
Map 1.08

The oblique view, made at a slight, odd angle, brings forth depth, out of its hiding place within the 
sagittal line connecting subject and object. This is a “two-in-one” act, since the original single point 
of view is not disestablished but, rather, is required for the oblique to reveal the secret of depth. It 
is neither single nor double, but parallax. This sideways strategem has several properties that are 
suggestive in connecting the condition of the map to other kinds of representation. 

•	 Lateral motion: the point of view acquires a “sideways twin.”

•	 Rotation: the sideways shift to an oblique point of view is not restricted to one direction; it is 
a	radius	defining	a	range	of	possible	points,	which	collectively	define	a	circle.	Parallax	comple-
ments the orthogonal sagittal line of sight with a cone, within which lie any number potential 
supplementary	lines;	the	depth	perceived	by	any	two	lines	is	a	“sample,”	the	cone	defines	the	
range	of	a	full	set	of	“depths”	that	could	be	taken	by	displacement	of	∂.

•	 Orthogonal: the traditional angle of view in relation to a frame (90º) is given another mean-
ing	by	this	“rotation”	of	a	supplementary	POV	to	achieve	parallax,	an	oblique	angle	(∂)	that	
“penetrates into the invisible.”

•	 Displacement	of	the	rotating	POV	adds	the	dimension	of	depth,	the	“rotation”	implied	by	the	in-
dividual map’s perimeter aims at completion; the former involves a logic of semblance (added 
depth),	the	latter	a	logic	of	contiguity	(added	completion);	these	reflect	the	two	“capacities”	of	
the mind’s neurology, revealed through aphasia diagnoses (Goldstein, The Organism). 
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The initial optical achievement of the parallax view can be connected, by the idea of rotation, to the 
epistemological potentiality of the map. The oblique angle taken to the “side” of the sagittal dimen-
sion gives rise to the perception of depth. This rotation is “built in” to the orthogonal dimension, 
mirrored by the idea that the map is representative of the series of representations that exhaust 
the possibilities of mappable space (and time). Hence, the atlas is inherent in the idea of the paral-
lax view, and vice versa.	The	individual	map	appears	to	be	flat,	thanks	to	the	suppression	of	the	
folds, tears, layers, etc. that, in the completion of the full project of the atlas, will return in the form 
of a topology associated with the “Real” of represented space.

A corollary of the idea of the formula, parallax + oblique = atlas, re-organizes α	and	∂	as	vectors	
that	are	functionally	independent	(Γ)	but	connected	to	a	common	origin.	This	accounts	for	the	
association of depth, α,	with	artifact,	also	with	Aristotle’s	“automata”	(natural	chance)	and	∂,	the	
oblique, which itself his related to the Aristotelian concept of tuchē	(human	affordance).	Delta,	∂,	
establishes a parallax relationship to the represented, which is to say that it expands the func-
tionality of the frame, 2-D to 3-D so to speak, to allow for a difference that perceives a hidden 
depth.	Depth	remains	hidden	(dotted	line,	second	figure)	in	that	it	is	never	directly	represented	
except through difference. Its independence, as rotation, simultaneously rotates its vectorial 
counterpart, α,	into	the	field	of	the	representation,	giving	it	a	visible	presence	that	requires	an	
“inside frame” — some indication of the radical paradox of this inclusion of anomalous element.
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1.08 / Myths of Adjacency
The seemingly tranquil surface suggested by the literal map is in fact a thin, torn, 
folded, worm-holed, and moth-eaten fabric. The illusion of adjacency is just that. In 
war with the opportunities afforded by simple proximity are the barriers that, graphi-
cally expressed, lie within the sagittal “line of sight” already employed by the map user. 
A mountain range’s heights and river valley’s depths, for example, cannot be appreci-
ated unless the 2-dimensional map be converted into a stereographic view, where the 
viewer’s brain can re-envision the vertical using its own depth perceptors.  I use this 
strange way of talking to emphasize that the only fact that creates the sense of three-
dimensionality is the difference between two separate views, a difference that “gives 
rise to,” so to speak, the realization of depth and distance. Figuratively, a wall or cultural 
boundary does the same thing as a mountain range. Two points seem to be close but are 
in effect completely insulated. A ghetto, prison, or even private house may refuse to “lie 
in the same space” as adjacent features. Yet, within such reserves, some other means 
of communication may link the space with others a great distance away.

No examples are needed for the reader to imagine how the map’s pleasant white paper 
is	tattered	by	the	sagittal.	The	results	are	“cheesy”	—	the	graphic	image	is	overconfi-
dent	and	inspires	overconfidence	in	the	viewer.	It	is	easy	to	see	that	overconfidence	is	a	
desire	that	is	at	odds	with	the	∂,	the	difference	that	relates	to	parallax.	The	depth-view	
that gives some hint about the ferocious barriers to the opportunity of adjacency is, in 
contrast to the “orthogonal” point of view, slightly “oblique.” Its offset angle corresponds 
to	the	∂	of	difference	between	the	stereo	pairs.	The	oblique	view	begins	to	take	into	ac-
count the processes, the artifacts, the presence of the frame as a not-so-neutral force 
in	the	field	of	the	visible.

To model this oblique point of view is tricky. Like René Magritte’s Ceci n’est pas une pipe, 
it is hard to say just what ceci indicates — the image? the actual pipe? the statement? 
In language, one might say that there are two dominant “directions.” Towards meta-
phor and poetics, language employs internal “mimetic” gestures such as onomatopoieia, 
rhyme,	the	musical	use	of	tones	and	phrasings.	In	a	more	scientific	mood,	 language	
uses indicative functions that attempt to frame precisely what is the subject at hand. 
Mimetic and indicative structures provide different roles for irony. The mimetic tends to 
extend and preserve the spell it creates in simulated scenes. The indicative creates a 
sharper boundary between what is the subject and what is the expression, and thus is 
is more vulnerable to ridicule when the boundaries are contested. As with the Magritte 
example, the attempt to frame some content easily leads to “left-overs” that muddy the 
attempt. The oblique point of view sees the frame as well as the framed; it is the basis of 
the critical mentality, which takes the frame, and the motives that go into constructing 
it, more seriously than the content that is framed.

Michel Foucault, This Is Not a Pipe (1983).


