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Stories of Telltale Eyes

Filmic Gaze and Spectatorial Agency  

QV�3Zba[b\WN�3QM̧TW_[SQ¼[�A Short Film about Love,  
Ferzan Ozpetek’s Facing Windows,  
and Wes Anderson’s Moonrise Kingdom

BORBÁLA LÁSZLÓ

)J[\ZIK\"�<PQ[�XIXMZ�I\\MUX\[�\W�ZM\PQVS�\PM�KWVKMX\�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�\PZW]OP�I�KWUXIZI\Q^M�IVI-
Ta[Q[�WN�\PZMM�ÅTU[��VIUMTa��3Zba[b\WN�3QM̧TW_[SQ¼[�3Z~\SQ�ÅTU�W�UQĐW̧KQ��A Short Film about 
Love���!  ���.MZbIV�7bXM\MS¼[�La Finestra di Fronte��Facing Windows���������IVL�?M[�
Anderson’s Moonrise Kingdom���������».QTUQK�OIbM¼�PMZM�ZMNMZ[�VW\�\W�\PM�XZWL]K\QWV�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�
LQ[K]Z[Q^M�[MTN�\PZW]OP�[]\]ZM�J]\�\W�\PM�_PWTM�NIJZQK�WN�\PM�ÅTU��_PQKP�Q[�KWV[\Z]ML�I[�I�TWWSQVO�
subject. Kaja Silverman’s cinematic suture theory and Descartes’s dark room parable are employed 
\W�QTT][\ZI\M�PW_�\PM�XI[[Q^Q[QVO�ÅTUQK�OIbM�WN�KTI[[QKIT�VIZZI\Q^M�KQVMUI�KWVÅVM[�\PM�[XMK\I\WZ�
to the position of the voyeur, who observes rather than creates the scene that pleases her. A Short 
Film about Love�Q[�IVITa[ML�\W�LMUWV[\ZI\M�KWV^MV\QWVIT�ÅTU�I]LQMVKM�LaVIUQK[�IVL�Q[�\PMV�KWU-
XIZML�_Q\P�\_W�KWV\MUXWZIZa�I]\M]Z�ÅTU[��Facing Windows and Moonrise Kingdom, which, 
by addressing viewers through the characters’ telltale eyes, keep reconceiving suture as they go along, 
JT]ZZQVO�\PM�JW]VLIZa�JM\_MMV�QV\ZI�LQMOM\QK�IVL�M`\ZI�LQMOM\QK�TWWS[��IVL�\P][�WٺMZQVO�[XMK\I\WZ[�
a more active and varied spectatorial agency than that of the voyeur.

;QVKM�\PM��!��[��U]KP�PI[�JMMV�[IQL�IJW]\�PW_�_M�IZM�[]\]ZML�QV\W�\PM�ÅK\QWVIT�
world of cinema. Most prominently, Kaja Silverman’s cinematic suture theory 

has helped reveal the strategies through which movies address viewers and bring 

about certain types of spectatorial agency (47). According to Silverman’s summary 

WN�\PM�M^WT]\QWV�WN�[]\]ZM�\PMWZa��-UQTM�*MV^MVQ[\M�_I[�\PM�ÅZ[\�\W�][M�\PM�\MZU�
suture when referring to the subject entering a discourse, and thus splitting the self 
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into two. In Benveniste’s terms, suture is the seam tying the two selves together 

[W� \PI\� \PM� [XTQ\� KIVVW\�JM� ZMKWOVQ[ML��)XXTaQVO� \PQ[� \PMWZa� \W�ÅTU�I]LQMVKM�
dynamics, Silverman explores how spectators lose their real subjectivity, gaining 

an illusionary one, the most intrinsic type of spectatorial agency, as they enter 

the cinematic world. “Interlocking shots,” for example the “shot/reverse shot forma-

tion,” ensure that spectators do not recognise the split because a convincing point 

WN�^QM_�Q[�XZW^QLML�\PZW]OPW]\�\PM�ÅTU�\W�QLMV\QNa�_Q\P��������)KKWZLQVO�\W�2MIV�
8QMZZM�7]LIZ\��¹CME^MZa�ÅTUQK�ÅMTL�Q[�MKPWML�Ja�IV�IJ[MV\�ÅMTL��\PM�XTIKM�WN�I�KPIZ-
acter who is put there by the viewer’s imaginary, and which we shall call the Absent 

One” (36). In other words, the camera as well as other devices like editing, cutting, 

M`KT][QWV��IVL�VMOI\QWV�IZM�LMÅVML�I[�\PM�IJ[MV\�¹[XMISQVO�[]JRMK\º�_PQKP�KWVKMIT�
themselves to create “cinematic coherence and plenitude” (Silverman 205) while 

in fact they “speak,” direct, and control the gaze of the viewing subject. In short, 

KWV^MV\QWVIT�ÅTU�I]LQMVKM�LaVIUQK[�VW\�WVTa�NIKQTQ\I\M�J]\�IT[W�KWV\ZWT�\PM�^QM_-
QVO�[]JRMK\�I[�¹\PM�[XMK\I\WZ�Q[�QLMV\QÅML�_Q\P�\PM�OIbMº�KZMI\ML�Ja�\PM�ÅTUQK�LQ[-
course (Hayward 157).

5IVa�ÅTU[�KITT�I\\MV\QWV�\W�\PM�LQ[K]Z[Q^M�XZWL]K\QWV�WN�\PM�^QM_QVO�[]JRMK\��
<PM[M�ÅTU[��WN\MV�TIJMTTML�I[�XW[\UWLMZV�IVL�[MTN�ZMÆMK\Q^M��ZMY]QZM�I�[XMK\I\WZ�
_PW�TQSM[�\W�Y]M[\QWV�\PM�XTMI[]ZM[�XZW^QLML�Ja�\PM�KTI[[QKIT�ÅTUQK�OIbM��PI^QVO�
I�SMMV�MaM�NWZ�IZ\QÅKM�IVL�ITT�\PW[M�LM^QKM[�\PI\�WٺMZ�UWUMV\[�WN�LQ[MVKPIV\UMV\�
QV[\MIL�WN�IJ[WZX\QWV�QV\W�ÅK\QWV��<PM�[]\]ZM�I\�_WZS�QV�[]KP�ÅTU[�Q[�]VQY]M�WVTa�
to the degree that it grants access into the diegetic world of a self-investigating and 

sceptical viewing subject: the diegesis is designed to accommodate such agency and 

grant her the pleasure of the doubt.

<PM�XZM[MV\�XIXMZ�_QTT�VW\�LQ[K][[�ÅTU[�WN�\PQ[�SQVL��1V[\MIL��Q\�NWK][M[�WV�ÅTU[�
that, while producing the viewing subject in a way similar to classical cinema, also 

reveal their function as speaking, or in my reading, looking subjects, and in this way, 

\PMa�JZQVO�IJW]\�I�KMZ\IQV�LaVIUQK�JM\_MMV�ÅTU�IVL�I]LQMVKM�_PQKP�KIV�JM�XMZ-
ceived as a form of intersubjective communication, an act of looking as distinct 

NZWU�_I\KPQVO��<P][��\PZW]OPW]\�\PQ[�IZ\QKTM��ÅTUQK�OIbM�ZMNMZ[�VW\�\W�\PM�KZMI\QWV�
WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�LQ[K]Z[Q^M�[MTN�\PZW]OP�[]\]ZM�J]\�\W�\PM�UWLM�WN�ILLZM[[��\PM�_PWTM�
NIJZQK�WN�\PM�ÅTU��_PQKP�Q[�KWV[\Z]ML�I[�I�TWWSQVO�[]JRMK\�

<PM�XZM[MV\� KWVKMX\]ITQ[I\QWV�WN� \PM� ÅTUQK� WZ� KQVMUI\QK� OIbM�� \PMZMNWZM��
LMVW]VKM[�\PM�I[[]UX\QWV[�UILM�Ja�MIZTa�X[aKPWIVITa\QK�ÅTU�\PMWZQ[\[��VIUMTa�
Jean-Louis Baudry, Christian Metz, and Laura Mulvey, who adopted the concept 
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WN�\PM�4IKIVQIV�OIbM�QV\W�ÅTU�\PMWZa�I[�\PM�[]JRMK\¼[�[W]ZKM�WN�UI[\MZa�̧ �ITJMQ\�QTT]-
sory — over what he sees. Todd McGowan points out that when they introduced 

\PM�VW\QWV�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�QV�\PM��!��[��\PM[M�¹\ZILQ\QWVIT�4IKIVQIV�ÅTU�\PM-
orists” relied exclusively on Lacan’s essay on the mirror-stage, thereby consoli-

dating the idea that the spectator derives the illusion of mastery relative to what 

unfolds in front of his eyes (The Real Gaze 2). As Metz puts it, “the spectator is absent 
from the screen as perceived,” but also “present there and even ‘all present’ as per-
ceiver” (54). Metz contends that the spectator’s agency is created by the illusion 
\PI\�\PM�[]JRMK\�TWWS[�I\�\PM�WJRMK\��\PM�ÅTU���_PQTM�PM�Q[�VW\�TWWSML�I\�QV�ZM\]ZV��
which prescribes that the viewer believes to be controlling the cinematic image. 

Baudry explicitly links this kind of spectatorial experience to that of the mirror 

[\IOM��0M�[\I\M[�\PI\�¹\PM�IZZIVOMUMV\�WN�\PM�LQٺMZMV\�MTMUMV\[�̧ �XZWRMK\WZ��LIZS-
ened hall, screen — in addition to reproducing in a striking way the mis-en-scéne 
of Plato’s cave . . . reconstructs the situation necessary to the release of the ‘mirror 

stage’ discovered by Lacan” (539). Furthermore, Mulvey’s seminal essay “Visual 

8TMI[]ZM�IVL�6IZZI\Q^M�+QVMUIº�XMZXM\]I\M[�\PM�VW\QWV�\PI\�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�Q[�I[[WKQ-
ated with male spectatorship and the ideological machinations of patriarchal society.

By taking these theoretical positions into account, McGowan highlights 

\PI\�MIZTa�X[aKPWIVITa\QK�ÅTU�\PMWZa�KWVKMQ^M[�WN� \PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�I[� N]TÅTTQVO�
the function of the Imaginary — manifested in the mirror phase — and the func-

tion of the Symbolic — perpetuating ideology — while it oversees a crucial aspect 

of Lacanian thought regarding the Gaze, namely that of the Real (The Real Gaze 4). 
1V�4IKIV¼[�W_V�\MZU[��\PM�/IbM�Q[�[WUM\PQVO�\PI\�QV\ZWL]KM[�¹\PM�LMX\P�WN�ÅMTL��
with all its ambiguity and variability, which is in no way mastered by me. It is rather 

it that grasps me, solicits me at every moment, and makes of the landscape something 

other than a landscape” (96). One can thus conclude that what Lacan originally 

means by the gaze in Seminar XI is exactly the opposite of being a source of mastery 
NWZ�\PM�[]JRMK\��<PM�OIbM�QV�NIK\�KPIZIK\MZQ[M[�\PM�XWQV\�NZWU�_PQKP�\PM�WJRMK\��ÅTU��
is imagined to be staring back at the subject (spectator) (Lacan 84), and for this rea-

son, the cinematic experience is “the site of a traumatic encounter with the Real, 

with the utter failure of the spectator’s seemingly safe distance and assumed mas-

tery” (McGowan, “Looking for the Gaze” 29). This explains why Oudart’s and 

;QT^MZUIV¼[�\PMWZQM[�XZW^M�NZ]Q\N]T�NWZ�Ua�QV\MZXZM\I\QWV�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�I[�KWU-
QVO�NZWU�\PM�ÅTU�Q\[MTN��?PQTM�*I]LZa��5M\b��IVL�5]T^Ma�[\ZM[[�\PM��UQ[�KWVKMX-
tion of the Lacanian Gaze as associated with mastery, suture theory reveals that 
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the gaze is projected not by the viewing subject but by the cinematic image, which 

controls the onlooker rather than being controlled by her.

