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ABSTRACT

ARCHITECTURE AND CINEMA:
A RELATION OF REPRESENTATION BASED ON SPACE

Kag¢maz, Giil
M. Arch., Department of Architecture
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. C. Abdi Giizer

June 1996, 139 pages

This study presents a critical outlook on the relation of representation between
architecture and cinema based on space. While studying the general concept of
space in these forms of art, architecture and cinema, this thesis focuses on the
representation of architectural space in films. Starting with the assumption that
the architectural space is related to the cinematic space through representation,
the discussion is developed on the concept of framing. The function of
architectural space in cinema is believed to be based on architectural
symbolism. As a case study, two directors are studied through their films. Peter
Greenaway is studied through The Belly of an Architect (1986) and Wim
Wenders is studied through Der Himmel iiber Berlin (Wings of Desire) (1987).
The directors’ approach to space, to its representation, to its use and to its

transformation is examined through their films.

Keywords: Architecture, cinema, representation, space, framing, symbol

iii



0z

MIMARLIK VE SINEMA:
MEKANA DAYALI BiR TEMSILIYET ILiSKIiSi

Kag¢maz, Giil
Yiiksek Lisans, Mimarhk Boéliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Asst. Prof. Dr. C. Abdi Giizer

Haziran 1996, 139 sayfa

Bu ¢aliyjma mimarhk ve sinema arasmdaki mekana dayali temsiliyet iliskisine
elestirel bir bakis sunmaktadir. Tezde bir yandan iki ayr1 sanat bicimi olan
mimarlik ve sinemada genel mekan kavram irdelenirken, mimari mekanin
filmlerdeki temsiliyeti konusu derinlemesine incelenmistir. Mimari mekanin
sinematik mekanla temsiliyet araciigy ile iliskilendigi varsaymmindan yola
¢ikarak tartisma cerceveleme kavramiyla genisletilmistir. Mimari mekanin
sinemadaki islevi mimari sembolizme dayandirilmistir. Inceleme kisminda iki
yonetmen filmleri aracihig ile ele alimmistir. Peter Greenaway Mimarin Gébegi
(1986) ile, Wim Wenders Berlin iizerinde Goékyiizii (Arzunun Kanatlary) (1987)
ile incelenmistir. Bu filmlerde yonetmenlerin mekana, mekanin temsiline,

kullammmina ve déniistiiriiliigiine yaklagimi sorgulanmistir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Mimarlk, sinema, temsiliyet, mekan, ¢erceveleme, simge
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

But certainly from the point of view of a designer, it is likely to
offer an architectural vision reinterpreted through the eyes of the
filmmaker. In other words, the film can act as a mirror for
architects who can then see buildings and cities reinvented on
films. (Penz, 1994: 39)

There were no such great separations between art, science, philosophy, and
their different forms throughout history as there are today. Collected
knowledge was relatively less and one person could be the master of a few
subjects. Pythagoras who is known as a mathematician was also a philosopher,
Michaelangelo who is called a painter was also a sculptor, or Leonardo da Vinci
who is mostly talked of as a painter was also a scientist, a researcher, and an
innovator. As knowledge developed specialization also increased, especially
after the Industrial Revolution at the end of the nineteenth century.
Specialization did not totally dissociate the fields, but gave way to relations
between them. Architecture as a discipline interacts with design, city planning,
art, history, philosophy, archeology, science, technology, computer, politics,
law, etc. Especially in the late twentieth century the interaction between
different fields in both practice and theory is considered to be important.
Words with the prefix ‘inter’, such as interdisciplinary, intertexuality, are

introduced to the contemporary language and intellectual discussions.



In this complex system of interactions each form of art became crossbred. Since
nothing remains autonomous, it does not seem possible to define a subject
within the limits of a specific art form. Forms of art search solutions of their
problems not only inside but also outside of their fields. They look for other
fields of study dealing with similar subjects, or studying similar phenomena.
Art forms influence and transform each other through concepts. Concepts
belonging to one are transformed into another. They even return to their source

of generation in a transformed meaning, and influence their origin.

A good example of this interactive existence is the relation between architecture
and cinema. Anthony Vidler says “of all the arts, ‘it is architecture that has had
the most privileged and difficult relationship to film’” (Dear, 1994: 9). In fact,
the relation between architecture and cinema began a century ago with the
production of the very first films. There is architecture in almost every film.
Richard Ingersoll claims that “[a]rchitecture is the latent subject of almost
every movie” (Dear, 1994: 9). On purpose or not, “the presentation of the
architectural within films” (Benjamin, 1994: 23) influences what is shot.
Architecture is the “fundamental site of film practice” (Vidler quoted in Dear,
1994: 9). So, consciously or not, architecture took its position as an effective

element in films. Diana Agrest (1993: 130) argues:

Given the nature of the problems facing architecture today and
the characteristics of the city itself, it would seem that film is the
most pertinent visual art to which architecture can relate. If this
is the case, then the implications of the relationship between film
and architecture are more complex than the usual assumption
that architecture is merely a background or formal support for a
film’s content. Architectural form relates now to the form of film
as one text to another, in terms of a structure composed of so
many languages - or rather, fragments of languages - organized
in time and through space. Film, analogous to the city, is a
continuous sequence of spaces perceived through time.



If it is possible to argue that cinema has been under the influence of
architecture then in the interactive period architecture discovered cinema.
Cinema became a domain of inspiration for architecture especially in the late
twentieth century. Now we may hear an architect saying that a film has been
influential on his design, or we may see some new notions brought by cinema

integrated into a building. Bernard Tschumi says:

[L]a Villette . . . substitutes an idea comparable to montage . . .
In film, each frame is placed in continuous movement . . . The
park is a precise set of architectonic, spatial or programmatic
transformations. Contiguity and superimpositions of cinegrams
are two aspects of montage. Montage . . . includes inversion,
substitution and insertion . . . whereby invention resides in
contrast - even in contradiction (O’Herlihy, 1994: 91).

Architecture exists, like cinema, in the dimension of time and
movement. One conceives and reads a building in terms of
sequences. To erect a building is to predict and seek effects of
contrast and linkage through which one passes . . . In the
continuous shot/sequence that a building is, the architect works
with cuts and edits, framings and openings . . . I like to work
with a depth of field, reading space in terms of its thickness.
Hence the superimposition of different screens, plancs legible
from obligatory points of passage which are to be found in all
my buildings (Nouvei quoted in Rattenbury, 1994: 35).

However, the relation between architecture and cinema which began in 1895,
and has turned to an interaction in 1980s has been uncovered neither in
architecture nor in cinema. Agrest (1993: 129) says “[t]he relation between
architecture and film has a long history, though one that has not been

acknowledged or made explicit.” This study deals with one part of the subject.



1.1 PROBLEM

Architecture and cinema share concepts. The meaning of any concept that is
used in both either overlaps or contradicts. This dual relationship between
concepts can be seen as reflections. Common concepts reflect upon each other
in both art forms. Through this perspective, this thesis concentrates on one
unique concept: ‘space’. Space can be considered as the most influential
concept in the existence of the relation between architecture and cinema.
Although this subject is pregnant to many questions, this thesis concentrates on
a specific one: What is the relation between architectural space and cinematic

space?

1.2 AIM

This study aims to uncover the relation of representation between architecture
and cinema. It focuses mainly on the conception and shifting meanings of space.
Moreover, the thesis deals with the relationship between an artwork and the
concept of representation, the concept of framing (space) in cinema and in
architecture, architectural symbolism in cinema, and the approach to spzce in

cinema.

1.3 METHOD

In this study, similarities and differences between some shared concepts of two
distinct forms of art, architecture and cinema, are studied and a framework is
composed with a critical outlook into the subject of space. The thesis uses
interaction not only as a subject matter but also as a methodological tool to
uncover the subject. A better understanding of cinema may be a tool for

architectural criticism.



1.4 DOMAIN

The domain of the study is the one hundred years of cinema (1895-1995). It is
not limited to a period or a theory like constructivism, neorealism, etc. The case
study in Chapter 3, however, is limited to a period, namely to late twentieth
century which can be considered as the time when cinema is more effective on
architecture than ever. Two contemporary directors, Peter Greenaway and
Wim Wenders, with distinct approaches to filmmaking and space are brought
together, and each is studied focusing on one of his films made after 1980. The
analysis is not limited with the two films, namely The Belly of an Architect
(1986) and Der Himmel iiber Berlin (Wings of Desire) (1987), but embodies the
general approach of the directors to space. The selection of the directors and
films is due to the potential they provide for reflection on the relationship
between architecture and cinema. These examples are ‘worth’ studying since
architecture has a central role in both films, and they open the ideas put forth

within the framework of this study.

Both directors and films are specific examples; they are not representatives of
dominant approaches to space in cinema. They are significant for filmmaking
since ideas and theories which have been put forth through these special

examples have the power to transform the discourse.

1.5 LIMITS

Dealing with the interaction between architecture and cinema, this thesis
mainly studies architecture in cinema, excluding cinema in architecture.
Cinema is read within the field of architecture and with the point of view of an
architect, namely focusing on topics which are considered to be helpful to

understand or related to architecture. This is not an overall research that



covers everything which relates the two forms of art, rather it has selective
concepts and examples chosen not to be affirmed as the only possible ones, but

to clarify the focal points.

1.6 CONCEPTS

To uncover the interaction between architecture and cinema, this study focuses
on some concepts they share. Some of the shared concepts can be listed as: art,
representation, reality, space, time, framing, symbol, continuity, movement,
dimension, depth, perspective, experience and light. These concepts will help to

examine the focal point of this thesis, namely ‘space’.

It is a fact that these concepts are conceived differently in architecture and
cinema. However, it can be argued that architecture borrowed some of its
concepts from cinema such as framing, montage, or cinema from architecture
such as space, window, or both from other fields, like art such as perspective,
depth, or philosophy such as representation, reality, symbol. Architecture and

cinema have a lot in common when these concepts are concerned.

Space is probably the first concept to be mentioned when the interaction
between architecture and cinema is concerned. Maggie Toy says “[w]hether
real or imaginary there is an inextricable link between the creation of films and
the development of our built environment, at least in the exploration of
volumetric space in time” (1994: 7). This study is limited within the boundaries
of space: how it is approached, how it is created, how it is represented, defined,
or reproduced. The relation of architecture and cinema is built upon space.
Murray Grigor says “[a]t its best, architecture is a celebration of space.

Cinema, on the other hand, as Jimmy Steward so well put it, gives people ‘tiny



pieces of time’. The idea of filming architecture seems therefore almost an

axiom of cinema” (1994: 17).

What differentiates space and architectural space? The thesis does not look for
an answer to this question, but keeps it in view. There is a slight difference
between these two concepts and the way the thesis follows is ‘a play inbetween’.
There exists a wider conception of space which includes architectural space.
Here architectural space is not, as some would suggest, architect-made space,
but man-made space since architecture arose as man produced the very first

space to live in.

