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1. Prologue

The days of the two-valued image of the

world, with its dichotomic distinctions of

subject and object, of thinking and thing,

of form and content, of mechanical and

organic, of nature and society, of thing and

soul […] are in any case over.1

Gotthard Günther, 1959

The real whole might well be, we conceive,

an indivisible continuity. The systems we

cut out within it would, properly speaking,

not then be parts at all; they would be

partial views of the whole. And, with

these partial views put end to end, you

will not make even a beginning of the

reconstruction of the whole.2

Henri Bergson, 1907

“Yes, no, perhaps”—these words aptly summarize the evolution of the oeuvre of the

GermanartistMaryBauermeister.The three expressionsmust be accurately defined

as equal in value and equivalent. Neither a hierarchy nor a progressive weighing

up to a subsequent dissolution is what is meant: This brief formula can rather be

understood as the smallest nucleus of Bauermeister’s art. She developed it in the

years 1961 to 1963, but her works up to that point also reveal a trend that anticipates

this direction. Bauermeister’s work initially presented itself heterogeneously and

sometimes eclectically, with manifold materials, media, and techniques employed

as well as diversity of form.Her entire oeuvre is, however, harnessed into a network

of cross references and follows a genealogy. Although several works seem to form

1 Gotthard Günther, Idee und Grundriss einer nicht-Aristotelischen Logik: Die Idee und ihre philoso-

phischen Voraussetzungen, 3rd ed. (Hamburg: Fritz Meiner, 1991), 334.

2 Henri Bergson, Creative Evolution, trans. ArthurMitchell (NewYork: Holt, 1911), 36 (italics orig-

inal).



10 Hauke Ohls: Many-Valued Aesthetics

autonomous groups and look like a breakwith the artist’s specific, previously estab-

lished aesthetic, there are nevertheless overarching lines of connection—revealing

them is one of the concerns of this study.

What follows emphasizes the common and not the disparate and to that end re-

peatedly has recourse to Bauermeister’s sources, which she read as a young artist

and that flowed into her work.3 Her areas of interest were broadly diversified and

included not only writings on cultural theory and philosophy but also literary, polit-

ical, sociological, scientific, andmathematic themes. Not every treatise has a direct

correspondence in her works, and this study does not attempt to distill out visual

translations of discursivemodels. Rather, it attempts to showwhich concepts occur

many times in her oeuvre and which conclusions can be drawn from that—always

connectedwith the question of how the theoretical construct behindBauermeister’s

works could be further developedwith current research.The historical context is ac-

cordinglymerely the point of departure for the observation, because Bauermeister’s

art—according, at least, to one of the theses advanced here—can appropriately be

interpretedwith theories of the assemblage, reflections on the aesthetics ofmateri-

als, and the theories of NewMaterialism.

One of the books with the farthest-reaching influence on Bauermeister is Idee

und Grundriss einer nicht-Aristotelischen Logik: Die Idee und ihre philosophischen Voraus-

setzungen by the German philosopher Gotthard Günther of 1959. In that treatise

Günther attempts to challenge the two-valued logic in which object and subject are

always confronted with identity and nonidentity. The extension that Günther de-

scribes leads to a many-valued logic that Bauermeister adopted as a catalyst for her

production of art and then developed from it an autonomous approach to the work

of art as object. HerWriting Pictures and sculptural objects of artificial and natural

materials should be categorized as preparation for this. From 1963 onward, she

made her so-called Linsenkästen (Lens Boxes): hybrid structures of image and sculp-

ture that produce reflections in intricate compressions on several levels. Among

other things, they address the production of the work of art itself as well as their

own precursor and successor works, opening up a network of metareferentiality.

In addition, the process of perceiving works of art, contemporary trends in art,

and natural, evolutionary are themes; random processes, mathematical equations,

and biographical events are also treated. The “reflection [and] the movement of

3 Mary Bauermeister granted the present author access to her library and indicated which

bookswere important to her at which time. In some cases her library preserves the copies she

first purchased and read, having survived several changes of studios and continents, marked

with underlining and notes—these books, too, were available when preparing this book.
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becoming”4 within the Lens Box is a continuous evolution and a referential system

of cross references.

This ongoing circulation of addressed themes, inserted elements, and their re-

flection forms the connections that will be described, following Gilles Deleuze and

Félix Guattari, as an assemblage in which “movements of deterritorialization” and

“processes of reterritorialization” occur at the same time, or they reciprocally con-

dition each other.5 A work of art should not be viewed as isolated; rather, the as-

semblage creates an extension: to other works as well as to the themes treated, the

contextual conditions of the exhibition venue and of the art world, and to the artist’s

subjectivity. In general, in that process the works obtain a status that locates them

outside of the attribution as a “simple” object: the work becomes a “quasi-object”6

by circulating themes, found, natural, or industrial objects, by words that congeal

into Writing Pictures but at the same time remain identifiable, and by optical dis-

tortion.The term“quasi-object”was coined byMichel Serres and refers to an object’s

potential to produce subjectivity:When the quasi-object enters into a community, it

“marks or designates” the subject as such; without this address, the human being is

still in a presubjective stage.7Thequasi-objects—that is to say, the individual works

of art—not only construct the artist-subject but also create us as viewers, because

we are brought into a community and into an exchange.