<PQ[�IZ\QKTM�IZO]M[�\PI\�\PQ[�VW\QWV�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�Q[�JM[\�M`XTWZML�Ja�IVITa[QVO�
the role of characters’ acts of looking, their gestures, body language, and position-

ing, as well as that of optical devices representing human eyes (i.e. cameras, tele-

scopes, binoculars), since these elements activate moments of de-suturing, coupled 

with the experience of our non-diegetic (real) selves being confronted. I also contend 

that stories centred around the motif of looking (peeping, voyeurism, scopophilia) 

IZM�\PM�UW[\�][MN]T�\W�M`XTWZM�\PM�VI\]ZM�IVL�\aXM[�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�
5a�IZO]UMV\�Q[�\PI\�\PM�UIRWZQ\a�WN�ÅTU[�LW�VW\�KZMI\M�MaM�KWV\IK\�_Q\P��LW�VW\�

look at but through the spectator, who is immersed into the diegetic universe, treated 
as a passive observer, a voyeur. This role, however, is not completely identical with 

that of the voyeur as it is understood in psychoanalysis, because the scene she derives 

XTMI[]ZM�NZWU�Q[�VW\�KZMI\ML�Ja�\PM�[XMK\I\WZ�J]\�Ja�\PM�ÅTU��_PQKP�QV�\PQ[�[MV[M�
Q[�I�U]KP�UWZM�IK\Q^M�TWWSQVO�IOMV\�\PIV�\PM�^QM_MZ��)[�1�_QTT�IZO]M��ÅTU[�_PQKP�
look through�[XMK\I\WZ[�IVL�\ZMI\�\PMU�I[�^WaM]Z[�XZWRMK\�I�XI[[Q^Q[QVO�ÅTUQK�OIbM��
while those which look at spectators perform an act of looking that gives viewers 
a more active spectatorial agency.

,ZI_QVO�]XWV�\PMWZQM[�WN�\PM�KQVMUI\QK�[]\]ZM��ÅTU�[KPWTIZ[�PI^M�ZMITQ[ML�\PI\�
\PM�VW\QWV�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�I[�Q\�_I[�ZMKWVKMX\]ITQ[ML�Ja�\PM�KZQ\QKQ[U�WN�MIZTa�
X[aKPWIVITa\QK�ÅTU�\PMWZa�Q[�_WZ\P�TWWSQVO�I\�IKILMUQKITTa��1V�\PM�NWTTW_QVO�XIZ-
IOZIXP[�1�[PITT�PQOPTQOP\�<WU�/]VVQVO¼[�IVL�<QUW\Pa�+WZZQOIV¼[�\PMWZQM[�WN�ÅTU�
reception, since both are based on the hypothesis that the mode of address deter-

UQVM[�\PM�_PWTM�NIJZQK�WN�\PM�ÅTU�
In this regard, Gunning’s genealogy demarcates early-modern, pre-1906 cin-

ema, which he terms the “cinema of attractions” and post-1906, dominant, “nar-

rative cinema” (Gunning’s genealogy described in Staiger 13). While the “cinema 

of attractions” addressed the audience directly so as to confront, astonish, emotion-

ITTa�IVL�KZQ\QKITTa�MVOIOM�[XMK\I\WZ[�̧ �_PQKP�MٺMK\[�_MZM�UW[\Ta�IKPQM^ML�\PZW]OP�
the actors’ “mischievous contact with the camera” (Brown 4) — the “cinema of nar-

ZI\Q^M�QV\MOZI\QWVº�IJ[WZJML�^QM_MZ[�QV\W�ÅK\QWV��\ZMI\QVO�\PMU�I[�¹[\I\QK��XI[[Q^M�
observers” (Staiger 13). According to Gunning, the distinction between the oppos-

ing types of cinematic address evolved as follows:
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The performers in the cinema of attractions greeted the camera’s gaze 

with gusto, employing glances, winks and nods. With the establish-

ment of a coherent diegesis, any acknowledgment of the camera 

became taboo, condemned by critics as destructive of the psycho-

TWOQKIT�MٺMK\�M[[MV\QIT�NWZ�IV�QV^WT^ML�[XMK\I\WZ���Origins of Ameri-
can Narrative Film 261)

As the use of direct address has been resumed in postmodernist and contem-

porary cinema, Gunning, who initially connected the technique to modernist 

ÅTUUISQVO��IT[W�ILUQ\\ML�\PI\�¹C\EPM�KQVMUI�WN�I\\ZIK\QWV[�XMZ[Q[\[�QV�TI\MZ�KQV-
MUI�������XZW^QLCQVOE�IV�]VLMZOZW]VL�K]ZZMV\�ÆWI\QVO�JMVMI\P�VIZZI\Q^M�TWOQK�IVL�
diegetic realism (“An Aesthetic of Astonishment” 826). Thus, one of the strengths 

WN�/]VVQVO¼[�\PMWZa�Q[�\PI\�Q\�LWM[�VW\�KWVKMX\]ITQ[M�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�I[�[WUM\PQVO�
completely circumscribed by dominant cultural practices. This is important because, 

I[�1�IZO]M��Q\�Q[�VW\�WVTa�XW[\UWLMZVQ[\��PQOPTa�[MTN�ZMÆM`Q^M�ÅTU[�\PI\�KIV�MVOIOM�
viewers in the meaning-making process, and, by the same token, it is not only clas-

[QKIT�VIZZI\Q^M�KQVMUI�\PI\�KIV�KWVÅVM�^QM_MZ[�\W�\PM�ZWTM�WN�XI[[Q^M�WJ[MZ^MZ[��
1\�Q[�KZ]KQIT�\W�[MM�\PI\�ÅTU[�KIV�ILLZM[[��WZ��QV�Ua�QV\MZXZM\I\QWV��TWWS�at or through 
spectators irrespective of paradigmatic categorisations.

Gunning’s genealogy also takes the fact into account that the gaze of the whole 

cinematic text is largely determined by the actors’ stance vis-a-vis the camera. 

1VLMML��\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�Q[�WN\MV�M`XZM[[ML�\PZW]OP�\PM�KPIZIK\MZ[¼�M`\ZI�LQMOM\QK�
glances. Breaking through the fourth wall, however, is not the sole condition of look-

ing at the audience, and Gunning’s theory fails to recognise this: it only mentions two 
UWLM[�WN�ILLZM[[��[]OOM[\QVO�\PI\�ÅTU[�\ZMI\�][�MQ\PMZ�I[�XI[[Q^M�̂ WaM]Z[�WZ�I[�IK\Q^M�
looking subjects. Thus, the question is: what about the movies that seem to establish 

a coherent diegesis only to begin ogling us? Or what about those in which direct 

ILLZM[[�Q[�QV\MOZI\ML�QV\W�\PM�LQMOM\QK�]VQ^MZ[M'�;]KP�ÅTU[�Å\�VMQ\PMZ�\PM�KI\MOWZa�
of “narrative cinema” nor that of the “cinema of attractions.”

Using a similar binary categorisation, Corrigan distinguishes between “gaze” 

IVL�¹OTIVKM�KQVMUIº�������0M�KWV\MVL[�\PI\�_Q\P�\PM�QVKZMI[QVO�[QOVQÅKIVKM�WN�\MT-
evisual media in the 1980s, audiences watched movies “according to a glance aes-

\PM\QK�ZI\PMZ�\PIV�I�OIbM�IM[\PM\QKº�������Ja�_PQKP�PM�UMIV[�\PI\�ÅTU[�_MZM�¹_I\KPML�
across distractions rather than the collective gaze” of spectators, and as such, they 
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LQ[Z]X\ML�UMKPIVQ[U[�WN�¹XZQUIZa�QLMV\QÅKI\QWVº�\PZW]OP�_PQKP�KQVMUI�[]\]ZM[�
^QM_MZ[�QV\W�\PM�ÅTUQK�\M`\������1�)[�NWZ�\PM�PQ[\WZQKIT�KI\MOWZQ[I\QWV�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�

Corrigan creates the categories of “pre-classical cinema” 

(1895 to circa 1917), “classical and modernist cinema” (1917 to the pre-

sent and 1950 to the present, respectively), and “postmodern cinema’” 

(1970s to the present). Like the other theorists, Corrigan creates his 

system focusing on the experience of the spectator. Emphasising 

an opposition between the “glance” and the “gaze,” he argues that 

preclassical and postmodern cinema encourages sporadic attention 

to the screen, while classical and modernist cinema is a gaze cin-

MUI��<PM�OIbM�KQVMUI�KZMI\M[�I�Å`ML�[]JRMK\Q^Q\a�IVL�]VQÅML�QLMV-
tity through its narrative continuities, closures, central characters, 

IVL�ÆM`QJTM�ZMITQ[U��.WZ�\PM�[XMK\I\WZ��\PM�OIbM�KQVMUI�Q[�I�KQVMUI�
of interpretation and reading, while a glance cinema is one of per-

formance. (Staiger 15)

The problem is that by glance cinema Corrigan means a type of spectato-

ZQIT�IOMVKa�JI[ML�WV�KWPMZMV\�XMZNWZUI\Q^Q\a��I�LMÅVQ\M��]VNIQTQVO�KWWXMZI\QWV�
QV�\PM�UMIVQVO�UISQVO�XZWKM[[#�\P][��OTIVKM�KQVMUI�LMÅVM[�UW^QM[�\PI\�[\MILQTa�
gaze at viewers. Once again, we are left with two types of cinema, each implying 
I�KWZZM[XWVLQVO�\aXM�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�̧ �WVM�\PI\�XI[[Q^Q[M[�IVL�WVM�\PI\�IK\Q-
vates — and the question arises: what about the look that oscillates? As this happens 

often enough in contemporary arthouse and auteur movies, it might be more use-

N]T�\W�\PMWZQ[M�\PM�ÅTU¼[�OIbM�Ja�KWV[QLMZQVO�\PM�LQ[\QVK\QWV�JM\_MMV�UIQV[\ZMIU�
and independent cinema.

0WTTa_WWL�ÅTU[�XZMNMZ�MQ\PMZ�I�ZM[\ZQK\ML�WZ�IV�WUVQ[KQMV\�UWLM�WN�ILLZM[[�
\W�MV[]ZM�\PI\�[XMK\I\WZ[�IZM�[]\]ZML�QV\W�\PM�QTT][WZa�ZMITQ\a�WN�\PM�ÅK\QWVIT�_WZTL�
(“Key Aspects of Media Studies”). Although I cannot compare this scenario to a form 

WN�QV\MZ[]JRMK\Q^M�KWUU]VQKI\QWV��Q\�KIVVW\�JM�XMZKMQ^ML�I[�\PM�WJRMK\QÅKI\QWV�WN�̂ QM_-
ers either. Instead, it evokes the situation of the bearded man in Descartes’s engrav-

ing from his Optics: locked in a dark room, the only view he can get of the external 

1 Corrigan’s distinction between “gaze” and “glance aesthetic” can be traced back to John 

Ellis’s Visible Fictions, wherein these terms were used to distinguish between watching movies 
(gazing) and watching television (glancing).
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world is through the eye of a human being inserted in the wall. As Miran Bozovic 

explains, Descartes wanted to emphasise that we “can never step out but are for-

ever entrapped in a room in which we deal with our retinal images only and never 

with things themselves” (162).

<PQ[�XIZIJTM�KIV�IT[W�JM�[MMV�I[�IV�QTT][\ZI\QWV�WN�\PM�OIbM�WN�0WTTa_WWL�ÅTU[�
which tend to act upon the limitations instead of the possibilities of human visual 

XMZKMX\QWV"�_M�IZM�JW]VL�\W�TWWS�I\�\PM�ÅTU��J]\�Q\�LWM[�VW\�TWWS�at us in return, 
since it is constructed as the external world which one sees only from the dark 

room of his or her own perspective.2 In other words, classical narrative cinema 

re-enacts the “impossibility of stepping out from the world of imitations, copies 

IVL�[QU]TIKZIº��*WbW^QK������[W�\PI\�_M�IZM�VW\�WٺMZML�UWZM�\PIV�IV�IJ[WT]\M�
point of view, “a point of interiority which can never be externalised . . . a point 

at which we can be nothing but voyeurs” (164). To put it simply, mainstream cinema 

restricts the spectator’s agency to the role of the voyeur who believes to be the sub-

ject of the gaze, hence her feeling of being deeply sutured into the diegesis. Similar 

to Silverman’s suture theory, Descartes’s parable thus helps expose the conven-

\QWVIT�LaVIUQK[�JM\_MMV�ÅTU�IVL�̂ QM_MZ��\PM�LQKPW\WUa�JM\_MMV�[KMVM�IVL�̂ WaM]Z��
the looking and viewing subject.