A physicist might say space is the three-dimensional void around. When the
concept is carried to architecture, however, it becomes more than that. Space is
the void but not independent of its borders made up of architectural objects. It
gets shape with the characteristics of these objects. The scale, texture, materials,
color, lighting, relation between solids and voids, language, references to
tradition, and the style of architectural objects form the space. These are valid
also for space in cinema but cinema has to be more selective. Cinematic space

can be seen as a reduced, limited representation of architectural space.

Since architectural space is represented in films, representation becomes a
notion on which the relation between architecture and cinema can be based.
Representation can be defined as the reduction, abstraction or transformation
of an object in another medium. The transformation may be due to the
different properties of the new medium, or due to the interpretation to create
further meanings. A representation does not reflect all the properties of the
represented. Further, it possesses some features that the represented does not
have. Representations of architecture such as drawing, model, photograph,

computer graphic, etc. have always been at the foreground in architectural



production and theory. Yet film is seldom studied as a mode of representation
of architecture, which is the basis of this thesis. Kester Rattenbury (1994: 35)
says “‘architectural’ films reveal and represent architecture to the viewer as
architects wish the viewer would experience it all the time.” He goes on “[a]ll
filmmakers, can if they choose, make you look at buildings and spaces for so
long that you begin to understand them in a different way” (Rattenbury, 1994:
36).

Therefore, if we could reformulate the question as ‘Why cinema with respect to

architecture?’, the answer may be found in Francoeis Penz’s statement (1994:

41):

The worlds of architecture and cinema deal with representation
and illusion; both disciplines can learn from each other. The
architects can certainly learn from the filmmaker’s ability to
represent and move through spaces. We can also learn from the
craft and aesthetic of studio-made features where filmmakers
have brought a particular vision to bear upon the sets and the
architecture in which the actors move. Architects may benefit to
understand that their three-dimensional representations are a
‘natural set’ for the exploration of spaces in movement, which
may help to look at one’s work in a less static way.



CHAPTER 2

A RELATION OF REPRESENTATION
BETWEEN ARCHITECTURE AND CINEMA BASED ON SPACE

2.1 CINEMA: ART AND REPRESENTATION

If art is not just a form of production, but also a mode of
expression, signification and representation, it can also be seen as
a form of knowledge. It is in this sense that art of any sort is not
above the sins cither of its context or its content. (Teymur, 1995:
157)

A representation is not necessarily a work of art. Family photographs, for
instance, may not be considered as artworks. Likewise, a work of art does not
necessarily represent things. Non-figurative painting, for instance, has nothing
to do with representation. However, art and representation come together in
the structure of a film (I use the word ‘film’ for fiction film excluding
documentary cinema). Cinema is both a form of art and a mode of
representation; so is architecture. Greenaway states “cinema is an art; ... if it is
an art, it should be allowed everything we accredit to the novel, the symphony,
and so on” (Pally, 1991: 6), and he goes on: “Works of art refer to great masses
of culture, they are encyclopedic by nature. I want to make films that rationally
represent all the world in one place. ... My movies are sections of this world

encyclopedia.”



Film, as the object of cinema, can be read in two different ways: Looking af
film, that means reading it as an artwork, makes it beyond history, namely
timeless. Thus as a timeless product, the film is complete in itself, it is an
ordered, constructed whole. Looking through film, that means reading it as a
representation, makes it belong to a history. Thus, as a historical construction,
the film is incomplete. (Here ‘looking at’ states a formal analysis, whereas
‘looking through’ states a contextual analysis. ‘Looking at’ implies reading the
formal properties of an object that are on the outside, on the surface, whereas
‘looking through’ implies reading its contextual properties that are on the

inside.)

On the timeless character of art, Ian Charles Jarvie (1987: 146-147) says that
“[a]rt has a timelessness that overrides progress in its means, ... art is timeless.”

On the completeness of film, Noel E. Carroll (1988: 120) states that “[t]he film
is always already complete, a record of something that predates the projection.”
He refers to John Ellis’ theory about completeness: “Ellis also associates a sense
of completeness to the cinematographic image. ... Ellis’ theory of the cinematic
image links completeness in the sense that x is finished with completeness in the
sense that x is “self-contained” or has closure” (Carroll, 1988: 126). Jarvie
refers to Munsterberg on the completeness of artworks: “Each art uses means
particular to it to overcome the chaos of the world and render a part of it in a
perfectly isolated form in which all elements are in mutual agreement” (1987:

160). He goes on:

[A]rt transforms material; it isolates, selects, shapes and
combines, not to imitate but to construct a work or a world
complete and harmonious and satisfying in itself. ‘The work of
art shows us the things and events perfectly complete in
themselves, freed from all connections which lead beyond their
own limits, that is, in perfect isolation’ (Jarvie, 1987: 160).

10



Whereas, on the other hand, on the incomplete character of representation
Richard Dyer states “reality is always more extensive and complicated than any
system of representation can possibly comprehend” (1993: 3). Allan Casebier
(1991: 138) emphasizes the “mediation and incompleteness of the object” that
film represents, and argues that “the limitations of the cinematic medium
prevent accurate rendering of any event (the distortion provided by lens,
framing, etc., excludes part of any event, changes the look of any event, etc.)”
(1991: 142). He says “the film medium will inevitably leave something out or
distort the appearance of it due to built-in limitations of the medium”
(Casebier, 1991: 143). And David Bordwell agrees: “Even film, however, cannot
be free of the ambiguity and incompleteness of all pictorial representation”
(198S: 103). Carroll emphasizes the incompleteness of representations as (1988:
94-95):

Perhaps it will be urged that paintings, sculptures, photographs,
stage settings, and film shots are illusions of real things because
they are somehow incomplete. They are always less than the
things they stand for -they do not have all the properties of the
things they stand for (and, in fact, they have some properties
that their referents lack). .. Moreover, it is this feature of
incompleteness, in part, that enables it to perform its various
tasks within the frameworks of the art world, science, etc.

Whatever recorded with the camera is the representation of what is seen
through. Jarvie claims “photographs ... merely operate a different kind of
machinery to the pencil and hence make somewhat different representations of
our world” (1987: 235). ‘Reality’, as related to the representative character of
cinema, is a commonly discussed concept in the cinematic medium. Different
opinions have been put forth on the subject through the one hundred years of
cinema. Carroll collects the different positioned approaches to reality as follows
(1988: 114):

11



Creationists accept the possibility that film may merely
mechanically reproduce reality but find this aesthetically
abhorrent. Realists, in turn, respond by finding the mechanical
duplication of reality aesthetically and morally commendatory.
Psychosemioticians come at the debate obliquely, stressing, like
creationists, the intentionalist nature of photography, but hold
that this is characteristically masked in such a way that viewers
in their naive state erroneously endorse something like the realist
re-presentation theory of photography. Contemporary theorists
agree with the realists, then, that cinema imparts an impression
of reality, but they find in this the shame rather than the glory of
film insofar as it is this supposed impression of reality that
facilitates ideology.

It can be assumed that film as a representation neither shares the reality of
what it represents nor is an illusion. What represents and what is represented
are different objects, and reality is not dependent on either one. Representation
possesses both some of the properties of the represented, and the ones the
represented does not have. So representation which has its own existence and
totality creates its own reality which is independent of the reality of the

represented. Carroll states the same situation as follows (1988: 93):

Consider the realist, mimetic representation of a tree; it might be
a stage flat, a snapshot, a painting, a statue, or, for our purposes,
a strip of film, a shot. Why would one say that a realist shot of a
tree is an “illusion” ... Perhaps we shall be told that the shot of
the tree is an illusion because it is nothing more than a substitute
or proxy for the tree, at best it is an ersatz tree. But this implies
that what we really always want is the tree itself. Yet there
would be no point to having an institution of pictorial
representation if what we really always wanted is the referent of
a representation rather than the representation.

Cinema as a mode of representation does not represent things completely, while
it adds new qualities to them. This reduction is either due to technical
limitations, or a conscious interpretation towards transforming the meaning

into a further or different state. Within this structure, film as a representation

12



is an interpretation. This interpretive character gives the chance to learn about

what they represent by looking through films.

2.2 INBETWEEN ARCHITECTURAL SPACE AND CINEMATIC SPACE

Space is never empty; it always embodies a meaning. (Lefebvre
quoted in Dear, 1994: 13)

In cinema the director aims to express himself, to create a meaning, to organize
an order for understanding or resisting the chaos of life, or to be immortal
leaving a trace of his existence. To realize his aim, the director uses all the
possibilities of the cinematic medium. These possibilities not only function as
visual and auditory tools in the transfer of the meaning created but are also
represented in the film. Cinema represents space, architecture, time, a person,
an object, a story, an ideology, an event, a feeling, etc. Cinematic space can be
seen as the representation of architectural space. What is represented in a film
is about architecture, but it is not architecture any more. It is not an illusion
either. It is rather the interpretation of it. Just like films, as “representational
pictures,” are not the copy of the ‘real’, cinematic space is not the copy of

architectural space, it is something new, different but real (Carroll, 1988: 98).

Most of the art forms such as painting, theater, ballet, literature, poetry,
photography, cinema, including architecture, try to describe or create a space.
While space is a tool in cinema and other forms, architecture uses art to make
space. Space, whose creation is an artful act, is the product of architecture. One
significant difference is that space is the foreground in architecture since it is
the purpose and reason of existence of it. However, in cinema, the purpose is
not necessarily to define or create a space, but space is one of the inevitable

elements like scenario, music, light, or actors. In architecture, however, space is

13



what you design and build for. Despite different perceptions, space is a shared

concept for both architecture and cinema.

A novel, a piece of music, a painting, a photograph can exist without the
concept of space but a film cannot. Fredric Jameson focuses on “the intrinsic
spatiality of filmic representation” (Dear, 1994: 11). Cinema depends on space
(some ‘abstract’, usually animated, films are excluded). It does not seem
possible to create a film independent of architectural forms either. Some
directors try to do that, like Derek Jarman in Wittgenstein (1993), but even in
this film there is architecture if light is something architectural. Film, Lorcan
O’Herlihy claims, “tell[s] ‘spatial stories’. ... The idea that the movement of a
body through a constructed space and participating in its narration lends itself

to a more intimate union between film and architecture” (1994: 91).

Cinematic space, as a representation, does not possess all the characteristics of
architectural space. Architecture addresses five senses; the sense of seeing,
hearing, smelling, touching, and even of tasting. The location of objects in the
space, the distances, hierarchy between them; colors, patterns, their relations;
light, shade and shadow; smell; sounds, words, music, acoustics; the texture of
furniture and architectonic elements create and define a space. The camera, on
the other hand, like a person who has just the two of the senses, perceives and
records only the images and sounds. “We can not smell, touch, or taste movies,
but we certainly hear them as well as see them” (Jarvie, 1987: 154). “Film ... is a
medium that operates on two of the five senses at once” (Jarvie, 1987: 236).

Space is reduced to image and sound in cinema.
It can be claimed that architecture makes the film. In the film each event and

their organization get shape depending on the spaces and spatial relations.