A situation results in which, first, one can no longer assume a self-contained

unity, since a constant interchange among the works occurs and, second, this ex-

change forms a common body. This epistemological visual critique in Bauermeis-

ter’s works is supported by a metaphysical approach that breaks down supposedly

existing subject-object dichotomies in order to have an effect on the work of art and

its possibilities.The conclusions that should be drawn from that for Bauermeister’s

oeuvre will be revealed successively over the course of the book.

In contrast to many artists of her generation, Bauermeister only sporadically

wrote texts in the formof essays on art theory ormanifestos, although shewrote un-

usuallymuch, albeit primarily in her artworks themselves or in sketchbooks.Bauer-

4 Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, The Science of Logic, ed. and trans. George Di Giovanni (Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 345.

5 See Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans.

BrianMassumi (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), 10–11, 92, and 703–6.

“Assemblage” is understood to mean the political theory and not the artistic practice or de-

scriptive term for a medium; for an attempt to synchronize the two, see Bill Brown, “Re-As-

semblage (Theory, Practice, Mode),” Critical Inquiry 46, no. 2 (Winter 2020): 259–303.

6 See Michel Serres, The Parasite, trans. Lawrence R. Schehr (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univer-

sity Press, 1982), 225–28.

7 Serres, The Parasite (see note 6), 225. Serres sometimes also calls the “quasi-object” the “quasi-

subject” but only to emphasize the status of objects, namely, that they should not be seen as

things incapable of action.
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meisterwasborn inFrankfurt amMain in 1934 andwas thusonly a fewyears younger

than, for example, the founders of the Zero Gruppe, Heinz Mack and Otto Piene,

or her comrade-in-arms for many years Nam June Paik; they had in common with

American colleagues such as RobertMorris,Donald Judd,Robert Smithson,Carolee

Schneeman, and Yvonne Rainer that they lay out their workingmethods and under-

standing of their ownworks in texts. In addition to their own interpretation of their

works, this strategy led to distinction fromand self-assertion over predecessors and

ensuring attention in the competitive field of contemporary art.8

The statements in the Lens Box cannot, moreover, be compared to a proclama-

tory or polemicmanifesto,nor can they serve as a literal reception theory.The chains

of words are brief aphorisms characterized by alliterations and homophones.They

are brought together with sketches, scribbles, mathematical symbols, arrows, and

notes to create a composed Writing Picture that is the manifestation of trains of

thought. One concern of these works is the productive dimension of the writing

process as “privatewriting,” inwhichwriters can order and refine thoughts, thus re-

sulting in a circular effect between the memory and external product.9 Bauermeis-

ter’s philosophical, epistemological,metaphysical writings in herworks came out of

the extension of two-valued logic into a potentially infinite dimension of equivalent

statements with equal truth content.

The chimera of text and image is combined with objects, photographs such as

reproduction, natural materials such as stones, and distortions by optical lenses or

wooden spheres to create a “symbol system” that is supposed to generate knowl-

edge.10 To that end, Bauermeister developed a personalized iconography that con-

sisted of both subject parts and philosophical reflection but whose approach goes

beyond a mere “individual mythology.” That concept, coined by Harald Szeemann

in 1963, seems apt only in a superficial examination, because Bauermeister never

wished to create out of “egocentrism” a universally valid language that then tran-

sitions into “vigorous naturalness.”11 Rather, her works of art participate in overar-

ching discourses and also make explicit statements about them; they get involved

in existing discussions and do not create arcane new ones. That also explains why

Bauermeister never developed a theory of the Lens Box or issued amanifesto on her

8 See Dorothee Wagner, Schreiben in der Kunst: Amerikanische Künstlertexte der 1960er Jahre

(Bielefeld: transcript, 2018), 61. On the relationship of attention in the art of the 1960s in New

York, see Philip Ursprung, Grenzen der Kunst: Allan Kaprow und das Happening, Robert Smithson

und die Land Art (Munich: Silke Schreiber, 2003), esp. 19–30.

9 See Wolfgang Raible, “Über das Entstehen der Gedanken beim Schreiben,” in Performativität

und Medialität, ed. Sybille Krämer (Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 2004), 191–214, esp. 197–202.

10 See Nelson Goodman, Languages of Art: An Approach to a Theory of Symbols (Indianapolis, IN:

Hackett, 1976), 143–45.

11 Harald Szeemann, “Individual Mythologies” (1972), trans. Jonathan Blower in Szeemann, Se-

lected Writings (Los Angeles: Getty Research Institute, 2018), 65–68, esp. 66–67.
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artistic approaches: the writing in her Lens Box and its arrangement imply an im-

manent theory of art.Theworks contain their own specifications, how they are to be

understood, and also the intellectual superstructure behind them. The statements

are tied to the work’s “practices of showing”; they create “aesthetic thought,” which

is not a genuinely theoretical experience but a certain kind of reflection that must

be distinguished from purely discursive argumentations or those that can be veri-

fied by positivistmethods.12 Both strands—notational iconicity and aesthetic show-

ing—meet in Bauermeister’s dedication to meta(-physical) reflection.

