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Cinematic Techniques & Architectural Representation 

SERGIO DURAN 
New Jersey Institute of Technology 

The language of architecture b j  waj of nhich \\e communicate 
the notionf of corlstruction ~ne thodo log ,  conlplex geornetq. 
social. envirorinlental and eben political ideas. is undergoing a 
series of charigef that \\ill affect the way in which l+e 
understand the difcipline and therefore the industq.  

Architects or historians present design and research intentions 
for the purpose of iepresenting ideological. theoretical or elen 
just plain practical aspects of building and construction. The 
tools and methodb used to communicate these ideas are handed 
down from a discipline that is accustomed to borrowing f io~n  
the de\ elopments in other closelj related arts and sciences. I s  
\+ith the develop~nent of orthographic and perspectix a1 drauing 
techniques in the renaissance. new technologies related to 
reprebentation are now becoming a\ ailable with the  curl ent 
delelopments in coniputer graphics and animation and their 
accessibilitj to architects designers and planners as bell as 
histoiians and educators. 

These tools are not onlj more powerful and available the! are 
also universallj understood because thej make use of a 
common language del eloped 01 er a recent number of j ears and 
to some degree. like a l i ~ i n g  language. are still under 
construction. 

The Graphic Lser Interface. Desktop Metaphors. t he  \louse and 
the lnternet hale all contributed to a global language that can 
iacilitate access to this technolog. Ho\+e\ er. this technolog 
can both s e n e  to entrench the established methods or libeiate 
n e ~  forms of expre4on. 

Construction methods. site anal!sis. aestl~etic and sociopolitical 
circumqtances ~urrounding the design and construction of a 
building are traditionall! corn~nunicated b j  I+ a! of i epl evnta- 
tions that h a l e  aha!< maintained a language of their o ~ n .  To 
bridge these dialects is not always oblious and in some cases 
can pro\ e ineffectil e. 

Architectural presentations are steadilj rnoling tobards the 
linear presentation formats that are more cornmonl! seen in 
other arts and industries such as Film and Telelision or PI-EB 
Design and contemporary Hjper-Media. 

harrative forrns of representation in Film are inarpahl! the 
most effectit e means to come\ a s ton.  Based on a series of 
e\ents, film strings together an idea and can co~rlrnuriicate a 
general feeling or ex en  a n  instantaleous sensation. Difierentiat- 
i d  only . by . thelength of time that each e ~ e n t  takes or the length 
of time taken to explain the  elent. the  absolute linearity of the 
re-telling is a condition of the nledium of film. 

The narratile itself can b e  of an explicati~ e scientific nature or 
entirelj for the purpose of entertainment. 1 hether narratile or 
documentarj. literarj or commercial. a filrn is categoricallj 
expositor! in form because uhether the film is expressile. 
ex ocatix e or ex en pro\ o c a t i ~  e. the emotional trigger is corn eq ed 
through sequentiallj explicati~ e events. As such. filrn is a 
medium inherentlj dependent on a time-space reference, as 
 ell as semiotic references that are consequentlj subordinate to 
established iconography and cultural s!mbolism. 

Bruno Taut understood this riotiori as earlj as earlj as 1920: 
\+hen h e  classified films into three distinct categories, although 
o\erlapping and complemerltar! to each other. 

"The categories are as folloxs: 

(1) The general11 stimulating film. which kindles the artistic 
imagination: 

(2) The instructi\e film. produced as an aid to the teaching of 
art. craft. or architecture: 

(3) The film as an autonomous work of art."" 

bquarelp placing his own fihn "'Der Reltbaumei,ter" (an 
architectural drama nel  e r  realized). uithin the third categoq of 
iilm as art. Bruno Taut explain; ~ i t h i n  the second categoi? that 
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lor ""Irchitecture: lilrn* of buildings and gloups of 1)uilding~. 
-hot h! ~nox ing the t aniera around them. coming closer to c l i o ~  
detail. and finall! e11teting.'"- are bettel rnethotls to repre-erit 
aichitecture and that with filrn ratlie1 than the traditional 
perspecti\ e. .'The student of architecture. like the la!~nan. \+ill 
thus acquire a lixel! notion of the true es-ence of architecture. 
He \\ill flee himsell ol the pictorial notion+ fostered hithelto b! 
perspectila1 renderings and \\ill learn to t omprehend the 
Iruilding as a unified organism that grows irie~itabl! out of the 
determinant factors of function. location. and the rest."-i Taut 
suggests filming during theatrical per for~nance~ as a de~nonstra- 
tiori of the relationship b e h e e n  architecture and dlama and to 
t ompli~nent sectional dramings with animated x iex$ s. 

