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How have image makers used digital technology to explore conflict

In this essay I will be discussing how image makers use digital technology to explore conflict in their work. Over time technology has developed dramatically , this means that artists (such as myself) need to alter our practice to keep up. Obviously this has opened up many more avenues to work with as well as creating an entirely new subsection of art: ‘mixed media’. 

However from a photography point of view technology has helped massively ;we can now brighten photos to bring more detail to the eye, we can add certain effects to photos , and finally erase bit of dust that may have got on the lense during shooting.

To explain my reasoning (about how image makers have used technology to explore conflict) i shall be focussing my essay on photojournalists in different warzones/ cell phone footage of bullying towards civilians.



My first example includes the #NotAMartyr selfie protest. This protest took place in 2014 solely over facebook. It all started when a 16 year old boy was killed in an explosion in Lebanon. The explosion was targeted at a new electoral candidate that had just been voted into power. As the news bulletin was focussed on the candidate social media was rallying around the unfortunate 16 year old. It all started with people calling the boy a martyr , which in his friends eyes, he wasn’t. He was just another child caught up in a war which shouldn’t of happened ‘an un-just war’. 
They started a facebook group by posting a selfie:  [image: ]

This selfie started a spark amongst the Lebanese public. 

See if the technology wasn’t there for these image makers to use then there would be no protest against the conflict in Lebanon. 
To go on Technology has progressed to the point that photographers can now share their work to the would and create a proper difference for their hometown , others home town or a desert island with only plants and animals on if we really wanted to. 
We aren't resolving conflict but are exploring it. 

Another way that photographers are using technology to explore conflict is by being able to capture the moment in a quicker time frame for example for a large format camera the lense needs to be open for at least 30 seconds depending on the ISO and the aperture of course. However now on a modern camera a shutter speed option of up to 1/4000 of a second is available to us. If we didn't have this at our reach then we wouldn't have the technology to capture the pure velocity of a war torn area during the fight itself. Below is an example of a quick shutter speed working: 

[image: ]

Another thing photographers wouldn't be able to show the would would be dirt on the soldiers face , or the burning sun beating down on the soldiers skin. The colours are just as important to the photo and the lighting in this and without a lot of time and effort from the photographers themselves , we would not be able to see any of this. 

The colours of a photograph can be sometimes the most important part of a photo however i can understand why black and white is important. 

However when reading up on the outline opinion on black and white what i found is that nowadays people do enjoy black and white more. Personally i think this is because back when film was the only option when choosing your film you had to take photos of something that would look good in B/W or colour. The photographer had no option ( unless they took two cameras around with them). However now , with the helpful tool of photoshop or even the B/W feature on a DSLR we have options. 

This can either highlight conflict or abolish it from a photo. See now with colour as well we have the ability to highlight certain parts of a photo to keep that part of the photo. 

So as an example let's go for a soldier bleeding on the battlefield, the rest of the battle field is empty apart from one soldier. Personally i would highlight the soldier ,leave him in colour whilst making the background in black and white. I would do this purely because it draws attention to the wounded which is ( if i were to do a shoot in a war torn area) what I would want to focus on. 

Without modern technology it would take me days / weeks / months to create that photo. For one i would need two exact same shots, two different bits of paper , two sets of chemicals ,ect. Whereas it wouldn’t even take me two hours to create that kind of editing. 

Another thing that I can positively say about a DSLR compared to film would be that a DSLR is more cost effective. 

The fact that with a digital camera you don’t have to keep buying film everytime you want to shoot , another thing is it wouldn’t be just that one roll of film there would be 2, 3 , possibly even 4 rolls of film. With film averaging around 5-7 pounds in england most people would not be able to afford all this film everytime they wanted to shoot. 
With the digital camera having an unlimited amount of shots (as long as there are spare SD cards but even so a person could easily get 4000 photos on a 32gb SD card) which in a crisi is something that not many people like thinking of. For example if a bomb dropped in front of a photographer the worst thing to happen is to run out of film right then and there. 


As i have gone on and on about the amount of positives of new technology brought into the art world that helps us to explore conflict . I should go on to the negatives. 

To me the negatives are quite small on this topic. The only one that i can see is that we are slowly losing what made photography. In the long process of creating an easier medium we have lost site of how pretious the medium of photography actually was. 

