There are two mysterics, even three. The first is  humaines (at least in the two in the Quantum English
the painting itself, that amalgam of pigments and edition of Foucault’s This ls Not a Pipe), two frameless
canvas. The second, most often unseen, is the frame. paintings stand on their stands, their subject-matier

The third, if we wish
to continue with and
extend the metaphor
(or the trope), is the
picture-title beside it.
But the greatest of
these is the frame.

The canvas

gives the painting is
unity, but it is the
frame that makes it
self-contained. It is
the frame that sets
the painting apart
from the rest of the
world around it. It is
the frame that
finishes the whole
picture, that makes it
complete, self-suf-
ficient, and ended. It

is the frame that

makes the painting a single, fully-comprehensible unit.

The Tao that can be expressedisnot  ...or how it slips between my words
the eternal Tao. and runs from my paper, but I’ve
The name that can be named is not heard
the eternal name. that all to nothingness will sink
—Lao Tzu' if 1 pin it down with pen and ink.
And so | sit and babble on,
Disgusted by the inanity riveting rivers with jabs of my pencil.
of my attempts at —Ed Hewlent
poetry 22 3
I kst 1SS, lovling
(not all that far from 4 n_ is with .thc He who knows does
vanity) shuffling, re-arraging, not speak.
and make my home at  re-sizing, revising, He who speaks does
Riverview, formulation, con- not know. '
watching the river flow flation, and eval- —Lao Tzu
and shift, .
watching the flotsam uation of frmmes, To understand
float and drift, quotes always COME gaary the role of the
watching all life just ~ in handy. associative and co-
P“smbys L ] mm fm"nya we
and I could leave it all Th must  leave  the
with a sigh, ls individual act, which is
but one small thing then o F only the embryo of
brings me back: Just as it is casier 10 speech, and approach
I wander the bank, re-size or bring up an the social fact.
wondering that existing window than  Among all  the
this river, made of rain ¢ aate a new one,  Ndividuals that are’
and dew, Lk . linked together by
will never either reign or S0 it is always casier speech, some sort of
do, to employ someone average will be set up:
but always, ever simply  else’s frame than to  all will reproduce—not
is. create one of one’s  exactly, of course, but
I do not know what this gen. approximately—the
life is... same signs united with
the same concepts.
Tao is forever flowing. —Ferdinand de Saussure’
And yet it never overflows in
effectiveness.
It is an abyss like the ancestor of all Individual Signifieds and
things. Communication

—Lao Tnd'

flowing into their
subjects, landscape
and seascape, which
e (which hawe
escaped?) beyond.
In his La Cascade,
the subject of the
painting
surrounds and in-

framed

vadcs the framc that
hems it in as painted
subjecct-matter.
Moreover, the sub-
ject of La Cascade
scems (o be a hedge:
What is the hedge
hemming in that we
can’t see—or is the
hedge hemming us
in? And in Les
Liasons

danger-

euses, as Foucault

points out (Pipe, 52), the frame is too big for the mirror

Magritte knew this, and yet knew this role 10 be it oncloscs and loaves a slight gap on cvery side.

far beyond a merc frame. In his two La Condition

Fven the picture-title indicates that the frame



cannot finish its job. In an art gallery, the title gencrally
shows up on a small slip of paper on the wall beside
(thus apart from) the picture, along with the artist’s
name and the art-

work’s date. The What Saussure left I wish to return

title and its accom- © We communicate as individuals;
we participate as individuals in the
“social fact” of language. And
language is limited, as
Lao Tzu points out

panying information
tell us that the
framed picture is not
scif-contained: it
represent exhaustively, boundless.
only partially. Or, in

Saussurian terms, No

was produced, it
refers (usually) to
something outside

one signifier can re-
itself (such as to a

Meaning is context-
above: Language cannot bound, but context is

—Jonathan Culler’

Is

a part of the frame. In the kitchen of the house I have
lived in since I was five, there is—and has been for as

far back as I remember—a large, popular painting hung
on the wall above

language-groups and as individuals and behind the

we choose differently. kitchen table. Its

The problem of such different

title, HORSE &

choices becomes more apparent

e i BUGGY DAYS, and
terms. Senseure, dealing artist, PAUL DET-
with language as a
whole, assumed for
each signifier fairly
static and uniform
signifieds. But such