These suggestions. made more than eight! years ago at a time 
when eIen color \$as; not an  established standard in film. are 
only no\+ being iniplemented in architecture. 

The stillness 

1 nlike the still life painting. the landscape or the photograph. 
Film does not rel! on the power of the gaze for the transfer of 
meaning. I l though architecture has traditionall! relied on the 
still image as a form of representation. neu alliances are being 
formed mith the  dexelopnlent of motion graphics and animation 

> A 

and their accessibilitj to architects. "lrtists and producers of 
both neu and older media are remaking and incorporating one 
another'b forms to create a variet! of hcbrids. W'ebsites are 
looltinm more and more like T I  but  the! also drau from books, 

F 
niagazmes and enc!clopedias: computer games incorporate 
cinematic techniques. perspective painting. and arcade games: 
graphic artists are referencing the computer interfaces of 
~ e b s i t e s  in their print designs: and theater and dance compa- 
nies are beginning to employ video conferencing. internet 
projections. computer graphics. and complex computer/bodj 
interfaces to extend. magnifj. and coniplicate audience percep- 
tions and experiences."-' 

Con\ erselj . t he  stillness of traditional architectural representa- 
tions. not unlike the photograph. retains the ~ a l u e s  of the static 
image and its nostalgic reference. I ilia11 Sobchack asserts that 
~*Paradoaically. as it objectifies and preserves in its acts of 
possession. the  photographic has something to do \\ith loss. 
uith pastness. and \+ith death. its meaning3 and xalue intimatel! 
bound \+ithin the  structuie and investments of nostalgia.'"' This 
is made especiall! clear in the film Blade Runnel and its use of 
photographs as a signifiei of personal identit?. In the case of the 
replican. .i+hethei these are true or fabricated. In the same film. 
a photograph of an apaitnient also berxes as an in\ estigatix e 
tool in a fascinating if not technologitall! inexplicable extrac- 
tion of the third dimension from an obxiousl! tno-dimensional 
image. 

This technology i; not axailable to us. -!et. Howexer. for 
architecture and architectural education. techno lo^ ma! be 
achancing at a faster rate than its users are able to digest. 

Rithout training in the bpedic  form o r  application of thece 
I]?\+ techr~ologiec. artl~itect, are intlined to adapt theil iudi- 
mentar! forms to exibtirig oi traditional architectuial nietliod* 
uithout questioning or elen exploring \+hat possihilitie3 ma! 
exist in the ~ 0 1 1 ~  that has been dexeloped h? othei disciplines 
that h a l e  exploled the same oi similar paths. 

THEORY & ISSI-ES 

Film har a h  a! s rnaintairied the  p o ~  er of displacing the x ie\+ er 
in space and time and the depiction of architecture in film is 
practicallq unal oidable. .lrchitecture nil1 appear in most films 
b j  default. simpl! because it becomes the background to an 
e ~ e n t .  T h e n  arcliitecture becomes the focus of film. the 
representation of Architecture in Film can be a displacement of 
the same if not greater interest arid complexit? than the 
conventional suhject of the film itself. However i n  the world of 
realit?, where architecture is still defined. a different sort of 
displacement is e\ident in relation to architecture and its 
representation on Film. -4rchitecture. either in its mystical form 
or in its concrete absolute. is prirnaril! represented ah the shell 
or container of the subject. 4 form of shelter. not from the 
t eat her or the elements. but rather an enclosure of the topic or 
subject matter that if being communicated within the film. In 
this way architecture acts as a barrier or protection from the 
possible peripheral distractions that might undermine an! focus 
on the subject of the filrn. If and \\hen the architecture itself 
becomes the subject of the film. a phenomenon of displacement 
can occur. Uthough, not a h a p s  deliberate on  t h e  part of the 
film maker. no1 for that matter. necessarily ob\ious to the 
\iewer, the role of architecture as a symbol to  this end is 
thereby displaced. 