1V�KWV\ZI[\�\W�UIQV[\ZMIU�KQVMUI��QVLMXMVLMV\�ÅTU[�NZMY]MV\Ta�[]OOM[\�\PM�XW[[Q-
bility — however illusory — of splitting up suture and providing a more active, if more 

troubled, spectatorial agency. Often their aim is precisely to reveal the seam that 

\QM[�][�\W�\PM�IJ[WT]\M�XWQV\�WN�̂ QM_�WN�\PM�̂ WaM]Z��AM\�\PM�ÅTU[�_PQKP�QV\MZM[\�UM�IZM�
\PW[M�\PI\�KWUJQVM�LQٺMZMV\�UMKPIVQ[U[��\PMZMJa�KZMI\QVO�IUJQO]Q\QM[�KWVKMZVQVO�
the binary categorisation of movies based on the mode of address. Since they are 

KPIZIK\MZQ[ML�Ja�I�PaJZQL��W[KQTTI\QVO�OIbM��\PM[M�ÅTU[�JMTWVO�VMQ\PMZ�\W�\PM�¹KQV-
ema of attractions” nor to “narrative cinema,” neither to “glance” nor “gaze cin-

MUI�º�IVL�\PMa�LMÅVQ\MTa�LW�VW\�XZWRMK\�\PM�XI[[Q^Q[QVO�OIbM�WN�0WTTa_WWL�ÅTU[�
The movies in the focus of this article neither look through nor look consistently 

at viewers, they just sometimes glance at us through a character’s telltale eyes to cre-
ate a momentary, illusory blurring of boundaries between the act of watching and 

\PM�IK\�WN�TWWSQVO��=VTQSM�PQOPTa�[MTN�ZMÆM`Q^M�XW[\UWLMZVQ[\�UW^QM[��\PMa�LW�VW\�
N]TTa�LMKWV[\Z]K\�KWV^MV\QWVIT�LaVIUQK[�JM\_MMV�ÅTU�IVL�̂ QM_MZ��Y]M[\QWVQVO�\PMQZ�
status as spectacle and ours as voyeur. Seemingly, their objective is an attempt to look 

2� <PQ[�LWM[�VW\�UMIV�\PI\�_I\KPQVO�0WTTa_WWL�ÅTU[�Q[�IV�]VJMIZIJTM�M`XMZQMVKM"�_M�ZMILQTa�[][-
pend our disbelief in exchange for the pleasures of viewing (Rowe 88).
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“inside” at us, bearded men, who are forever locked in the dark room of our visual 

XMZKMX\QWV��+WV[QLMZQVO�\PM�_PWTM�NIJZQK�WN�\PM[M�ÅTU[�I[�I�TWWSQVO�[]JRMK\��_M�ÅVL�
that their gaze does not come across as unrelenting but as tentative, squinting, and 

ambiguous. For certain moments and in certain ways — not exclusively through 

direct address — they create a contact with the audience which can be construed 

as the eye contact between two human subjects.

Summarising what has been said so far, I shall argue for the relevance 

WN�\PM�VW\QWV�WN�ÅTUQK�OIbM�I[�XZWRMK\ML�Ja�\PM�ÅTU�Q\[MTN��IVITa[QVO�NW]Z�ÅTU[�
in terms of how I imagine they look at viewers. The motif of the gaze in its broadest 

[MV[M�Q[�KMV\ZIT�QV�MIKP�UW^QM��IVL�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�Q[�M`XZM[[ML�UW[\�MUXPI\QKITTa�
by the main characters who meaningfully stare through windows. Silverman’s suture 

theory and Descartes’s parable are employed to show that these characters’ posi-

tion as voyeurs is at the same time a reference to the voyeuristic agency of view-

MZ[��0W_M^MZ��QN�WVM�KWV[\Z]M[�\PM�_PWTM�NIJZQK�WN�\PM[M�ÅTU[�I[�I�TWWSQVO�[]JRMK\��
Q\�IXXMIZ[�\PI\�\PMa�ZMTI\M�\W�\PM�I]LQMVKM�LQٺMZMV\Ta��<W�JMOQV�_Q\P��1�JZQMÆa�ZMNMZ�
to Hitchcock’s Rear Window ��!����\W�LMUWV[\ZI\M�KWV^MV\QWVIT�ÅTU�I]LQMVKM�
dynamics because, as I will argue, despite its use of postmodernist techniques, it only 

ZMÆMK\[�WV�\PM�TQUQ\I\QWV[�WN�W]Z�^Q[]IT�IOMVKa��<W�[]XXWZ\�\PM�IZO]UMV\�\PI\�VW\�
WVTa�0WTTa_WWL�UW^QM[�XI[[Q^Q[M�\PM�[XMK\I\WZ��1�IT[W�M`IUQVM�IV�I]\M]Z�ÅTU�NZWU�
\PM�-]ZWXMIV�\ZILQ\QWV��VIUMTa��3Zba[b\WN�3QM̧TW_[SQ¼[�3Z~\SQ�ÅTU�W�UQĐW̧KQ �)�;PWZ\�
Film about Love, 1988). Although the narrative of the latter also revolves around 
the trope of the gaze, similarly to Rear Window, it sustains its function as mere image 
and ours as observer. La Finestra di Fronte (Facing Windows, 2003), directed by Ferzan 
Ozpetek, seems to follow the traditions of narrative cinema; however, in certain 

[KMVM[�IVL�QV�Q\[�[XMKQIT�_Ia[��Q\�KITT[�NWZ�I�[MTN�ZMÆM`Q^M�UWLM�WN�_I\KPQVO��\ZMI\QVO�
viewers both as observers and looking subjects. Since the “eyes” of Facing Windows 
do not stare at us consistently, Ozpetek’s drama serves as one of my examples for 

\PM�W[KQTTI\QVO�ÅTUQK�OIbM��)UWVO�\PM�NW]Z�ÅTU[��\PM�WVM�\PI\�QTT][\ZI\M[�UW[\�KTMIZTa�
the hybridity of visual address is Wes Anderson’s Moonrise Kingdom (2012), yet another 
example of auteur cinema, which drastically oscillates between treating the view-

ers as passive voyeurs and as active looking subjects.
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classical Film-audience dynamics:  
how do Films look Through specTaToRs?

As a representative example of Hollywood cinema, Rear Window demonstrates that 
the use of meta-cinematic devices does not necessarily entail intersubjective com-

munication with viewers. In my reading, Rear Window — as a looking agent — does 
not bring about an active spectatorial agency, because the camera consistently iden-

\QÅM[�^QM_MZ[�_Q\P�\PM�XZW\IOWVQ[\¼[�XWQV\�WN�^QM_��\PMZMJa�IJ[WZJQVO�\PMU�QV\W�
\PM�ÅK\QWV��IVL�\ZMI\QVO�\PMU�I[�XI[[Q^M�WJ[MZ^MZ[��<PM�ÅTU¼[�UWLM�WN�ILLZM[[�
Q[�[WTQLQÅML��IVL�I[�[]KP��Q\�LWM[�VW\�IQU�\W�QVQ\QI\M�I�\aXM�WN�KWUU]VQKI\QWV�ZM[MU-
bling actual acts of looking. Instead, Rear Window makes references to the voyeuris-
\QK�UWLM�WN�_I\KPQVO�ÅTU[�\W�ZM^MIT�PW_�ZM[\ZQK\ML�\PM�LaVIUQK[�JM\_MMV�ÅTU�IVL�
audience are. As such, this example shall serve perfectly to explain how spectators 

IZM�[]\]ZML�QV\W�\PM�ÅK\QWVIT�_WZTL�WN�KQVMUI��IVL�I\�\PM�[IUM�\QUM��\W�QTT][\ZI\M�
Descartes’s dark room parable about the limitations of human visual experience.

If Rear Window�Q[�QVLMML�I�¹UM\IXPWZ�NWZ�KQVMUIº�QV�_PQKP�2MٺZQM[�[\IVL[�NWZ�
\PM�I]LQMVKM��5]T^Ma������\PM�_PWTM�ÅTUQK�\M`\�KIV�JM�ZMIL�I[�I�ZMVLMZQVO�WN�\PM�[XMK-
tator’s inability to escape the viewpoint provided by the looking subject. The view-

MZ¼[�TQUQ\ML�IOMVKa�Q[�]VLMZXQVVML�Ja�2MٺZQM[¼[�KWV[\ZIQVML�XPa[QKIT�XW[Q\QWV�̧ �JMQVO�
tied to a wheelchair — as a result of which his perspective is as severely restricted 

by his binoculars and his camera as that of the viewers by cinematic technicalities 

(movements, positions of the camera, and editing). Memorable references to this 

[PIZML�XW[Q\QWV�IZM�\PM�[KMVM[�QV�_PQKP�2MٺZQM[�bWWU[�QV�WV�\PM�ÆI\[�WXXW[Q\M"�\PM�LIZS�
NZIUQVO�WN�\PM�KIUMZI�Q[�I�LQZMK\�ZMNMZMVKM�\W�\PM�ÅTUQVO�LM^QKM�\PI\�KWV\ZWT[�W]Z�
gaze. As Silverman argues, Rear Window “foregrounds the voyeuristic dimensions 
of the cinematic experience, making constant references to the speaking subject” 

(206). Another example in this regard is the episode when Thorwald suddenly 

TWWS[�JIKS�I\�2MٺZQM[�IVL�TI\MZ�KWUM[�\W�I\\IKS�PQU�QV�PQ[�IXIZ\UMV\��<PM�ITIZUQVO�
sound of Thorwald’s footsteps, his menacing stare, the ominous glare of his ciga-

rette in the darkness, his silhouette coming closer and closer reminds viewers that, 

[QUQTIZTa�\W�2MٺZQM[��_M�WVTa�_Q[P�\W�J]\�IZM�]VIJTM�\W�KWV\ZWT�\PM�[XMK\IKTM��1V�W]Z�
ZMTI\QWV�\W�\PM�KQVMUI\QK�QUIOM��_M�IZM�I[�QUUWJQTM�IVL�PMTXTM[[�I[�2MٺZQM[�
In Mladen Dolar’s interpretation, “Rear Window is the Hitchcockian presentation 

of the Panopticon, his illustrative application of Bentham and Foucault” (144), since 

\PM�ÆI\[�WXXW[Q\M�2MٺZQM[¼[�ZMIZ�_QVLW_�M^WSM�\PM�KMTT[�]VLMZ�\PM�XMZ^I[Q^M�[KZ]\QVa�
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of the Supervisor’s controlling gaze. Yet, while in Bentham’s and Foucault’s Panopticon 

it is the prisoners who live in constant fear of the gaze they cannot see, in Rear Window, 
Q\�Q[�2MٺZQM[�_PW�TQ^M[�QV�XMZUIVMV\�NMIZ�QV�PQ[�_I\KP\W_MZ��\ZW]JTML�Ja�NIK\�\PI\�
he cannot make his gaze ubiquitous (as an evidence of his powerlessness, he is asleep 

at the time of the murder). As Dolar concludes, “the inhabitants are not the prisoners 

of the gaze of the Other, with its invisible omnipresence; it is rather the Supervisor 

who is the prisoner, the prisoner of his own gaze — a gaze that does not see” (144). 

*a�KWVVMK\QVO�\PM�M`XMZQMVKM�WN�2MٺZQM[�_Q\P�\PI\�WN�\PM�̂ QM_MZ[��\PM�IQU�WN�UM\IKQVM-
matic devices in Rear Window is thus to expose the conventional framework of watch-
QVO�ÅTU[��IKKWZLQVO�\W�_PQKP�[XMK\I\WZ[�_Q[P�\W�XMZ^ILM�\PM�KQVMUI\QK�QUIOM�_Q\P�
their gaze yet can only behold it from the position of peepers, as if through binoc-

ulars and a rear window.

By the same token, Rear Window can be interpreted as a re-enactment of the lim-
itations of human visual perception as such where the window represents eyes. 

)KKWZLQVO�\W�\PQ[�UM\IXPWZ��\PM�_QVLW_�[PILM[�ZWTTQVO�]X�QV�\PM�ÅZ[\�[KMVM�IZM�
\PM�MaMTQL[�WXMVQVO�\W�\PM�M`\MZVIT�_WZTL��)[�*WbW^QK�KTIQU[��¹C\EPI\�\PM�_QVLW_�
we are looking through functions virtually as an eye is evident from the fact that 

the room itself functions as a camera obscura — what unfolds in the room on this 

side of the window is precisely the inverted image of what unfolds beyond the win-

LW_�WN�\PM�ÆI\�WV�\PM�WXXW[Q\M�[QLM�WN�\PM�KW]Z\aIZL�̧ �\PM�<PWZ_ITL[¼�ÆI\º��������
2Mٺ�WV�\PQ[�[QLM�Q[�QUUWJQTQ[ML�QV�I�UIVVMZ�[QUQTIZ�\W�<PWZ_ITL¼[�_QNM�WV�\PM�WXXW-
site side, and the actions of these two characters are subordinated to those of their 

mobile partners, Lisa and Lars, respectively. This insight informs Bozovic’s com-

XIZQ[WV�WN�2Mٺ¼[�ZWWU�_Q\P�\PM�LIZS�ZWWU�QV�,M[KIZ\M[¼[�XIZIJTM"�JW\P�[XIKM[�ZMXZM-
sent “the world of imitations, copies, and simulacra” in which we are all entrapped 

(163). In agreement with former criticism, I therefore believe that Rear Window, with 
its allusions to the limitations of the spectator’s agency and of human visual per-

ception, looks through rather than at viewers, or, in other words, it aims not to mod-
ify suture, but, as Zizek describes Hitchcock’s works, “to pursue the transferential 

ÅK\QWV�\W�\PM�MVLº������

The passivising gaze oF A ShorT Film AbouT love

*MQVO�KPQMÆa�IJW]\�TW^M��¹IJW]\�PW_�T][\�IVL�TW^M�TWWS�at people and how they look 
to themº��:MM^M�������3QM̧TW_[SQ¼[�A Short Film about Love�ZMXZM[MV\[�I�[XMKQÅK�UWLM�
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of looking at the world, where the scope of sight is determined and distorted by desire. 