LEFSEN, are in-
scribed on a small
brass plate and this
platc is tackcd into
the wide wooden

present every part of linguistic signs represent
pipe—or not o a abie slick of veuliey Buing Siits of Reslity’. and, frame of the print.
pipe—or to not a signified. just as individual know- There is no date
< p T We are all looking at ‘ L)
pipe), it has a con-  This limit is perhaps .0 came big picture,, 12d8¢ and experience of  given—perhaps it is
text. Even when the "°! " inkiesest. pro- Reality vaties widely ..ontto be timeless.
blem, but it forces upon and changes with time, .
piece of art has not I know this
us a choice that be- 'p:-;.;acmm. so individuals® signi-
be ive titl i int  is ular
- - comes  problematic, Jfleds vary. And if two s o
our cxpcctation of BT S, individuals employ the beeause [ have scen
one (and of context) present everything sowe mustchoose same signifier to represent two it in other places: in

is so great that we what it will represent, and—and here

call it Untitled, just is the source of the problem—as
as we label art from
some unknown source Anonymous, or more precisely,
Artist unknown.

Yet note that in the common parlance this title is

different signifieds... at worst mis- other people’s

understanding and at best disagree- houses, in doctor’s
offices, and—most
recently and most bizarrely—in Japan in the
background of a photo of a former Buddhist priest

published in a Christian gospel tract/Christmas



pamphlet. But the strangest part about re-secing this
print is that each time it seems a different size and

shows a different section of what must be a larger

picture. Our picture
is tall and thin and
shows on one side a
boy standing under
the spreading
boughs of a big,
leafy tree—a chest-
nut, 1 think—before
a blacksmith’s barn,
watching a young
man shoeing a
horse. On the other

side of the painting
we can see the shafis
of a buggy, and part
of a wheel is just
visible. But other
versions of the
painting that I have
seen (such as the
one I saw in the ex-

Buddhist  priest’s

pamphlet) are squatter, wider, show a part of the side
of the bar as well, with large wagon-wheels propped
against it, and reveal behind the standing boy the trunk

ment will be the most natural

outcomes.

The same problem manifests itself

think) a bit more of the buggy.

problem particularly difficult to

detect: on an individual level we

expect the same signifier will signify

differently on an inter-linguistic level. the same signifieds, on an inter-

As a linguist Saussure
touched on this problem
within language’, but
failed to note its effect
on mter-linguistic com-
munication: things like
translation and lan-
guage-learning.  The
radically different div-
isicﬁs of Reality em-
bodied in different
languages multiply the
difficulties already in-
herent in such ocom-
munication.

The problem, then,

is with how language slices up
Reality: differently for different
languages and individuals. It is a

...but each of us sees
a different part of that
picture.

Not

A tree is a self-contained
system, containing all the
data and equipment ne-
cessary for sustaining and
qualititatively  different
from the rest of its
environment.

linguistic level we ex-
pect the new language
to have available signi-
fiers that can represent
our old signifieds. And
exactly because these
expectations are often
met, they are reinforced,
only to later mislead us.

For the simple,
objects that so often
surround us usupally do
correspond more or less
exactly to our neigh-

bours’ and neighbour-

ing languages’ signifieds. Most peo-
ple, as well as most languages, have
very similar concepts of things easily

of the huge tree and a pump, and, on the other side, (I

Frame plays a key role in Magritte’s Ceci n’est

pas une pipe, a role
foregrounded in his
later Les Deux
mystéres. Frame as
title and the work
itself elide in
Magritte's  prede-
cessor (or one of his
predecessors), Di-
dcrot’s “This Is Not
a Story”. And frame
plays a key role in
each chapter—in the
technique
—of Foucaull’s This

whole

Is Not a Pipe.

Having thus
framed my subject-
matter, allow me to
proceed to sketch
some of it in.

Frames in-

clude and exclude—or attempt to, but that atiempt
fails. In Magritte’s Ceci n’est pas une pipe, canvas and
frame unite two contradictory elements that then untie



one another. Were pipe and statement not united in the its referent, and presents both to us as one single

picturc, the two would be much casicr to disscct. With
the statement out of the picture, we could look at the

pipe, read the title,
see the frame sep-
arating the two, and
go away M&
“Yes, this picture is
not a pipe, but just a
picturc of onc,” or,
perhaps, “Yes, this
slip of paper is not a
pipe—it’s just a
title,” and then slip
home for a relaxing
in

smoke our

comfortable pipe-
chair. But when
both statement and
pipe arc united by
frame upon canvas,
when both share the