THE EXPLICATIVE EXPOSITORY AND THE 
EXPRESSIVE EVOCATORY 

The establishing shot in an! narrative film can be said to 
furiction mithin the na r ra t i~e  as a site analjsis might function 
for the architect in the design of a building in the  context of a 
specific neighborhood or communitj. Context. in architectural 
terms. perforrris a sirnilar role as part of a n  architectural 
presentation. to establish a relationship between the  character 
of the surrounding area and the proposed i n t e n  ention. 

Current technological ad\antes in camera size. location aetup 
and mobilit! coupled with a general public acceptance of the 
documentan format has made it possible for the  co-called 
documental? st\le to find ita ma! into man? commercial and the 
full feature film. Elen  the most banal of films can find it 
necessal? to inchide the captilating effects of t he  p~ecai ious l~  
jerk!. decei~ing ! et  con^ inciriglj truthful hand-held camera 
that is the signatme st!le of the documentan. More often than 
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not. crc.atct1 lor the pu~.pose 01 lentling an air of crrdil~ilitt to an 
otlierx\iie ox ersinipliiietl .ton or production. 

Ttto important factors wf~ara te  the docunientar! iilm from the 
riarratite storj  in their relation to the reprewntation 01 
architecture. or  for that matter. in their use as formats for 
architectural presentations. 

First. although there ha. been a blurring of the line bettteen the 
larratixe and the documeritarj form in film itself. architecture 
remains lojal to the pseudo scientitic aspects of the documenta- 
5.  Realit! and  the representation of realit! are at the core of an 
architectulal presentation 1% hen the credibilitj of professionals 
ma, be questioned. For this reason alone. the documental? 
format would be fa\ ored. 

"Hotvexer. t h e  majorit! of navigable xirtual spaces mimic 
existing phjsical realit! t+ithout proposing an! coherent aes- 
thetic program. IX hat artistic and theoretical traditions can the 
designers of navigable spaces drau upon to make them more 
interesting? One obvious candidate is modern architecture. 
From hlelniltov. Le Corbusier. and Frank Lloyd %-right to - 
Irchigram a n d  Bernard Tschurni. modern architects h a ~ e  
elaborated a varietj of schemes for structuring and conceptual- 
izing space to be natigated bj  users: Iilla Savoje (Le 
Corbusier). Falking Cit! (Irchigram). and Park de la Yillette 
(Tschumi). Even more relevant is the tradition of -paper 
architecture'- designs that were not intended to be built and 
\+hose authors therefore felt unericu~nbered by the limitations 
of materials. grax it! arid budgets. lriother highlj relel ant 
tradition is film architecture. - the  standard interface to com- 
puter space is the  xirtual camera modeled after the filni camera 
rather than the  simulation of unaided hurnan sight.-"6 

Iforeover. t he  language of film and telexision are established 
and without question dominate noxz and are likely to continue 
ot er generations to come. 

Second. the relationship betmeen film and architecture is a 
precarious one. 

I s  h thon!  \ idler malws plain arid clear "It is architecture that 
has had the most prilileged and difficult relationship to Fi11n'"- 
llrnost as if in denial of its opposite. film and architecture ha\ e 
danced a ritual of praife and dissent. hut alx+a!s in mutual 
respect. There is an implied innocence in the fabrication of 
realit! and the  construction of a simple motie set that is part of 
a simple s toq of simple people. J e t  an entire generation of 
architectb trained in the maxims of modernism can not accept 
the idea of a ialse facade. Not unlike the lliesian precept: 
~ u t h  in materials" a tluth that ner er reall! was or could he in 
it;. relation to ornament. I iolated hx Vies himself in his 
treatment of the  faqade of the Seagrams building, this truth left 
all subsequent generations after the V o d ~ r n  in doubt of these 
purist ideals. Realit! i n  relation to construct of the existing 

ttolld had to he let icwcd. ~edlax+n dnd le-plewrited. (:o~i+tiuct- 
ed lealit! a- in the film-: Onc fioii~ t 1 1 ~  H ~ m t  I,! Copl~ola oi 
luliosatz a'< D O ~ C S ~  nden concoct a i o ~  c ed x ision x+ ith a coninion 
thread that \\ill alttd!? rexert to an otersirriplifi~atiori of all 
matter, lelating to the haclipround. indeed an apparent neglect 
foi arcliitectuie itaelf. BJ \+a> ol tlieii underlining oi ct en 
delibelate emp1ia.i- on the suhoidinatr hacliglound. these tilm. 
use aichitecture b j  neglect in ortiel to mdbe theii point. 
Conr ei*elt. filrnf lilie T o k ~  o Stoi 1 13 0 7 n  and IIihhail 
I\alatozox's I rrnl Gtba. m e  architecture specificall! to drixe 
theil point. Ozu's notoriously stationar! and lotz-angled camera 
xiexzs in Tolgo Storj categoricallj disqualif) this iilm as 
documentan, stale. Instead, Ozu mal'ep use of architecture as a - .  
synlbol sometimes representing progres. as in the  cit!scapes. 
and other times representing the  opposite of progress in defense 
of the maintenance of traditional talues. as in the familj 
gathering over the traditional tatami loom. To Ozu. Architec- 
ture cannot be neutral when represented in film. 

