotografus, KINCSES KAROLY foramuzenligus, mizeumigazgati,
KONIG FRIGYES festimivész, tanszékvezetd egyetemi tandr, MARKOVICS FERENC fotmilvesz, SZEMADAM GYDRGY festamivess,

mivészeti ird, TOROK TAMAS mivészettoriéncs és KOLLAR HILDA mivészeti eldadd vett részt.



AWARD-WINNERS

OF THE XIV. BIENNIAL FESTIVAL OF PHOTOLRAPHY IN ESZTERGON

The award of the Ministry of National Cultural Heritage went to BALAZS TELEK.

The award of the Council of Esztergom went to JENG DETVAY.

The award of the Association of Hungarian Artists went to GASPAR KERI.

The award of the Board of Engeneers in Esztergom went to ANDRAS BALLA

The award of the Local Trust for a Beautiful Town went to ZSUZSA KEMENESI

The award of the Guild of Artist in Esztergom went to LASZLO HEGEDUS 2

The award of the Forte Photoacademy Sharehold Co. And the Tripont Co.went to LASZLO JUHASZ

The plaguette and book award of the Hungarian Photographers Association went 1o LENKE SZILAGYI.

A chance for an individual exhibition on the 2006. Biennial Festival of Photography was given to BALAZS TELEK

A chance for an individual exibition in the Miro Galery was given to GASPAR KERL.

THE JURY MEMBERS WERE
On 26. April 2004. in the Budapest Galery’s Exhibition ANDRAS BARANYAI artist, university
professor, LASZLO FABIAN writer, senior editor, LASZLO HARIS photographer, KAROLY KINCSES photomuseologist, museun
director, FRIGYES KONIG painter, professor and head of university department, FERENC MARKOVICS photographer,
GYORGY SZEMADAM painter, writer, TAMAS TOROK arthistorian and HILDA KOLLAR art lecturer.
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Balizs ® A7 asrtal / The table w 2004
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|

ALMER Zsuzsa

Ezeregyéjszaka meséi = The Arabian Nights = 2004. = Digitalis nyomat / Digital press =  40x50 cm

B. KISS Gahriella

Oreg Maya L./ 0id Maya I-Ill. = 2004. = Digitalis fotd / Digital phots = 3 db/ 3 p. 16,8x29,9 cm



BALLA Andras
Ars Amandi 1-9. = 1999, »

Femkivalasztasos, arany-eziist feliiletii fotografiak / Metalselective, photos with a gold-silver plating = 9 db / Gp. 24x30 cm

» )
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BERENY! Gyula
Alom / Dream = 2004. «
Digitalis technika / Digital technigue =

40x30 em

CSIKOS Arpad

Selyemalom / Silkdream = 2004, =

Color film / Colour film = 18,5%x18,5 cm

BiRO Csilla

Alvi-tér / Sleeping-space « 2004. «

Kodak Academy film, negativ digitalizélva / Kodak Academy film, digitalization of negativ = 180x61 cm




DIENES Istvan

Torzd / Torso = 2002. = vegyes/ mixed = 18x28 cm

BAKOS Veronika
Karok I. / Arms |. = 2004, =

Digitalis fotd / Digital photo = 20x26 em

BERKE! Csaba
Betty B. = Szines negativ film / Colouring of negative =
3 db 13x18 cm, 1db 30x60-as keretben /

13x18 cm, in one 30x60 frame

i
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DETVAY Jend
Néég 1-4. / Female Branch 1-4. = 2004. =

Polaroid 665, digitalis print = 5§0x50 cm
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- /’7 EIFERT Janos

Op Art tanulmany / Op Art Study = 1993, =
FF/BW = 25x37 cm

-_"=

FARKAS Antal Jama

Orsi szineshen / Orsi in colours = 2002, = Szines fotd / Colour photo = 70x100 cm

>
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GALL Szabolcs
Nagyanyaink a millt homalyabal lll. / Our Grandmothers from the Mists of the Past Il =

2004. = Egyszinid képalkotas / Single colour technique = 21x30cm

‘ FENYVESI Maté

Womanarium . = 1999, =

Ft eziist-bromid / BW silver-bromid = 24x31 cm

n
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GELLER B. Istvn
Alapertelmezett Akt-Art doboz /
Fundamental Nude-Art box =
1973-2004. =

Applikacio: dobozok + fotd /

Application: boxes + photo

GARAMI Richard
Hataktok I. / Mude Backs [. = 1989. =
FF eziisthromid / BW silver-bromide =

3db/ 3 p. 16x22cm



GYENES Zsolt

Séra/ Sarah = 2003. « Monochrom fotd, print negatividl / Menochrom photo, print from negativ = 50x50 cm

n



3AktA.B.C.D/ 3Nude A B, C 0w 2003. « Agfa negatividl / Agfa negativ = 20x28 cm, 23x20 cm

as1

3

HEGEDDS 2L

32x21.5 cm, 32x22 em
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GERGELY Sandor
Boldogasszony / The Blessed Virgin = 1988. «

Agfacrom szendviesdidrdl cibachrome kipia / Agfachrom cibachrome cody from slide =

26x41 cm 40x50 cm-es kerethen / 26x41 cm, in a 40x50 frame

GYURJAN Eszter

Elisewin 1-3. g 2004. = Nlusztrdcid A. Baricco Tengerdcean c. kinyvéhez / Mustration to A. Baricco Seaocean hook =

9x12 cm-es sikfilm, zselatinos eziist nagyitds / 9x12 cm sheet film, gelatin silver enlargement = 3db / 3 p. = 20x27 cm



JUHASZ Laszlo

Csabitas / Temptation = 2003. = FF nagyitas / BW enlargement = 16x16 cm, 30x30 cm-es keretben = 16x76cm, in @ 30x30-as frame

K
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HEMRICH Karoly

Mozgashan / fn Motion = 2000. = BxB negativ montézs / 6x6 negativ montage = 38x23 cm és 38x 26 cm (alld)

S S

KALMAR Lajos
Pola 14. = 2004. = Print sepia = 24x30 cm
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HERBST Rudolf

Kimeriilten I-II. / Exhausted I-Il. = 2004 « Szines izohélia és eredeti be-exponélva / Colour izohelia and exposure
made in the original = 21x30 ¢m, 30x40 em

KAROLY Sandor Aron
Csak te / Only You = 2004. = Camera obscura = 39x48 cm

£}



k1

KEMENESI Zsuzsanna
Nyolcadik hdnap / The Eighth Month = 2001. = Bromeziist zselatin nyomat / Bromide-silver elatin print = 10x15 ¢cm
iitidik generacid - Gnarckép a dédmamam Agyaban / Fifth eneration - Self-portrait in my reat-grandmother's bad = 2002. =