<PM�\ZWXM�WN�TW^M�UISM[�\PQ[�ÅTU�I�UWZM�V]IVKML�ZMVLMZQVO�WN�^WaM]ZQ[U�\PIV�
Rear Window, yet, rather than providing spectators a more active agency than that 
WN�\PM�WJ[MZ^MZ��Q\�WVTa�MVPIVKM[�\PM�[MV[M�WN�JMQVO�KWVÅVML�\W�I�TQUQ\ML�XMZ[XMK\Q^M�
A Short Film about Love�Q[�\PM�NMI\]ZM�TMVO\P�^MZ[QWV�WN�I�XIZ\�WN�3QM̧TW_[SQ¼[��!  �

television series, Dekalog��1\�JMOQV[�_Q\P�I�ÆI[PNWZ_IZL�[KMVM�QV�_PQKP�\PM�aW]VO�
Tomek is dreaming about spying on his opposite neighbour, the beautiful, free-

spirited Magda. The narrative recounts how Tomek gradually falls in love with 

the older woman as he obsessively watches her performing everyday activities and 

entertaining men in her apartment. One day, when they meet face-to-face, Tomek 

admits that he has been peeping on her, and when the two eventually go on a date 

Tomek declares his love. Magda shatters his innocent vision by responding that there 

is no such thing, only sexual desire. Yet, as she tries to prove her point by seducing 

him, which ends in Tomek having an orgasm, feeling gravely humiliated, and try-

ing to commit suicide, Magda develops feelings that until that point she has believed 

to be only a sham. In the closing scene she visits Tomek, looks through his telescope, 

and imagines that the boy is in her apartment, standing by her side, ready to com-

fort, and, presumably, love her.

<PM�PITT]KQVI\WZa�ÅVIT�[KMVM�_Q\P�\PM�UIQV�NMUITM�KPIZIK\MZ�TWWSQVO�JIKS�I\�PMZ�
NWZUMZ��MUW\QWVITTa�[MTN�KWV\IQVML�[MTN�KW]TL�QUXTa�\PI\�3QM̧TW_[SQ¼[�ÅTU�QVL]KM[�
UWZM�[MTN�ZMÆM`Q^Q\a�QV�\PM�I]LQMVKM�\PIV�Rear Window. This plot element, however, 
does not serve to address the viewers but, as I argue, merely to illustrate character 

development. Accordingly, the fact that the hallucinated double at the other end 

of the telescope does not return the gaze to establish contact with her actual self 

UMIV[�\PI\�\PM�ÅTU�LWM[�VW\�UISM�MaM�KWV\IK\�_Q\P�\PM�^QM_MZ[��1\�Q[�IT[W�QUXWZ-
\IV\�\W�VW\M�\PI\�\PM�ÅVIT�[KMVM�IJW]\�[MTN�ZMÆM`Q^Q\a�_I[�[]OOM[\ML�Ja�\PM�TMIL�
IK\ZM[[�/ZIaVI�;bIXWĐW_[SI��\W�[I\Q[Na�¹\PM�I]LQMVKM¼[�VMML�NWZ�I�KWV^MV\QWVIT�
[\WZaº��0IT\WN�!����_PQKP�ZMQVNWZKM[�\PM�QUXZM[[QWV�\PI\�\PM�NIJZQK�WN�\PM�ÅTU�Q[�\aX-
QKIT�WN�KTI[[QKIT�ÅTU�I]LQMVKM�LaVIUQK[�

:MNWZU]TI\QVO�\PM�IJW^M�PaXW\PM[Q[�QV�\MZU[�WN�[]\]ZM�\PMWZa��IT\PW]OP�\PM�ÅTU�
“reverses the watcher/watched roles” (Haltof 96), the audience is made to identify 

with the position of the voyeur even after the tables are turned within the diege-

[Q[��1VQ\QITTa�_M�WKK]Xa�\PM�[IUM�ÅMTL��\PMZMJa�\PM�[IUM�ZWTM�I[�<WUMS��_PW�WJ[M[-
sively snoops on the sexually promiscuous life of Magda. As his obsession grows, 



116

BORBÁLA LÁSZLÓ

Peeping Tomek3�ÅVL[�W\PMZ�_Ia[�\W�XZa�QV\W�5IOLI¼[�TQNM�̧ �PM�KITT[�PMZ�WV�\PM�XPWVM��
[MVL[�NIT[M�VW\QKM[�\W�T]ZM�PMZ�QV\W�PQ[�_WZSXTIKM��\PM�XW[\�WٻKM��\ISM[�I�[MKWVL�
job as a milk delivery man just to get closer to seeing her — and gradually leaves 

the role of the voyeur to become one of Magda’s beaus. This, however, does not 

happen in the case of the viewers who, in their relation to the narrative, remain 

trapped in the space of observation until the end. In the scene when Tomek con-

NM[[M[�PQ[�KZQUM�\W�5IOLI��\PM�\_W�ÅO]ZM[�[\IVLQVO�WV�\PM�[\ZMM\�IZM�[PW_V�NZWU�
the viewpoint of a spy hiding behind a car, which implies that even if the camera 

dissolves a subjective point of view, it does so only to switch to another subjective 

or an omniscient perspective. After Tomek is sexually humiliated, as a result of which 

he tries to slash his wrists, the audience remains with Magda, who starts obsessively 

monitoring Tomek’s apartment through a pair of opera glasses. Therefore, while 

“the object of voyeurism becomes the voyeur” and “the loved one becomes the lover” 

QV�\PM�LQMOM\QK�_WZTL��*MZIZLQVMTTQ���VMQ\PMZ�\PM�ÅTU�VWZ�\PM�[XMK\I\WZ�KPIVOM[�\PMQZ�
roles — the former remains scene, the latter remains observer.

Let us not forget, however, that the movie suggests the possibility — even if only 

within the diegesis — of creating intersubjectivity, empathy, and understanding 

through looking. Most importantly, this appears in the form of character develop-

ments which are analogous with Tomek and Magda’s changing attitude towards love. 

<WUMS¼[�aMIZVQVO�\W�[MM�5IOLI��_PQKP�Q[�QVQ\QITTa�VW\�LQٺMZMV\�NZWU�\PM�XPa[QWTWO-
ical cravings of hunger, thirst, and sleep, gradually grows into a kind of love which 

urges him to initiate actual, not exclusively one-way communication with the desired 

woman. Thus, when Magda asks Tomek whether he masturbated while looking 

at her, the boy’s answer is: “I used to, but not anymore.” The scene when the two 

go on an actual date also signals the gradual transformation of Tomek’s voyeuris-

\QK�LM[QZM[�QV\W�I�TM[[�WJRMK\QNaQVO�IٺMK\QWV�
The female protagonist goes through an even more radical development. 

After his suicide attempt, she desperately tries to call on him only to be sent away 

by the over-protective landlady. Her behaviour cannot be simply explained with 

her bad conscience: just as Tomek develops a genuine interest in Magda, so does 

she in the initially repulsive boy. In fact, they so thoroughly swap roles that Magda 

believes she can now understand Tomek’s psychological motivations and can 

3 The name I use here is a pun which comes about by piecing together the character’s name and 

the commonly known nickname, peeping Tom, referring to the male voyeur.



STORIES OF TELLTALE EYES

117

completely identify with his point of view. As Reeve remarks, “even the musical 

TMQ\UW\QN�\PI\�_I[�PQ[�[QOVI\]ZM�I\�\PM�JMOQVVQVO�WN�\PM�ÅTU�JMKWUM[�PMZ[º��� ���
<PM�QTT][QWV�WN�QLMV\QNaQVO�_Q\P�\PM�W\PMZ¼[�XMZ[XMK\Q^M�Q[�KWVLMV[ML�QV�\PM�ÅVIT�

scene in which Magda peeps through Tomek’s telescope and hallucinates that she 

Q[�_I\KPQVO�PMZ�W_V�[MTN��_PW�IXXIZMV\Ta�ÅVL[�KWUNWZ\��ZMKWVKQTQI\QWV��IVL�TW^M�
in the person of Tomek. If one disregarded the fact that with this happy ending 

\PM�ÅTUUISMZ[�_IV\ML�\W�IKPQM^M�\PM�MٺMK\[�WN�I�KWV^MV\QWVIT�TW^M�[\WZa��\PM�ÅVIT�
scene could be perceived as a metacinematic gesture. Yet, the tables are not turned 

QV�\MZU[�WN�\PM�ÅTU�I]LQMVKM�LQKPW\WUa��M`IK\Ta�JMKI][M�\PM�IQU�\W�XTMI[M�\PM�̂ QM_-
MZ[�Q[�\PI\�WN�\PM�XI[[Q^Q[QVO�ÅTUQK�OIbM��_PQKP�IT[W�M`XTIQV[�_Pa�TWWSQVO�Q[�ZMXZM-
sented as inescapably delusive in the movie.4

A Short Film about Love can be seen as the intertext of Rear Window, inasmuch 
as it also uses the motif of windows as a metaphor for human eyes. Still, whereas 

\PM�ZMK\IVO]TIZ�ZMIZ�_QVLW_�QV�0Q\KPKWKS¼[�ÅTU�[\IVL[�NWZ�\PM�TQUQ\I\QWV[�WN�P]UIV�
^Q[]IT�XMZKMX\QWV�QV�OMVMZIT��\PM�KQZK]TIZ�OTI[[�[]ZNIKM[�QV�3QM̧TW_[SQ¼[�ÅTU�MXQ\WUQ[M�
vision which is inescapably distorted by desire. The lens of Tomek’s telescope, the con-

vex lens hanging on the window pane in Magda’s living room, the snowball she gets 

I[�I�XZM[MV\��\PM�ZW]VL�PWTM�QV�\PM�_ITT�WN�<WUMS¼[�XW[\�WٻKM�K]JQKTM��\W�UMV\QWV�
WVTa�I�NM_�WN�[M^MZIT�[QUQTIZ�WJRMK\[�IXXMIZQVO�QV�\PM�ÅTU��[QOVQNa�\PM�LMNWZUQ\a�IVL�
the circular pattern of perception that any person in love would be unable to break.

In this sense, one cannot talk about character development either, since, 

as Danusia Stok explains, Magda and Tomek “are going round and round in cir-

cles, . . . not achieving what they want” (145), namely, a clear vision of the other that 

KW]TL�JM�\PM�JI[Q[�WN�\PMQZ�U]\]IT��QV\QUI\M�TW^M��)T\PW]OP�\PM�ÅTU¼[�MVLQVO�[]O-
OM[\[�\PI\�¹_PMV�LWVM�_Q\P�TW^M�CTWWSQVOE�KIV�TMIL�\W�[MMQVO�IVL�]VLMZ[\IVLQVOº�
(Reeve 285), the overwhelming presence of circular motifs undermines this message, 

and shows how vision can “feed the obsessive circle of fantasy” (285). Knowing that 

the positive ending of A Short Film about Love was created with the intention of pleasing 
the audience further problematises the optimistic representation of vision. To sum 

]X��IT\PW]OP�3QM̧TW_[SQ¼[�LZIUI�Q[�I�JMI]\QN]TTa�QUXTMUMV\ML��^Q[]ITTa�[WXPQ[\Q-
cated depiction of looking when in love, it reinforces limited spectatorial agency 

by reenacting the impossibility of the viewer’s escape from the position of the voyeur.

4� <PM�WXMVQVO�[KMVM�\PI\�[PW_[�<WUMS�LZMIUQVO�IJW]\�XMMXQVO�WV�5IOLI�Q[�I�ÆI[P�NWZ_IZL�
\W�\PM�ÅVIT�PITT]KQVI\WZa�[KMVM��_PQKP�ZMVLMZ[�\PM�ZM[\�WN�\PM�UW^QM�MٺMK\Q^MTa�I�ÆI[PJIKS��I�LW]-
ble delusion, Tomek’s dream distorting ab initio the view of the whole representational world.
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Therefore, similarly to Rear Window, A Short Film about Love consistently looks through 
rather than at spectators.