‘Then the bad guy goes fo the girl’s house and kidnaps her. He fakes her to the

14



suburbs and locks her up in an abandoned ruined building. At the moment the
lover of the girl who is a policeman runs after a thief in the slums.’ In a film, it
does not seem possible to narrate these events independent of space. The whole
film is organized due to being in a space and going from a space to another. The
four stories in Paolo and Vittoria Taviani’s Kaos (Chaos) (1984) are structured
upon going from one space to the other. In each story, the hero who lives in
rural area has to go to the town which is not suitable to his nature. The duality

of rural and urban space structures the film.

In cinema either real environment is used, or the décor of existing or imaginary
spaces are prepared. In the former situation architectural space is directly
recorded. In the latter, first, the representation of space is prepared using a
different mode of representation which is modeling - actually belonging to
architecture -, and then the model is recorded (representation of
representation). Even cities are reconstructed with modeling, like Prague in
Philip Koufman’s Unbearable Lightness of Being (1988) based on the novel of
Milan Kundera. In the former situation architectural space is directly
represented, while in the latter there is a double representation. (Some
examples of double or triple representation can be stated as: The reproduction
of the painting of Mona Lisa, the photograph of the sketch of a triumphal arch
with war scenes, the film of a play on the French Revolution, the photocopy of a
text about a fresco of Adam and Eve in their paradisiac state, Atom Egoyan’s
film - Calendar (1993) - of the photographs on a calendar of Armenian
churches.) Both situations are valid to understand architectural space: The

representation of architectural space in a film is an interpretation of space.
Light is always used together with architectural elements in cinema. “An

ingenious lighting arrangement, both artificial and natural, is equally crucial to

the aesthetics of a film as it is to any successful architectural space” (Penz,
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1994: 38). Using architectural elements is not the only way to create or define
space. Light may be used for the definition of space both in cinema and in
architecture. Jarman’s Wittgenstein (1993) in cinema, as mentioned before, is a
good example. There is nothing, no architectonic element to surround the space
in the film, but there is space. There is light as space, it is defined by darkness.
So there is architecture. In Alain Corneau’s Tous les Matin du Monde (1991)
light is concentrated on humans, mostly on faces as in Michaelangelo da
Caravaggio’s paintings. “Light, flitting immateriality,” Munsterberg says, “has
replaced the heaviness, solidity and substantiality of real space” (Jarvie, 1987:
160).

2.2.1 CONTINUITY

The power of cinema is the technique of montage (editing). Scenes that are shot
in totally different spaces, times or conditions can be juxtaposed through
montage. Each frame on a film roll can be edited from a different shot. “From
one person,” Dziga Vertov claims, “I take the hands the strongest and most
dexterous; from another I take the legs, the swiftest and most shapely; from a
third, the most beautiful and expressive head - and through montage I create a
new, perfect man” (Rozenberg, 1988: 113). Not many directors are interested in
creating new men, but many do create new spatial realities through “the spatial

montage” (Singley, 1995: 249).

Montage forms fragmentation which breaks the continuity of space and time.
“Temporally montage disrupts the uniform flow of time and not infrequently
its direction. It can bring together events widely separated by time or space”
(Rozenberg, 1988: 109). Directors try to achieve a perceptual continuity using
same lens, point of view, or distance in editing. But shifts in space and time

cannot be prevented even with clever connections between shots. “Editing, of
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course, represented a major departure from a perfect recording of the space-
time continuum” (Carroll, 1988: 109). Juxtaposing different spaces and times,
montage provides both the development of cinema and its distinction from

other art forms. Wolfgang Natter argues that:

[T]he difference between a shot (an uninterrupted sequence of
film time) and a cut (an instantaneous change from one shot to
another) thoroughly defines film as spatial. The importance of
scale as an element of filmic spatiality is also revealed in the
connection between close-up and medium- and long-shots. The
essential translation from real-world place to cinematic space is,
according to Natter, ‘marked not by repetition, but by alterity,
whose visual element is the fragment’ (Dear, 1994: 13).

Architectural space is continuous. When a camera records space, it is
continuous too. But as Jean-Marie Straub and Daniele Huillet describe, “a film
is made of ‘extracts’ of time and space” (Heath, 1986: 406). Net only the images,
but also their editing creates the meaning in a film. By using same images,
different meanings can be derived with montage. When different space, time
and shots are edited side by side the continuity is broken. Cinematic space is
discontinuous because of temporal ellipses (skipping over / cutting time, leaving
gaps (Bordwell, 1985: 82)). Shifts in time and in reality also effect the meaning

of space.

There are no jerks in time or space in real life. Time and space
are continuous. Not so in film. The period of time that is being
photographed may be interrupted at any point. One scene may
be immediately followed by another that takes place at a totally
different time. And the continuity of space may be broken in the
same manner (quoted in Heath, 1986: 394).

A specific example given to clarify the power of montage, known as Kulesov’s
experiment, is composed of a few shots edited side by side: for instance, first a

woman drinking coffee at a table at the sea side (shot in Antalya in 1983), a
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man taking a taxi (shot in front of Karum in Ankara in 1990), the watch of a
woman who probably thinks that the man is late (shot in Nevsehir in 1987, not
necessarily the same woman), the taxi stops in front of a small restaurant, the
man gets off (shot in Izmir in 1978), finally the embrace of the two (the same
place in Antalya, but not necessarily). The cinematic space and time are created
here using the representations of architectural spaces with a totally new
meaning. “Montage also suggests that two film pieces of any kind, placed
together, combine into a new concept, a new quality, arising out of that

juxtaposition” (O’Herlihy, 1994: 91).

In parallel montage, different actions in different spaces occurring at the same
(cinematic) moment can be edited side by side. Via synchronization, space is not
static any more. To give an example, synchronized events take place (in

Washington, Paris, Uruguay, etc.) in John Schlesinger’s Marathon Man (1979).

There is a similarity between cinema and memory in the sense that neither
cinema nor memory has spatial and temporal limitations. They are fragmented,
discontinuous, and mobile. They jump from one space to another without
passing the distance inbetween, no matter it is a ‘real’ space, or an ‘imaginary’
one. In Persona (1966) Ingmar Bergman uses this property and does not define
the spaces. The viewer cannot identify spaces and spatial relations in this film
since he sees only isolated fragments of space. It is not possible to understand
what the summer house is like, how far away it is from the sea, or how big the
hospital room is. This may be called the anti-representation of space. Both
cinema and memory shift from time to time, back and forth. They move in time
from present to future, from future to past, from the ‘real’ to the ‘imaginary’
without spatial limitations. They reconstruct the past, and construct the future.
Using this property of cinema, Quentin Tarantino in Pulp Fiction (1994) and
Milcho Manchevski in Before the Rain (1994) go one step forward and create a
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new temporal structure; the former by taking the middle part of the film to the
end (even one of the main characters who has already been dead appears to be
alive), and the latter by editing a more complex structure where we get lost in
time. Cinema and memory put thoughts, memories, images and remembrances
to the same status with reality. In Luis Bunuel’s Belle de Jour (1967) and
Robert Altman’s Images (1972) the viewer cannot understand what is real,
what is dream or fantasy. On the other hand, there is a similarity between
architecture and history. History does not work like memory which shifts from
space to space, from time to time, from the ‘real’ to the ‘imaginary’. Both
architecture and history require a continuity when space and time are

concerned. They are real, static, continuous and motionless.

2.2.2 MOVEMENT

Movement is a basic feature of cinema which is often called as moving pictures.
Cinema came to life with “the addition of movement” to photograph (Heath,

1986: 385):

Photography and cinema share the camera. Photography is a
mode of projecting and fixing solids on a plane surface, of
producing images; cinema uses the images produced by
photography to reproduce movement, the motion of the flow of
the images playing on various optical phenomena (phi-effect,
retinal persistence) to create the illusion of a single movement in
the images, an image of movement (Heath, 1986: 385).

There are many kinds of movements in cinema: camera movement (movement
of the cinematic frame), movement of actors, objects, light, vehicles in space,
flow of time (time moves from one moment to the next), and movement from
shot to shot, from space to space, from time to time, from the real to the

imaginary. Jean-Francois Lyotard states (1986: 349):
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Cinematography is the inscription of movement, a writing with
movements - all kinds of movements: for example, in the film
shot, those of the actors and other moving objects, these of lights,
colors, frame, and lens; in the film sequence, all these again plus
the cuts and splices of editing; for the film as a whole,
movements of the final script and the spatiotemporal synthesis of
the narration (découpage). And over or through all these
movements are those of the sound and words coming together
with them.

The movement of the camera within space is especially important in cinema.
This may be a linear movement (right, left, up, down, back, and forth), a
circular movement (the movement around the table in Frangois Truffaut’s
Jules et Jim (1962) is an example), or a zoom in / out which human eye cannot
achieve. “Different sorts of camera movements create different conceptions of

space” (Bordwell and Thomson, 1986: 179).

Similarly, “movement of figures “in” film ... gives at once a means of creating
perspective (the movements of the figures in a shot can “bring out” the space,
show relative positions, suggest depth)” (Heath, 1986: 388). The power and
sharpness of the movement of the soldiers down the stairs towards the people in
Sergei Eisenstein’s Battleship Potempkin (1929) brings the public space out.
And the gait of a herd of sheep in Egoyan’s Calendar (1993) represents the

continuous flow of time.

Playing with the speed of motion in cinema, such as taking slow-motion, fast-
motion, freeze-framing or reverse-motion, gives the director the chance to
create a new °‘reality’ (Bordwell and Thomson, 1986: 154-156). In Jean-Luc
Godard’s A Bout de Souffle (Breathless) (1960) the rhythm of the private spaces
is normal, but the rhythm of public spaces (modern life) is faster. All these
movements happen in a new space, which is the cinematic space. In architecture

people move, space is static; in cinema representation moves, the viewer is still.
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So with “mobile shots” (Deleuze, 1986: 26) static architecture represented in

cinema gains movement. There is great dynamism in architecture on the screen.

2.2.3 DIMENSION, DEPTH AND PERSPECTIVE

Cinema flattens space (architectural drawings on paper or computer can also
be called flattened images). Everything within space is compressed,
superimposed on one flat plane which is the screen. There is a “visible and
visual flattening of spatial experience” (Sobchack, 1987: 271) in cinema, “flat
surfaces are being used to stand for three-dimensional objects” (Carroll, 1988:
140). Munsterberg says “[n]ot just that we see living persons in photographic
form but rather that we see them in flat form; bodily space has been elimizated
by a picture which yet ‘strongly suggests to us the actual depth of the real
world’” (Jarvie, 1987: 160).

Flattening is very much related with the concept of ‘dimension’. It carries space
from three-dimensionality to two-dimensionality. Cinematic space is composed
of limited, flat, two-dimensional reflections of architectural space. It lacks the
‘third’ dimension, namely depth. So, architectural space that is three-
dimensional and physically static becomes two-dimensional and dynamic in
cinema. Erwin Panofsky talks about the “dynamization of space” in cinema

(Dear, 1994: 9).