In order to do justice to the works, I have selected an approach based on the the-

ory and philosophy of art. It is contextualized with the art criticism written about

Bauermeister in the 1960s and 1970s, including an examination of Bauermeister’s

reception as a young artist primarily in New York, where she lived, with interrup-

tions, from 1962 to 1972. The descriptions and categories drawn on for her art are

significant here. Another focus is on the materials and compositional elements of

which the works of art are composed, on their arrangement and the references they

contain, together with the sources absorbed by Bauermeister and their extensions.

The next step is to tie them back to the overarching theoretical discourses on art in

which Bauermeister’s works participate by means of their structure.

I donot intend to foreground thehistorical situation of the culture or art in post-

war Germany or in New York in the 1960s, since there are already numerous studies

that do that, so contextualizationswill occur only on themargin.13Norwill I attempt

to find similarities to or appropriations from any artistic precursors or movements

or borrowings fromcontemporaries. First, Bauermeister’s works are extremely spe-

cial in terms of both content and style; second, such a similar study has already been

conducted.14Her artwill be related cursorily to a feminist context only insofar as the

works require it.15 Moreover, rather than a biographical review or an survey of the

12 See Dieter Mersch, Epistemologies of Aesthetics, trans. Laura Radosh (Zurich: Diaphanes, 2015),

117 and 128.

13 Important studies of Bauermeister’s art include Alejandro PerdomoDaniels,Die Verwandlung

der Dinge: Zur Ästhetik der Aneignung in der New Yorker Kunstszene Mitte des 20. Jahrhunderts

(Bielefeld: transcript, 2011); Andi Schoon, Die Ordnung der Klänge: Das Wechselspiel der Künste

vom Bauhaus zum Black Mountain College (Bielefeld: transcript, 2006); Ursprung, Grenzen der

Kunst (see note 8).

14 See Kerstin Skrobanek, “‘Die Jacke Kunst weiter dehnen’: Mary Bauermeisters Aufbruch in

den Raum,” PhD diss., Frankfurt am Main, 2009, Univ.-Bibliothek 2014, http://publikationen

.ub.uni-frankfurt.de/frontdoor/index/index/year/2014/docId/35011 (accessed April 17, 2019).

The state of research onMary Bauermeister’s art includes only a limited number of scholarly

treatises; they are cited in the relevant passages and are therefore not listed in a separate

chapter.

15 Here again the reason is that such a study has already been done: Irene Noy, “Noise in Paint-

ing: Mary Bauermeister’s Early Practice and Collaboration with Karlheinz Stockhausen,” in

Noy, Emergency Noises: Sound Art and Gender, German Visual Culture 4 (Oxford: Peter Lang,

http://publikationen.ub.uni-frankfurt.de/frontdoor/index/index/year/2014/docId/35011
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artist’s oeuvre, my ambition is to reveal the structures of her artistic evolution and

the associateddiscourses inorder to categorize it art historically.16 Several represen-

tative works will be analyzed in more detail for that purpose in order to expose the

questions with which Bauermeister grappled.17 One immeasurably valuable source

for that is the artist’s archive; in addition to exhibition catalogs and reviews, it is

above all handwritten notes and the three sketchbooks from the 1960s that offer in-

sights into the conceptual processes of producing the works.18 Clarifying how she

works also offers the opportunity to acquire a holistic insight into the levels ofmean-

ing in the works.

This procedure is not chronologically arranged; first, in chapter 2, using the

Needless Needles group of works as examples, Bauermeister’s (main) philosophical

sources are explained and immediately connected to observing how they are ex-

pressed in the works, what autonomous dimension the art obtains as a result, and

how the works continue the thinking about philosophy—grasping this is funda-

mental to understanding Bauermeister’s art.The theory ofmany-valued logic offers

a backdrop against which a majority of her oeuvre can be read. All the chapters

participate in multivalence and round out Bauermeister’s interpretation of the

theory that is referred to here as “many-valued aesthetics.”

2017), 127–60; Irene Noy, “Art That Does Make Noise? Mary Bauermeister's Early Work and

Exhibition with Karlheinz Stockhausen,” immediations: The Courtauld Institute of Art Journal of

Postgraduate Research 3, no. 2 (2013): 25–43.