In Federico Fellini's "neoreal'". he  "*\\ants his camera to look at 
an! l&d of realitj: not just social realit!. but also spiritual 
realit!, metaphjsical realit!. an!thing man has inside him'"8 
constitutes a form of reality. 

If film makers can see all of this in architecture. tvhj shouldn't 
architects and their educators see as much or at least make use 
of the same techniques to communicate as nell. Certainly. 
be!ond the theoretical. man! practical and ex e n  pragmatic 
aspects are applicable t o d a ~ .  Cameras are reduced in size. the  
price of technolog is diminished and dexelopments arrive 
faster that x+e can absorb. Hoxtexe~. if Academia remains 
reluctant to accept these changes and we are not receptile to 
possibilities outside our oxzn disciplinarj boundaries. the 
proniise of visionaries like Bruno Taut or institutions lilie the 
Bauhaus uould fade-out. 

GENERAL STUDIO INFORMATIOK 

For a number of years. an  experimental design studio in the 
graduate and undergraduate program is exploring the  possihili- 
ties irlherent in the use of f i l n ~  techniques for the representation 
of architecture. 

-'From the point of 1-iew of film production. architecture is an  
almost unavoidal~le element of film. It ranges from being a 
mere baclqround against xvhich action takes place. without 
particular care for or emphasis on the architectural (spatial. 
formal. and svnibolic) features or qualities of that background. 
to the other extreme. tvhere architecture is alrnost the  inspiring 
force hehind the film. Fritz Lanpr's lIetropolis is a rather 
obvious example of the latter."" 

The folloxzing is a general description of the Studio. The 
se~ncster is designed to explore architerture b! t+aj  of film. txzo 
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discipli~les that are dosely related arid at the same tirne 
distiilctl!- separate. rlrchitccture has a long h is to i~  as a frame of 
referent-e in Film and Film in turn. has  alwa!s Ireen a powerful 
reference to architects. 

The studio is organized into three segments that progressivel~ 
irlforni a final project. Each segment contains one or more 
exercise in relation to different aspects of the Cine~natheque 
project. 

The projects focus on elements of architecture that corroborate 
thic relationship mith film. as well as resohing practical. 
contextual and functional issues. T o  this end the projects for 
this seinester are organized cumulativel! to c o ~  er computer 
skills. 

Project 111 I)ra\\s upon projects 181' 

.Architecture that is unl~uil t  is largel? in the rnind of the 
creator. As swh .  architecture and film ale clo3ely related 
in their form3 01 representation. that ib to sa!. t he  \+a! in 
mhich both disciplines present an idea. 

The design of the Cinematheque must demonstrate 
continuitj from a11 organizational idca thiougli details. In 
addition the project must show an abilitj to s o h  e the 
problerrls presented b! the program. the site. structure. 
issues of life safet!. lnac.  materials and sjstems. 4ddition- 
ally. presentation techniques derived from the film director 
studies will he deleloped as the studio progresses. Anima- 
tion -ill he  used as a method of anal!sis and description of 
both space and building sjstems. 

Project I 
For more information visit: 

The first project nil1 focus on cinematic ideas found in 
film. These will he  used as a conceptual foundation for 
!oui design project. It will b e  a 2D digital media 
presentation exercise and our first encounter ~ s i t h  the 
Yi EB revie\+. Select a film director from the list below and 
using the computer. prepare a presentation of that 
Director's uork. including technique and philosophy 
relating to the use and representation of apace in Film. 