Brameziist zselatin nyomat / Bromide/silver elatin print = 19x24 cm

Kaszivii ember / Callous Man = 2001. = Brémeziist zselatin nyomat / Bromide-silver elatin print = 9x13 ¢m




]



KERI Gaspar

Akt L-II. / Nude I.-1l. = 2004. = Fényérzékenyitett aluminium / Photosensitive aluminium = B6x57 cm, 25x25 cm

Akt Il / Nude M. = 2004. = Ff fota / BV phate = 50x60 em
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KONDAKOR Laszl6
White# 1 = 2000. = fotd / photo = 42x32 cm
Blackit 1. = 2002. = Digitalis / Digital « 50x60 cm

KOVACS Endre

Interieurs = 1977/1990. «» Ff foto, szépia / BW photo, sepia = 6x12 cm




KGRMOCZI Csaba

Megfagyott kinnycseppek / Frozen tears = 2003. =
Digitélis fotd / Digital phato = 30x20cm

KRANICZ Andras KUNCKEL Zoltan
Kulcscsont / Collar-bone = 2003. = részlet / detail =

Demonia I-Il. A Caracas-Budapest sorozathdl / A Caracas-Budapest series =
Fi fotd / BW photo = 2db / 2 p. 21,5x31,5 cm

2004. « FF negativ nagyitasok, miiteremfény /

Ff negativ enlargement artifical light = 3 db / 3 p. 20x30cm

Ll
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LUKACS Orsolya
V.-1., V.-2. = Digitalis fotd RA-4 print / Digital photo RA-4 print =
21x30 em

LOKOS Zoltén
Timi = 2003. =

Szines papirkép. digitalis technika = Colour photastat, digital technique = 21x30 cm

MATHE Andrés

Lany fekszik a kereveten / Girl laying on the Sofa = 2002. = Ff fotd vaszonpapiron / BW laid paper = T0x50 cm



' MATHE Andras
Nyari délutan II. / Summer Afternoon If. =
2002. = Szines papitkép / Colour photostat =

70x50 ¢m

MATRAI Istvén
Festd parafrazisok (Sevrat-Dali). / Painting paraphrases (Seurat-Dali). »

2004. = 30x40 cm 50x70 cm-es keretben / 30x40 cm, in a 50x70 frame

MATKOCSIK Andras
Félakt / Halfnude = 1985.
Elemlampaval rajzolt fotd (b iddvel) / Phots drown by a torch (b time) =

24x30cm, 30x40cm-es kerethen / 24x30cm, in a 30x40cm frame

It
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\ L \M MODOS Gabor

Tilll / Tulle = 2004. = Digitalis fotd / Digital photo » 26x40 cm

MOLDOVAN Csaha

Venus Il = 2004. =

Kezi nagyitas ff papirra /

Manual enlrgement on ff paper =

24x36 cm

NAGY Zopan

Milt-idéza I-11l. /

Recollection of the Past.. .-l =
2002. = FF, fota /BW, phato =
3db / 3p. 13x18 cm,

25,5x52.5 cm-es kerethen /

13x18 cm, in a 25,5x52.5 frame



NAGY Istvan
Tonett Alom. 5.kipia / Tonette Dream. 5.copy = 2001. =
Meritett papir, eziist emulzic / Mould-made paper,

silver peeling of the emulsion = 37,7x55,5 cm

o MOLNAR Zoltén
Shae L e Viz alatt 1-3. / Under Water 1-3. =
Hagyomanyos szines fotdtechnika /
Traditional coulour photo technique =
[ Jdb / 3 p. 50x60 cm, B67x80 cm-es kerethen /
$ . 50x60 cm, ina 67480 cm frame
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PAPP Elek
Cim nélkiil / Untitled = 2004. »

Ultracrome archival Epson = 24x37cm

PASZTOR Gabor
2003. I-Il. = vegyestechnika /

Mixed technigue = 28x23 cm



RIDOVICS Andras
Ketteshen (két par) / In Twos (two couples) = 2003. = FF papirkép / BW photostat » 25,5x38 cm

Japan szeretd / Japanese Lover = 2002 = Vaszon print / Canvas print = 117x170 ¢m

Ll
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SERES Géza

Akt feliilettel 2.m., 3.m., 6.m. / Mude with a Surface
2.m., 3.m., 6.m. = 2001, » Tobbszirisen exponalt
6x9 cm-es diardl nitro transzfer nyomat /

Nitro transfer print from a 6x8 slide an which

several exposures were made. = A/4

SIKLOS Péter
Térdeld akt / Kneeling Nude = 2003.
Ff szinezett fotd / BW coloure photo =

60x80 cm



SIMON Csilla
Ausia / Asia = 1994-2004. = Bromeziist, eqyedi keépi mddositas 1/1

Bromide siver individval manual alterarton 1/1 = 16x22 cm

SZABO Béla
Paros I. / Pair /. = 2000. = FF / BW = 30x40 cm

48



BT L T e STASTKG Antal

Y-~ 3 J -(-'.".l'-'. I,,..,:"J}‘:,,'-‘r‘-‘""‘:--'j;' e
’:’-‘ . ' F“f . Azerdd lanya / The Daughter of the Forest = 2003, =
b A 'i- FF, régi tiikar+fortem fotéemulzié /
'l BW. ald mirror+fortem photoemulsion = 46,5x33 cm

.:'f-'.L
¥
#II .
S, WM
L= ien™ = 3 T

L

SZABO Rabert Gabor

Eden / Fden = 2004. w Digitalis fotd, vegyes technika / Digital photo, mixed technigue = 34x13x5 cm




SZEL Agnes
Maya = 2003. =

Kodak 400 = 62x62 cm

TESCH Katalin
Mezteleniil (a sorozathal) /
Nacked, from serie = 2003. =

fota / phote = 12db 10x13,5 cm
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dr. SARKOZI Eva
Belsi kirdk / faner Circles =

(technika nem kizélt) / (technique is nat iven)

TOTH Jézsef
Nagyapa hagyatéka / Grandfather's Legacy = 2004. =

Digitélis print / Digital print = 30x40 cm



SZILAGYI Lenke

Titkok 1-2. / Secrets 1-2. = 2004. = FF fotd / BW photo Zp. = 2db 25x39 cm

Lk}
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TELEK Balazs

Atotel / The Armehair = 2004 « Fotdanamortizis, FF sajatkezii nagyitason haritalt papir / Photoanamorphozis, ff persanally enlarged barited paper «  30x30x25 cm
Elnyilds / Straching out = 2004. = Kiteritett anamorf kép, FF sajétkezii nagyitason baritalt papir / Outspread anamorph photos, Ff personally enlarged barite paper =
4570 cm, félkir alaki 58 cm / 45x70 cm semi-circle shape 58 cm