16 Her connection to the German composer Karlheinz Stockhausen is considered only when has

added value for the interpretation of the works selected here. For their joint personal and ar-

tistic history, see Mary Bauermeister, Ich hänge im Triolengitter: Mein Leben mit Karlheinz Stock-

hausen (Munich: Bertelesmann, 2011). On their reciprocal artistic influence, see also Leopoldo

Siano, “Between Music and Visual Art in the 1960s: Mary Bauermeister and Karlheinz Stock-

hausen,” in TheMusical Legacy of Karlheinz Stockhausen: LookingBack and Forward, ed.M. J. Grant

and ImkeMisch (Hofheim:Wolke, 2016), 90–101; Paul V.Miller, “Mary Bauermeister and Karl-

heinz Stockhausen: A Collaboration in Sound and Space,” inMary Bauermeister: The New York

Decade, exh. cat. (Northampton, MA: Smith College Museum of Art, 2014), 87–97; and Mi-

chaela Geboltsberger, “Die ‘malerische Konzeption’ und der Einfluss von Aleatorik im Werk

von Mary Bauermeister—im Kontext zu Karlheinz Stockhausens Kompositionstechnik,” the-

sis, Vienna, 2012. On the relationship of themarginalizedwife ormuse compared to her artis-

tic partner, see KatieMcCabe,More than aMuse: Creative Partnerships That Sold TalentedWomen

Short (London: Quadrille, 2020).

17 The present author has also compiled a catalogue raisonné of Mary Bauermeister’s work,

commissioned by the artist and the Studio Mary Bauermeister. An overview of her works,

exhibitions, collections, and bibliography may be found in the online catalogue raisonné.

18 Part of Bauermeister’s archive has been accessible digitally since 2012 at the Zentralarchiv

für deutsche und internationale Kunstmarktforschung (ZADIK) in Cologne; the physical files

are still in the Studio Mary Bauermeister. If a document is available at ZADIK, the inventory

numbers are indicated. Bauermeister’s sketchbooks have not been digitized by ZADIK.
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Chapter 3 takes a step back in time; it treats the combination principle, which

resulted from her study of art, the nonobjective painting of the postwar era, and

New Music and its notational systems. The themes and techniques with which

Bauermeister experimented in her early work reveal in combination why the ideas

of a metaphysical extension of logic could fall on fertile ground as the foundation

for compositions. Multivalent aesthetics is not therefore based on the combination

principle but rather, conversely, these elements flow into the inspirations that

Bauermeister derived from her reading of Günther. In addition, this step backward

makes it possible to encounter several aspects that find their way into her works

again and again.

Chapter 4 then studies the materials employed from the perspective of an “aes-

thetics of materials.” Bauermeister’s use of natural materials, materials not usually

employed in art such as synthetic materials, or the so-called modeling compound

as well as their combination in the work reveals her skepticism toward preexisting

categories.These amalgams open up a productive dimension in which the elements

employed canbedefined as “material dispositifs.”19Theyoscillate between combina-

tion andmany-valued approaches and are also determined by the poetics of finding.

In a next step, the focus shifts to the combining of text and drawing under the

topos of notational iconicity. Chapter 5 addresses the potentials of writing that re-

veal levels of meaning in the process and from their arrangement and have a pro-

ductive relationship to language so that writing things down can be seen as more

than a recordingmedium. Bauermeister’s use of writing and its fluid transitions to

drawing, in which both are usually simultaneously present, create a nested reflexiv-

ity that emphatically desires to appear polyvalent.

This also transitions into chapter 6 of the study, which analyzes the object and

metareflections within and between works. Constant reflection on all components

of the work of art transports the work into the discourses embedded in it: metaref-

erences result that Bauermeister intends and comments on in turn.This leads to an

analysis of her ownwork including all the hints about interpretation, to a reflection

on aesthetic composition, on activating the viewers, and in general to interlockings

that are continually refined bymeans of different elements employed by the artist.20

A compound of metalevels is initiated by the artworks themselves. They have

specific “trajectories,” which should be traced as far as possible here so that the su-

perficial observation of apparently arbitrary leaps and discontinuities gives way to

19 See Christiane Heibach and Carsten Rohde, “Material Turn?,” in Ästhetik der Materialität, ed.

Heibach and Rohde (Paderborn: Wilhelm Fink, 2015), 9–30, esp. 19.

20 SeeWerner Wolf, “Metareference across Media: The Concept, Its Transmedial Potentials and

Problems, Main Forms and Functions,” in Metareference across Media: Theory and Case Studies,

ed. Werner Wolf with Katharina Bantleon and Jeff Thoss (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2009), 1–85,

esp. 65–68.
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network-like contexts.21Theconcept of the assemblage is also significant in this con-

text, as is the expansion of the self-productivity of the object. In what follows I work

with the term “networking,” which can be described as having the goal of “spatial

and visual manners and ways to create connecting links of identical elements.”22

Myconcentration on the period from 1955 to 1975 results fromcaesuras inBauer-

meister’s career as an artist that had effects on her oeuvre. In 1955 she ended her

studies at theHochschule fürGestaltung inUlm.Several inspirations that she found

there can be identified in different reformations that recur repeatedly in her work.

From the mid-1970s, or at the latest with the start of the new decade, changes in

Bauermeister’s work can be observed that entail new techniques, themes, and con-

cepts and are determinant until the early 1990s—these would require a more de-

tailed study that can be offered here.23 The focus is therefore on the 1960s, since a

first apex of Bauermeister’s creative work occurred in those years. The approaches

that matured until the early 1970s remained characteristic of her works.

