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Photo Gallery

The lens itself, which had been carefully corrected for
"distortions" and adjusted for "errors," is scarcely as objective
as it seems. In its structure and in in the ordered image of
the world it achieves, it complies with an especially familiar
though very old and dilapidated system of spatial construc-
tion, to which photography belatedly brought an unexpected
revival of current interest.

(Would the art, or rather the craft, of photography not
consist partly in allowing us to forget that the black box is
not "neutral" and that its structure is not impartial?) Hubert
Damish, "five Notes for a Phenomenology of the Photo-
graphic Image", in Classic Essays on Photography, p.289.

Deformations inherent in a photographic image are used
to generate an architectural space. An existing gallery space
was photographed and these photos were then treated as
actual representations, not discounting the distortions the
photographic process made in translating three dimensions
onto two.

Two types of photograph were used, each contributing to
half of the resultant plan. A superwide panoramic camera
records 360 of space onto a single photographic image.
These distortions are then translated into a plan view. Next
h single area of he gallery is photographed from three dis-
Hinct positions. Here the angle of the lens and the change
in distance produce a multiple perspective space. By shift-
ing the focus from 'objective' representationto a subjective/
benerative representation the medium becomes an active
tool of design.

The diagram is a possibility of fact-it is not the fact

itself. Gilles Deleuze, The Deleuze Reader, ed. C. Boundas
(New York: Columbia University, 1993), p.199.
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By taking a purified idea, the frame of the Cartesian grid, and

materializing it, thus making it strange, the idea explodes into
visual and conceptual stratifications. These layers can be liter-
ally experienced by walking around the object which also pro-
duces multiple conceptual implications.

The Photo Gallery allows photography, normally a medium
relegated solely to representation (in architecture), and therefore
not conceived of as a frame, to instead be treated as the medium
of generation (an explicit frame). This results in an architecture
of photography and not a photograph of architecture.
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Martin Scorsese's manipulation of the frame and the object is the most complex of these four
examples because, rather than trying to use one element (the frame or object) to reach the
other, he makes both the frame and the object. Scorsese's Cape Fear is a remake of a film
made in 1961. In making this film again, in 1991, Scorsese produces an object (a film), which
is both autonomous and critical. He is able to do this because he does not make the same
film again, nor does he attempt to make another original. Scorsese takes the events — the
structure — from the original. What he then changes is the context of these events. He does
this both inside the film and outside the film. The fact that Sam Bowdin was responsible for
sending Max Cady to prison is present in both films. In the first it is a context of unques-
tioned truth and justice being served. Scorsese destabilizes truth and justice by surrounding
them with ambiguity and uncertainty, imbuing them with subjectivity. The event is the
same while the context differs between these two films. This event is interpreted within the
fiction of the film, that is within M inS the suspension of disbelief
which the film can generate. Yet artin Scorsese this event also occurs outside
that hermetic fiction in the area Frame Obj ect which also knows the context of
the first film and interprets this condition as a re—context. The
fulcrum which supports the oscil- lation between the transparency
and opacity of the filmic construct is the original film. In order to translate the self-con-
scious and critical qualities of his film Scorsese must have something else, parallel but out-
side his fiction which will periodically and momentarily shatter the filmic object into the
filmic frame. Scorsese has taken a dialectical structure and formed not a synthesis but a
multiplicity. The film forces oscillations within ways of seeing — ways of interpreting. By
using the black and white clarity of the original — the good vs evil opposition rooted in

objective truth — Scorsese can access a binary structure we are familiar with. Once accessed

Scorsese exploits the blind spots of objective truth with the strategy of recontextualization.

By forcing two differing filmic positions to share their structuring events he makes a film

which is both a filmic object and an object which exploits the normally transparent filmic
l_frame and brings it physically into the discussion. Scorsese makes the frame and the object. )

Postmodern Frame
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A way to understand Carlo Scarpa's addition to the Castel Vecchio Museum is that

his interventions are clear, distinct, and consistent in their relation to the existing
building. These interventions form an architectural language which permeates the
entire building while constituting only a portion of it. Scarpa's interventions reso-
nate, like a bass chord, exciting sympathetic notes from the existing building. The
grammar of these interventions is the plane. Yet Scarpa's planes are not just geom-
etry, or thinness, or some platonic ideal. Instead he uses an idea of the plane di-
rected by modernism and informed with the cultural, historical, and material tradi-

tions and sensibilities of Italy and Venice in particular. In Macezoat -
defining certain elements of the building, such as the floor, Twers 1+ 4
through the use of the re- Carlo Scarpa