Despite “the actual flatness of the image” (Aumont and others, 1992: 10),
Donald Weismann claims that “representational space can never be strictly flat.
As soon as one line or patch appears, there will be cues for figure and ground,
near edge and distant surface” (Bordwell, 1985: 115). While watching a film the
viewer senses the depth of the space represented, whereas he is also aware of

the white, flat, inaccessible surface of the screen. He recognizes both the two-
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dimensionality and the three-dimensionality of space. Rudolf Arnheim states
“the effect produced by film was situated “between” two- and three-
dimensionality, and that we perceive a film in terms of its surface and depth “at
the same time”” (Aumont and others, 1992: 10). Stephen Heath says “the result
is characterized as “neither absolutely two-dimensional nor absolutely three-
dimensional, but something between.” The “something between” is the habitual
response to the famous “impression of reality” in cinema and it is this
impression, this reality that are of concern here in their implications for a

consideration of space in film” (1986: 385). Carroll states (1988: 100):

One might, following a suggestion of Gombrich’s, attempt to
characterize my mental state before visual representations, such
as pictures, on the model of “seeing-as,” which Wittgenstein
applied to ambiguous figures such as the duck-rabbit. How
would this work? Well, it might be claimed that we see the
traditional realist picture as flat (as a canvas) and then it
appears to have depth (as a scene in nature) -first it is a picture
plane, and then it is seen as a three-dimensional expanse. But the
experience of ambiguous figures does not appear to be a proper
analog to my experience of viewing traditional pictures or films.
I do not flip-flop between seeing pictures as flat, then seeing
their referents as three dimensional in the way in which I shift
from first seeing a duck and then a rabbit. There are not
complete transformations of my visual field, ... when I see a
picture I both recognize it is a picture while recognizing what it
is a picture of.

Jacques Aumont and others define perspective as “the art of representing
objects on a flat surface in such a way that the representation resembles the
visual perception that one may have of these same objects” (1992: 19). As most
theoreticians of cinema agree “film perspective is none other than the exact
replication of that representational tradition” of Renaissance (Aumont and
others, 1992: 20). Carroll states “if one is committed to pictorial fidelity in

respect to spatial appearance, then perspective, as a result of its scientific
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origins, is the best means to that end, ... perspective is the most accurate
pictorial means of rendering information about spatial appearance” (1988: 132-
133) (Fig. 1, 2, 3, 4). He says (Carroll, 1988: 127):

Perspective is a pictorial cue which engenders a strong
impression (rather than illusion) of pictorial depth. It is not the
only factor in a picture that affords a sense of depth; others
include the comparative size of the objects portrayed, texture-
density gradients, edge and overlap phenomena, the portrayal of
shadows, the tendency for objects to lose detail at a distance, as
well as the tendency of distant objects to turn bluish due to
atmospheric impurities. However, though perspective is not the
only means of conveying pictorial depth, it is a particularly
powerful means.

A similarity between camera for cinema and camera obscura for linear
perspective can be considered. “The image was produced (filmed, developed
and printed) and projected from the same lightproof box, a camera obscura®
(Rozenberg, 1988: 107). Aumont and others (1992: 20-21) say that “the motion
picture camera is, in fact, a relatively distant descendant of a very simple
apparatus, the dark chamber (or camera obscura), which allowed the capturing
of an image that obeyed the laws of monocular perspective without the aid of
any optics.” Gilles Deleuze states “the sole cinematographic consciousness is not
us, the spectator, nor the hero; it is the camera - sometimes human, sometimes
inhuman or superhuman” (1986: 20). Ben Brewster emphasizes the “single
point-of-view for all spectators, irrespective of their position in the auditorium”

defined by the camera (Elsaesser, 1990: 14).

Cinematic camera is different from human eye. Human eye flattens the image
seen on retinal curvature, whereas the camera on a flat surface (screen). “The
focus of a camera is different from that of the eye” (Jarvie, 1987: 235). “One

difference between the eye and the camera, though, is that photographic lenses
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may be changed and each type of lens will render perspective relations in
different ways” (Bordwell and Thomson, 1986: 156). The lens used, such as
wide-angle lens, normal lens, telephoto lens or zoom lens, effect the relations
between objects within the space which is impossible for the eye. Through wide-
angle lens objects get away from each other, through telephoto they come closer
(Bordwell and Thomson, 1986: 156-158).

As mentioned above, flattening is the superimposition of anything within a
three-dimensional space on a flat surface. Different images are superimposed in
cinema. By viewing different perspectives of a space edited on top of each other
on the screen, a new reality is conceived. In the last scene of Nostalgia (1983),
Andrei Tarkovsky goes a step forward: the scene represents a space within a
space. A rural space with a country house, trees, greemery around is
superimposed in a ruin of a Gothic cathedral. The points of view of the two
spaces are different that emphasizes a new reality (Fig. 5). Cinematic space is

the deconstruction of spatial reality.

2.2.4 TIME

In architecture, space is influential on time-creation. It is not time but space
which is designed. Change in time describes the space. Space is represented by
going from one moment to the next in time. Architectural space is static, it gains
dynamism with the flow of ‘true’ time. In cinema, on the other hand, time is
influential on space-making. Both cinematic time and cinematic space are
designed; “cinema is an art of time as well as of space” (Bordwell and
Thomson, 1986: 187). It is a spatiotemporal medium, an “order of space and
time” (quoted in Heath, 1986: 385). As Vidler states, film is “a vision of the
fusion of space and time” (Dear, 1994: 9). Change in space describes the time in

cinema. Panofsky mentions the “spatialization of time” (Dear, 1994: 9).
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Cinematic space has control on time. Here time is represented by passing from
one point to another in space. In Bruno Nuytten’s Camille Claudel (1989), the
flow of time is represented through space. During the film which takes place in
Paris, the Eiffel Tower is constructed, and a few stages of its construction are
seen on the screen as time goes by. About “the themes of time-space

compression,” David Harvey claims that (1990: 308):

[O]f all the art forms, it [cinema] has perhaps the most robust
capacity to handle intertwining themes of space and time in
instructive ways. The serial use of images, and the ability to cut
back and forth across space and time, free it from many of the
normal constraints, even though it is, in the final analysis, a
spectacle projected within an enclosed space on a depthless
screen.

Architectural space is three-dimensional, whereas cinema has two spatial and
one temporal dimension. “Filmmakers of the 80’s and 90’s ... make us aware of
the relation of space to time and motion, ... as though time had really become a
dimension of space for someone other than the physicist” (Bowman, 1992: 1). In
cinema ‘normal’ flow of time is changed in a few ways: Time is reduced
through compression such as fast-motion shot; or ellipsis. In ellipsis, some parts
of a shot is omitted (discontinuity of time). Time is expanded through dilation
such as slow-motion shot, overlapping editing; or insertion. In insertion, the
shot is cut to another shot, and then cut back. Time is repeated, same shot is

shown more than once (Bordwell, 1985: 80-84).

There are three ‘times’ in architecture; the time the building is designed and
constructed, the time it represents through references to history and tradition,
and the time it is experienced. In cinema there are also three ‘times’; the time
the film is made, the time represented in the film through space, architecture,

cars, cloths, and the time it is watched. Time, Munsterberg says, “has been
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discarded, past and future being interwoven into the present or elapsed time of
the film show” (Jarvie, 1987: 160-161). For Ridley Scott’s Blade Runner (1982)

temporal relations are even more complex: Do Androids Dream of Electric

Sheep, Philip K. Dick’s book from which the film originated, was written in
1968. It is a science-fiction that represents 1992. Blade Runner was made in
1982 and it represents 2019. The important time in architecture is the time of
design, whereas in cinema it is the one represented in the film. Yet some
directors use this time notion in different ways: Simon Baré’s Eau de la Vie
(1994) and Jean Cocteau’s Orphee (Orpheus) (1950) do not represent any time.
The space, cloths, dialogues do not convey any meaning about the time the films
represent. This can be considered as timelessness or anti-representation of time

in cinema.

2.2.5 EXPERIENCING SPACE

Through film stock, exposure or filters, the director has the chance to control
light, color tonality, color contrast, texture, etc. both in filming and in
laboratory work (Bordwell and Thomson, 1986: 151-154). Thomas Elsaesser
mentions “the construction of a space - through staging, lighting and shot scales
and shot transitions” (1990: 12). He says “the cinema’s representational space is
not given but constructed” (Elsaesser, 1990: 18). Film is “constantly the
construction of a space” (Heath, 1986: 389), it is “the “designed” space”
(Sobchack, 1987: 263). It is “produced as the realization of a coherent and
positioned space” (Heath, 1986: 385). Toy states that (1994: 7):

Although the observer [of architecture] may take any chosen
direction and appreciate the gratification of other senses, the
viewer [of cinema] follows a predetermined route but can see the
same as the observer and can gain from the experience. In both
cases, a reality is proposed and the imagination is left to fill in
the gaps, the key difference is the element of control. Filmmakers
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have the ability to encourage you to appreciate a building in a
different way.

In architecture, space is designed, whereas in cinema both space and spatial
experience are designed. “Under normal viewing circumstances, the film
absolutely controls the order, frequency, and duration of the presentation of
events” (Bordwell, 1985: 74). Not only the chateau but Franz Kafka’s
experiencing the building is designed in Steven Soderbergh‘s Kafka (1992).
Grigor claims (1994: 19):

Great architecture usually exceeds the expectations generated by
a photograph. Since our knowledge of buildings come from
seeing isolated facades (the building as painting) or forms (the
building as sculpture), only filming can deliver the essential
spatial dimensions of space and volume. To comprehend
architecture, one needs to move through its spaces. After all, this
is how we all experience buildings, inside and outside: we walk,
we look, we pass through space. Perspectives are revealed.
Corners turned. Scale changes. The depth dimension is revealed.
Details can be explored. A combination of predetermined
camera tracks and pre-arranged lighting plans offers a chance to
reveal the unfolding of space and vista and show the movement
of light on texture.

Grigor’s approach seems questionable. It is obvious that space is experienced
both in real life and in cinema. However architecture has many alternatives in
this sense, whereas cinema has only one form of experiencing space - the one
represented in the film. Rattenbury says “the director ... offers them [the
viewers], for a limited time, an alternative way of seeing. ... [He], invisibly,

provides and dominates the experience of the individual” (1994: 35).
Moreover, space functions directly for man in architecture; whereas it

functions for the film in cinema. Man is in the space; he experiences

architectural space without mediation; he observes space as space. However
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there is a camera between cinematic space and the viewer; he views cinematic
space as part of the film. Space is open to shift its meaning or to gain new
meanings in cinema. In Nagisa Oshima’s In the Realm of the Senses (1976),
slowly the man and the woman leave the outer world, and this act is supported
by space. As they leave, the space around them gets smaller and smaller. And in
the end they stay (and die / kill) in one room. Here the space is part of film, it is

for the film. This character of cinematic space makes it a new reality.