Teremtettek / Tite Created = 2004. Kiteritett anamorf kép, FF sajatkezii nagyitason baritalt papir / Outspread anamomh photos, Ff personally enlarged

45x70 cm, félkdr alakil 58 cm / 45x70 em semi-circle shape 58 cm

\

e
- —

/
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Ajégi / The Yagi 2004, Fotéanamorfizis, FF sajétkezi nagyitéson haitélt papic / Photoanamorahazis, Ff personally enlarged barited paper = 30x30x25 cm
Kisétés / Temptation = 2004. = Kiteritett anamorf kép, FF sajdtkezi nagyitisan baritaht papir / Outspread anamorah photas, Ff personally enlarged harite paper =
46x70 cm, flkir alaki 58 e / 4570 cm semi-cirle shape 58 cm

Tormulés / Distortion = 2004, = Kiteritet anamorf kép, FF sajétkezil nagyitson baitél pagit / utspread anamorh photos, Ff personally enlarged berie paper =
45x70 om, félki alaki 58 cm / 4570 em semi-gicle shape 58 cm




TOTH-VADNAI Gabor

Aktus II. / Intercourse Il =
2003. = digitalis / digital =
30x30 cm, 40x50 cm-es kerethen /

30x30 cm, in a 40x50 cm frame

UJVARI Gabor

Gy.8Z.IV. = 2004. =«

FF film, monokrdm print /

BW film, monachrome print =

14x14 cm



PLRLLE

TUNDO Kléra

Akt I-II. / Nude I-ll. « 2004. =

Nagyitas, eziist zselatin fotapapiron /

Enfargement, on silver elatin photographic paper =

100x140 cm

VARGHA Mark Péter
Fiist és akt IX. / Smoke and Nude IX. « 2004.
Digitalis eredeti fotopapiron /

Digital on original photographic paper = 30x40 cm

51
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VARRO Norbert
Gyirott brlepel / Crumpled Skin = 2001. =
Hagyomanyos barit papir / Traditional barite paper =

17x25 em

ZANA Krisztian
#64. = 2004. = Analog technika, negativ /

Analogous technigue, negative = 50x50 cm



A KIALLETOVYT KEPEK JEGYZEKE

LIST OF WORKS

= 1808

» Kid [ Fatd

GARAMI Richard
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ALMER Tsursa
B. XIS Gabrielle

EAKDS Voranika
WALLA hadrds

BERENTI Gyuls
BEANED Caabe

AING Caille
L3R03 Arpid

HETHAY Jead
NIEHES Iatuin

FIFERT Jinus

FARKEAS Antal Jama

FENYVES] Mati

BALL Seabales
BANAMI Richdrd

GELLER B, fetvdn

EERGELY Sandur
GYERES T30l

EYORJAN Esnter

Wichetangeio madellje 111 = Z004. = Digilalis ryamal = 46x50 om
Trereqyéisreka mese) = 2004 = Digtdls nyomat = A0eE0 em
Oreq Maya b = 2004 = Digitilis ot = 3 5 16,8009 0 om
Weaya a1V = 2064 = Dinitlis loto = 4 g0 16.8x28.8 o
KAROR 11.¢ 2064, = Diitdls foig = 2026 cm

ARS AAANDI 1-§. = 1999. = Femkiilastidons, arany-ezast felaleti forografik = 6 24130 e
KAFCSOLAT |-3.= 1593, = Femkivalasitdsos. arany-ealst feilenitotografidk = 3 db 38ekl om
KETTOS TORZC = 1997, = i flviele panirra ecseitel nagyicasker = 30280 om

PARQRA VENDEGHAL! 1990, = Bromeaistzseletin = 40e50 cm

AET VASZONAEP = 1839, = Visioa, emolid, arasylieusos utdsrinezs = 2 db 6s0 cm
BOROSTYAN MAE NEACTE 60, STOLETESNARLAN = 1048 = Drimeaist sselatin = 24x30 e

ALOM = 2804 = Dt techmika = 40130 cm

FERFI KERERPAR = Saines negativ fm-fnstes = 304D cey, ADGED s keretbien

BABAGLA = Srings negativ film-festés = 3040 cm 40a50 o2 heretben

PRRDS TORTENET = Ssines negati Flimfastés = 7 15270 cm = 30005 cves hereen

BETTY 8. = Soines negativ film = 3 db 13x18 cm 100 33060 - esikerethen
AYG-TER = 2004, = Vadak Acadsmy fim, aegativ digitalizalva = 180181 em
YEIEST = 2003 = Color file = 27,5018 3 0m

DARK AOOK = 2064, » Calar film = 215118,3 cm

(DS ALDN = 2008, = Calor i = 185255 tm

A NYUGALM FILLANATAL = 2800, Coor fim = Z350385¢m
BETTY BLUE = 2004 = Calar il = 18,5¢27.5 ¢y

MONDAY DAWH = 7004, = Calor film = 1852185 cm
SEIVEMALOM = 2004. = Coloe fim = 18.5¢18 5 cm

MASANY = 7004, = Colar film = 1850145 em

NOAG 14, = 2004, = Polarcid 05, il pint = 50650 em
220 ALOM = 2000 = vegyes = 1823 cm

BLUESTRIP = 2001, = vegyes = 1Tu20 e
SELYEM = 2001, = vegyes = 11 x28 em

0R20 = 2007 = vegyes = 188 em

1000 = 2007 vreqies = 1428 ¢

BLUE LIKE = 2001, = vegyes = 1528 e

ALVD = 2001, = vegyes = 15015 em

NYLITAZAS = 2002 » vegyes = Dz} om

DBELISTY = 2001, = vegpes = 1xBem

FORGAS = 2000, = vegyes = dhnloen

ROACSOLT ANTOK 1-1 = 1034, = digilalis print = 30x38 em = 2130 cm
1027ANC = 1953, = digtiis prvt = 3000 em

KT LEHETETLEN HELYZETREN = 1097/2067 = digitalis print = %030 om
FURCSA PAR = 1334. = farditds papic = 28271 em