D ood) .Allen. Federico Fellini. hlilihail kalatozo\. Satjajit 
Ra). Jacques Tati. Bernardo Bertoluchi. Terrj Gilliam. 
D ong Kar U ai. .Alain Resnais. Giuseppe Tornatore. Luis 
Bunuel. Peter Greenal\aj. Stanley I<ubrich. Martin Scors- 
ese. Orson \'ells. Charles Chaplin. D.U. Griffith. Altira 
ICurosama. Ridlej Scott. U im W enders. Francis F. Coppola. 
U erner Herzog. George Lucas. Steven Spielberg. Zhag Yi- 
1Iou. Sergei Eisenstein. Alfred Hitchcoch. lasuhiro Ozu. 
Andrei Tar l io~ slq . 

Project I1 is a site and program analysis. 

The site anal!sis must address. amongst other phenomena. 
sound. natural light. l ieu  arid access. The anal!sis will 
inlolle a dimensional sune! that  is to become a digital 
and physical site model. 

VI nork \+ill be presented in TI EB format including the 
ph! sical site model. 

The program anal!sis \\ill focus on the program as 
outlined in this document. The program section nil1 define 
opti~num proportions. la!out. sizes and contents of the 
space3 both inside and out based upon the use of the 
spaces that make up the Cinematheque. 

The Cinematheque 

In 1890 the  world's first moxie studio opened in & est Orange 
not long after Edison invented the Motion Picture Camera. also 
in 3 e v  Jersek. but it was the Lumiere brothers in France that 
perfected the  art of movies as entertainment and it was in Paris 
that the Cinematheque \+as born. Presentl! known as  the  RlusCle 
du Cinema Henri-Langlois at Palais de Chaillot. place du - 
Trocadero. 16th arrondissement. X Cinematheque is a Filin 
Center. Archix e and hluseum, either government sponsored or 
a non-profit (not for profit) organization. Often including small 
production facilities. recording studios and sound stages, the 
Cinematheque offers public and pritate non-commercial 
screenings and scheduled film shouings that a re  otherwise 
difficult if not impossible to see a t  commercial movie houses. 

SPRING 2001 GRADUATE STUDIO 

In its first manifestation. the Cinematheque program required 
students to include a large sound atage and considerable 
parking. Hometer edger. enthusiastic and satisfied as  students 
ma! ha \ e  felt about their projects, the focus and application of 
cinematic techniques seemed deficient in the final projects. 
Especiallj in their ieference to a particular film director. The! 
also pro\ ed ambiguous in their correlation to ~pecific cinematic 
techniques. although this maj  ha \ e  been the result of the 
critics' ~ e a r i n e s b  or diwoinfort ltith the n o ~ e l t j  of the 
presentation mrthod itself. Ho~zexer. the projert dex eloprnent. 
1 arietj and r r d u t i o n  \\ere generall! more than satisfactorj . 
Students \+ere esperiallj enthusiastic about the D ebsite assign- 
ments and the Filin Director Xnalqais. Both of these  assign- 
ments p~esented  ]letter than expected iesults. 
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Gueht critics irrclutled IIichdcl I3laclcvood (film rnal\cr/produc- 
PI.) arid Frei1eric.k \ I a n  (dorumentar! lilui ~naker  and Icadernj  
i u a r d  no~ninec) as ucll a? a numlwr of architect?. 

SPRISG 2 0 0 2  GRADUATE STLDIO 

The program remains the same with the exception of tlie sound 
stage. 

i large space for \\hich teu qtudentq qeern to reall! ha le  a good 
understanding of the  actual use and e len  more difficultj in 
accommodating an) real connections to the cornmunit! for 
which it was intended. 

Students in this group are apparentl! o~erwhelrned b j  t h e  
problems presented b j  parking requirements. 

Guest Critics for the  final review include architects specializing 
in IZlllX theater design. 

SPRIKC, 2 0 0 3  GRADLATE STUDIO 

This \ear the studio explores a different site and a program that  
shares parliing with a neighboring tenant. 

The site is across the  street from the train station and is situated 
as to mediate between a business district and an existing and  
tiglitl! nit ethnic neighborhood. 

Consequently. the Cinematheque must once again serve both a 
local community and the International Image. .4dditionally. 
students will not design a sound stage. 

SPRIKG 2 0 0 4  UNDERGRADUATE STUDIO 

This !ear the studio explores the Cinematheque project as a n  
und~rgraduate Studio. 

Conditions are presentl! under construction. 