The TellTale eyes oF FAcing WindoWS

Ferzan Ozpetek’s Facing Windows, an example of contemporary auteur cin-
MUI��TWWS[�I\�^QM_MZ[�LQٺMZMV\Ta��1V�Ua�ZMILQVO��Q\�LM[\IJQTQ[M[�\PM�KWV^MV\QWVIT�
dynamics between spectacle and spectator, because it occasionally urges viewers 

\W�ZMÆMK\�WV�\PMQZ�TQUQ\ML�^WaM]ZQ[\QK�IOMVKa��<PQ[�Q[�IKPQM^ML�Ja�\PZMM�LQ[\QVK\�J]\�
QV\MZZMTI\ML�UMIV["����Ja�ZMN][QVO�\PM�WJRMK\QNaQVO�QVÆ]MVKM�WN�^WaM]ZQ[U�_Q\PQV�
\PM�LQMOM[Q[#����Ja�XZW^QLQVO�I�U]T\QXTQKQ\a�WN�XMZ[XMK\Q^M[�\W�JM�QLMV\QÅML�_Q\P#�IVL�
���Ja�KZMI\QVO�\PWZW]OP�IUJQO]Q\a�KWVKMZVQVO�\PM�LQ[\QVK\QWV�JM\_MMV�ÅK\QWV�IVL�
reality, which culminates in a crucial hallucinatory scene. It must be noted, however, 

that not even in this emotionally elevated, illusory moment does the main character 

look directly outwards, and, in this sense, Facing Windows too is an example of clas-
[QKIT�VIZZI\Q^M�KQVMUI��AM\��1�IZO]M�\PI\�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�ILLZM[[M[�\PM�I]LQMVKM�
mainly through the main character Giovanna’s telltale eyes, as she is able to estab-

TQ[P�I�KWVÅLMV\QIT�ZMTI\QWV[PQX�_Q\P�\PM�^QM_MZ[�\PZW]OP�\PM�KIUMZI�
Indeed, the story is told through and by Giovanna’s eyes, from which it fol-

lows that Facing Windows�LQ[XTIa[�[XMKQÅK�NMI\]ZM[�WN�\PM�¹KQVMUI�WN�I\\ZIK\QWV[�º�
<PM�UIQV�KPIZIK\MZ¼[�XW[Q\QWVQVO��UWZM�XZMKQ[MTa��LW]JTQVO��IVL�\PM�]VLMÅVIJTM�
direction of her gaze make the spectator self-conscious, the movie ambiguously meta-

ÅK\QWVIT��IVL�\PM�OIbM�WN�\PM�_PWTM�ÅTUQK�\M`\�W[KQTTI\WZa��UMIVQVO�\PI\�Q\�WKKI[QWVITTa�
and implicitly blurs the boundary between the act of watching and actual looking. 

By inciting spectators to detach themselves from the point of view of the voyeur, that 

is, the perspective they had originally adopted, Facing Windows�ZMY]QZM[�[MTN�ZMÆMK-
\QWV�NZWU�̂ QM_MZ[��WٺMZQVO�I�UWZM�IK\Q^M�[XMK\I\WZQIT�IOMVKa�\PIV�MQ\PMZ�Rear Window 
or A Short Film about Love��<PQ[�IT[W�QUXTQM[�\PI\�QLMV\QÅKI\QWV�PMZM�Q[�LQٺMZMV\�NZWU�
that in the other two movies and is rather conceived “as a series of shifting positions 

C_PQKPE�I[[]UM[�\PI\�KQVMUI\QK�QLMV\QÅKI\QWV�Q[�I[�NZIOQTM�IVL�]V[\IJTM�I[�QLMV\Q\a�
itself” (Mayne 27). In short, the movie’s oscillating gaze results in an inconsistent 

spectatorial agency.

In Facing Windows, the viewers see mainly through the eyes of Giovanna, a young 
mother of two children, an always nagging wife. Her disgruntlement is not unre-

TI\ML�\W�PMZ�]VN]TÅTTML�LM[QZM�\W�JMKWUM�I�XI[\Za�KPMN#�[PM�_WZS[�I[�IV�IKKW]V\IV\�
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in a poultry factory. Her yearning is, as it were, sublimated into the habit of peep-

ing: she secretly gazes at the window of the opposite apartment and its handsome 

resident, Lorenzo. The two eventually meet, and they together end up looking after 

IV�WTL�UIV�_PW�Q[�_ITSQVO�\PM�[\ZMM\[�WN�:WUM�]VKWV[KQW][Ta��[]ٺMZQVO�NZWU�XIZ\QIT�
memory loss. While helping Davide unfold his story and regain his identity, Lorenzo 

and Giovanna’s romantic interest in each other also develops toward its climax.

Although it is about love, Facing Windows refuses the objectifying, passivis-
QVO�QVÆ]MVKM�WN�^WaM]ZQ[U��-IZTa�QV�\PM�ÅTU��/QW^IVVI¼[�LI]OP\MZ�[Ia["�¹1�\WTL�
you I don’t feel like watching TV,” and she would prefer to help the adults arrange 

groceries. At this point, it seems that Martina inherited the willfulness of her mother, 

who is similarly obsessed with order, annoyed by any disruption or intrusion into 

her vision.5 Giovanna’s stubborn insistence that only her view is correct could also 

explain why she starts spying on Lorenzo’s life, but her looks, similarly to those 

of Tomek in A Short Film about Love, are infused with shame: her eyes are cast down 
after catching something private and she always closes the window after peep-

ing. Her behaviour betrays that she does not derive pleasure from voyeurism, and 

that, by watching somebody else’s life, she only wants to elude the disappointments 

and frustrations of her own. This assumption is also supported by the fact that 

once she faces her disappointed self, she renounces peeping. In this sense, Martina 

NWZM[PILW_[�PMZ�UW\PMZ¼[�[]XMZQWZQ\a�_PQKP�ZM[]T\[�NZWU�PMZ�[MTN�ZMÆM`Q^Q\a�ZI\PMZ�
than from seeing more accurately than others, and in a similar manner, Giovanna 

NWKITQ[M[�\PM�[XMK\I\WZ¼[�[MTN�ZMÆM`Q^M�IOMVKa�_PMV�NIKQVO�PMZ[MTN�QV�\PM�_QVLW_�
in the hallucinatory scene.

Facing Windows�LQٺMZ[�NZWU�Rear Window and resembles A Short Film about Love 
NWZ�IVW\PMZ�ZMI[WV�I[�_MTT"�Q\�LWM[�VW\�KWVÅVM�Q\[MTN�\W�\PM�[]JRMK\Q^M�XWQV\�WN�^QM_�
of the main character. However, contrary to A Short Film about Love, where both availa-
JTM�̂ QM_XWQV\[�IZM�QVÆ]MVKML�Ja�LQ[\WZ\ML�̂ Q[QWV��QV�Facing Windows, we are presented 
with a multiplicity of perspectives not all of which are infused with the delusions 

WN�̂ WaM]ZQ[\QK�LM[QZM��<PM�ÅZ[\�[KMVM�\PI\�LQ[XMZ[M[�\PM�UIQV�NMUITM�KPIZIK\MZ¼[�LWU-
inant point of view is the one in which we learn that Giovanna and Lorenzo engage 

in mutual voyeurism: Giovanna’s friend Eminé reveals to her that “He spied on you 

just like you spied on him.” In this light, Lorenzo’s perspective is added to that 

of Giovanna, even if only as its duplication. When, however, Davide appears, his 

5 In a scene when Giovanna wants to report an illegal worker at the factory, her friend mockingly 

KITT[�PMZ�IV�;;�WٻKMZ�R][\�\W�UISM�TQOP\�WN�PMZ�JMPI^QW]Z�
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own oblique and confused perspective is also added to the others’. Therefore, gaze 

here is not a privilege and, at the same time, limitation, of a male hero, let alone one 

single character, but belongs to multiple characters and their perspectives. There 

are a few scenes that I shall highlight in this regard.

In what I term the “scene of the travelling gaze,” Lorenzo’s perspective gains 

VIZZI\Q^M�[QOVQÅKIVKM�I[�PQ[�I\\MV\QWV�NWK][M[�WV�\PM�TW[\�,I^QLM�[Q\\QVO�WV�I�NW]V\IQV�
JMPQVL�/QW^IVVI��<PQ[�QUXTQM[�\PI\�PM�Q[�VW\�WVTa�QV\MZM[\ML�QV�\PM�TW^M�IٺIQZ�J]\�
IT[W�LMLQKI\ML�\W�\PM�KWUUWV�KI][M�WN�PMTXQVO�\PM�0WTWKI][\�[]Z^Q^WZ�ÅVL�PQ[�JMIZ-
ings in the present. At the same time, he passes the gaze on to Giovanna, so it can 

JM�[]OOM[\ML�\PI\�\PM�^QM_MZ�QLMV\QÅM[�_Q\P�\PM�\_W�KPIZIK\MZ[¼�[PIZML�XMZ[XMK\Q^M��
which, in addition, points beyond their desire towards each other, creating a sup-

plement embodied in the concern for Davide.

<PM�ÅTU�IT[W�[\IOM[�[M^MZIT�QV[\IVKM[�WN�I�XPMVWUMVWV�_PQKP�1�ZMNMZ�\W�I[�¹\PM�[XQV-
ning gaze.” In these scenes all main points of view are included and equalised in a full 

circle tracking shot (with montage), with the camera revolving around the charac-

ters and the perspective changing according to who holds the gaze. A crucial scene 

in this regard is when Giovanna, Lorenzo, and Davide are waiting for their drinks 

at a street bar, taking a break after the former two followed the old man’s ramblings 

through Rome. Since a fourth male character appears on the scene, who we assume 

\W�JM�,I^QLM¼[�TWVO�OWVM�TW^MZ��Q\�Q[�PMZM�\PI\�_M�OM\�\PM�ÅZ[\�PQV\[�WN�PQ[�PWUW[M`-
]ITQ\a�IVL�WN�PQ[�\ZI]UI\QK�XI[\�QVÆMK\QVO�IVL�KWVN][QVO�PQ[�XZM[MV\�^Q[QWV��<PM[M�
are important details from two aspects. Firstly, as Davide introduced himself from 

the beginning as Simone — the name of the object of his desire — his subplot mirrors 

the relationship of Giovanna and Lorenzo where the roles of the loved one and that 

of the lover are exchanged, just as in A Short Film about Love. Secondly, the presence 
of the past is also important here, as, by intruding into the present, it blurs tempo-

rality. Since the character sees his dead loved ones as clearly as the living around 

PQU��[KMVM[�[]KP�I[�\PQ[�QUXTa�\PI\�IKKWZLQVO�\W�\PM�ÅTU¼[�KWVKMX\QWV�WN�UMUWZa��
one never entirely loses others but retains little smithereens of them in oneself. Aided 

by sensory memory, the fragments of lost people make one see, hear, and smell them 

as if they were still here. The concept of memory as a form of intersubjectivity can 

IT[W�JM�ITQOVML�_Q\P�\PM�OIbM�WN�\PM�ÅTU�XMZ�[M�QV[WNIZ�I[�\PM�TI\\MZ�IT[W�ITT]LM[�
to viewers as participants in a form of intersubjective communication.6

6 In fact, one can imagine Giovanna ambiguously addressing the audience in the same way as Davide 

addresses his old love, Simone.
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The role of memory is also crucial in the third scene which demonstrates the mul-

tiplicity of perspectives. This is the “scene of the dancing gaze,” a music-triggered 

memory sequence showing Davide looking back at his past lover while dancing with 

Giovanna in the present. Apart from projecting on each other past and present, 

\PM�[KMVM�Q[�IT[W�[QOVQÅKIV\�JMKI][M�\PM�IK\�WN�LIVKQVO�_Q\P�I�XZM\\a�_WUIV��_Q\P�
obvious erotic overtones, gains a new, homoerotic perspective. In this way, it is not 

only the desirer who changes positions in Facing Windows: the object of the desire 
is also rendered multifarious. Scenes like those of “the travelling gaze,” “the spin-

ning gaze,” and “the dancing gaze,” therefore, tend to blur the dichotomy between 

the object and the holder of the gaze in more than one respect.