Less and less children are learning how to develop their own film because film is an obsolete format in the eyes of the education system, Generation Z and publishing companies. This means that we are just disregarding old cameras which is affecting our environment.

Another negative that unfortunately i have dealt with many times as a photographer. 
Is because of our advanced technology cameras are a lot easier to get hold of. 

This means that photography is a somewhat dying art form , due to the camera phone. 
 
The fact that everyone has a camera on the back of their phones now (or the front) means that having a photo of yourself is no longer a prize possession. It’s more accessible amongst the public which could be seen as a positive thing however it does mean that the cost of having a self portrait of yourself means that photographers are going out of pocket. 

In no way am i saying that this should be changed immediate , the fact that so many people can experience this format of art and can experiment with it is incredible however for somebody who wants to make money off this form , it can be seen as a negative.  

Another point against technology there can be difficulties with batteries and memory. 
However i have previously stated about how film carries less shots than a SD card , technology (aka SD cards) can be wiped or corrupted , never to be retrieved again. 
This can cause big issues. 
Another thing to mention would be battery life. There have been so many photographers that have forgotten a spare battery or a charger cable or something and have just missed the perfect shot , Am i wrong? 

Another thing that could be called a negative is accidental deletion of shots. The amount of times i have taken a perfect shot then when deleting the others i have accidentally selected that one. And it’s gone. 


One final negative of technology if digital completely takes over people would never trust a photo again. 
For example let have the whole David Cameron (for use of a better word) ‘fornicating’ with a dead pigs head. 
This was a true story , with a real photo. However with the tech of today that photo could easily be faked. (A counter argument for this would be the Cottingley Fairies, which would be fair however those girls were very clever and picked the perfect lighting ect.) With photoshop anything is easily faked aka. Groundbreaking evidence of a famous politician fornicating with a dead animals head , or a war crime being committed , or  a public act of terrorism against the state being committed by a public leader.

To conclude I would like to say that however you look at this question your opinion will always be the winner. Some people just prefer the older ways of using film to digital purely because they like the grain or they like the rawness of the photo. 

However as i say this there is a quote that i would like to present: 
"The art challenges the technology, and the technology inspires the art." ~ John Lasseter 
This quote means that no matter how hard the two fight against each other they will always end up working together. Technology will always be inspiring art (image makers) like an image made out bullet shells:
[image: ]






 
Or bits of old machinery:
[image: ]


However art is something that will always challenge a concept, whether it be technology , or war, or gender wage gaps ,ect. 
Still, art and technology will always work hand in hand. 

Another statement i’d like to add into this conclusion however , is that if we let go of the cameras and look past them for a moment, we come back to the research , the lighting , the stands , everything it takes to take a photo or to run a project. 

An argument to research would be that yes you could read about conflict in any book. However the internet is here so we can find information quicker and easier. Instead of taking months to research one thing it can take two minutes now and a person can have a project in a day. 

Another thing on the list i just presented you with is lighting. Yes, we had lighting for large format but if a photographer is on a war ground can you imagine them carrying a large format camera in the middle?  
No. 
However they did but nowadays I think war photographers would use the digital format if they could. Purely due to the fact that they can change their ISO very easily , the aperture and shutter speed all within two minutes. Instead of messing around with different type of paper or film. 

Stands can be made with wood and by hand but why , if you knew that you were going into a terrain where you’d be experiencing all types of weather and war. You’d choose wood over metal? 
The other thing is with this statement is that if something is mass produced (yes it’s awful for the environment) it can be mass shipped to anyone who needed it. It’s a viable product that can be used by anyone, thats made by technology. 

So finally to sum up my conclusion, Technology and image making is subjective depending on the field of image that the artist wants to produce. When running into conflict however i think that sticking to the olders ways of photography would be purely a pointless and frankly dangerous idea. Purely because the amount of time that you’d be compensating for the camera. Another thing being the lack of protection the photographer would have. If we took the technology away that protects them; body armour, helmet, coats ect. 

We’re at the point in humanity where technology is our lives , if we didn’t have it personally i think we wouldn’t survive. However as photographer i still stand by technology being subjective.
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