AKTMOGELL POLARDIDOAL 12, w 1935, = H = 29¢39 5 cm

OF ART TARULANY = 1993 = FF = 25,07 e

AFBE = 1930, = cibackrome = 2848 cm

HOFORRASNAL = 1966, = diinlis prnl = 16624 o

KITTRES £5 BUXAS = 2001 = Digitlis mantizs = 3024 em

ATE THTHA = 1984, = cibachrome = 23528 em

T0ZTANC = 198372007, = digitélis geint = 20670 ¢m

TITKC BARLANGIA = 2060, = digdtis print = 26076 cm
OSALLAPIN = 1966 = Ff = 1923m

RITUS = 1690, = [F = 18524 cm

MEZE| ARVAESYA SOAVERAN = 2002, = Stings foli = 7100 em
A REDVENE MODIGLUANIM = 2001, = Szings fotd = T0x108 cm
ORI STIKESBEN = 7002, w Srnes o1 = 700100 cm

EGY (SMERETLEN MODIGLIAN] = 2003 = Srines foct = 70x100 om
VIOMARARIUA 111 = 1989, = H exilst-romid = 431 om
(CTOPOS 191 » 2007-2007. = Hibid-analg = 19419 e

NAGTARYAISR A MOLT HOMALYABOL HX » 7304, = Eaysrind képalkatds. = 20 em

HATAKTOR 1411 = 1990, = 1 eaistbromid = 3 db 16072 em
A0 = 1990, » ines exitbromid » 936 cm
ALT-ART SORDZAT = 1875 = H nagyitis = 3058 5 cm

ALRPERTELMEZEIT AKT-ART DOBOZ = 15737008 = Applicécio. oorsk -+ foig
BOLDOGASSIONY = 1568, = Aufactom siendvsdiérdl ciachveme kinia = 28 em 40550 em-2s beseben

NINT = 23, = Merachrom fat, pri megadivrod = 150 om

SARA = 2603, = Manncheom fo, prin negetived = S50 em

E00 = 20%4. = Moancheom fot, prind neyativril = 56250 o

FATA = 2094, = Manochrom fatd, print segativicl = S50 o

FUISEWIN 1-3, = 2004, = lgszieaedd A Bariceo Tengerdcedn c. Kinyvihas
Bt Zem-gs sikfilm, zsefatings eqtst nagyilas = 3 b 177 e

Mot ol Michetangely I = 2001 = Signial gress = 44eil e

The Avatian Mights = 20 = Dt prsss = 40050 o

it Msya M= 2008 Digitaf phato= 3. 16 81298 er

My Favgver 1= 20, = Migital phoio = 4 p. 10 8r28 F e

s HUIE EALSERAIRY = 1390 = Sromide-siver-gelatin = eS8 om

s Amandf 14 = 164, = Wasalselecting photas with 3 golfsiler piing» 9, Mibem
CORNECTION -3 = 1954 = Mecalselectiie, photos with 2 pol-silver plating 7. = J0edf e
DUBLE TORSD = 1297 = Anglication of cevelover an paner with & rush doving eniargement = el om
WG /FALSE HAWRY = 1890 = Bramide:sulver-getetn = 4080 o

THI LAIR PROTES = 1980 Canves, emuiion, ol effect colpuring = £ o, 80650 omy
W THE 80 QIRTHOAY OF (MRE BURGSTYAN = 1889 Bramide siiver, getotin = Medl o
DREAM = 2004 Digita! techwigne = 40rdf em

BICYLLE FOR WER COLOURING OF REGATIE = 00 cm, g 40480 frame

BABY OR = COYGURING OF REGATIE » 30000 oy fv 2 #0050 frame

PAIR STORY = COLGURIAG BF REGATIVE 2 0 w 15221 o, fo & HndSlame

BETTYE w LOUGERING OF KEGATIE 3 = 13008 cm, o awe 0080 frame
SUEEPING-SPACE = 708 = Kaciak Avasiomy film, dfptalization of negaliy = 10561 em
VERUS = 2803 Cotour il » 2750185 o

DARK ROGK! = 2004 = Lol file w 275518 $ e

SHEET DREAM = 7094, = Coiour ftw = 1850255 om

MOMERTS OF PEALE = 2004 = Coleur fim = 25018 Sem

BEITY BLOF = 2080 = Eolowy fil = 180275 et

MEHOAY DAWY = 2004, = Lolouy il w 8.5K1G5 em

SHEGREAN = 2004 = Coiour film = 1§ 50185 cm

SOLAAGE = 04 = Caloar il » 1854185

FEMALE BRARTH 14 = J004. = Polavoid 865 i, arine » o8 e

GLOWING DREAM = 2000 = miked = 1628 e

BLUESTRIE = 2601, = mired = 1720 om

I 2001, = fipeeg = 1128 e

TORSE = 207 = mired = fAe28 em

GREER = 2002 rowed 1déem

BUUE LIHF » 2000 mires 15028 om0

SUEEFING PERSON = 2000, = miked = 1¢I5 cm

STRICHINES = 2007 w i w 28070 oo

OBFLISK = 200), = mived = {1e8 o

SPURNENG = 2000, = miced = 6l em

MUTATER FISHRES 13 = 1094 w il priny 20028 eim » 21530 e
BARCE OF FIRE = 1952 = digital i = J0éd em

AUTE 1 AK AWTRASD POSITION = 1997/2002 = diggtal prig = 30e3d v

STRAUEE COUPE » 103 = fursabile paper = 28e2) om

U MOTELL WATH POUARLNG 1.2 = 1355 = B = Me2 5 cm

OPARTSTUDY » 1959 = 5 25037 cin

THFHAK = 1982 = cobachvame = 2rddcm

AT A SOUREEOF HEAT = 1955 = et priny = 162 o

RISEANG FALL = 2801 = Digital mantage = Fdeid em

THE SECRET OF THELAKE » 1984 = cibavivome = 23502 e

AANEE OF FIRE = 1953/2002. = digial pvint = 20l em

CAVE 0F SECREETS = 20l gt = 26070 em

DRUGIAL STATE = 1965 = B = 186 em

RATUL = 1880 = B = 10028 o

FIELD PANSY ¥ SOANE = 2007 = Calpor ghovs = Melff cm

MY EAVTURITE MODIGIANT = 2001, = Colso phoro = 70100 g

{URS) 18 COLOURS = 252 = Lofowr phocn » el e

AN LR BODIGLART = 2053 = Colowr pboio = JHe 00 o
HTEARARHN M1 = 558 = A slyer-bromal = 24037 ow