CONCLUSION 

The Iinlnohile 

irchitecture and Film are inherentl! linked h! xirtue of each 
other's: opposing approach to the static. the immobile. motion 
itself and time. and although '-Information sounds neutral. a s  if 
there \\ere such a thing as knonledge l+ithout context. use. 
motile. or consequence"' . it is this relatioriship h e t ~ e e n  

arclritecturc and filni as information tliat i d  critical to arcllitccx- 
tural education. 

(:onceptualI!. it is tlie reproduction of an idea. oril! it is an idea 
of itself. Ma!-be. it is merely a reprotlurtior~ uith diminishing 
value or self destructi~~e. as conceived b! 5 alter Benjamin and 
not unlike his notion that ' T h e  Cathedral leaves its locale to be 
received in the studio of a h e r  of art..."" 

Richard IIeran Barsarn clarifies and  diffelrntiates reproduction 
horn re-presentation in reference to  Frederick iseman's Vest 
(1975): -'Consumers. ~ o r k e r s  and management all react diifer- 
entl! to the film. yet all. including the  filmmaker. a p e e  that it 
faithfull, represents reality. Aonfiction film is the art of re- 
presentation."" 

Whether reproduction or representation. the spirit of the 
Bauhaus that brought Dance. Theater. irchitecture and I r t  
back to its senses is the same spirit of hlodernihm that created 
the background to so man! films and  consequentl! to so man! 
dleams. as Mark Lamster interprets. "For better or Morse. film 
niahers can't staj auay from nloderriist buildings. - Perhaps 
the1 e's something in H o l l j ~  ood's collectil e ps! che that de- 
mands to be understood as transgresshe. dangerou~. ~ i l d  e\en 
criminal- and it is this that has led to the unfortunate 
ptereotjping of modern design and those who enjoj it.""' 
Hone~er .  the unquestionably Epic grandeur Iialatozo\'s '-re- 
presentation" of architecture remains engrax ed in the memo? 
ol the \ie\\er. Apart from a nearlj olssessi\e passion for 
architecture. director IIilihail I<alatozo\ and cinematographer 
Seqei Lruse\slij build an enxironment in So), Cuba. that is a 
tribute to Vodernisni. The irlfluerice of Architectule on Film 
and the re1 erse are dear  as Architect Jean \ou\el explains h o ~  
he is influenced hl  film mahers like 1 im 1 enders. saying that 
'"Cinema. has taught us to see images in relation to time"'+ 

There can be no douht that architecture has had and continues 
to ha\-e an important influence on film but the pouer of film on 
architecture. tlie architects tliat conceixp tliat architecture and 
the people that use it. is o\erwhelmingl~ superior. 

Thii replesentation could he mapped h! Ma! of inforlriatirs or 
uliat Huifnlari refers to as the .*geograph~ of Space" '-Equall\ 
important in a discussion of an  elertronicall! created terrain 
and ~ i r t u a l  architecture is the consideration of a critical and 
theoretical discourse that connects xideo. informatics and the 
geographi of space.*.l1 

Some generalized conclusions such as  a the re-presentation 
itself, Architecture in Film can be  examined in three basic 
forms: -1rchitecture as a backdrop to the e\ ent. architecture as 
an rpic character or actor within the  event arid architecture as a 
myth or rn!-stical figure. 
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T h e  bachdiop is repescnted IJ! Birr1 B endeli  in the Blreiw 
l i s ta  3oc1nl Club. and the rrl!th is rrpresentrd In Staide! 
1I;uhrich'c 2001 rr Spare Od\ S S P \  . 

Tlie techriiquei rxplored are riunierous and ~+ould  demand 
detailrd explanatior~ that are impractical in this paprr. 

Iltllouph experimental in nature. there is no doubt that there is 
more that needs to he done in the exploration 01 the techniques 
that  ha l e  evolted in other disciplines surh  as film and 
Tele~is ion .  and hov the! ma! he of s e n  ice t o  architects and the 
discipline of architecture in general. This is especiall! urgent in 
light of the develop~nent of neu technologies in relation to 
computers and n r ~ \  media. 

'.Dalid H a n e ~  (1989: 308) \+rites that film is. 'in the final 
analjsis. a spectacle projected within an enclosed space on a 
depthless .creen.' such a foreboding 'final anal>sisq effects a 
closure that ib absent from the cinema itself. ~bhich necessaril! 
possesses the potential to leak out. continuousl!. all o ~ e r  the 
c i t ~ :  and lice T ersa (a t h e ~ n e  reflexi~ el) screened in IX ood! 
Ulen's The Purple Rose of Cairo)."l6 
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