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#Dissemination and post-production 

As an introduction to my thoughts and foundings on the topic I want to 
shortly dwell upon the word ‘dissemination’. ‘To disseminate’ derives 
from the word ‘disseminare', which is Latin for: ‘the scattering of 
seeds’. Here ‘seeds’ functions as a metaphor for voice: to spread 
words and opinion to an audience. The most important difference 
between the words dissemination and communication is, that 
communication knows a sender of information, and a receiver 
collecting this information, processing it and sending information back. 
With dissemination, only half of this communication model theory is 
applied: the information is sent out and received, but no reply is given. 
The message carrier sends out information, not to one individual, but 
often in a broadcasting system. 

A few examples for this kind of transmission of information could be in fields of advertising, 
public announcements and of course, the internet. In modern times the one individual 
receiver is often missing, messagers are aiming at a more brought public.

Western-society seems to be in a constant state of digital dissemination, as well as a state 
of post-production. The information we share is mostly produced all taking place within 
post-production. Nowadays us creating looks like us recycling; copying, pasting, editing, 
deforming, cutting, enlarging, colour-grading, printing and repeating. We produce, by 
reproducing. 

It de past decade, digital editing programme’s have become incredibly popular, we are so 
used to photo’s being modified, altered, filtered and edited, that ‘’un-photoshopped’’ 
photo’s are hard to be found. Also, these images don’t just stay on our screens, but they’ve 
travelled back to where they originate from, our direct surroundings. 

Imagery on smartphones, laptops, tv’s and other screens 
transgress to billboards, posters, stickers, t-shirts, caps, cups, 
bags etc. etc. A big deal of what we own consists (partially) of 
‘2nd hand imagery'. The Adobe Creative Cloud has merged 
itself into our world/physical reality and now our surroundings 
are made up from those images. Some streets look just like a 
Facebook timeline and it’s places like Times Square where the 
physicality of the moving-image function just like building

 stones, a complete skyscraper made from pixels.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Advertising


 

#Visibility, a world made from images  

In a society where visibility is of a lot of value, it seems like the invisible 
simply ‘doesn’t count’. The phrase ‘‘Pics or it didn’t happen’’, used to be 
primarily used on online forums, stating that a person refuses to believe 
the creator’s claim, unless it is shown by a photograph. But this mindset 
now seems deeply rooted in our global understanding of the way 
visibility and reality are related. 

We could take social-media as one of the best examples of a 
manifestation of this mindset. If you didn’t upload a photo from last 
nights concert - you probably didn’t go. If you don’t share photo’s from 
the time spend with friends - you probably don’t have them. No selfie 
posting means you probably have no face and if you don’t update 
stories of your travelings on your facebook timeline - your’e probably 
dead. We don’t believe it, if we can’t see it. It has become an inevitable 
part of the way western society functions and the individuals within 
these societies.

	 So where does this global obsession with 	 	 	
	 representation through image derive from? Could it 		
	 be because of the alarming forces from nature? 	 	
	 Melting icecaps, extreme seasonal changes and the 	
	 radical extinct of all sorts of species are reminding us 
	 of how fragile our lives are, and the things 	 	 	
	 surrounding us. In the news we read how 		 	 	
	 everything we see around us is at risk of life, it’s just 	
	 a matter of time… 


	 Is our constant stream of image-making-print-	 	 	
	 producing-picture-posting, no more than a vain 	 	
	 attempt to keep what we have, or better: take what 		
	 we don’t have? Do we subconsciously believe that 	 	
	 by recycling imagery, we can save our planet, the 	 	
	 same way we recycle our plastic and paper? Are we 	          

	 trying to produce (better) life?


Let’s try to understand it in a different way, by applying plato’s ‘Theory of forms’. Plato 
thought about objects and other manifestations as ‘forms’ that all have their own ideal 
version, like a blueprint, to keep in mind where ideally we should be going. Do we think 
that somehow the digital realm is better at producing an ‘ideal’ form of something, rather 
than nature? Or is it not about ideality, but rather about realness? Maybe we think that by 
absorbing the physical form of a flower with our lens and using the digital realm to 
imagine and appropriate this flower, it turns into a state of more-
realness.


Having a beautiful growing flower in our backyard, is no longer 
enough. It’s almost as if this flower can only be identified as a flower 
when looking at it through a screen or print. Therefor, this flower is 
maybe even less real than the digital flower - and so we care less 
about its original form. If it’s not pointed at with a camera and finally 



 
printed out, this flower is useless.

Continuing this state of mind. One could look at new media and the digital realm not only 
as a space were we idealise and perfectionalize - but also generally process a form, 
matter. Do we somehow sense to get better grip on the idea of this flower by post-
producing it? 

#Fake and reality 

It intrigues me to question and challenge the realness of a 2D image… 
For example; is a picture of a flower, growing in the same way as the 
original physical flower? No - obviously not - it’s not growing in the 
same way. A picture of a flower doesn’t get bigger over time, you 
don’t need to provide it from water and light and you don’t even need 
to plant it in soil in order for it to be a flowering flower. Though I’d still 
argue that a picture of a flower ís growing over time, merely in a 
different way.


The physical flower will - at some point - always die in it’s withered soil, 
but it’s digital representation will live an infinite life of visibility and 
possibility. It will evolve in all sorts of ways, taking all sorts of shapes. 
Through copying, editing, mass-printing and reposting it will be able to 
exist at places where the physical flower could never grow. It travels 
further and at more speed than any seed ever could. 


Around us we see image’s, consisting of other image’s, manipulated with 
photo-editing programmes. Even when not photoshopping a picture, it’s 
hard to avoid in an image. Since a big part of our reality in already radically 
edited. A surgerized nose, a billboard bigger than our house, burning 
screens were our fireplaces used to be… 

So now we are living in a world were we are dealing with 3 different types of flowers. 1: 
the physical flower, 2: the digital representation of the physical flower, and 3: the 
physicalised digital (possibly manipulated) representation of the physical flower. I am 
adding a link to a video I did 2 years ago, which visualises this idea.


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mPttn1aHTfI


#So what is the ultimate fireplace? 

This evolution in the way our world looks raises new questions about reality. Such as; 
what is ‘real’ when ‘fake things’ are being realised and (getting back to my previous 
example): is a physical flower less flower than a digital flower?


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mPttn1aHTfI


 
Simultaneously I wonder… is it still adequate to contemplate on something 
like ‘‘which flower is the flower most real’’, or in other words: ‘which flower 
is the best flower’’, when the lines between fake and real become more 
vivid - as the fake turns into reality and the other way around. 


It’s seems fair to say that the internet almost 
works like a brain, as it’s completely made by us. A global 
network from all internet users. Just like our brains tempt to 
dream, the internet also visualises our own little romanticised 
versions of things. Maybe the scattering of digital media through 
the world is the visualisation and manifestation of our dreams 
and wishes. Even though we seemingly want to escape to this 
dreamy state, I would argue that our digital editing and its 
(back-and-forth) transition to the physical - no matter how 
heavy the .psd or .prproj file - is actually an attempt to get 
closer to reality; whatever your understanding of it.
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