DCTOPYS 1 = 2027001 ™ Hideianalpgey = [9e1 om

(1R GRANBIAGTHERS FROM TRE MISTS GF FHE PAST LAY = 2004 Single colour tectmigoe = 1130 o
WURE BACKS 1Y = 19901 = sitver-fromde 39, » 1622 cin

BAIN = 1558 = Lofour solver-dramide = el em

MUOLART SERIES = 1975 = ff entargement = 30568 om

FUNGAMENTAL WURE-ART BOF = 19732004 = Angiication bares + photg

THE SUESSED VIRGIK = 1568 = Aglachram cilieshioms coy from shide = 2vd1 em o g 4000 frame
Y = 2003 = Manocioi pho, arint from Regaliy = SrSd cm

SARA = 200 = Bonacheam mho, prin fram negativ = S0:80 o

£00 = 204, = Monsohom phot, prit fiom aegatiy = s e

KATA = 2004 = danacheam phone gt o negati = Siesd em

FUISEWTN -3 = 200, = flusiranion t0 A, Baricco Seavcean book Sriem sheat Mg
gelati silver ealirpement Jp. = 20027 em



NAMARITS Zsalt
HEGERES 2 Lstlé
HEMRIER Fiiraly
WERBST Rudolt
JUHAST Laszia

TALMAR Lpjos
KARDLY Séndor Armm

TEMENES] Zouzsamne

KERI Bdspdr

KONDAXDR Listld

ROVACS Emdre

KlAMOC?! Coabe

KHANICE Andris
KUNCREL Zellin

LOKDS Zsitin

LUNALS Drsolya
MATHE Antrés

WATKOCSIK Andrde
MATRAL Istvin

WG00S Gabar

MOLUGVAN Cyaba
MOLNAR Zoltén
RAGY lstvin

ART I, = & inch didirdl dig.print = J0x000 a0

JANTAB. L0 = 2003 = Agha megativrdl = ZiZcm = 23620 cm = 30000 Sem» 30080 e
ATVALTOZAS = 2001 = Polard 567 = 2b 108027, e (fee)

MOZGASBAN = 2004, = xf megatie montars = 39x73em &s 38 76 em i)
FINERDLTEN 1L = 2004 = Srings innséli &5 areded be-expondlva = 21330 cm = Ml e
STINPADON HL= 2004, = It kg, Regaliv barnitvg = 18030 om » 2033 om
KRISHAKABUILAT = 2084 = Fi negativ stines aapirra nagyirea = 1108 ca

CSARITAS = 2003 = Ff nagyitds = 16016 cm = 30530 emes kerethen

FOLA 14,15, 16, = 2634 = Print segia = 2100 cm

TERDEPLO AXT = 2004, = Camera nbscura = 36246 ¢m

FEXD AT = 2004. = Camera abscora = 3946 te

TSAK TE MEG £ = 2004 Camera obscura = J4idd em

CSAK TE = 2004. = Camera obscurg = 3964 cm

AYOLCAIR HONAP = 2001 = rémezist zs2latin nyomat = 1215 o

VOSEIVT EMBER » 2001, = Buomenistsselti pyamal = Bel3 ¢

OO0 GENERACO /CRARDEER A BEDMAMAMN AGYARAN = 2002 = Hrimenist eatn yoma = 15624 ca
ART 1AL = 7004, = Feavérzekenyiten alominium = B6x5/cm = T2 cm

AR (I = 2004, = F foti = 50059 e

WHITES 1 = 2000, = f = 42132 e

BLUEE 1.4 = 2000. = Dig. = 40x30 em {3 4) = A3 em (1.2)

REGE 1-2. = 2004. = fig. = Skl cm = 2130 em

NEONE 1. = 2002 = Dig v50iEd e

VELLOW 1. = 2631, = Dig. = G1xB4 em

BLACKE 1. = 2007 = Dig. = 50060 em

HROWNE 1 = 2032 = Dig = S0 om

CODLE 1. = 2007, = [ig. = 50068 1oy

JEWELE T, = 7064, = Dig. = 2030 cm

YELLWE 2-3. = 7004, = fntd = 31322 cm

MAGAN SIALLITAS 1977/1991/2064. = F fod, seémilégpes moetizs = 54530 o
INTERNEURS = 1977/1990. = Ff ot seépia = Bx12 e

ALELET BOLCSOJE = 2004, = Digitats fotd s utamurka = 30520 em

FELHD KLU A NP, . = BADM. = Gigtlis Tt s timunka = 020 em

VENUSE SEOIETESE = 2004, = Digitais fo = 20530 em

OFI0M ALMBDAT... = 2003, = Digitalis fotd, stineags =30e20 ¢

AESTOZEDD0 = 2003, = Digilis 1ot = 2030 cm

ILGFAGYOTT RONNYESEPPEK = 2003 = Digitals fatd = 3020 em

FATYOLIANC = 2002 = Bigitdls hefid0ed0 em

NADSIAL = 2004, = Digiilis Int, sainenés = 2030 e

FUILCSCSONT = 2003, = Ff ot = 2 21,5631 5 em

TIEMORIA LI, = 2004,

s CARALAS-BUDAPEST SONOZATAO = 1 egativ nanyitisok, mitesemtény = 3 b 20630 cm
FEES = 2001, = Svines papirkén = 13l om

L60 = 2007 = Stines papirken = 218 cm

TIMI = 2003, = Sines papirké, dinitdls technita = 2163 om

ELENCE = 7004 = Srines pagirkep, dignalis iechoika = 0821 cm

ABLAK = 7004, = Stings ppirkep, digilis technika » 2428 om

DOME 15 » 2063 = i papirkes, degitakis techoika = 3074 em

V1, V-2 = Digitals fatg w RA PRINT = 21230 em

FINTAL LAY = 7602 = Reitet ot viseongaairon = 5040 ¢m

WYARI DELUTAN &A1 = 2002 = Stnes papirkég = 70150 ¢n

LEBEGES A VIZON HANYATT (S HASUN = 2003, = Sifves papitkea = T84S0 e

LAY FEXSEIR A REREVETEN = 2002, = F flg wistonyapiran = 70450 em

LGV ORZ0 LANY MAGANYOSAK = 2082 = Monochrom lotf stines papiton = S0zdm
HELART w1985, » lomb3rapdval sainolt ot /b divelf » 2436 em = 30ad0 o herethen
A LOURDES | STD fagokrl sk = 2004 = Fekete e Ky opice = 4230 em = 040 cmves heveten
FESTE PARRFRATISOR /Seurat-Dall/, = 2004. = edlom 5070 emves kevetben