veal, banding, and color, and juxta- L stecea | ST
posing it to the existing Frame Object element of the wall, the qualities of B o i
mass latent in the wall "Nodern Frame  are made visible. This quality of fhi 9‘;:21‘:&
resonance (is one of dif- ference more than similarity) is Lot

present both in the elements of the building and at the scale of the artwork exhib- i
ited within it, via their frames, easels, and pedestals. His easels take these pre- and

proto—perspective paintings and lead us around them and reveals the difference of

the plane's surface and the three dimensions of mass. Hence Scarpa's addition, the

existing building, and the early Renaissance objects are drawn together in a rela-

tional nexus. Like Turrell, Scarpa is concerned with objects in the material world,

but unlike Turrell, Scarpa's discussion is not internal to his objects. Scarpa's frame

can be seen as between Turrell's and Beuys'. His object, the addition, is framed

with Italian history, Venetian design styles and modernism's ideals of functionality

and form.
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This was done by constructing a partition wall at
various distances in front of an end wall of a room,
with cuts through the constructed wall. Florescent
light behind these partitions flooded the opening
behind the partition wall. In many ways, the actual
space dealt with looked flat from a distance alluding
to two dimensions with a sense of closure at the plane
of the front of the partition wall.
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James Turrell constructs rooms and controls light to allow "people to perceive their percep-

tion". He does this assuming perception is a physiological, not a cultural condition. This
assumption is both the power and the limitation of his work. His light rooms affect the
viewer from the inside out. They incite visceral responses as they trace a calculated line of
ambiguity based on our habits of looking. We therefore misread his rooms, mistaking open
spaces for solid wall. We are confounded to 'read' his space, and must instead try to make
our way slowly, seeing with a new—found uncertainty. Our world has been made strange
and we must "perceive our perception", not our cultural
habits, to navigate this space. J ames Turrell This is a powerful condition, but
it is not complete. Turrell's ObjECt Frame  workelicits a perceptual
epiphany but then recedes into aesthetic enjoyment. Once
the moment of understand- ing one's misreading is reached
there is nowhere to go. Once through the space for the first time you 'understand' it and it
lodses its bewildering effect. Controlled and understood by the viewer it is enjoyed from a
safe aesthetic distance. Turrell relies totally upon the object he has made to make explicit
this physiological frame. His work brings forward, powerfully, the numbing, blinding
process of habituated vision and up to that point it is excellent, but its inability to move
beyond reveals the inability of his object to explicate the frame. Turrell's work shows the
power of the physiological and remains silent on the importance of the cultural, or
Lsemiologic:al component, in the makeup of the frame of perception.

Art as Perceptual Frame



l—]oseph Beuys produced objects but did not do so for the sake of making objects. Rather
Beuys made objects of potential: dialogue devices. The object was a tool — a way to access
the frame. His frame uses our bourgeoisie / positivist / passive relationship to art (and the
world). Beuys confronted this passivity by producing incomplete, enigmatic objects which
do not speak of what they are as much as how or why they
are. He attempted a dia- ] Oseph BEHYS logue with (and thereby an expan-
sion of) the cultural frame. Frame Ob] ect  Beuys uses the desire for expansion
(spatial, rhetorical) as his criteria — his frame — by which to
make objects. The objects, Art as Cultural Frame then, are in no way an end but a
beginning (of a dialogue). If Beuys' objects are contextualized in the typical art (museum)
manner than they become merely dead. How to Explain Art to a Dead Hare is an example of
Beuys' relationship to the object and the frame.

Beuys sat on a chair in one corner of the gallery, next to the entrance. He had poured honey over his head, to
which he had then affixed fifty dollars worth of gold leaf. In his arms he cradled a dead hare, which he looked
at steadfastly. Then he stood up, walked around the room holding the dead hare in his arms, and held it up to
close to the pictures on the walls; he seemed to be talking to it.

What Beuys said is not important. He does not offer the viewer the answer. He does not
give us the explanation. He shows us how. He leads by example. He reframes the object to
be a question instead of an answer. The answer to this question is the art. This occurs
within the viewer. How to explain Art to a Dead Hare ultimately is not an object which must
be seen. The title alone serves a great deal of its function of provocation. Beuys resists the

l_autonomy of the object.

My objects are to be seen as stimulants for the transformation of the idea of
sculpture...or art in general. they should provoke thoughts about what can be
and how the concept of sculpting can be extended to the invisible materials

used by everyone.

how we mold our thoughts or
how we shape our thoughts into
words or

SOCIAL SCULPTURE — how we mold and shape the world
in which we live: SCULPTURE AS AN
EVOLUTIONARY PROCESS; EVERY-
ONE AN ARTIST.