One leading American art critic in the 1950s and 1960s,Harold Rosenberg,wrote

with respect to an exhibition at the Museum of Contemporary Art in Chicago in

1967: “Though she was somewhat out of key with the exhibition and, visually, was

the best artist in it,Mary Bauermeister, a youngGerman Post-Surrealist, is also art-

conscious in the most aggravated degree.”24 This sentence reveals several notable

levels of meaning at once in its effort to approach Bauermeister’s art. Leaving aside

the praise, it is striking that Bauermeister’s works are perceived as not belonging,

even though the exhibition Pictures to Be Read/Poetry to Be Seen offered a look at con-

temporaneous trends in the use of writing in works of visual art—that is, the very

theme on which Bauermeister was working.25 Her works thus appeared somewhat

isolated even in the milieu in which they were supposed to be at home. In addition,

21 See Bruno Latour, An Inquiry into Modes of Existence: An Anthropology of the Moderns, trans. Ca-

therine Porter (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2013), 74–77.

22 See SebastianGiessmann,DieVerbundenheit derDinge: EineKulturgeschichte derNetzeundNetz-

werke (Berlin: Kadmos, 2016), 15.

23 In the 1980s Bauermeister began to accept commissions to design gardens, which would

dominate her work for at least a decade. The approaches developed earlier remained; they

were joined by spiritual concepts that previously had not had any influence on her works;

addressing them would require a new interpretational branch. In the 1990s, these concepts

receded to the background again in her works; she began to reflect again on the themes that

had been dominant earlier, resulting in a new phase of work that continues to be determi-

nant.

24 Harold Rosenberg, “Museum of the New,” in Rosenberg, Artworks and Packages (Chicago: Uni-

versity of Chicago Press, 1969), 144–56, esp. 152.

25 See Pictures to Be Read/Poetry to Be Seen, exh. cat. Chicago, Museum of Contemporary Art

Chicago, 1967. The curator of the exhibition was Jan van der Mark, who brought together

twelve artists; it also was the inaugural exhibition at the Museum of Contemporary Art

Chicago.
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the term “Post-Surrealist” is striking. It is an assessment that one reads often that

can be traced back to amisunderstanding of the texts in her works, and it will be ex-

amined in chapter 5. Contradictory things are not only understood as liberating the

productive dimension of the unconscious that leads to a more accurate reality but

also equally aptly as amediating of perspectives.The “art-consciousness” addressed

byRosenberg goes back to the employment of referentiality to the self, to others, and

to objects and is—as the art critic correctly described it—a characteristic quality of

her works.

Nam June Paik, in a text on Bauermeister, comes very close to interpretations

derived from her oeuvre when he writes: “Mary has, as one of the very few painters,

succeeded in injecting a new onthology [sic] of ‘indeterminacy’ to the essentially

heavy and immovable art of painting.”26 “Indeterminacy” does not appear to be

foregrounded in Bauermeister’s work to the same extent it was for John Cage or

Paik himself in the evolution of their aesthetics, Bauermeister, too, nevertheless

participated in that discourse in several works. More remarkable is Paik’s refer-

ence to “ontology” and “painting,” since a look at the Lens Box legitimately raises

the question of categories for these objects; several of them approach sculptures,

while others should be categorized rather as paintings.Though they seem outdated

from our present perspective, the 1960s—that is, the period in which Bauermeister

developed the Lens Box—were characterized by “trench wars” over interpretive

authority.27 Bauermeister herself avoided these discourses: on the one hand, by

neitherwriting texts nor joining a groupof artists and,on the other hand,by the art-

immanent analyses that she foregrounded. They also revealed the “new ontology”

that made the works seem to be aesthetic, theoretical object with which reflexive

statements of networking could be made.

In 1965, in one of her few published historical statements, Bauermeister de-

scribes hermethod as fragmentation, process, and compound: “Eachwork becomes

in itself a statement and with each new work I try to enlarge and change that

26 Nam June Paik andMary Bauermeister, LettersMary Bauermeister, ed. SangAe Park (Yongin: Nam

JunePaikArt Center, 2015), 162.His textwas originallywritten for the exhibitionRecent Paint-

ings and Constructions at the Staempfli Gallery in New York, which was held from February

29 to March 25, 1972.