FEST0 PARARAISUX /Magritie-Duchama/, = 2004, = D240 em 50070 ces kerelen
IDTEREMBER = 2064, = Digetds fag = 40630 om

TOLL = 2004 = il fosi = 26040 cm

FATYOL MOGDTT » 2004, = Digiilis ftd = 7600 em

ARNYER = 7903, = Digitlis ford = 40236 (m

VERUS Il = 2004, = Kezi mamyitas ff pairra = 24436 cm

VIEALATT -3, = Hagroményos stnes fostlechaika = 3 dh S0460 B0 covas heretben
TONETT ALON. ke Z001. = Meritett papr, east muli » 37 185.5 ¢
VARAZSTINOR 1. kgia = 2004, = Meritel napi, evist emalsis = 3761555 ¢m
TEXTILLTA0-BINBOR £ kopia = 2004, = Erist eonalr, lnvisanon = 37 61555 em
FEMREREIA-AOLAKRLANT 4 kdnia = 1999, =

Brenilemer, 4 reteqi és mélyséql maratés a marason felilel exdstiove = 19,6787 em

UL = glig it 4 et st = TR0 e

JUYDEA B 0 = 2003 = Agfa negaiiv = 2078 em = ZRZbem = F0u2] 8 o = 3a30 cm
TRARSFORMATION = 2001, = Polseoid £57 20 = J68e775 e (stiewars)

AN MOTION = Z000 = Exf negaiiy maniage = A20 cm an 3B 28 cm fetanding)
EXRAUSTER 11 = 70, = Coloow ivphelta and exposure madke v the seipinal » 21e30 e = 300l e
A STARE 17 = 7004 77 congy, megadty frown coloured ™ 20030 i w 22036 o

DAZE OF CHBISHA = 2004 = Ff negativ eniared on colewr saper = 17620 e

TEMPTATY = 2963 = £F entarpement = NiriF em in @ Hni0as favme

FOCA 14 75 16 = 2004 = Prinf szpip = Med0 em

ANEELING RUBE = 785, = Camers phistova ™ Jndf em

LAVRG MUTE = 20, = (aers atescarg = Nodf em

OWTY YO AR ME = 2004 Camera abscura Medf ow

MY EOY = 2R = Camera obsrwrg = 39608 e

Tie Erheh Moy = 2001, = Sromitie/siver gelatin poior = 1x05 om

Lallpgs Man = 2001, = dramiste/stver gelatio rint = 81l em

FIFTH GERERATIONS SELF FIRVIRAT S Y GREA-SRARSMTTHER T B0/ = A0 = Soamie e petats ot M0 o
Hete {4 = Z004. = Fotosensiive alwminin = SE57 oo = 25025 cm

St MY = 2R = it = S8eA0 o

Iifited 1. 2000 = ot = 42437 o

Blued -4, = 2080 = fig = 400 em (1 4) = 2edfem it 2)

e 1:2 = 20, = fijg. = Sesd e = 20200 om

Heand | 2007 = fig = S04l o

Vet 147000, = Big. = Elefd o

Blackf 1, = 2002 = fig. = Sk cm

Drowe | ® 2062 = D = Sebl e

Conif | = J60Z = Big. = Sl e

Jewedé | w 2604 = By = 2l e

Felfpyd -3 = 2050 = oy = 1227 em

Frovatie Exfiivion = 1977 T391/200¢ = £F photey gomputer montags = 54080 e

fmeiyrs = 5771990 = F phots, semia = 6ri7 em

The Cracl o Lifp = 2004, = Giptal shose and auitional wark = J20 e

e Sum dhvouph the Clunds. .. = 204 = Bl shors s adfiional ek ® 020 oy

The Bt o Henuts = 7004 = Digral ooty = 2eq0 om

| savepua you fream, . = 2003 = igial phot, seolooving = 020 e

Hefing = 2003 = Bigetal oo = 2030 e

Fraean ters = 2001 = Dipital photp = e em

Vil Dance = 263 = Digivaf ahatg = e e

Straw = 2004, = Diital ok, exlowring = 250 con

Laflar-fang = A3 Ffphoto 2p » 2L 563 S ey

D 4, = 24 =

A Lavgeay-foaest sevips f negali emargement aniiical ight 3 0. e em

Head = 2691, = Coliwr phoiosiat = 13c7 om

fgw = 2002 = Colowr photostst = 13408 o

T = 2903 ™ Colpr photsral, digital techaigve = 2080 e

Ve = R = Cotonr getistst, diital vechargne = 3021 om

Hiidowr ™ 2004, = Lol pbodastat. dipits fechmike = 24630 em

Wil 16 = 2053, Cofour ot on page, digial fechnigue = M em

VL, B2 = Digitaf photo A4 prind = 1230 e

oy Git = 2002 = Brownish i phoi paper = Sledf o

Susmmer Aftermonn 1T = 2007 = Culooy photoster = J8esd e

Flsating i Water oo the Bedy and an the bock = 2003 = Colowr photosiar = /i om

Gl aying ow ihe Sofa = 2002 = Fiaid pager = 70050 oy

Selfish Girl Alpg = 2007 = Momchram ot an ol pager ® S0edd om

Haftouds = 7085 = Photip drsari by 2 rch /& time/' = 2udi ey i 3 2040 pin frame

JHE WRTERE F ARIEST oo oy = Z00M,. = fey aveevee e Ok e Z4e0 o g 644 am e
Fininiong garantrases /Feorar fati/ = 700 = J00df ouy 2 2 50000 frane

Fainfing pavaptvases /Mayriote-Ducharyy’ = J004. = el e dn 3 50070 g
e i = 200 = Dl iy = A3

Tl 2004, = il mhstow2Eredl o

Bt 3 Vail = 2804 = Jyguial phte = 26edf cov

Thadgw = 200 = Higoial ot = A0e) o

Yoo 1 = 7004 = Rannal eatrgemen oo pager = 23l oo

lr Water 1.3 = Traditioaal coutoar phots tectmigue Jp. = S0dht, in 2 £7e80 frame

Togtte froam. ooy = 2091, = Mou-made saoes, sitver peesing of the emulsion = 37 7v555 em
Magic Mirvar 1. cagy = 200 Mowit-mars saper, silver peesing of ihe emudsion = J76r855 em
Jertile Rusiae-Mds  cogy = M = Shver peeting of fhe emufsing faif paper = 3780558 oo
My Meial Phatas- Wil 4 cogy = 1999, =