In Facing Windows, all perspectives have their own focus. What is more, these 
foci are also looking agents, which changes the traditional one-way relation between 

the holder and the object of the gaze. Metaphorically, Giovanna’s gaze as a ray inter-

sects with that of Lorenzo and, in their relationship, Davide serves as an intersec-

tion that allows the other two to connect with each other. In addition, the old man 

also connects past and present perspectives by unwittingly projecting past images 

WV�\PM�XZM[MV\�[KMVIZQW[��<PQ[�U]T\QXTQKQ\a�IVL�QV\MZ[MK\QWV�WN�LQٺMZMV\�XWQV\[�WN�̂ QM_�
MVIJTM[�/QW^IVVI�\W�ZMÆMK\�WV�PMZ�W_V�XW[Q\QWV��W]\[QLM�\PM�KQZK]Q\�WN�\PM�VIZKQ[[Q[-
\QK�OIbM��_PQTM�\PM�[XMK\I\WZ�Q[�IT[W�KI]OP\�QV�I�UWUMV\�WN�ZMÆMK\QWV�

1V�\PM�[KMVM�_PMV�/QW^IVVI�IVL�4WZMVbW�IZM�ÅVITTa�\WOM\PMZ�QV�\PM�TI\\MZ¼[�IXIZ\-
ment, Giovanna goes to his window to spy on her own life — her husband, her chil-

LZMV��PMZ�NZQMVL��IVL�M^MV\]ITTa�\PM�ZMÆMK\QWV�WN�PMZ�W_V�LQ[KWV\MV\ML�[MTN�̧ �IVL�
decides to leave Lorenzo for her family and to give herself the opportunity to change 

her carrier and start baking professionally. This cinematic moment, which “diverges 

from the traditional cinematic perspective that champions the male gaze, and . . . 

assumes male spectatorship” (Occhipinti 532), also challenges cinema’s role of pro-

viding pleasure for the viewer, because it reveals that the point of view we have 

JMMV�QLMV\QNaQVO�_Q\P�_I[�IٺMK\ML�Ja�/QW^IVVI¼[�LMT][QWV[��)[�I�[aUJWTQK�OM[\]ZM��
[PM�\ISM[�W�4ٺWZMVbW¼[�OTI[[M[�IVL�ÅVITTa�[MM[�PMZ�TQNM_WZTL�I[�4WZMVbW¼[�NIV\I[a�
in which her own self is absent and her family members are reduced to silhouettes. 

Unlike in A Short Film about Love, where neither Tomek nor Magda break out from 
\PM�KWVÅVM[�WN�̂ WaM]ZQ[\QK�̂ Q[QWV��/QW^IVVI¼[�LM^MTWXUMV\�QUXTQM[�I�XZWKM[[�WN�OIQV-
ing clarity of vision, of coming to terms with her own repressed desires. This is why 

it is so important that her two selves are facing each other. The contact between her 

still deluded and more experienced self prevents her from satiating her voyeuristic 
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drives, helps reveal her true dream that was formerly substituted with an erotic 

fantasy and, in a broader sense, it also reinstates the potential of the gaze to create 

empathy, understanding, and intersubjectivity. Thirdly, and most importantly, even 

though Giovanna does not address us directly, she is positioned in a way that directs 

\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�I\�][��\P][�\]ZVQVO�\PM�_PWTM�NIJZQK�WN�\PM�VIZZI\Q^M�QV\W�\MTT\ITM�MaM[�
Although, as I have mentioned above, there is no instance of direct address 

QV�VQVM\a�VQVM�XMZKMV\�WN�\PM�ÅTU��/QW^IVVI�I[�PITN�IK\ZM[[�IVL�PITN�KPIZIK\MZ��
I�PITN�ÅK\Q\QW][�IVL�PITN�ZMIT�TQNM�VIZZI\WZ�XTIa[�I�KZ]KQIT�ZWTM�QV�KWV^MaQVO�\PQ[�[\W-
ry.7�)[�[]KP��[PM�KW]TL�WKK]Xa�I�¹[]XMZQWZ�MXQ[\MUQK�XW[Q\QWV�_Q\PQV�\PM�ÅK\QWVIT�
world,” which is usually allotted to characters who perform direct address in movies, 

and who consequently seem “to know more — or are in a position of greater knowl-

MLOM�_Q\PQV�\PM�ÅK\QWV�̧ �\PIV�W\PMZ�KPIZIK\MZ[º��*ZW_V������0W_M^MZ��[QVKM�[PM�LWM[�
not acknowledge the spectator’s presence but only seems to be more sensitive to it, her 

position cannot arise from a heightened sense of knowledge but rather from height-

ened sensibility — as in sensory perception — which manifests itself in her genuine 

ÆIQZ�NWZ�VWV�^MZJIT�KWUU]VQKI\QWV�̧ �PMZ�^WQKM��OIbM��OM[\]ZM[��NIKQIT�M`XZM[[QWV[��
and body language — to impress others and convey meaning. Since these abilities 

make the character Giovanna occupy a position which one might call superior sen-

[WZQIT��PMZ�MaM[�KIV�JM�XMZKMQ^ML�I[�XZWRMK\QVO�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�XMZ�[M�
Giovanna’s superior sensorial position is epitomised by the closing scene in which 

we see her walking in a park and hear her voice-over: it is almost clear that she is read-

QVO�W]\�WZ�ZMKQ\QVO�I�TM\\MZ�_ZQ\\MV�\W�,I^QLM��M`XTIQVQVO�PW_�LQٻK]T\�Q\�Q[�\W�NWZ-
get him and all the things he had taught her. She says that when she is working 

in the pastry shop, she still feels the elderly man’s guiding presence by her side, 

_PQKP�ZMKITT[�\PM�LMÅVQ\QWV�WN�UMUWZa�I[�QV\MZ[]JRMK\Q^Q\a��IVL�I\�\PM�[IUM�\QUM�
ITT]LM[�\W�\PM�I[[]UX\QWV�\PI\�\PM�ZMTI\QWV[PQX�JM\_MMV�ÅTU�IVL�I]LQMVKM�KIV�IT[W�
be regarded as intersubjective. As if to enact this concept, the closing shot features 

an extreme close-up on Giovanna looking directly into the camera; her eyes are 

smiling as if knowing something: telltale eyes.

7� )V�QV\MZM[\QVO�NIK\�\PI\�]VLMZXQV[�\PM�QLMI�WN�\PM�ÅTU�QVQ\QI\QVO�I�NWZU�WN�QV\MZ[]JRMK\Q^M�KWU-
munication with viewers is that the characters of Giovanna and her husband Filippo are played 

by actors with the same names. This detail, along with the actress Giovanna’s natural demean-

our in relation to the camera, creates the sense of watching real people, real lives, or of hearing 

I�ÅZ[\�PIVL�IKKW]V\�WN�I�XMZ[WVIT�[\WZa�
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In this light, one could claim that the story is told through Giovanna’s eyes. Yet, 

Q\�ZMUIQV[�LQٻK]T\�\W�LMKQLM�_PWU�/QW^IVVI¼[�^WQKM�IVL�OIbM�IZM�ILLZM[[ML�I\"�
Davide or the viewers outside the diegetic world.8 It is, however, exactly this ambigu-

ity of address, entailing both the possibility and impossibility of understanding oth-

ers completely, that makes human communication intersubjective and, consequently, 

intersubjective communication human. As I argued, it is due to Giovanna’s ambigu-

W][�KZW[[�LQMOM\QK�OM[\]ZM[�\PI\�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�WN�Facing Windows oscillates and that 
I\�UWUMV\[�[]KP�I[�L]ZQVO�/QW^IVVI¼[�PITT]KQVI\QWV�_M�PI^M�I�[MV[M�I[�QN�\PM�ÅTU�
itself was looking at us.

The hecTically oscillaTing gaze oF moonriSe Kingdom

Whether Moonrise Kingdom looks at or through� ][� Q[� LQٻK]T\� \W� \MTT�� [QVKM�?M[�
)VLMZ[WV¼[�ÅTUQK�OIbM�KWUJQVM[�ITT�\PM�^QM_QVO�UMKPIVQ[U[�_PQKP�1�PI^M�JMMV�
discussing up to now, and more. By drawing us into omniscient and restricted 

points of view it passivises us, by “favouring carefully crafted tableaus” it makes 

us aware of the performance of our watching (Goldberg n. pag.), and by repeatedly 

addressing us through not one but various characters yet withdrawing the direct 

OIbM� \PM�^MZa�VM`\�UWUMV\�� Q\�WٺMZ[�I�KWUXTM\MTa�JIټQVO�[XMK\I\WZQIT�M`XMZQ-
MVKM��<PM�[]LLMV�[PQN\[�JM\_MMV�LQٺMZMV\�UWLM[�WN�ILLZM[[�]VLMZXQV�\PM�QLMI�
that Moonrise Kingdom casts a hectically oscillating gaze upon its viewers. As Lily 
/WTLJMZO�IZO]M[��\PQ[�Q[�I�ÅTU�¹QV�_PQKP�\PM�»TWWS¼�Q[�KWV[\IV\Ta�VMOW\QI\ML�º�AM\�
while Goldberg refers to the contested dominance of the male gaze within the diege-

sis of Moonrise Kingdom, I shall apply the notion of the constantly negotiated look 
\W�LM[KZQJM�\PM�[XMKQIT�LaVIUQK[�JM\_MMV�\PQ[�ÅTU�IVL�\PM�I]LQMVKM��JMKI][M�^QM_-
ers can never have a clear sense of who does the gazing: they or Moonrise Kingdom, 
the looking subject.

The plot in Moonrise Kingdom revolves around two teenage runaways: Sam, who 
feels cast out because the other boys in his scout unit believe that as an orphan 

he is “emotionally disturbed,” and his pen pal, Suzy Bishop, who has problems con-

trolling her violent outbursts and is treated as a “very troubled child” by her family. 

8 It seems that addressivity is in crisis from the very beginning; the miscommunications within 

the family, Giovanna talking to thin air about love, the undelivered letter written by Davide 

to Simone, let alone Giovanna’s voyeuristic fantasies about Lorenzo, all demonstrate that it is impos-

sible to express desire without misdirecting it.
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Fed up with being labelled as cantankerous, naughty kids, they escape together 

TQSM�IL]T\�TW^MZ[��,]ZQVO�\PMQZ�RW]ZVMa�IKZW[[�\PM�Q[TIVL�WN�6M_�8MVbIVKM�\PMa�ÅVL�
a beach which becomes their haven and which they call Moonrise Kingdom, while 

their freedom is threatened by the scouts, the police, and the Bishop family, who 

are all trying to track them down.

As Dana Bubulj argues, the “initial attraction of two children who don’t seem 

\W�Å\�QV�_Q\P�\PMQZ�XMMZ[�[QJTQVO[�IVL�LMKQLM�\W�Z]V�I_Ia�\WOM\PMZ�Q[�[WUM\PQVO�
the audience watching can key into as nostalgic escapism.” This means that while 

\PM�ÅTU�Q[�KMV\ZML�IZW]VL�\PM�\ZWXM�WN�[KWXWXPQTQI�ZM[]T\QVO�NZWU�MUW\QWVIT�ITQMVI-
tion, estrangement, dysfunctionality, and failure of communication within the family, 

it also presents a metanarrative of escaping the aforementioned problems as a gesture 

\W�ZM[\WZM�W]Z�ZWUIV\QK��WX\QUQ[\QK��QV\MZ[]JRMK\Q^M�ZMTI\QWV�\W�ÅK\QWV��<P][��[QUQTIZTa�
to Facing Windows, Moonrise Kingdom tackles the issue of addressivity not only within 
\PM�LQMOM\QK�_WZTL��J]\�IT[W�\PZW]OP�ZMNMZMVKM[�\W�\PM�ÅTU¼[�UWLM�WN�ILLZM[[�_PQKP�
Q[�[W�]\\MZTa�IUJQO]W][�\PI\�Q\�M^WSM[�\PM�NIVKa�WN�\PM�ÅTU�JMQVO�I�KIXZQKQW][�\MMVIOM�
KPQTL��1\�Q[�VW\�Ja�KPIVKM�\PI\�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�Q[�UIVQNM[\ML�QV�\PM�MaM[�WN�\PM�UIQV�
female character Suzy, whose attitude towards the viewers changes abruptly: one 

moment we are invited to see through her eyes only to be pushed away as intrud-

ers the very next moment.

As a window to the world in which viewers never know where they stand, Moonrise 
Kingdom opens with a scene that both beckons and repels the audience. The camera 
starts panning the interiors of the Bishop family house that stands on Summer’s End, 

a remote corner of New Penzance. An embroidered picture hanging on the wall 

depicts the house itself, so that when the camera shows the building from outside, 

one might wonder whether this is not just another mise-en-abyme in the many-layered 
representational maze. One stratum in this world is a cluster of references to Rear 
Window, which makes Moonrise Kingdom�IV�QV\MZ\M`\�WN�WVM�WN�\PM�UW[\�QVÆ]MV\QIT�UW^-
ies about the gaze, and consequently, a metacinematic manifestation of the voyeur-

Q[\QK�UWLM�WN�_I\KPQVO�ÅTU[�
The opening scene already contains a series of references to the act of watch-

ing. As Goldberg explains, “Anderson’s tracking shots normalise the violation 

of the Bishop family’s privacy by providing an omniscient and impossible viewpoint, 

relieving the viewer of the feeling that such voyeurism is realistic while simultaneously 
inviting the viewer to partake in surveillance.” Apart from the voyeuristic panning 

shots, the opening scene also foregrounds the motifs of windows and binoculars, 
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JW\P�WN�_PQKP�[QOVQNa�\PM�IK\�WN�TWWSQVO��IVL��UWZM�XZMKQ[MTa��_I\KPQVO�ÅTU["�R][\�TQSM�
in Rear Window, the curtains are opened as if they were eyelids opening to the exter-
VIT�_WZTL��0W_M^MZ��\PM�ÆW_�WN�QV\MZ\M`\]IT�ZMNMZMVKM[�Q[�IZZM[\ML�_PMV�_M�OM\�
a reverse-shot that shows the exterior of the house with Suzy standing in the win-

dow and staring directly at us through her beloved binoculars.