In summary, architectural space is continuous whereas cinematic space is not.
The film shifts from space to space via montage. In architecture the observer
moves in static, motionless space while in cinema space is in motion not the
viewer. Architectural space is three-dimensional whereas cinematic space is
two-dimensional. The perceiver is the human eye in architecture while it is the
camera in cinema. Cinematic time is different from ‘true’ time as it shifts,
expands, repeats, etc. Since there is a tight bond between tfime and space, the
different characters of cinematic and ‘true’ times influence space in both
architecture and cinema. Lighting is a significant element for both.
Architectural space is experienced without mediation, whereas cinematic space
is experienced indirectly. The observer’s spatial experience is not designed by
the architect, while in cinema there is only one way of experiencing space which
is totally designed and under control. However architectural space is conerete,

stable, and inactive while cinematic space is changeable, dynamic, and active.

Space is transformed in cinema. Cinematic representation even takes the place
of architectural space. Prague, New York, Paris, Los Angeles are ‘experienced’
from their cinematic representations. In her book review of Giuliana Bruno’s

Streetwalking on 2 Ruined Map: Cultural Theory and the City Films of Elvira

Notari, Paulette Singley says that “the space of the city formed an integral
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component of film, while the space of film simultaneously re-formed the city”

(1995: 250).

2.3 FRAMING SPACE IN CINEMA AND ARCHITECTURE

Frame is a concept denoting something that stands between what is in and what
is out, separating them as a boundary. On the one hand the frame defines the
inside and the outside; on the other hand “both sides of the frame’s limit”
(Lyotard, 1986: 354) form the frame. “In any case framing is limitation”
(Deleuze, 1986: 13). Anything that includes certain objects and excludes others
can be considered as a frame. Frame encloses, surrounds, limits or simplifies

things.

Framing is an act of defining boundaries. It is a way of abstraction, selection,
reduction, or (de)contextualization. Fragmentation of a whole and creation of
new meanings are results of framing. Frame is not necessarily a constraint.
Conscious use of frames and framing can be useful tools to make things easy to

understand.

2.3.1 FRAMING SPACE IN CINEMA

Framing is effectively used especially in photography and cinema. The object of
photography is a two-dimensional frame whereas the object of cinema is a
series of moving frames. Framing, together with montage, can be considered as
the most significant tool of filmmaking. “The composition and content of each
frame are nonrandom decisions” (Dear, 1994: 11). As Aumont and others claim
“the rectangular surface that delineates the area of the image is one of the first

materials with which a filmmaker works” (1992: 10).
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Both the process and the product of cinema is very much related with framing.
While shooting, the camera frames to record space. The camera can be
considered as a framer. It transfers these frames (24 frames per second, 1440
frames per minute, 86400 frames per hour) on a film roll. The film roll is
composed of juxtaposed frames. As Aumont and others explain “a film is
composed of a great number of still images, called frames, placed in sequence
on transparent film stock or celluloid” (1992: 9). Nijat Ozon calls each black
stripe forming a rectangle that frames each of the images on a film roll, a frame
(1990: 23). Montage is a process of the determination and editing of the frames
which will be juxtaposed. The product that comes out of montage, namely the
film, can be reduced to rolls of film composed of frames of frozen images (Fig.
10). Heath states (1986: 391):

“Frame” describes the material unit of film (“the single
transparent photograph in a series of such photographs printed
on a length of cinematographic film,” “twenty-four frames a
second”) and, equally the film image in its setting, the
delimitation of the image on screen.

During the show, a projector reflects the frames onto the screen, and makes
them ‘move’. “Hit the screen,” Peter Kubelka says, “this is really what the
frames do. The projected frames hit the screen” (Heath, 1986: 417). That seems
to be the reverse of the operation the camera does. The screen is a frame filled
with light from the projector. It is “the area of projection on which what is seen
can be traced and fixed” (Heath, 1986: 390). “As for the screen, it receives and
gives the frame; its flatness halts the image” (Heath, 1986: 392). Cinematic
space is the solid in and out of the cinematic frame defined by the borders of
“the screen, as the frame of frames” (Deleuze, 1986: 14). This time the frame
has another dimension other than the two which is time. So the viewer does not

perceive the still frames but a moving frame on the screen. Even a freeze frame
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in the film is obtained by editing the same frame side by side several times.

Aumont and others (1992: 9) claim that:

This strip of film, passing through the projector at a designated
speed, gives birth to a much larger moving image. As a result,
there are tremendous differences between the individual film
frame and the image on the screen - to begin with, only the
projected image creates the impression of movement; yet each is
a flat image, surrounded by a border or “frame.”

The screen, that is, is at once ground, the surface that supports
the projected images, and background, its surface caught up in
the cone of light to give the frame of the image. Ground and
background are one in the alignment of frame and screen, the
“on screen in frame” that is the basis of the spatial articulations
a film will make, the start of its composition (Heath, 1986: 393).

“The image’s border, whose necessity is obvious (it is difficult to imagine an
infinitely large piece of celluloid), has its dimensions and proportions” (Aumont
and others, 1992: 9). The cinematic frame is rectangular. The fixed proportions
of the “compositional rectangle” (Heath, 1986: 391) “are limited to a standard
aspect ratio” (Heath, 1986: 391). Other proportions may be used like 1:1.66 but
the 1.33 to 1 rectangle is considered as the standard film format.

There are other cinematic concepts which are derivations of framing:
Reframing is changing the frame by moving the camera or shifting to another
shot (Heath, 1986: 393). Bonitzer’s concept of deframing is the “abnormal
points of view which are not the same as an oblique perspective or a
paradoxical angle” (Deleuze, 1986: 15). Double-framing is the construction of
frame-within-frame (Bowman, 1992: 5). “Frames frame each other as much as
other things. Framed thoughts or representations therefore are only relatively

framed with respect to each other” (Teymur, 1995:159) (Fig. 6, 7, 8, 9, 11).
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Framing has a significant role in the representation of space and architecture in
cinema. Architecture usually has a context. Buildings and building components
exist in a physical context. Architecture is bound to a place, it is immovable.
The context affects the perception of a building. The same house in a forest, or
in Manhattan would not be the same. Carroll claims that “the use of framing,
as a convention, emphasizes the discontinuity of the subject of the
representation and the adjacent physical environment” (1988: 98). When
something is framed, it is detached from its context. This detachment may be
used as a tool to create new meanings as it is the case in cinema. Cinema frames
architecture and detaches it from its context. “The director and his colleagues
define the limits of this space, its enclosure and its ends” (Bowman, 1992: 6);
“the frame ensures a deterritorialisation of the image” (Deleuze, 1986: 15). Not
the whole space but the framed part of it is represented in cinema. Heath states
“space is structured within its frame, areas are assigned position in relation to
its edges” (1986: 391). Different frames are brought together, and a new
architectural context is created. Cinema decontextualizes (framing), and then
recontextualizes (montage) architectural space creating a new reality (A similar
detachment by framing is valid for architectural representations such as

drawing, model, text).

Space is bounded by a frame which is sometimes physical, sometimes abstract.
In Gabriele Salvatores’ Mediterranean (1991), the sea is the frame of the island
and of people’s lives. Bunuel’s El Angel Exterminador (1962) is about the
abstract boundaries of space. The whole story goes on in a dining room.
Nothing prevents, but the guests, a group of bourgeois people, cannot leave the
dinning room. Others cannot enter the room to rescue them either. They
become the prisoners of the space. The chateau in Soderbergh‘s Kafka (1992) is
represented as having physical boundaries, yet in fact what is harder to pass is

its abstract boundaries (bounded by ideology, politics, power).
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“In cinema the frame is important because it actively defines the image for us”
(Bordwell and Thomson, 1986: 162). A frame “delimits and holds a view”
(Heath, 1986: 390). Architecture is framed / limited / flattened in cinema. The

camera records space as two-dimensional reflections on framed, flat surfaces.

2.3.2 OFFSCREEN SPACE

“Frames are strange artifacts. They frame not only what may
appear to be inside, but also what is outside them.” (Teymur,
1995: 159)

“Whatever its shape, the frame makes the image finite. The film image is
bounded, limited. From an implicitly continuous world, the frame selects a slice
to show us” (Bordwell and Thomson, 1986: 166). In a film space is framed and
recontextualized; only a portion of the space is on screen while the space out of
the frame is still part of the film. That is because cinematic space continues
outside of the frame. In cinema what is out of the frame is as important as what
is in. This dual condition, namely the existence of both the framed space and
what is external to it, is enriching for cinema. The space out of the frame is
called offscreen space. “Noel Burch has pointed out six zones of offscreen
space: the space beyond each of the four edges of the frame, the space behind
the set, and the space behind the camera” (Bordwell and Thomson, 1986: 167).
Heath claims (1986: 389-390):

The examination of space in film may be divided for the moment
into two: the examination of space “in frame,” of the space
determined by the frame, held within its limits; the examination
of space “out of frame,” the space beyond the limits of the frame,
there in its absence.

The frame defines onscreen and offscreen space, and cinematic space is the

union of these two. “Thus, while there is a considerable difference between the
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two spaces (onscreen is visible, offscreen is not), in a way we can consider that
they are both entitled to belong to the same perfectly homogeneous imaginary
space” (Aumont and others, 1992: 14). Some techniques are used to connect
“off-frame space” (Elsaesser, 1990: 16) to the visible space in cinema. These are
sound, montage, camera movement, movement of objects, partial objects,

lIooking or speaking towards offscreen, and optical effects.

Sometimes the sound of a thing which is not in the frame is heard. But the
viewer knows that it is there, in the space, out of the frame. “Sound has a
particularly strong potential for cueing us about offscreen space. The ordinary
film often includes ambient noise to suggest a vague but consistent world
offscreen,” and “diegetic sound will characteristically continue when its source
is no longer in the frame” (Bordwell, 1985: 120). Mrs. X is cooking in the
kitchen. Then her son is heard screaming “Mom, guess what, I got the top
grade from math today!” The viewer knows that he is back from school, is in
the house even if he is not in the frame. “This homogeneity of sound is one of
the major factors involved in the unification of film space as a whole” (Aumont

and others, 1992: 15).

Editing of shots is another technique. “Shot 2 will usually show something that
was offscreen in shot 1” (Bordwell, 1985: 120). Profiles of two people talking to
each other, face to face are seen on the screen. Then one of them is framed from
the front. The viewer knows that the other person is there even if he is not in

the frame.
Another technique is camera movement. As the camera moves in space, more

offscreen space is discovered (Bordwell, 1985: 119). “If the camera leaves an

object or person and moves elsewhere, we will assume that the object or person
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is still there, outside the frame” (Bordwell and Thomson, 1986: 166). Bordwell
and Kristin Thomson claim that (1986: 177):

The mobile frame has enormous impact on space, considerably
affecting onscreen and offscreen space. A forward tracking shot
or zoom moves onscreen space offscreen. Other camera
movements and optical effects may reveal fresh offscreen areas.
... It is useful to think of frame mobility as a way of controlling
spatial changes.

Movement of objects or actors from one space to the other through one of the
four edges of the frame or its back or front is another technique to connect in
and out (Aumont and others, 1992: 14). Bordwell and Thomson state “the
characters enter the image from somewhere and go off fo0 someplace else -
offscreen space” (1986: 166). An actor looking at or speaking to somebody out
of the frame or objects and actors partially seen in the frame also emphasize the
existence of offscreen space, and connect the two spaces (Aumont and others,
1992: 14).