same essence, the

same degree of

removal from that

which they refer to/represent, then they unravel each
other in the thousand ways that Foucault begins to

suggest to us. For the frame severs cach clement from

distinguished from their surround-
ings: apples, trees, and books come to
mind—though “book” with its his-
tory meshing with “scroll” (and other

forms of recording lan-
guage) might tum out to
be a poor example. And
it is precisely because
they are simple, dis-
crete, and discontinuous
that our concepts of
these things are similar:
if a misunderstanding
arises about what is
signified it is easy to
separate such things
from their contexts and
show clearly that they

are signified.
Complex, abstract

terms and non-discrete parts are most
often the source of our problems.

Words like “God”, “good”, and

But, isolate a tree from its
environment, cut it off
from its essential nutri-
cnts, soil, watcr, and air
—frame it—and it dies:
as a system, it ceases to
function. Thus, a tree is
not a sclf-containcd

system.

a

Concentric and over-
lapping frames focus
our attention on what
is common to both
and redefine the
“common place” by
that which nol
common to either.

statements,

“Reality” provoke endless debate
because we do not agres on what they
signify. Body parts like “upper lip”
turn out to have unexpected (though

of course reasonable)
counterparts in other
languages (in Japanese
not kuchibiru no ue
“upper lip”, but hana no
shita  “under  the
nose”’.

Verbs, which often
slice up non-discon-
tinuous actions or ad-
here to certain classes of
things, can also turn out
to be unexpectedly dif-
ferent. The English verb
“break” has as many as
twenty Japanese partial-

counterparts, one of which, oru,
vividly illustrates how different inter-
linguistic signifieds can be:

ideas—even

statcment. It is not a pipc, but a representation of a

pipe—the frame clearly shows us that fact. It is not a

statement, but an
artistic rendering of
a statement—or is
it?

For the frame
cannot cut off either
clement complctcly
from its larger con-
text. For we, as
viewers outside the
frame, view the pic-

ture and

say
(thinking of what the
graphic represents),
“But it is a pipe!” in
response to the sub-
script (thinking of
what it refers to).
Inside the frame the
arlisl may play al
God, but only so

long as he remains

inside the frame. And here is the catch: he cannot stay
inside the frame: everything that he uses—images,

colours and brush-



strokes—come from outside the frame, and thus the
framc rcmains cver, always pcrmcablc: we cannot
create things ex mihilo, there is nothing new under the

sun, cvery system
that we create must
remain open. Les
Deturngwstires;wiﬂl
its pipe floating
outside the frame,
reveals this.

But though it
is by definition im-
possiblc to crcatc a
truly closed system,
it might be possible
to frame one at least
locked from outside.
All that needs to be
done in this case is to
place the observer
insidc thc framc to
begin with. And this
Diderot
does, locks himself
in (or at least locks

is what

himself as narrator in)—and then lures us to listen in at

the key-hole.

But like all great illusionists, Diderot leaves

The Japanese verb oru, on the
other hand, is similar to break in

the sense of dividing an objectinto  9etected. When the same signifier is
two sections by the application of . =
external force, but it is different in being used to represent different
that it does not necessarily require =i 3 of the
g concepts or just different parts

sections actually be
separate from each
reason, one can use
oru for things such as
wire and knees (where
bend would be called
for in English). Twigs
and bones, for which
oru is also used,
separate in two simply
because they happen
to lack elasticity.’

A difference like this Frames, religious all-
usion, and meta-
all derive
Japanese speaker of En- much of their power
from the impression
they give of partici-
word “origami” (oru pation in the ulli-

mate, all-encompass-

could conceivably lead a

glish to translate the

physics

God is the ultimate
frame.

In Japanese,
kami means god.

Frame

kami(paper)=>gami) as

“lhe url of breaking puper™

Actually, it is unexpected mani-
festations like this that alert us to the
presence of differing signifieds,

signified, such wun-
natural language usage,
statements that don’t
seem to mesh with
Reality, and points of
disagreement (such as a
theist, in dialogue about
Reality with an atheist,
including in it the
miraculous) are often
our only indications of a
difference in individual
or inter-linguistic signi-

Sfieds.