THINKING FORMS —
SPOKEN FORMS —

!

In our times, thinking has
become so positivist that
people only appreciate what
can be controlled by reason,
what can be used, what
furthers tour career. The
need for questions that go
beyond that has pretty much
dies out in our culture.
Because most people think
in materialistic terms they
cannot understand my work.
This is why I feel it's neces-
sary to present something
more than mere objects.

for me an exhibition is
something that is already
dead.

If I produce something, I
transmit a message to some-
one else. The origin of the
flow of information comes
not from matter, but from the
'I,' from an idea. s

To be a teacher is my great-
est work of art. The rest is
the waste product, a demon-
stration... Objects aren't very
important for me anymore. I
want to get to the origin of
matter, to the thought be-
hind it.

Yes, I am aware that my art
cannot be understood prima-
rily as thinking. My art
touches people who are in
tune with my mode of think-
ing. But it is clear that
people cannot understand
my art by intellectual pro-
cesses alone, because no art
can be experienced in this
way. I say to experience,
because this is not equiva-
lent to thinking: it's a great
deal more complex: it in-
volves being moved subcon-
sciously.

-Then you see the artist as a
provocateur?

--Provocateur - that's it
exactly. To provoke means to
evoke something. By making
a sculpture with fat or a
plece of clay I evoke some-
thing. Iignite a thought
within me - a totally original,
totally new thought that has
never yet existed in history,
even if I deal with a historical
fact or with Leonardo or
Rembrandt. I myself deter-
mine history — it is not
history that determines me.



The work of two artists, ar| architect, and a film maker is explicated and critiqued to show the
frame * object relations and| to trace a line, not for the purpose of reducing the work to theory, b

theory to become generatiye. The frame*object is then shown to be a way of looking and this |
making.

structure of their
ut to allow the
ooking a way of
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Consciously or not we employ frames which allow us to interpret,
judge, and produce the objects we encounter or the work we do.
While it is possible to function solely within these frames, not
questioning them, this is not my intent. My interest is in the rela-
tion between the frame and the object. By studying how a frame of
reference a/ effects an object, one can yield unique insights and
strategies to produce subsequent objects. The way in which we
frame an object, either on a wall or in our minds, has a profound
effect on what we can see in that object. Depending on their orches-
tration the frame and object can produce discoveries or can become
habit or routine and the object predetermined and banal. The
frame and the object are architectural tools. Thus this thesis is not a
single object but an investigation into generative relationships and
strategies in the dialogue between a frame and an object.

Media in architecture are usually relegated to conveying
images and information while the design occurs within an
unproblematic conception of media. Yet architecture's media of
representation are not transparent, their effects are not neutral.
Drawings and other media for representing architecture have a
discourse which is difficult for a student to both accept and ma-
nipulate while also presuming to use the media to refer directly to a
built form: a building. Perhaps revealing a bias toward Empiricism
it is unsettling to propose to build a building with drawings when
one has yet to see what is lost (or gained) in the translation from
drawing to building. This is especially true for the student rather
than, for example, a professional, because the student has yet to
accumulate the understanding of the built implications of drawings
(or other media).

This book is in three sections: First, a discussion of several
relationships involving the frame and the object using other artists
as examples. Secondly, two of my projects (Blind Spot and Photo
Gallery) show the execution of specific aspects of a frame—object
relationship. Lastly, an installation (Framework:Installation) as an
exhibition of photographs uses the differentiation of frame and
object as a theoretically resonant design strategy at several scales of
thought and execution.




As Bergson says, we do not perceive the thing or the image of

the thing in its entirety, we always perceive less of it, we

perceive only what it is in our interest to perceive, by virtue of

our economic interests, ideological beliefs, and psychological

l— demands. We therefore normally perceive only cliches. But 1f_"
our sensory-motor schemata jam or break, then a different

type of image can appear...because it no longer has to be

justified. Gilles Deleuze, "cinema and Time," in The Deleuze Reader, ed.
C. Boundas (New York: Columbia University, 1993), p.182.

Media introduce fundamental ambiguities into how and what
we see. Architecture has resisted this question because,
since the importation and absorption of perspective by archi-
tectural space in the 15th century, architecture has been

dominated by the mechanics of vision. Peter Eisenman, "Visions'
Unfolding: Architecture in the Age of Electronic Media", Domus, January,
1992,

[Archaeology] is an attempt to reveal discursive practices in
their complexity and density; to show that to speak is to do AJ

omething-something other than to express what one thinks.

M. Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge, (New York, Harper Row,
1976), pp.208-209.

