This sudden shift between opposing modes of address epitomises the whole fab-

ZQK�WN�\PM�ÅTU�QV[WNIZ�I[�¹M^MZa�\QUM�\PM�^QM_MZ�JMKWUM[�KWUNWZ\IJTM�IKKMX\QVO�
)VLMZ[WV¼[�[]Z^MQTTIV\�XZIK\QKM[�I[�I�VI\]ZIT�I[XMK\�WN�PQ[�ÅTUUISQVO��;]ba�IXXMIZ[�
suddenly, gazing intently back at the viewer” (Goldberg). As Goldberg further argues,

C\EPZW]OPW]\�Moonrise Kingdom, viewers are invited to assume 
Suzy’s gaze through the usage of binocular shots, wherein 

the ocular circles of Suzy’s binoculars frame a wide or panning 

shot. The addition of the binocular frame lends these shots a con-

structed intimacy, as the purpose of binoculars is to narrow the gaze 

on a person of interest. These binocular shots are explicitly voyeur-

istic; this voyeurism depends upon the viewer’s recognition of Suzy 

as the articulator of the gaze.

Although I agree with Goldberg that the shots framed by Suzy’s binoculars are 

explicitly voyeuristic, I would not go so far as to state that they evoke a sense of inti-

macy. The intimacy evoked might exist between character and character, but not 

between character and audience. Instead, recalling my former claim in connection 

with Rear Window, I would suggest that the framing of the camera is a reference 
\W�\PM�[XMK\I\WZ¼[�TQUQ\ML�IOMVKa�QV�ZMTI\QWV�\W�\PM�ÅTUQVO�LM^QKM�
 In my view, the scenes in Moonrise Kingdom which, by means of reference, insert 

the ocular circles of the camera into the mise-en-scène serve to distance the audi-

ence by reminding them of the impossibility of leaving the absolute point of view 

XZW^QLML�Ja�\PM�ÅTU��0W_M^MZ��_Q\P�I�[]LLMV�[PQN\�NZWU�I�JQVWK]TIZ�[PW\�\W�I�ZM^MZ[M�
shot showing Suzy directly gazing at the audience, Moonrise Kingdom also invites 
a more active spectatorial agency. One could even assume that Moonrise Kingdom 
is the reversed image of Rear Window, the camera obscura of the camera obscura, 
[QVKM�_PQTM�0Q\KPKWKS¼[�ÅTU�XTIKM[�JW\P�\PM�IXMZ\]ZM�IVL�\PM�IJ[WT]\M�XWQV\�WN�̂ QM_�
QV�\PM�[IUM�̂ MZ\QKIT�LQUMV[QWV��\PMZMJa�UISQVO�\PMU�WKK]Xa�\PM�[IUM�WX\QKIT�ÅMTL��
Moonrise Kingdom occasionally positions the viewer on the infamous “other side” which 
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Q[�]VI\\IQVIJTM�NWZ�2MٺZQM[��IVL�Ja�LWQVO�[W��Q\�KZMI\M[�\PM�[MV[M�WN�\PM�ÅTU�_I\KPQVO�
us through the character’s binoculars. The result of this, as Goldberg puts it, is that 

¹\PM�]V_I^MZQVO�XZM[MVKM�WN�\PM�KIUMZI¼[�TWWS�QV�)VLMZ[WV¼[�ÅTU[�UQOP\�XZM^MV\�
^QM_MZ[�NZWU�XIZ\ISQVO�QV�\PM�^WaM]ZQ[\QK�QLMV\QÅKI\QWV�º

)VW\PMZ�MTMUMV\�_PQKP�MVPIVKM[�\PM�W[KQTTI\QWV[�WN�?M[�)VLMZ[WV¼[�ÅTUQK�
OIbM�Q[�\PM�][M�WN�[W]VL�IVL�^WQKM��1V�\PM�WXMVQVO�[KMVM��_M�ÅZ[\�XMZKMQ^M�[W]VL�
in the form of intra-diegetic music, as the Bishop children begin listening to Benjamin 

Britten’s Young Person’s Guide to the Orchestra, but at the same moment when Suzy breaks 
the fourth wall, the melody enters the extra-diegetic sphere, thus serving as a musi-

cal counterpoint to the metalepsis visually performed by the character. As Imani 

5W[TMa�[\I\M[��¹C\EPM�XTIa�WN�[XIKM�JT]Z[�\PM�TQVM�WN�PW_�_M�I[�^QM_MZ[�IZM�[]XXW[ML�
to experience the music, asking the listener to understand what they hear as part 

of their world as well as of the world on screen.” The fact that “much of the music 

Q[�PMIZL�Ja�JW\P�\PM�I]LQMVKM�IVL�\PM�KPIZIK\MZ[�QV[QLM�\PM�ÅTUº�UISM[�WVM�[]X-
pose that the characters also see what we see, thus the ambivalent use of sound and 

music also contributes to destabilising the dichotomy between spectacle and spec-

\I\WZ��JM\_MMV�ÅK\QWV�IVL�ZMITQ\a�
The ambiguous mode of address introduced by the opening scene is character-

Q[\QK�WN�\PM�_PWTM�NIJZQK�WN�\PM�ÅTU��IVL�\PM�ZMXMI\ML�J]\�IUJQ^ITMV\�IXXMIZIVKM[�
WN�LQZMK\�ILLZM[[�XTIa�I�KZ]KQIT�ZWTM�QV�IKPQM^QVO�\PQ[�MٺMK\��:MOIZLQVO�\PM�][M�WN�\PQ[�
LM^QKM�QV�)VLMZ[WV¼[�ÅTU[��*ZW_V�[]OOM[\[�\PI\�¹\PM�Y]M[\QWV�WN�_PWU�\PM�KPIZIK-
\MZ[�IZM�TWWSQVO�I\�_PMV�\PMa�TWWS�I\�\PM�KIUMZI�Q[�LQٻK]T\�\W�LQ[KMZVº��������<PQ[�
means that at one moment we are certain that the character is looking at us, break-

ing down the fourth wall, only for an immediate insertion of a reverse shot to revert 

the extra-diegetic gaze into the diegetic world, restoring the sense of being immersed 

QV\W�ÅK\QWVIT�ZMITQ\a�
<PM�[KMVM�_PMV�\PM�\_W�Z]VI_Ia[�IZM�ÅVITTa�NW]VL�Ja�\PM�[MIZKP�XIZ\a�QTT][-

\ZI\M[�\PM�QV\MV[Q\a�WN�\PM�W[KQTTI\QWV�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM��0QLQVO�QV�I�\MV\�WV�\PM�JMIKP��
aware that their liberty will soon be curtailed again, the kids hug each other pro-

tectively while projecting frightened looks into the camera, so that we feel like 

intruders in their world. Similar to the hallucinatory scene in Facing Windows, this 
[KMVM�UISM[�][�]VKWUNWZ\IJTa�KWV[KQW][�WN�W]Z�^WaM]ZQ[\QK�UWLM�WN�_I\KPQVO�ÅTU[��
to the point that we feel that we are spying on the characters. In such moments, 

\PM�^QM_MZ�Q[�QLMV\QÅML�VW\�_Q\P�;]ba�IVL�;IU¼[�XMZ[XMK\Q^M��J]\�_Q\P�\PM�XIZMV\[�
and the scouts, that is, those who encroach upon the shared intimacy of the two 
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runaways. However, the camera position abruptly changes once again, and we are 

shown Suzy’s father lifting the kids’ tent above his head with all the other mem-

JMZ[�WN�\PM�[MIZKP�XIZ\a�TQVML�]X�JMPQVL�PQU��:QOP\�IN\MZ�JMQVO�QLMV\QÅML�IVL�KWV-
fronted as voyeurs, we are relieved of the burden of conscious watching and of being 

watched by the characters.

)T\PW]OP�QV�?M[�)VLMZ[WV¼[�ÅTU�[M^MZIT�KPIZIK\MZ[�IZM�MVLW_ML�_Q\P�IV�IUJQO-
uous awareness, that is, they repeatedly use direct address which they subsequently 

also withdraw, I regard the character of Suzy the most important in creating an inter-

subjective connection with the audience, because as a “troubled child,” she shares 

\PM�KIXZQKQW][VM[[�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�WN�Moonrise Kingdom. In the scene where Suzy 
and Sam are watching deer through her binoculars, the girl says (about the stag): 

“He knows someone’s watching him. I just think he can feel us.” Although not 

addressing the audience directly, Suzy here instils the feeling in the viewer that she 

SVW_[�\PI\�[PM�Q[�XIZ\�WN�\PM�ÅK\QWVIT�_WZTL�IVL�\PI\�_M�IZM�TWWSQVO�I\�PMZ��0MZ�QV\ZI�
diegetic comment is a gesture directed towards the audience. However, as she later 

M`XTIQV[�PMZ�WJ[M[[QWV�_Q\P�XMMXQVO��PMZ�JQVWK]TIZ[�¹PMTX�CPMZE�[MM�\PQVO[�KTW[MZ��
even if they’re not very far away,” and she consistently refers to them as the source 

WN�PMZ�¹UIOQK�XW_MZº�\PZW]OPW]\�\PM�ÅTU��<PM[M�ZMUIZS[�WV�[KWXWXPQTQI�PQOP-
TQOP\�VW\�\PM�LQ[\IVKQVO�MٺMK\�WN�LQZMK\�ILLZM[[��_PQKP�_W]TL�KWV[\Z]K\�\PM�^QM_MZ�
as voyeur, but its potential of providing clairvoyance, of mentally and emotionally 

involving the viewer into the lifeworld of the character. More clearly put, although 

Suzy frequently uses her binoculars to look directly at us, the way she perceives 

peeping emphasises the desire to see, to know things better, to create connections 

JM\_MMV�XMWXTM�_Q\PQV�IVL�JMaWVL�\PM�JW]VLIZQM[�WN�\PM�ÅK\QWVIT�]VQ^MZ[M�ZI\PMZ�
than aiming at alienation.

In this sense, Suzy is very similar to Giovanna in La Finestra di Fronte, because 
her eyes, meaningfully mascaraed with bright-blue eye shadow, carry special signif-

QKIVKM�QV�ILLZM[[QVO�\PM�^QM_MZ[�IVL�KIV�JM�XMZKMQ^ML�I[�XZWRMK\QVO�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�
per se. Yet, since Ozpetek’s movie is closer to classical narrative cinema, Giovanna 

occupies a superior sensorial but not a superior epistemic position: although she 

is more sensitive to the spectator’s presence than other characters, she does not 

address us directly, she does not seem to know that we are watching her character. 

Giovanna’s superior position is never separated from her intra-diegetic character-

position and Facing Windows does not perform such sudden, chiasmic shifts between 
intra and extra-diegetic roles as Moonrise Kingdom. In the latter movie, on the other 
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hand, even though Suzy’s extra-diegetic gazes are instantly withdrawn and are inte-

OZI\ML�QV\W�\PM�KWPMZMV\�NIJZQK�WN�\PM�ÅTU��[PM�[MMU[�\W�JM�QV�I�¹I�XW[Q\QWV�WN�OZMI\MZ�
SVW_TMLOM�_Q\PQV�\PM�ÅK\QWV�\PIV�W\PMZ�KPIZIK\MZ[º��*ZW_V������)[�:IKPMT�2W[MXP�
claims, the consistent “acknowledgement of the camera and an audience watch-

ing the spectacle unfold brings forth a kind of ‘cinema of attractions’” in the case 

of Moonrise Kingdom��¹\PI\�UISM[�\PM�_PWTM�ÅTU�NZIUML�Ja�IV�QV\MV\QWVIT�\PMI\ZQ-
cality and address to the audience” (60).

;QUQTIZ�\W�/QW^IVVI��;]ba¼[�KPIZIK\MZ�IT[W�N]VK\QWV[�I[�\PM�ÅTU¼[�VIZZI\WZ��
According to Irini Kalesi’s insightful observation, the narrative fabric of Moonrise 
Kingdom is comprised of three layers, which I believe also entail three distinct modes 
of address. As Kalesi elucidates,

<PM�ÅZ[\� TM^MT�WN�VIZZI\QWV� Q[� KIZZQML�W]\�Ja�I�VWV�XMZKMX\QJTM�
external narrator who visually presents the story to the audience. 