Some optical effects, like the station point of the camera, or scale of the shot,
can give clues about offscreen space. A door is seen from the outside. The
viewer knows that this door is a part of a public building as many people go in
and out. He knows that the camera is in an urban space, a street or a square,
since he sees the door from eye level. If the door is seen from bird’s eye view,
for instance, he imagines that the shot is taken from a high-rise building
nearby. When the viewer sees a man at a window on the next shot, he imagines

that the man is looking at the door from the window of a high-rise building.
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2.3.3 FRAMING SPACE IN ARCHITECTURE

Boundaries - whether geographical, architectural,
cepistemological, intellectual, or artistic, are fundamentally
spatial. Frames, in this sense, are a form of boundary -
whether gilded or not. (Teymur, 1995: 158)

Framing is a basic concept of cinema which gives form to its practice and
theory. Filmmaking is based on framing. Designing space in cinema is a process
of framing which also leads film analysis. Just like cinema, architecture may be
approached from a view point based on the concept of framing. The object of
architecture, the building is composed of space and architectonic elements
which frame this space. The frame and the space cannot be seperated from each
other in architecture. The frame forms the space defining it like a container
and in turn space as the contained takes the shape of this container.
Architectural space is a framed void. It is the physical volume in and out of
buildings. The frame in architecture is composed of the walls, the floor, and the
ceiling for interior space, and of buildings and greenery for urban space. The
frame defines architectural space both physically (form) and in an abstract way

(limit) (Table 1). Barbara Bowman claims that (1992: 3):

It [Space] is simply a container for activities. As in most of our
activities in life, space (either as a collection of volumes or as a
consciousness of the interstices between volumes) remains
invisible. ... [Master filmmakers] set out to alter our
complacency and heighten our awareness of space - not space as
a mere container (what is contained or does the containing), but
rather space as everything within the frame. They may exploit a
landscape or even a face.

Architectural frames can be both two-dimensional (pavement, window, door)
and three-dimensional. They are usually static, motionless. There are frames

within frames in architecture. A room is surrounded by a frame which is within
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a bigger frame, the building. In the city roads, squares are framed and defined
by buildings. Deleuze (1986: 14) says “there are many different frames in the
frame. Doors, windows, box office windows, skylights, car windows, mirrors,

are all frames in frames.”

A film does not show everything. It selects part of an architectural space where
all the spatial conditions like color, light, distance are under control, and the
camera records the selected part. What is behind cinematic frame defined by
the camera is offscreen space which is a mystery, something wondered, and
guessed. A film is a collection of selected framed images of space. Whereas, on
the other hand, we live within frames of architectural spaces in a/l conditions.
What is behind architectural frame is still architecture, namely another space -
interior or urban space. A similar comparison between painting and landscape

design is pointed out by Humphrey Repton:

The painter's point of view is fixed, whereas the gardener's
moves about; in painting, the field of vision is restricted; there is
no way in painting, for instance, of representing the view down a
hill: the lighting too is fixed at an instant in a painting ... whereas
in a real scene the light shifts during the course of a day and
each part may be illuminated in turn. The painting is too
framed, and has a foreground whereas frame or foreground
appear only very rarely in the real landscape (Broadbent, 1990:
112).

It can be stated that framing space in cinema is a way of selection, abstraction
and reduction, whereas framing space in architecture is a way of limitation,
enclosing and bordering. When framed in cinema space is decontextualized

while it is contextualized when framed in architecture.
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2.4 ARCHITECTURAL SYMBOLISM IN CINEMA

In the previous pages, the representation and transformation of architectural
space in cinema is studied. That is one part of the subject, namely of
architecture in cinema. The other part is composed of the place and function of
space in films. In a film, a director tries to create meaning through narration.
He tries to share his ideas with the viewer by using visual and auditory
elements, one of which is space. That means architectural space in cinema

works as an audio-visual tool for conveying meaning in the film.

All through the film everything happens in a space; characters go to, come
from, or stay in a space. What is the function of these spaces? Architectural
forms symbolize some aspects about films such as characters, society, time
within the film. Maureen Turim says “Not just abstractionism, but an act of
visual decentering and symbolic displacement; it is in these terms that we can
describe the interaction between architecture and the cinematic apparatus in
avant-garde films” (Dear, 1994: 14). Most films do that in a naive way (a house
of the poor, the intellectual, an office, etc.). Spaces that characters use give

information about their identities and social status.

The difference between representation and symbol can help defining the
concept of symbol: Symbol, like representation, has its own reality independent
of what it symbolizes. But the representation is about the represented, whereas
the symbol is not about the symbolized. The symbol neither generates from the
symbolized, nor has some of its properties. It differs from what it symbolizes
physically and conceptually. Symbol comes out of the relation of two
independent objects. In this relation, one object, the symbol, determines, states,
describes, delineates, associates the other. Red rose is the symbol of love, and

red carnation is the symbol of Socialism. Nothing changes if these concepts
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exchange their symbols. However a painting of a rose cannot be called a

carnation.

Architectural symbolism in cinema is realized by bringing into view the public
meanings, typical characteristics of a space. It is not necessary for the viewer to
see the whole space in order to ‘experience’ it. He perceives the mosque when
he sees a minaret, or New York when he sees the Statue of Liberty on the
screen. Similarly a space or a part of a space symbolizes its users, a time, an
event, or a mood. The movement of the camera - as the bad guy - in a dark

empty house among strange sounds is a cliché that horror films cannot give up.

Architecture turns into a symbol in films. The space made of light, without
walls, ceiling, even floor, in Jarman’s Wittgenstein (1993) symbolizes the
philosopher’s way of thinking. There are a few lit areas in a huge darkness
both in the space and on his mind. The indefinite unclear spaces that the viewer
cannot ‘locate’ in Bergman’s Persona (1966) symbolize the minds of the two
women. The garden of paradise is the symbol of power in Fritz Lang’s
Metropolis (1926). The woman’s home as the family and the brothel as the
hidden in Bunuel’s Belle de Jour (1967) symbolize the two sides of bourgeois
society. In Auf Yimaz’s Kesanli Ali Destan: (1964) the squatters’ district and
villa of the rich symbolize a class difference. In Baré’s Eau de la Vie (1994), the
boy lays in the aquarium as if he is laying in his mother’s uterus, or in Pier
Paolo Pasolini’s Oedipus Rex (1967) the green land surrounded with trees that

the camera records with circular movement symbolizes uterus.
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Figure 1. Orson Welles' Citizen Kane
Aumont and others, Aesthetics of Film, 24.

Figure 2. Eduardo de Gregorio's The Aspern Papers
Sight and Sound, 81-82/1, 45.

Figure 3. Richard Quine's Strangers When We Meet
Sight and Sound, 81-82/1, 53.

40



Figure 4. Janusz Morgenstern's Little Sky
Videosinema, 85/13, 47.

Figure 5. Andrei Tarkovsky's Nostalgia
Videosinema, 85/13, 97.
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Figure 6. John Carpenter's Assault on Precinct 13
Sight and Sound, 77-78/1, 59.

Figure 7. Arthur Penn's Alice's Restaurant
Gelisim Sinema, 84/2, 56.

Figure 8. Andrew Gosling's The Face at the Window
Sight and Sound, 87/3, 181.
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Figure 9. Alfred Hitchcock's Psycho
Aumont and others, Aesthetics of Film, 12.

Figure 10. Dziga Vertov's The Man With a Movie Camera
Aumont and others, Aesthetics of Film, 11.

Figure 11. Bill Douglas’
Sight and Sound, 92/12, 2.
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CHAPTER 3

A CASE STUDY: TWO APPROACHES TO SPACE IN CINEMA

3.1 SPACE IN CINEMA

Borges once said it’s much more difficult to read a book than to
write one. In a peculiar way, he was right. (Greenaway in an
interview in Pally, 1991: 10)

The ideas put forward so far are the outcome of an architect’s interpretation of
the one hundred years of cinema. As in any other form of art, different points
of view, understandings or ideas exist in the medium of cinema. Both the
technical possibilities of cinema and the film theories developed throughout the
twentieth century. For this dynamic, rapidly-changing art form, it seems

obvious to have conflicting, opposing approaches side by side.

A similar case is true about the approaches to space in cinema. In time, new
methods were offered for the representation and use of space and architecture;
simultaneously different view points about space developed in the medium of
cinema. In this study, these approaches are classified in relation to the aims of
the thesis. According to this classification (Table 2), there are two approaches
to space, namely ‘space at the background’ and ‘space at the foreground’. The

second approach, ‘space at the foreground’, is also divided into two in itself as
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‘space as form’ and ‘space as symbol’. It is not possible to claim that this
classification covers all points of view related to space or all examples. The aim

of the classification, rather, is to refine the ideas brought forth so far.

In most of the films space is at the background. Most directors are neither
concerned of the representation of space nor benefit from it as a tool effectively.
Bowman states “I don’t think that directors and their collaborators necessarily
think about how they are going to arrange scenes spatially” (1992: 4). These
directors select spaces not according to the contribution of space to the film but
due to its propriety for shooting such as light conditions or camera location.
Therefore the name of this group, ‘space at the background’, has a
metaphorical meaning. Space, in these films, is not a notion at the foreground.
Another reason for choosing this name is literal: The space is physically at the
background in these films. It is there, behind the action as a backdrop. It fills

the empty parts behind the actors in the solid cinematic frame.

Directors, who are considered to be the members of the ‘space at the
foreground’ group, on the other hand, analyze, uncover and transform space.
They are interested in the representation of architecture and space in their
films. They are aware of the potential of space and make use of it by examining
it and looking for its limits. There is “a certain “foregrounding” of space”
(Heath, 1986: 384) in their films. A film setting “can even, to use Menzies’
expression, become the “hero” of the piece, dominating the action and the
actors” (Heisner, 1990: 5). Space, as an actor, is metaphorically and literally ‘at
the foreground’ in these films. Space acts. “The “excess scenography” of Blade
Runner, for example, is more than mere background. As Bart Mills says: “The
setting is the film”” (Sobchack, 1987: 262). Agrest claims that (1993: 129):

From the point of view of film production, architecture is an
almost unavoidable element of film. It ranges from being a mere
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background against which action takes place, without particular
care for or emphasis on the architectural (spatial, formal, and
symbolic) features or qualities of that background, to the other
extreme, where architecture is almost the inspiring force behind
the film. Fritz Lang’s Metropolis is a rather obvious example of
the latter.

For the films that can be counted in the group ‘space as form’, space is both
independent of and as important as narration. Here, space is an aim rather
than a tool. Director has two aims: To create meaning through narration and to
analyze space. These aims are treated as parallel but distinct components of the
film. Both the concept of space and its representation are examined within the
context of films. These films may not be the ones in which space is used in the
best way, but they are the ones in which it is superlatively analyzed and carried

to an artistic level.