27 Formalist art critics such as Clement Greenberg and Michael Fried called for a particular

concept of medium specificity that was challenged by artists with their own interpretations

Paradigmatic essays include those of Donald Judd, Robert Morris, and Alan Kaprow, who not

only explained their own artistic approach but at the same time distinguished themselves

from formalism. The escalation of this period is ironized in Tom Wolfe’s The Painted Word:

critics and artists produce words to offer the public instructions for the reception: “The new

order in the art world was: first you get the Word, and then you can see.” Tom Wolfe, The

PaintedWord (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1975), 54.
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special statement.”28 Each work of art can be viewed as a unity in itself and already

makes a special statement.This, however, will also be applied to all of the following

works in that they contain both extensions and changes. This demonstrates, first,

Bauermeister’s antidogmatic approach; in her works she repeatedly commented

on, questions, and contradicts decisions—even explicitly rejected them. From this

follows, too, however, that the compound of works of art is already contained in the

single work since all of them are involved in a statement.The quotation fromHenri

Bergson in the epigraph shines through here; it should be understood as another

key to Bauermeister’s oeuvre: The individual works contain the whole, participate

in it, but the simple sum of those individual works does not produce the work as a

whole. Statements in art are not reproduced but rather are subject to an evolution

that combines themwith one another in such a way that not only the works but also

small details from them already form “partial views” of the whole. The “indivisible

continuity” that Bergson describes, which keeps everything in an “endless flow,”

provides a metaphorical access.29 In Bauermeister’s works, the statements are

repeatedly challenged in a work-immanent way; that is precisely how the individual

participates in the whole.

As a summary of Bauermeister’s oeuvre, the formula “yes, no,perhaps”has blind

spots, like any interpretation. These blind spots should be, as far as possible, ad-

dressed in the chapters.“Truth” is,according toFriedrichNietzsche,merely an“army

ofmetaphors,metonymies, and anthropomorphisms”; with timewe have forgotten

that ourmetaphors are not truths but rather illusions.30 According to Nietzsche, art

has the advantage that it can tear apart the “rigid and regular web of concepts.”31 Al-

though putting complex contexts in order is, therefore, dependent to some degree

on formulas or metaphors, they are merely an illusory approach. Works of art and

especially the formation of a corpus of works that has been unfolding formore than

sixty-five years are too diverse for apodictic formulas or final interpretations. The

potentiality of art consists precisely of going beyond discourses bound to language.

Because the threewords“yes,no,perhaps” themselveshaveabroad frameworkof as-

sociations in this particular sequence, they come closest to her oeuvre. Purely quan-

titatively, the three expressions are presumably the most often written concepts in

Bauermeister’s works.They occur in a large number of works, sometimes explicitly

28 Mary Bauermeister, “The Artists Say,” Art Voices 4, no. 3 (Summer 1965): 64–65, esp. 64.

29 Bergson, Creative Evolution (see note 2), 5.

30 Friedrich Nietzsche, “On Truth and Lie in an Extra-Moral Sense,” in Nietzsche, Writings from

the Early Notebooks, ed. Raymond Geuss and Alexander Nehamas, trans. Ladislaus Löb, Cam-

bridge Texts in the History of Philosophy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009),

253–64, esp. 257. Nietzsche’s explicit critique ofmetaphysics will be countered belowwith an

extension of metaphysics.

31 Nietzsche, “On Truth and Lie” (see note 30), 262.
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in this group of three, sometimes alone or in constant repetition, only briefly inter-

rupted by one of the others.They do not attempt to advance a Hegelian dialectic, so

that there is a mediation between them that creates a process of dissolution in that

one or more words is left behind “richer because it negates or opposes the preced-

ing.”32 Rather, they contain a Spinozian tendency “Each individual thing endeavors,

in so far as it can, to preserve its ownbeing.”33 Each of thewords of “yes,no,perhaps”

has its own identity in Bauermeister’s art, and none of them can be subordinated to

any other.

32 Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, The Science of Logic, ed. and trans. George Di Giovanni (Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 33.

33 The Ethics of Benedict Spinoza, Demonstrated after the Methods of Geometers, and Divided into Five

Parts, trans. D[aniel] D[rake] S[mith] (New York: D. Van Nostrand; New York: G. P. Putnam’s

Sons, 1888), 136, Postulate, Proposition VI.





2. Aesthetics of Many-Valued Logic

Needless Needles with Gotthard Günther

The subject is, as we know, not simply

identity with itself but identity of reflec-

tionwith the other. On other words: Object

being is existence without a gradient of

reflection, but subject being is existence

based on a gradient of reflection.1

Gotthard Günther, 1959

InMaryBauermeister’s copy of Idee undGrundriss einer nicht-AristotelischenLogik (Idea

and Outline of a Non-Aristotelian Logic), the passage cited in the epigraph is un-

derlined and marked with the note “That is the most important thing.”2 It is un-

derstandable that she saw this as one of the core points of Günther’s philosophy. In

general, he describes a difference between the subject’s reflection process and that

of the object: With a thought process that takes place in a subject, there is reflection

on something outside of it that can be called the object. At the same time, there is

an “inner” process that Günther calls “identity of reflection.”Thatmerelymeans that

we as subjects have the opportunity to think about our own thinking, to reflect on

our own reflection. Günther comes to this description, on the one hand, by means

of the philosophy of GeorgWilhelm Friedrich Hegel and, on the other hand, by way

of a thought experiment that takes a subject that is not itself as the starting point

of reflection.3 Namely, if I think of something from my subjective position, it is a

simple object. If, however, it comes to reflect on another subject, by the implications

of classical logic, according to Günther, it must also become an object. Likewise, if

1 Gotthard Günther, Idee und Grundriss einer nicht-Aristotelischen Logik, vol. 1,Die Idee und ihre phi-

losophischenVoraussetzungen, 3rd ed. (Hamburg: FelixMeiner, 1991), 330. The pagination of the

third edition cited here is identical to the first.