When such differ-
ences are detected, ap-

peal is generally made to one of two
sources to make ome or both

signifieds more like the other. If the

himself a way of escape—a number of ways, in fact:
ways which, when seen, show up the containing frame
for the illusion it actually is. The first is the title, “This

Is Not a Story”,
which shows up

to the work. Of what
is it a title? Of the
work as a whole or
just of the rest after
the first three para-
graphs? Where is the
line to be drawn?
Then, of course,
there is the fitlc’s
affirmation, which is
both qualified and
the work itself: “...in
the story which you

- are about to read

(which 1s not a story,

or if it is, then a bad one)...” (Story, 17), and, “I [the

storyteller] heard my good friend mutter, ‘The story

may be brief, but the preliminarics are certainly long.””



(Story, 18) Is the work a story or isn’t it? If not, what concerned with unsettling any comfortable sense that

is it? If so, why is it callcd “Not a Story” and not just his storics are safcly ‘framcd.’” In fact, wc might say
they are “windowed”, for through the main frame of

“A Bad Story”? The frame is blurred.

Third, accord-
o e st I
ranslafor’s intro- incomplete knowledge of language  yo v = e SER O M
(as inthe case of a child or a language- 24 Peas. His parents will probably

duction,  Diderot
“deliberately mixes
up real-life person-
ages ... with invent-
ed ones” (Story, 10~
11). Is this work
story or history? Is
the story-teller (non-
story-leller?) Dide-
rot or a pcr!;ona?
What kind of frame
are we dealing with
here?

And second,
as also noted in the
translator’s  intro-
duction, Diderot “is
continually concern-
ed with the margins

or ‘frames’ of his stories. For instance, at the beginning
of ‘This Is Not a Story,” we come in at the tail end of

someone eclse’s piece of storytelling. ... [Hle is

leamer), the appeal is generally made

to the “social fact” of
language. In such a case,
the determining factors
appealed to will be the
key differences that dis-
tinguish the concept in
question from other
concepts in the lan-
guage, for, as Saussure
puts it, “In language, as
in any semiological
system, whatever dis-
the others constitutes
it™” Suzuki provides us
with a good picture of

this very process in action:

For lunch today, my
mother made me a

grilled cheese sand-
wich. “Here,” she
said, handing me a
knife with which to
cut it.

I didn’t use it. I sub-
scribe to Linus Van
Pelt’s view that cut-
ting food “makes all
the flavor leak out.”

Maturity  involves
knowing when—and
when not to cut.

laugh and correct him. The child
leamns that the word ball cannot be

used for peas or
watermelons. As he
continues using the
word ball with dif-
ferent objects, some-
times eliciting praise,
sometimes laughter,
he gradually realizes
that ball may be
applied only to a
certain type of object
which satisfies certain
conditions."

If the two different
signifieds stem instead
from a difference in
individual knowledge,
ideas, or experience, the
difference will be per-
ceived either as ignor-
ance or as disagreement,

and appeal—if it is made at all—will

be made to Reality. For appeal is not

Suppose we show an infant a

ball and say. “This is a ball.” The

little child might assume that ball

always made in such cases, especially

“This Is Not a
Story”,
glimpse world as

we can
well as work.

But if Diderot
“windows”, Fou-
cault, much morc
modernly, “Win-
dows”. By framing
re-framing
questions, by re-
Foucault

and

frames,
gives the illusion of,
in the cnd, scrolling
through the whole
picture, much hke
the many prints of
Paul  Detlefsen’s
Horse & Buggy
Days.

He starts with

“Two Pipes”, the two versions of Magritte's Not a Pipe
paintings: “The first version, that of 1926 I believe...”,

and, “l'he other version—the last I assume...” (Fipe,



15). First and last, one and other, alpha and
omega—but it is illusion: “Actually, Magritte’s pipe
and its wry subscript appear in a whole series of paint-

ings and drawings.”
(endnote: Pipe, 60)
He expands the
frame to take in and
consider the cal-
ligram as well (“The
Unravcled Cal-
ligram”). He ex-
pands it wider, to
three artists (“Klee,
Kandinsky, @ Ma-
gritte”), and then
wider still in~ his
opening sentence to
“Western  painting”
(Pipe, 33), and then
draws all language
into the picture with
“Burrowing

Words”. Then

completion, “Seven
Seals”, and he ends

with a reference back to the beginning (“T'o Paint is
Not to Affirm”), a summary, and, finally, last of all, a

in cases perceived as disagreement
—whether or not an appeal is made
will depend heavily both on the

characters of the two
involved and on their
circumstances. of
course the appeal to
Reality will almost cer-
tainly be made through
langnage, but it will
usually be made with
some reference to what-
ever the one perceives
the other’s concept of
Reality to be. Thus, in
dialogue about what
signifiers actually (or
should actually) signify,
our concept of the sig-
nified exists in a state of

at least four-fold dynamic tension
between (1) itself, (2) our concept of
the other’s concept of the signified,

prophecy (“A day will come...”—Pipe, 54).

individuals

To know a word’s
meaning, know the
phrase it is in. And to
know a phrase’s
meaning, know the
sentence it’s in. And
a sentence, the
paragraph. And a
paragraph, thc work.