Finally, space is treated as a basic element of the film like an actor, scenario or
music in the group ‘space as symbol’, where the treatment is functional. In
other words, here space, which is at the foreground, is a tool to convey message.
It helps the visualization of narration. The representation of space is mostly
physical (audiovisual) in character whereas the use of space is generally
symbolic or metaphorical. Space symbolizes things such as a person, an event, a

situation for narration.

In relation to this classification and to the theoretical framework erected in the
previous chapter, the approach of two directors who treat space at the
foreground will be analyzed in the case study. These two directors are
representatives of the two divisions of the group ‘space at the foreground’. One

film of each director will be studied in detail.
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Due to the classification mentioned above, Peter Greenaway’s films can be
considered as representatives of ‘space as form’, and Wim Wenders’ films can
be regarded to belong to the group ‘space as symbol’. The case study does not
take the films of the two directors or the two approaches as oppositions.
Greenaway also uses architecture as symbol, as Wenders uses it as form. The
directors are posited in the classification due to the factors that dominate in

their approach to space.

It seems hard to consider Greenaway and Wenders as members of a group or a
style. The cinema of these two contemporary directors is “a cinéma des auteurs,
a cinema created by filmmakers who, to use Francois Truffaut’s famous
phrase, write “in the first person”” (Paris, 1993: 31). Both Greenaway, with his
films as a performance, and Wenders, with his road films, follow different lines
from their colleagues. They approach to filmmaking and space with an artistic
sensitivity. In the following lines the two directors’ approach to filmmaking and
space will be studied, especially via Greenaway’s The Belly of an Architect and

Wenders’ Der Himmel iiber Berlin.

3.2 SPACE AS FORM: PETER GREENAWAY

3.2.1 GREENAWAY’S APPROACH TO FILMMAKING

Greenaway’s approach to filmmaking seems to be quite different from other
directors’. One reason of this is his interest in other art forms. This interest is
not limited to examination and interpretation but he paints, and writes novels.
It is often stated that in his films there are references from painting. He says
“[m]y concerns reiterate a wish to bring the aesthetics of painting to cinema”
(Ranvaud, 1987: 196). However it should be stated that the other forms of art

such as theater, architecture, literature or music inspire him as well. He states
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that cinema is “the system Wagner always dreamt of, the total art form” (Pally,
1991: 10).

Greenaway’s way of making films is both artistic and mathematical (which can
also be a way for an architect to approach to design). Everything - the décor,
the costumes, the music - has an artful ambiance, “a theatrical framework”
(Brown, 1981-82: 34). Each frame is an artwork, a painting. An attentive
performance is presented to viewers on the screen. Everything is totally
designed in detail. “Meats and vegetables will not land on the moon, clocks will
not fly off mantlepieces. Greenaway’s canvas is the opposite of Dali’s” (Pally,
1991: 4). Nothing seems accidental or unconscious. Greenaway says his films
“are organized very economically. Everything is written down; even the smell
of flowers is marked if it needs to be there for the actors” (Pally, 1991: 10). That
precision is not only artistic but also mathematical. The order he organizes has
a rhythm with series of numbers or of letters (Draughtsman’s Contract is
structured according to the twelve sketches drawn. Prospero has twenty-four
books that structure the film). Referring to “the internal dynamic of all
Greenaway’s work,” Robert Brown mentions the “tension between the
Romantic inclination of the painter trained at art school and the Materialist
discipline of the documentary film editor once employed by the Central Office
of Information” (1981-82: 35). “It’s my particular problem,” Greenaway states,
“this balance between a rigid extra-frame consideration of filmmaking and a
very English romantic concern with visual imagery. There is this romance and

structure battling all the time” (Brown, 1981-82: 35).

Going back to the idea that cinema is both a form of art and a mode of
representation, it can be stated that art is outweighing in Greenaway’s films.
His problem is mainly artistic. Film as an artwork should be watched from a

distance as if looking at a painting (long shot, no zoom in/out). He claims
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“[w]hen you go into an art gallery you don’t emote, by and large, like people do
in the movies” (Pally, 1991: 8). Film is an artistic performance. Unlike most
directors, he does not want to take the viewer inside the film, to make him a
part of the film, namely to let him identify himself with a character. He usually
focuses on the bad side in man, and most of his characters are sickly people

with whom the viewer would not wish to identify himself.

Greenaway believes that film is something that has nothing to do with reality.
Brown (1981-82: 35) states “for Greenaway, what is real is precisely that
physical truth which cannot be represented.” The real is the chaos which is life,
and art is an attempt to create an order out of this chaos. He says “we try to de-
chaos chaos” (Pally, 1991: 6). Pally (1991: 4) states “Drowning is thrice about
imposing order on chaos, on man’s irrational impulses and nature’s inevitable
decay: first, within the narrative; second in its structural organization; and
third, in the look of the screen. Greenaway is an order-and-chaos enthusiast.”
The order is man-made and artificial since it is distinct from reality and life.
Therefore the viewer has to be informed about the artificiality of the
performance, for instance, by telling that somewhere there is a camera that
records. Similarly his characters are artificial. On the artificiality of film, and

order and chaos Greenaway claims:

These devices should emphasize to viewers that they are
watching artifice, a construction overlaid on the world. It is not
natural, not slices of life. Cook Thief opens with curtains and
closes with curtains. It is a performance. The very effort of
placing cultural artifacts into a filmic frame is an attempt to
order them. I’'m in no way a neo-realist. Neo-realism and
naturalism in cinema is a chimera anyway. You can’t be real in
cinema; you make a discussion about form and artifice for every
twenty-four frames per second of film. ... I think the most
satisfactory movies are those which acknowledge their
artificiality. ... I know my work is accused of being cool and
intellectually exhibitionistic. But I’m determined to get away
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from that manipulated, emotional response that you’re supposed
to have to Hollywood cinema. Human relations are considerably
harder and harsher, and much more to do with contracts than
with any glossy ideas that are so much in the current media
package. Most mainstream cinema tends to glamorize,
deodorize, romanticize, and sentimentalize. I’m very keen to not
do those things (Pally, 1991: 8).

I’ve always had the desire to organize things. ... I am interested
in rationality. ... That’s what art is about, isn’t it - trying to find
some order in the chaos? That’s what civilization is about, some
way to understand, contain this vast amount of data that’s
pushed at us all the time. ... I take the cultural systems I admire
and try to set them out in one place. I demand, as we all do, some
sense of coherence, of order in world. And we are always
defeated. This is the human condition (Greenaway in an
interview in Pally, 1991: 6).

Greenaway states “[i]t’s very important for satisfactory art that there be a very
happy marriage between form and content” (Pally, 1991: 7). Greenaway’s films
can be interpreted as a combination of spectacle and text (Table 3). It is
actually this feature that makes him a representative of ‘space as form’.
Spectacle as space and text as narration are in balance in his films. They are
equally important, separable, parallel but one is not for the other. Referring to
Greenaway’s words “it’s very interesting to try to find a filmmaker who can
bring the word and the spectacle together,” Marlene Rodgers claims that
“[v]ery evidently, Greemaway himself is this film-maker” (1991-92: 11).
Greenaway says “[c]ontent always atrophies. ... The form exists after the

content fades” (Pally, 1991: 11).

Greenaway is not interested in straight-forward, linear story-telling films, but
deals with form, optic theory and Apollonian universe (Greenaway quoted in
Borekei, 1993: 60). When cinema is considered not as a medium for story-

telling but as ‘moving pictures’, Greenaway is an artist.
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3.2.2 GREENAWAY’S APPROACH TO SPACE

As mentioned before, space and narration are the two aims of Greenaway’s
films. Space is constructed with spectacle, narration is constructed with text.
Space is at the foreground in his films. Frame aesthetics (formal aesthetics) is
significant, and each frame is created as an artwork. Each frame and the whole
film are totally designed and organized as a composition constructing a whole
(Fig. 27, 28, 30, 33). Space is not the totality of its inside and outside but is the

inside of the frame. Space is the seen, is the inner frame, is ‘the framed’.

Space is represented as something physical in Greenaway’s films. The physical
aspects of space such as composition, depth, light, color are analyzed in the
representation of space. The significance of frame comes from this attitude.
Greenaway uses symmetrical frames, static frames, layered frames, sectional
frames, linear frames, crowded frames, frames as painting, moving frames,
superimposed frames. Pally describes the crowded frames of Greenaway in an
interview: “Some artists respond to the need for order by clearing everything
away and drawing the one necessary stroke. Your impulses are quite the

opposite. Your screen overflows” (1991: 7) (Fig. 16, 23).

Greenaway is very much interested in architecture. In an interview (Ranvaud,
1987: 193) he states “it’s possible to compare the work of a film-maker with
that of an architect. We both have to be accountable to our backers and to the
man in the street, but we also need to satisfy ourselves and our idea of culture.”
He continues “I was fascinated with the business of photographing
architecture, with the logistical problems of parallax, verticals and horizontals;
and given that all my film-making is based on grids, there had to be a
connection somewhere.” He likes using representations of architecture in his

films. The Draughtsman’s Contract is constructed on sketching architecture. In
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this film space transforms as it is drawn. In Prospero’s Books representations of
architecture such as drawing, model are included. A foldable architectural
model transforms to the space it represents (Fig 35). Rodgers (1991-92: 11)
mentions the “architectural texts with buildings that spring out, fully formed”

in this film. ‘The Book of Architecture’ is one of Prospero’s books.

There are techniques and elements that Greenaway uses in the interpretation of
space in his films. He uses most of them in every film. Usually one technique or
element is dominant in each film. The possibilities and limits of the technique
and element, how to benefit from it in the representation of space are analyzed
in detail in that particular film. Mainly color and linear movement in The Cook,
the Thief, His Wife and Her Lover, mirror and superimposition of images in
Prospero’s Books, light in A Zed and Two Noughts, landscape in The
Draughtsman’s Contract, space as stage in The Baby of Macon, water in

Drowning by Numbers are analyzed.
3.2.2.1 TECHNIQUES

Symmetry: Vertical symmetry is a technique Greenaway often uses. By using
twin brothers in A Zed and Two Noughts he takes symmetry to its extreme (Fig.
12). Symmetry in space and architecture is mostly studied in The Belly of an
Architect. He uses symmetry almost always together with static frames and
usually with long shots. With those symmetrical static wide frames,

architectural space is flattened from three- to two-dimensional.

Static frame: Static frame is not the frame where everything is motionless but
the one where the camera is static. Greenaway composes space and forms the
aesthetics of the frame with static frames. In this way he interrupts the mobility

of cinematic space and emphasizes the motionlessness and rigidity of
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architectural space. Painting seems to be influential on his interest in static
frames. With static frames he does not frame space but organizes a spatial

composition in the frame (Fig. 16, 25, 26).

Long shot: One reason of using long shot is to keep the viewer distant from the
film and to prevent identification. Yet a more important reason is
architectural. With long shot, architecture dominates by filling most of the
frame. Humans are used like figures for giving scale to the space as in
architectural drawings. Therefore space is at the foreground forming the

spectacle (Fig. 17).