2 Bauermeister’s edition is filledwith underlined passages and notes such as “gut,” “very good,”

“excellent,” and “very elegant”; in addition, Bauermeister wrote in themargins both exclama-

tion points and question marks as well as expressions such as “Nonsense” and “Flop Doodle.”

3 See Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 96–102.
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the other subject thinks of me, I would then becomemerely an object. Another sub-

ject, a “you,” however, is not “dead and causally linked” but rather “transparent and

alive” and also has the potential to relate itself to its own reflection.4With these de-

scriptions of the “gradient of reflection,” Günther seeks to reject the core axioms of

classical logic,which for himmeans Aristotelian logic, in order to develop the “foun-

dation” for a many-valued logic.5

Bauermeister was not a metaphysician illustrating the equivalent of Günther’s

thought processes in her works; rather, she drew several conclusions from her read-

ing that decisively conditioned the pictorial themes and appearance ofNeedless Nee-

dles and subsequent works. One sees references to many-valued logic in individ-

ual works even prior to 1963, but they do not seem to have been necessary for the

overall conceptions of the works to the same degree. It is plausible to assume that

Bauermeister read Günther’s book in 1961 and later. The first references appear in

her sketchbook on those pages that must have been written in approximately that

time frame: “Yes, no […] either or etc. see Günther” is found on a page between the

combination principle for the works of art that she had planned before or during a

stay in Sicily.A second essential reference—“1+1=3”—first occurs several pages later,

in the context of theNeedless Needles light sheet.6 Bauermeister was more explicit in

the sketchbook’s “theory section.” It includes more text and fewer drawings; more-

over, issues of art theory are explained here in aphorisms rather than presenting

conceptions for individual works.The texts seem like amultilayered conversation of

the artist with herself.This section has twenty-six pages, and, in contrast to the ori-

entation of “Skizzenbuch/Quaderno,” it begins in the back and the writing has been

rotated 180 degrees. In a lengthy paragraph in January 1962 the artist notes:

“The question is true like the answer. ‘Yes or no’ or ‘yes and no’ or ‘neither yes nor

no’ or something (absurd beyond all that) that is also beyond ‘neither yes nor no,’

= tautologies 1+1=3 not two-valued thinking.”7

Through Günther’s book Bauermeister found her self-empowerment as an artist to

express in a specific way her radical doubt about categories, which had already ex-

4 Ibid., 103–4.

5 Gotthard Günther, “Die Theorie der ‘mehrwertigen’ Logik” (1971), in Beiträge zur Grundlegung

einer operationsfähigen Dialektik, vol. 2 (Hamburg: Fritz Meiner, 1979), 181–202, esp. 181.

6 SeeMary Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch/Quaderno, 1961–1963,” unpublished source, paginated

by the artist, pp. 64 and 105.

7 Ibid., T5. The page numbers in this sketchbook are prefaced by the letter T; the underlining in

this passage is original; that is the case for all quotations from Bauermeister’s sketchbooks.
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isted before she read it; moreover, the publication had a crucial influence on her

working out her personal aesthetic.8

The consequences of that reading are comparable to Marcel Duchamp’s attend-

ing a theatrical production of Raymond Roussel’s Impressions d’Afrique in 1912; per-

haps even to John Cage’s use of the I Ching for his compositions.9 The universal va-

lidity and the inferences in the cases of Duchamp and Cage have to be categorized

just as carefully in Bauermeister’s case. A comprehensive legitimation of the strate-

gies employed can never be obtained from reference points, since a work of art is

composed of manifold entities and the creative process has its own dynamics yet

again.Nevertheless,much evidence can be identified in the works of art with which

wecanget close toGünther’s thoughtprocesses and the conclusions thatBauermeis-

ter draws from them. In order to present them in what follows, many-valued logic

according toGünther’s view is contextualizedwith a group ofworks that reveals one

of the first of all the consequences that Bauermeister derived from themetaphysical

approach.

2.1 Needless Needles

The works of the Needless Needles group are closely connected thematically: sewing,

embroidering, and patching as a cultural and artistic technique is addressed in all of

the works that belong to it. The motif of the seam in harmony with and distinction

from the drawn line as well as the specific theme of the needle are among the con-

stants. Its title,Needless Needles, contains an error for the sake of alliteration: Bauer-

meister wanted to translate “Nutzlose Nadeln” into English, which would have been

8 For decades she repeatedly emphasized the importanceof this publication and its rejectionof

two-valued thinking. “I am interested in a pluralistic view of the world—not an Aristotelian,

dualistic approach.” Mary Bauermeister quoted in “Powerhouse [Interview with Mary Bauer-

meister],”NewYorker (July 31, 1965): 24–27, esp. 26. In an interview in 2017, Bauermeister em-

phasized this again: Susanne Boecker, “Mary Bauermeister: Dubio Ergo Sum,” Kunstforum In-

ternational 252 (February–March 2018): 218–27, esp. 223; see alsoMary Bauermeister, Ich hänge

im Triolengitter: Mein Leben mit Karlheinz Stockhausen (Munich: Bertelsmann, 2011), 108.