And

a work, the language.
And a language, its
speakers. And a
speaker, his neigh-
bours. And a people,
their culture. And a
culture, its environ-
ment. And an envi-

(3) our concept of the other’s concept
of Reality, and (4) our own concept of
Reality. One might even add Reality
itself as a fifth fold in the cloth

(particularly if some
form of investigation
and/or experimentation
is introduced into the
dialogue). If one con-
vinces the other that his
concept (or, less likely,
that his concept of
Reality) meshes less
perfectly with Reality
than his own, the other
will often (but not
always) alter his concept

to make it more in

ronment, Reality.
accord with the first
person’s.
So it is that our limited signifieds

expand and shift constantly, towards
each other, within and towards the

Scattered throughout Foucault’s Pipe are further
framing moves. Ceci n'est pas une pipe’s graphic
portrayed textually and text portrayed graphically

(thrice) in “The

Unraveled Cal-
ligram” (Pipe, 22-
28). The trinity of
artists in which
Magritie’'s art ba-
lances that of the
alliterative
Klee and Kandinsky
35). The

pair,

(Pipe,
“complete”  con-
sideration of Les
Deux  mystéres’s
seven  statements
(Pipe, 48-49). The
five-point summary
of Magritte’s me-
thod (Pipe, 54).
This is not to
say anything about
the validity or the

invalidity of any or

all of these frames. That is beyond the pale of my
discourse. The target framed in my cross-hairs has

been to show the ubiquity of such framing. Framing is



f

essential to the art of communication. Words are
frames. But, implicit in all this has been the crux of the

matter: our frames are limited and, thus, in some sense,

illusory.

Frames con- “social fact” of our language, and,
ceal the essential ultimately (we hope), towards Reality
and a more complete incomplete

understanding of it. The more
of all things and

interconnectedness

complex the signified, And Reality, God.

draw our attentionto . kiRt We

conversely, by blurring, eliding, and off-centering his
own frame-work thus reveals the limitations of
framing, and Magritte likewise, but by Foucault’s

method.

'Tao Te Ching, fr. sections 1, 4, and I of course,
56.
“Course in General Linguistics, p.13. S Pl 9
sBy “Reality”  mean the Everything ~ Same methods
(/Tao) that we only partially

experience and call —what else is there

“life”, which is

independent ofus,yet left to employ?

in which we participate

limitcd, finitc, and

can handle this ambi-

To know God, know

and even, to some small —and have knit all

Rcahty And to know extent, shape.

thus 'apparently guity (and learn other I‘:;’(;":liy ... know the R, =2 the substance of this

comprehensible sec- 2M8UageS)  because, o coment mm "'.‘d.cs frame-work together

Sons o e WhalE, ORI o The Word - in such a way as to
differing signifieds di- .

But, not being God, A :Je ::cijc‘imts e I S m%@ make framing ap-

not being illﬂt-'litc, oo Bl e Ak “Tbid, p.20. pear as the only and

this is all any of us the pun) make us aware To know context, know text, 'LaNgUistics, p.121. greatest technique. It

can ever com-
prchend. And this

very act of limited

of their differences,
which we then can ex-
plore together in other
(usually simpler) terms.

The pun is the lowest Japanese. pp.39-40.

is, of course, illusion

form of humour because
it foundational to all
humour: it shows us the
essential un-framability
of the most basic unit of

Note: Full bibliography
available upon request.

—and not so,

simuliancously.

selection forces us to
So our individual lan-

consider the inter- soses. iffotted vl
connectedness of the  can slowly bring us together into a
things so selected much-greater Reality, or, if penned in

and thus gives some ink, can enclose and keep us apart.

minute picture of
part of thc intcrconncctedness of the Wholc, This is
what Foucault does by solidly and repeatedly framing

and re-framing in This Is Not a Pipe. Diderot,

language: the frame,

Picture-titie, Etc.
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