Single point perspective: While representing space Greenaway sometimes
emphasizes two-dimensionality, and he sometimes accentuates the three-
dimensionality of his representation. If it is a building in the frame he flattens it
(Fig. 15, 17), if it is a space, namely a void he stresses the three-dimensionality
(Fig. 32). He uses and questions the structure of cinema which is both two- and
three-dimensional (remember Wittgenstein’s ambiguous duck-rabbit figure).
He uses time, layering, movement such as flying or swinging objects, flashing
lights, etc. to express the third dimension, namely the depth. Single point
perspective is one of the techniques that represents depth (Fig. 12, 16, 18). He
uses single point perspective usually with repetitive architectural elements such
as columns and arches so that the diminishing elements add to the sense of

depth.

The sectional: Space is treated as sectional especially in Greenaway’s studio
films such as The Cook, the Thief, His Wife and Her Lover, Prospero’s Books,
The Baby of Macon. It is as if space is cut from one side. The camera moves
linearly at this side facing the space. Theater seems to be influential on this

attitude. Stage in theater can be considered as a space cut from the side where
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the audience is situated. Film is a performance, in Greenaway’s words, and the
fact that some of his films - as mentioned before - start with the opening of a
curtain and end with its closing support the influence of theater. Performance
is one of the subjects in The Baby of Macon. Throughout the film and especially
in the last scene, the concept of performance (what performance is, who

performs it) is questioned.

Linear movement: Linear movement, which is a way of tracking in cinematic
terms, is another technique that Greenaway uses in the representation of space.
The camera, at the cut side of the space and facing it, glides linearly - moving
usually to the right. At the moment it usually follows the actors who walks
through space (as in The Cook, the Thief, His Wife and Her Lover, Prospero’s
Books, Drowning by Numbers) (Fig. 31). In The Cook, the Thief, His Wife and
Her Lover the camera passes linearly from one space to the next through the
wall in section. He represents the continuity of space with this favorite camera

movement of his.

Layering: Another technique that Greenaway uses to represent depth of space
is layering (Table 5). The space is divided usually into four superimposed
layers. In the first layer the camera makes the linear movement as described
above. The second layer is composed of motionless objects, actors, or
architectural elements. In the third layer the actors move through space with
the same speed as the camera does. The fourth layer is composed of

architectural elements such as columns or walls.

Perpendicular shooting: Perpendicular shooting is an interesting technique that
Greenaway often uses (Table 6). He frames the space with static camera that
stands perpendicular to a wall so that it forms single point perspective (Fig. 12,

18, 25). Instead of rotating the camera in the space, he edits perpendicular shots
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side by side. In The Cook, the Thief, His Wife and Her Lover the camera position
is almost never angular, it is always perpendicular to a wall. Most of the
camera movements are linear with very little pan (turning). Perpendicular
shooting creates a pictorial effect in the space. The aim is again frame

aesthetics.

Use of light: Light, shade and shadow are important tools in the representation
of space in Greenaway‘s films. He is especially good in the lighting of the
interior spaces which he uses a lot. Lighting is totally designed and controlled
in interior spaces (Fig. 12, 13, 14). He uses natural sun light when representing
English countryside. In some of his films he deals with light-shadow plays. In 4
Zed and Two Noughts he searches for the spatial limits of light; he defines and
transforms space by using moving, changing or flashing lights. In Drowning by
Numbers the shadow of a little girl skipping rope casts on the three-storey
house behind at night as she counts the stars. Light condition changes and the
shadow appears and disappears (Fig. 24). A result of these experiments is that
the same space is perceived differently in different light conditions. Light
transforms space. Thus, architectural space which is static by nature gains

dynamism with moving and changing light.

Superimposition of images: By superimposing frames, Greenaway brings a
different approach to space. He uses “density of the images” (Rodgers, 1991-92:
11) in Prospero’s Books, a film of William Shakespeare’s The Tempest. The
whole film is an image bombardment full of superimposition of pictures, words
and sounds. He superimposes one or more frames in the ‘normal’ cinematic
frame, that are smaller than this frame. “Greenaway uses both conventional
film techniques and the resources of high-definition television to layer image
upon image, superimposing or opening out a second or third frame within his

frame” (Rodgers, 1991-92: 11) in this film. The frames are transparent or
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opaque. New spatial conditions that are impossible to exist in real life are

created on the screen through superimposition.

Space as stage: ‘Space as the sectional’ and ‘film as a performance’ form the
basis of ‘space as stage’ technique. Greenaway represents a (two? three?)
play(s) in The Baby of Macon. Architectural space, theatrical space, cinematic
space coexist in the film. He represents theatrical space but he does not limit
himself with the possibilities of theater. For instance, as the play - the film -
continues on the stage the main actress goes down a staircase underneath the
stage, and the next scene is acted there. Greenaway transforms theatrical space

using cinematic techniques as he does to architectural space in other films.

3.2.2.2 ELEMENTS OF SPACE

Color: Greenaway uses color in various ways. In Drowning by Numbers the boy
signs the classified plants and animals in nature with colors. ‘The Book of
Colors’ is one of Prospero’s books. The spatial use of color can be observed in
The Cook, the Thief, His Wife and Her Lover (Table 7). Each space is defined by
a color in the film. “Each room is colored in a single hue that sets the tone for
all that happens there” (Pally, 1991: 5). Thus, colors become the symbols of
spaces, the color of a space becomes dominant in its decoration. Even their
cloths change color when actors go from one space to another. The cloths of
some, like the cook for example, do not change color, which is used to support
the meaning associated with the cook’s character created in the film.

Greenaway claims (Pally, 1991: 7-8):

In Cook Thief 1 wanted to use color as an organizing principle in
addition to cooking because color has become so divorced from
meaning in twentieth century painting. We no longer have to
paint the sky blue simply because we observe it to be blue, so
color became decorative, even cute. I wanted to make a film
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where each color had a meaning within the language of the
movie. The room where the thief eats, where the violence
happens, is red. The car park is blue because it’s the cold nether
regions of this world. I made the lavatory white obviously with
some irony. The book depository is golden to suggest the golden
age of books, the golden color of old book bindings. The kitchen
of the restaurant where the cook works is greenish because it
suggests safety and vegetation, where food comes from. Because
it is a gray-green, stony color and a very large, caverncus room,
the kitchen can also be seen as a cathedral.

Flying objects: Greenaway uses moving objects for the representation of depth.
In A Zed and Two Noughts curtains, butterflies; in Prospero’s Books pieces of
paper fly; there are rooms full of flying pieces of paper (Fig. 18) (pieces of
paper also fly in Fernando E. Solonas’ Sur (1988), this time in the streets). Or

he uses swinging objects like the swinging children in Prospero’s Books.

Mirror: Greenaway uses mirrors mostly in Prospero’s Books (Fig. 29). He
frames the space by using mirrors which are carried by actors. Mirrors express
the idea that the film is a performance. Besides it is the image of the viewer
reflected. Greenaway organizes a framed order out of chaos and reflects it back
to the viewer. The screen becomes a mirror showing the viewer himself. ‘A

Book of Mirrors’ is one of Prospero’s books.

Water: Water is used audiovisually in Greenaway‘s films. The sound of water
is rich acoustically. At the same time, the reflection on water, and light and
water plays are visual materials for cinema and space. Greenaway says “on a
practical level, water is fantastically photogenic. ... On another, pragmatic level,
water provides almost a legitimate opportunity for people to be seen nude”
(Rodgers, 1991-92: 15). In Prospero’s Books water element is applied in these
manners such as the use of pool or dropping water (Fig. 19). Water even

transforms to a space in the film during the scene where actors swim in an
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aquarium (Fig. 20). ‘The Book of Water’ is one of Prospero’s books.

_Additionally some short films of Greenaway are about water.

Landscape: Greenaway prefers using interior spaces and thus making films in
the studio where every condition is under control. However he likes and uses
English landscapes too (The Draughtsman’s Contract, Drowning by Numbers)
(Fig. 21, 23). He says “I was very interested in all that country house
architectural side, which of course involves a certain amount of snobbism in the
English approach to the country” (Ranvaud, 1987: 193). Especially in Tke
Draughtsman’s Contract landscape dominates. As mentioned in the film, the
draughtsman sketches what he sees, not what he imagines. “[T]he inclusion or
exclusion of certain objects within the artist’s drawings” (Brown, 1981-82: 35)
is an artistic problem clarified in the film. The landscape is perceived in two
ways, as represented in the film and as sketched by the draughtsman (Fig. 22).

Greenaway states that:

The film is essentially about a draughtsman drawing a
landscape, and the facets of the drawing and the landscape are
compared on another level of representation, the film. I want
those three ideas to be present in the whole structure of the
movie, so that one is aware that we are making comparisons all
the time between the real landscape, Mr. Neville’s image of it
and, ultimately, us as viewers seeing those ideas represented on
film (Brown, 1981-82: 35).

Greenaway’s techniques and elements of space which have been mentioned
above not only turn space to an actor but also show architects ways to analyze
space. The changing properties of architectural space that is static by nature
are analyzed in Greenaway’s cinema. Some conventional techniques such as
single point perspective, perpendicular shooting and new ones such as layering,
space as the sectional are brought forth to represent space. Greenaway’s

approach to space can be a tool for architects to analyze space as well.

58



Figure 12. Peter Greenaway's A Zed and Two Noughts
Caux and others, Peter Greenaway, 81.

Figure 13. Peter Greenaway's A Zed and Two Noughts
Caux and others, Peter Greenaway, 16.

Figure 14. Peter Greenaway's Prospero's Books
Greenaway, Prospero's Books, 95.
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Figure 15. Peter Greenaway's Drowning by Numbers
Greenaway, Fear of Drowning by Numbers, 76.

Figure 16. Peter Greenaway's A Zed and Two Noughts
Caux and others, Peter Greenaway, 64.

Figure 17. Peter Greenaway's Drowning by Numbers
Greenaway, Fear of Drowning by Numbers, 97.
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Figure 18. Peter Greenaway's Prospero's Books
Greenaway, Prospero's Books, 60.

Figure 19. Peter Greenaway's Prospero's Books
Greenaway, Prospero's Books, 55.

Figure 20. Peter Greenaway's Prospero's Books
Greenaway, Prospero's Books, 110-111.
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Figure 21. Peter Greenawa;"s Draughtsman's Contract
Sight and Sound, 81-82/1, 36.

Figure 22. Peter Greenaway's Draughtsman's Contract
Caux and others, Peter Greenaway, 14.

Figure 23. Peter Greenaway's Drowning by Numbers
Greenaway, Fear of Drowning by Numbers, 50.
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Figure 24. Peter Greenaway's Drowning by Numbers
Greenaway, Fear of Drowning by Numbers, 16.

Figure 25. Peter Greenaway's Drowning by Numbers
Greenaway, Fear of Drowning by Numbers, 110.

Figure 26. Peter Greenaway's Drowning by Numbers
Greenaway, Fear of Drowning by Numbers, 109.
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Figure 27. Peter Greenaway's Drowning by Numbers
Greenaway, Fear of Drowning by Numbers, 102.
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