The second level is the red-coated narrator who provides the view-

ers with the background story, foreshadowing aspects and his 

own judgements . . . In the third narrative level, Suzie recites her 

stories to Sam. (27)

From this narrative structure it follows that, by way of visually immersing the audi-

ence into the representational world, the non-perceptible external narrator addresses 

us as voyeurs, the red-coated narrator verbally addresses us as still quite passive lis-

teners, and, by consistently but ambiguously addressing us through her voice and 

OIbM��;]ba�UIVQNM[\[�\PM�W[KQTTI\QVO�UWLM�WN�ILLZM[[�WN�\PM�_PWTM�ÅTU�
Suzy’s narrator position is also reinforced by her love of reading and reciting 

ÅK\QWVIT�[\WZQM[��)[�3ITM[Q�IZO]M[��[PM�¹N]VK\QWV[�I[�I�[\WZa\MTTMZ�NWZ�;IU�IVL�\P][�
\ZQM[�\W�QV[MZ\�PQU�QV\W�PMZ�NIV\I[a�_WZTLº�������5WZMW^MZ��\PM�ÆI[PJIKS�[KMVM[�_PQKP�
retell the story of Suzy and Sam’s relationship through letters serve as yet another 

form of intimate address which is most typical of Suzy among all the characters 

and narrators.9 Surrounded by emotionally dysfunctional adults, Suzy uses the per-

[WVIT�\WVM�WN�TM\\MZ[�IVL�\PM�^WQKM�WN�ÅK\QWVIT�VIZZI\QWV�\W�[][XMVL�PMZ�LQ[JMTQMN�
QV�\PM�MٺMK\Q^MVM[[�WN�P]UIV�QV\MZIK\QWV[�IVL�\W�OIQV�̧ �M^MV�QN�QUIOQVIZa�̧ �]VLMZ-
standing, empathy, and intimacy. In short, Suzy strongly believes that she can tran-

9� <PQ[�QLMI�M`XTIQV[�_Pa�;IU��_PW�IK\]ITTa�QVQ\QI\M[�\PMQZ�KWZZM[XWVLMVKM��JMOQV[�PQ[�ÅZ[\�TM\\MZ�
to the girl with a compliment: “Dear Suzy, you have a superb voice.”
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[KMVL�\PM�JTMISVM[[�WN�PMZ�TQNM_WZTL��[W�PMZ�Y]QZS[�̧ �PMZ�Å\[�WN�\MUXMZ��PMZ�WJ[M[[QWV�
with reading and correspondence, and her arguably premature relationship with 

Sam — are symptomatic of her superior epistemic position which surfaces in moments 

when she seems to be reading her story directly to us or when she seems to be looking 

out of her world into ours. All in all, it is due to Suzy’s ambiguous address towards 

^QM_MZ[�\PI\��LM[XQ\M�\PM�W^MZ_PMTUQVO�\ZWXM�WN�MUW\QWVIT�M[\ZIVOMUMV\��\PM�ÅTU�
has “a rapt quality, as if we are viewing the events through Suzy’s binoculars or read-

QVO�\PM�[\WZa�]VLMZ�\PM�KW^MZ[�Ja�I�ÆI[PTQOP\º�� 2WVM[��
In conclusion, what the analysis of Moonrise Kingdom has shown is that the mode 

of its address oscillates with great intensity between treating the viewers as pas-

sive observers, sympathetic scopophiliacs, unwanted intruders, and equal partners 

QV�IV�QV\MZ[]JRMK\Q^M�ZMTI\QWV[PQX�JM\_MMV�ÅTU�IVL�I]LQMVKM��+WUXIZML�\W�Rear 
Window, A Short Film about Love and Facing Windows��?M[�)VLMZ[WV¼[�ÅTU�XZW^QLM[�
\PM�PQOPM[\�IUXTQ\]LM�WN�\PM�KPIVOM[�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM��[QVKM�Q\�KWV[\IV\Ta�XW[M[�
the question whether it can split up the suture that is meant to sew the viewer into 

\PM�]VZMÆMK\Q^M�M`XMZQMVKM�WN�_I\KPQVO�ÅTU[��WZ��QV�W\PMZ�_WZL[��_PM\PMZ�Q\�KIV�
break into the dark room of our visual perception. Similarly but more emphatically 

than Facing Windows, Moonrise Kingdom undermines the binary distinctions between 
“the cinema of attractions” and “narrative cinema” as well between “gaze cinema” 

IVL�¹OTIVKM�KQVMUI�º�[QVKM�I[�Q\[�KPIZIK\MZ[�ÅZ[\�TWWS�W]\�I\�][��\PMV�ZM\ZMI\�QV\W�
the diegetic world, it shows that the mode of address can change hectically even 

within an individual cinematic production.

conclusion

1V�\PQ[�XIXMZ�\PM�VW\QWV�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM�_I[�VW\�]VLMZ[\WWL�I[�\PM�[W]ZKM�WN�UI[-
tery the viewing subject asserts over the cinematic image, that is, as it was introduced 

Ja�MIZTa�4IKIVQIV�ÅTU�\PMWZM\QKQIV[�̧ �*I]LZa��5M\b��IVL�5]T^Ma��1V[\MIL��\PM�XZM-
sent notion of the cinematic gaze — evoking the original Lacanian concept — refers 

\W�\PM�UWLM�WN�ILLZM[[��\PM�_PWTM�NIJZQK�WN�\PM�ÅTU��_PQKP�Q[�KWV[MY]MV\Ta�KWV[\Z]ML�
as a looking subject. Silverman’s suture theory and Descartes’s dark room parable 

_MZM�MUXTWaML�\W�LMUWV[\ZI\M�\PQ[�ZMKWVKMX\]ITQ[ML�VW\QWV�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM��IVL�
\W�ZM^MIT�\PI\�UW[\�ÅTU[�̧ �M^MV�PQOPTa�[MTN�ZMÆM`Q^M�WVM[�IQUQVO�\W�KITT�I\\MV\QWV�
to the act of watching — look through rather than at spectators, since their diegesis 
adheres to maintaining the image-beholder dichotomy.
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AM\��Ua�PaXW\PM[Q[�_I[�\PI\�\PMZM�IZM�ÅTU[�_PQKP�LM^QI\M�NZWU�\PQ[�KWV^MV-
tion. By blurring the boundary between an intra-diegetic and extra-diegetic vis-

ual experience, these movies look at us mainly through the characters’ telltale eyes 

_PQKP�WKKI[QWVITTa�[]OOM[\[�\PI\�\PM�ÅTU�Q[�I_IZM�WN�JMQVO�_I\KPML�IVL�Q[�KIXIJTM�
WN�_I\KPQVO�][��1�IZO]ML�\PI\�[]KP�ÅTU[�PI^M�I�PaJZQL��W[KQTTI\QVO�OIbM��IVL�[QVKM�
they partly look through us as if we were voyeurs, partly look at us as if we were equal 
partners in the act of looking, their mode of address can be perceived as a form 

of intersubjective communication.

Although Tom Gunning and Timothy Corrigan relied on distinct modes 

WN�ILLZM[[�_PMV�\PMa�KPZWVWTWOQ[ML�IVL�KI\MOWZQ[ML�\ZMVL[�WN�ÅTU�ZMKMX\QWV��\PMQZ�
OMVMITWOQM[�NIQT�\W�IKKW]V\�NWZ�\PM�W[KQTTI\QVO�ÅTUQK�OIbM��+WV[MY]MV\Ta��1�KWV\MVL�
\PI\�ÅTU[�_PQKP�PIXPIbIZLTa�ILLZM[[�][�\PZW]OP�\PM�KPIZIK\MZ[¼�\MTT\ITM�MaM[�LW�VW\�
Å\�QV\W�\PM�\PMWZM\QKIT�KI\MOWZQM[�XZW^QLML�Ja�/]VVQVO�IVL�+WZZQOIV��1�I\\MUX\ML�
\W�LMUWV[\ZI\M�\PQ[�QLMI�\PZW]OP�\PM�KWUXIZI\Q^M�IVITa[Q[�WN�\PZMM�ÅTU[��_PMZM�
the fourth, Rear Window, served to prepare the ground for the upcoming argument 
NWZ�\PM�ZMTM^IVKM�WN�\PM�\MZU�¹W[KQTTI\QVO�ÅTUQK�OIbM�º

1�[MTMK\ML�3Zba[b\WN�3QM̧TW_[SQ¼[�A Short Film about Love, Ferzan Ozpetek’s Facing 
Windows, and Wes Anderson’s Moonrise Kingdom��ÅZ[\Ta�JMKI][M�\PM[M�UW^QM[�IJW]VL�
in optical devices representing human eyes, thereby supposedly activating moments 

of de-suturing, and secondly because the centred themes of peeping, voyeurism, and 

[KWXWXPQTQI�[MMUML�][MN]T�\W�M`XTWZM�\PM�VI\]ZM�WN�\PM�ÅTUQK�OIbM��1V�NIK\��Q\�_I[�
VMKM[[IZa�\W�QV^M[\QOI\M�[]KP�ÅTU[��[QVKM�1�_I[�QV\MZM[\ML�QV�_PM\PMZ�\PMQZ�ZMNMZMVKM[�
to the acts of watching and looking inevitably entail a more varied and active spec-

\I\WZQIT�IOMVKa�\PIV�\PM�WVM�XZM[KZQJML�Ja�KWV^MV\QWVIT�ÅTU�I]LQMVKM�LaVIUQK[��
WZ�VW\��1V�W\PMZ�_WZL[��1�_IV\ML�\W�M`IUQVM�_PM\PMZ�ÅTU[�ILLZM[[�\PM�I]LQMVKM�
LMXMVLQVO�WV�WZ�QZZM[XMK\Q^M�WN�M`Q[\QVO�\PMWZM\QKIT�KTI[[QÅKI\QWV[�
Through the analyses I found that although the trope of love makes A Short Film 

about Love a more nuanced rendering of voyeurism than Rear Window, it only enhances 
\PM�[MV[M�WN�JMQVO�KWVÅVML�\W�I�TQUQ\ML�XMZ[XMK\Q^M��-^MV�\PW]OP�\PM�WJRMK\�IVL�
subject of the gaze change roles within the diegesis, the audience-pleasing ending 

IVL�\PM�XMZ^I[Q^M�XZM[MVKM�WN�KQZK]TIZ�OTI[[�[]ZNIKM[�]XPWTL�\PM�KWV^MV\QWVIT�ÅTU�
audience relation. Thus, despite its references to the illusory mastery of the view-

QVO�[]JRMK\��\PM�ÅZ[\�M`IUXTM�[PW_ML�\PI\�[MTN�ZMÆM`Q^M�ÅTU[�LW�VW\�VMKM[[IZQTa�
grant us active spectatorial agency. Ozpetek’s Facing Windows seemingly complies 
with the traditions of narrative cinema in as much as it does not break the fourth 
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wall until the very end. However, the telltale eyes of Giovanna — who occasion-

ally and ambiguously addresses the viewer — can be perceived as the manifesta-

\QWV�WN�\PM�ÅTU¼[�OIbM�XMZ�[M��_PQKP�\PMZMJa�\ZMI\[�][�I[�JW\P�XI[[Q^M�WJ[MZ^MZ[�IVL�
as looking subjects. Therefore, Ozpetek’s drama demonstrated that movies classi-

ÅML�I[�VIZZI\Q^M�KQVMUI�KIV�IT[W�OIbM�at us and provide active spectatorial agency. 
The other example that illustrated the oscillatory nature of visual address was Wes 

Anderson’s Moonrise Kingdom, since it hectically varies between treating the viewers 
as voyeurs and as looking subjects. Similar to Facing Windows, Anderson’s movie 
KIVVW\�JM�KTI[[QÅML�QV\W�MQ\PMZ�¹OTIVKMº�WZ�¹OIbM�KQVMUI�º�MQ\PMZ�¹KQVMUI�WN�I\\ZIK-
\QWV[º�WZ�¹VIZZI\Q^M�KQVMUIº#�\PMZMNWZM��Q\�IT[W�QUXTQM[�\PI\�VW\�ITT�ÅTU[�Å\�QV\W�K][-
tomary theoretical categorisations. Along these lines, my last two examples served 

\W�XZW^M�\PI\�ÅTU[�ILLZM[[�\PM�I]LQMVKM�QZZM[XMK\Q^M�WN�KWV^MV\QWVIT�\PMWZM\QKIT�
KI\MOWZQ[I\QWV[��\PI\�QV�NIK\��MIKP�ÅTU�ZMOIZL[�\PM�^QM_MZ�QV�\PMQZ�W_V�[XMKQIT�_Ia�
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