Bravzsheey, stotted theauh 4 layers aod depih aod 15 gurface i colsored sitver= 1960287 am

il
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TAGY Zogin

AR Elek

PASITER Baber
MIDAVIES Andeds

it SARRAY by

SERES B¢

SHELOS Péter
SIMON Cxilta

STABN Biia

STARO Rahart Edber
STASTXD Antal

2L Ayeen

STILAGY! Lpake
TELEK Baldzs

TESCH Kataf
THTH Jieed

TOTH-VARNAI Gt

1UNDd Klara
IVARI Gdbor

VARGHA Mirk Phter
VARDO Rarbent

TARA Tristtidn

FEMTEPEIR-AXE TANULMANY 7 kipia = 1939, =

Bronslemer, 4 rétegi és mélysbol maratds a marainlt felilet ervsiive » 19281 o
ATSEITESEX HIL = 2003, = FF, barnital atd = 18024 £ = 3134 o8 Kesetben
ARTARL I 200 = FF, Iotd = 1308 cm = 23032 oo berethen

TISHANR-ART IV = 2003, = FF, foog = U316 em = Tindd om-gs hecetben
WOLTOEZ0 I, = 2007, = FF, ot = 34k 13008 cm = 25,5852 5 e kerethes
TITUS £S MELANKOLIA = 2063 = FF, o, ssines papin = 1521 o

AKT 1= 7002, = Fato Ruji areh = 24637 om

CIM WELKTL = 284, = Ulvacroms archival Toson = M4eiT em

2003, HI1 = venyestechnika = 282 cm

JAPAN STERET] = 2002, = Cészoa rint = 117070 om

KT RESTLET = 7003, = 1 papiég = B3¢65 em

NETTESBEN (kéd g} = 2001 = If papirkén = 25,5030 em

TOMEMI 13 = 2002  Srives print = 5070 e

HLLS( KAROK = (echmika nem kawill)

STEMELYES 6V = (technika pem kizdl]

NEERALE = {techik nem kiugh)

T FDLETTEL 2, 3m, B2 = 2001, = Tobisafeisen exponl bvdes déedl nion ransler ot = A/4
AKT ABLAK ELATT M. » 1998, = 603 coves hizi suberést f negatiedl nitr transuer njomal = A4
EROIINUS ART 1M, 2. = 2000 = Seimindgempel suivezent I [ebeéte mtrotramsrler nyumata = /4

TERDELE AKT = 2003, = Ff sainezet ot = B0x80 cm

ATSIA = 1334-2004, = Bramarist egyedi ke midositas 111 = 18422 em
AFRIRA = 7663, = monochrom = 1722

AMERILA = 2003, = bromezist = 18125 em

FORAPA = 2000 = Brimeist 1/ » 1 7xE om0

MEGVALTOZON ERTERRENE = Z0M. = Maotizs, beémerast i, sdg = 30.5uk8 Som
AUSTIRALIA = 2000 = Cianetipia 111 = Wadl cm

FARDS 1L = 2000, = 1F = Jxdllem = 46650 em

STODIRAN = 2002 = Digiilis fd = ST e

TORMAR = 1938, = FF = 70450 cm

VASARELY NYOMABAN = 1987, = FF = 50i70 o

EOEN = 004, = Digidls It vegyes techaiia = $x1355 om

BRONZ AET = 1954, =, beestiar sviners = 20xd0 ooy

A7 ERBE LANYA = 2003, = FF, régi tkar-+fortem fntéemalis = 455033 om0
ARON2 VARIACI0N 3 = 1988, = hronatikr sringaés = Yl em

TLLENTE] = 1963 = BF, aranysainezésveleld o

JAAYA = 2003, = Kodak1468 = G262 cm

KRISTOF = 2004, = odaki4dd = 3230 cm

TITKOK 1-2. = 2004, = FF fot = 2b 28030 em

A FOTEL = 3004

AL ASTTAL = 2004

A J0G = 2004, = Featianamanlivis = FF sajdtiead nanyhtésen baritil pani = J0x30ES cm
TEREMTETTER = 2004,

KIStATES = 2034

ELNTOLAS = 0t

TERZULAS = 004, = Kiertett anamert kipek = FF sajdtkezi nagydsan hartlt pagie
= 5 7licm = Felkir alakd 58 cm

MEITELENDL = 200 = fosi = 1268 100135 m

TIOREINE = 2084, = Dig prine = 3040 cm

MOAKYAR ERQTIEA = 2004, = g vint = 3D em

NAGYAPA HAGYATERA = 2064, » Big.print = Judl e

AKTOS I = 2003, = digitdlis = 339 cm ADc50 cv-es erethen

FORRAS = 2003 = digiclis = 3030 em 40159 cexe8 haretben

AET 141, = 2004, = Nayitds, eiist eselatin folépapiron = 100x140 em

Gy RL L = 2004, = FF ik, menokrom prind = el cm

L RETEHI = 7004, = FF fim, monokrom prim = 133038 o

1B Gy b1 = 7064 = Fi ilm, mosskiom print = 1386208 em

Gy, &R = 204, = H lim, moaghoom prink = 1102206 em

FUST E5 AKT 1, V1. VI, X, X0 2064. = Digitéls eredeti fetfpapiiae = 3054 o
RIGA = 7007. = Kagyominyos srines techovka = BaZf om

WFZOTT BALVANY = 2001, = Hagromanios bart pagi = 125 e
GYDROTT BORLEREL = 2001, = Hagyanéayes bari papir = 11425 m
TR0 = 2001, = agrominyes barit pag = 1705 em

FABASIONOLT = 1837, » Hagyoményus basit pag = 161 om
#0704 = Analiy techeika, negatiy = 50650 oo

A asiri kidllivdsra javasolia 64 sterzd 298 képél.
A telies képanyag a Fotageafiai Risnnalé archivumabian megrekinihetd

My Metal Pliotys:-Sucte Stocy 7 cogy= 1968 =

HBraaeshest, slone thoouph 4 fayers and death and iy sontace is coloursd silver = 1382287 cor
WTRITTON Ff = 2007 = F bty ith & hyowenish effece ™ 8e24 em o 3 JTdrame
NUBEART I = 20403 = Ff ahoto 13018 o i 20037 fawe

PRECKENTHDBOAN MIOE N = 2052 = £ phato= 12018 em i & 20rd? frame
ECOLLECTION OF TWE PAST . 1A = 2002w £1 hoto Jo = efB e i ¢ 250825 rame
VAL AR MELANEHDLY - 2007 = FL phate, coloor piper = 1821 o

WUE 1= 2062 = Pty arch= Medi cm

RITEER = 004, = Giracrome archival” fason™= 23 em

J003 T = Wired fechnigue = 78eid em

JAPARESE (VTR = 2007 = Convas ot = (17217 om

NURE DETAIL = 2003 = Ff photasist = B3ebS em

A THHGS (v coupiog) = 2002 = ¥ photastar = 25 038 em

TOMDHY 13 = 2007 = (olgur griny = S8c70 e

N EIRELES freshe s ot Given)

PERSONAL AFFAR fhochmipue s not iven)

RS- DRABING frecimigse is ot given

ST A SURALE 2, i, i = 200 = i st i i =i
AV FROWT OF 4 BRSO M = (138 = 8o fransfer priny from 2 &nf haw coloared f negady = A
FROTICAYEF L, 2 m 2002 = Wit transifer e of 2 JY computey ealour shovy = A4
KBEELING RUGE = 7007 = ff caloure photo = G080

AT = 394 200 = Browie siver todfvielial minoal stearion 11w J8e7/ o

AFRIEA = 208 = manoehom = 1722 o

AMERICA = 2003 = Bromide silver » 19475 om

FURGPE = 200 = Bromive sitver 1] = Ve e

CHARGED YALOES = 200, = Montage. dromis siker shore, nesspaper w 365008 5 o
AUSTRALA = 2000 = Lanorypy 147 = He2f en

PR A 2000 = f1 = Hedlcm = deS oo

W THE STURD = 2062 = Bigital photo = Sr7d e

FORMS = 1008, = ff = Jivilcm

FOULORINEYASARELYS FBOTSTERS = 1967 = f 5070 em

EQEY = 200 = it oty mived fechugue = Mol2ef o

BRONZ RUDF = 1994 = Ff Browr mivar coloving = Z7edf o

THE BAUGHTER OF THE FOREST = 2000 = £ ol mivrrov-+Jovtem photremulsion = 45 Srif om
BRONZ EARATIONS 3. = 7988, = Broww mirvar eotauwing = 30rd cm

CONTRADICTION = 1588 = F{ pold coluring = Mdf cm

WA = 2000 » Loutatrtllt = B2067 o

TRISTOF = 7004 = Kodakedlll = §2030 oo

SEOBERS 12 = 7004 = Y ghoin Zp = 2502 cm

THE ARKCRAR = 2084

THE TABLE = 0.

THE KOG = 2004, Phoioanamorgdavis = ff persanlly solarged barited paper = el om
THE CREATD = 7004,

TEMPTATION = 20,

SURACHIUG Oyl = 2604

DISTARTIY= 2064 = Dutspeead ancimoyah phoios = Ff personaly enarped e gaper =
eieme= semiciole shape 5 o

JACKED = 2007 = photy 126k @ MOel2S o

GIOREHTNE = 2 = iy oviny = Jedd e

FLASTIC ERQTIC = 2004 = Mg eior = ol e

FRARDEATHER S LECACY = 2004 = Diggoint = Jedi e

IRTERCOURSE 10 = 2003 = diptal 20e 20 em, i & 40050 e frame

SPRING = J003 = digital= J0e30em iwa 4050 cm irame

JUDE L= 2088 = Finlargement o silver pelativ phatograptic saper™ 1EH) o

B2 1= 200 = ! fitw monnkonm grint = fdeid em

THERARDOFZ (A = 20 = Y film, manokram gesit = (380138 o0

2By = 200 = FI il monskrem g = 1380206 on

G A= U= i, mookea prine = 1386205 e

SHAKE AUSWUDE I B, WL, B = 2004 = Diital no arigina! mholograhic aaper Medd oo
SO = 2002w Tradivonsl cofony fechnigue = Bef e

SUINNES 001 = 2601w Trsditonel harive paper = 17225 ev

CRUMPLED SKN= 2000 = Traditional barste paper= 17606 oo

MILRY HAY = 2001 = Jradtitional barite paper= 1775 om

STUCK XA WODD 1897 Fracitiana barite papers!Beld e

Fil= 200 = Anatopnus technine, Aegatiy = Srdl o

e fury proposed 298 ahotes frem £4 artists far the exbibition
Tihg complede collection af phafas can e foond i the srehive of the Biennia! Festival of Photography.



bokatloger anagat dssendflinenta naskesiiate BALLA AMBRAS mivesietl seiatd | wif diectr wo Grafike CSONTO LAJOS w  Repraduterit MITTER BALAZS m
Tardivas RELECSENYD HEDVIE w  Nyasdan elibessitis e bivieelesis MESTER WYOMOA, feleli voreric STRASSZER GABOR w lalelis biadi: MEGEYES TRMAS piljiteesin m
ISEN 963 206 734 1 m & XIV_ESTIEAGOMI FOTOGRAFIAL DIENKALE AENDEZO: BAJOR AGOST MOVELODESI HAZ €S XULTORMOZED, [ziteigen m BUODAPEST GALERIA, (hid1 w
MAGYAR FOTOGRAFIAI MOIEUM, fecskemit w0 ART FOTOGRAFIAL STODID, Esitergon w  Jhe covalegos was ot dageiker of adited & ANBRAS BALIA ant ticeersr m
Fraphic desigeer CONTE LAJOS w  Begecductioas: BALAZS MITTER w [iascistioe: NEQVIG KELECSENY! w Prepratiass and seival gristisg wevk was Leve by MASTER PRINT,
duserer GABDR SIRASSZER @ [dires: FEREHC CSERNUS w [SBN 367 218 734 1 w THE ORGANIZERS OF IKE XUV, BIENMIAL FESTIVAL OF PHOTOGAARNY 1N ESITERGOM:
BAJOR AGOST EDUCATIONAL AND LULTURE CERTAE, [itegsn w BUBAPEST BALLEAY, Sirie w KURGARIAN MUSEUM OF PHOTOGRAPHY, fecciesit m ART PROTOGRAPRY

STO0IB, firtirgsn wm

TAMOGATOK / SP0HS0RS:

w Nemeeti Kulurdlis Mappogrem | Hateansl Cultoral Progron =
o Esutergom Véres Dnkorminyzata | Louneil of Fsitergon =
= Kondrom-tsrtergan Megye Dakermingzata / Losacil of Komiram-Lsztergom casnly =
w HONGART Vitudlis Wivisiatak Joghaaeld Tarsasigal SUNGART Legal Advisory Boscd for ¥isoal it w
w Realotd Kt Budapest [ Reafori [1d Rudepest »

w Wudeék Atile | Ateits Budrgh =
w Mester Nyemda/ Kaster Print =

w Quns Mizesm, Esaterqon/ Mosean of Jansbe, {s016190m m
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