9 On the significance of Roussel’s play based on the eponymous novel of 1909, see Lars Blunck,

DuchampsReadymade (Munich: Silke Schreiber, 2017), 48–49; Calvin Tomkins,MarcelDuchamp:

A Biography (New York: Henry Holt, 1996), 90–93; Alexander Streitberger, Ausdruck, Modell,

Diskurs: Sprachreflexion in der Kunst des 20. Jahrhunderts (Berlin: Reimer, 2004), 51–52. In 1950

Cage was given an anthology of Chinese texts and thereafter repeatedly referred to these

writings, from which he developed his compositional principle of “indeterminacy”; see John

Cage, For the Birds: Conversations with Daniel Charles, trans. Richard Gardner (Boston: Marion

Boyars, 1995), 43–46; Julia Robinson, “John Cage and Investiture: Unmanning the System,” in

The Anarchy of Silence: John Cage and Experimental Art, exh. cat. (Barcelona: Museu d’Art Con-

temporani de Barcelona, 2009), 54–111, esp. 81–83.
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“Useless Needless.”This “error” was, however, made deliberately and already points

to the significance of writing in her works.The potentials in imprecisions and slight

shifts are integrated in order to open up new levels of meaning. Newly created ex-

pressions or phrases are then developed in order to become part of the creative pro-

cess. That also explains why “Needless Noodles” occupies a prominent place in one

of theNeedlessNeedlesworks.Thepoint of departure for this group ofwords included

a light sheet, a drawing, and a Lens Box produced in the years 1963 and 1964. They

already contain all of the themes that the later Needless Needles works will take up

again, which is why the three works are included here. In the early 1970s she made

tenmore LensBoxes on the subject; in addition, there are lithographs of the drawing

that Bauermeister reworked; and, finally, more Lens Boxes were added in 2016.10

Fig. 1: Needless Needles, 1963–64, found linen sheet, fluorescent tubes, canvas, ink, sewing

needle, wooden objects and painted wood construction, 350 x 700 x 11 cm,Museum Ludwig,

Köln/Cologne, Donation Gesellschaft fürModerne Kunst amMuseum Ludwig e.V. with Sup-

port from the Stadtsparkasse Köln, 2004 (ML/SK 5151).

10 The total number of identified works with the title Needless Needles is currently seventeen.

There is a light sheet titled Needless Needles Junior from 1963; it was clearly given this title by

Bauermeister later and does not have the specific themes.
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The Needless Needles Light Sheet

This group of works has its origin in 1963 with a work that belongs to the so-called

Lichttücher (Light Sheets) (fig. 1).Their source material is patchwork bed sheets that

Bauermeister found during a stay in Sicily in the autumn of 1963. The myth told by

the artist says that the sheets were hanging on the clothesline to dry and the sun

shining through them emphasized the pattern of the patches.11 It is essential that

the patches were not applied intentionally but rather a random collection resulted

because the bedsheets had to be repaired in places.The Siciliansmade these repairs

so the sheets could continue to be used. Bauermeister stretched the light sheets out

in wooden boxes and lit them from behind with neon tubes and other lighting to

emphasize the patterns and evoke the situation of their discovery. This raw mate-

rial was used by the artist for a number of works, including the light sheets in the

1960s but also for sculptures beginning in the 1980s.12 The light sheets were some-

times left unworked, that is, merely spanned in the wooden boxes, but sometimes

Bauermeister added new patches to intensify their structure or to form words, as

in the case of Perhaps (Light Sheet) of 1963 (fig. 2). There it is clearly evident that the

middle patches were placed so it could continue to be used as a bedsheet while the

top and bottom patches were sewn on afterward—after Bauermeister had cut the

word “perhaps” or “yes” into them, for example. For other light sheets several sheets

were sewn together to create larger formats.

11 See Bauermeister, Ich hänge im Triolengitter (see note 8), 126–27.

12 The catalogue raisonné database registers a group of forty works using this material.



26 Hauke Ohls: Many-Valued Aesthetics

Fig. 2: Perhaps (Light Sheet), 1963, found linen sheet, fluorescent tubes and

painted wood construction, 153.4 x 115.9 x 13.3 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art

Estate.

TheNeedlessNeedles light sheet was reworked themost.Not only were additional

patches applied but also canvas cutouts on which Bauermeister wrote or drew; in

addition, she worked additional seams into the sheet.13There is also an installation

ofwooden “sewingneedles” that begins in thework and togetherwithwool,which is

intended to simulate yarn, crosses the borders of the frame on the left.The needles

spread out horizontally on the wall, increasing in size but with the same distance

between them. Together with the needle installation, the work measures approxi-

mately 350 by 700 by 11 centimeters,making it one of the largest light sheets. Several

bedsheets had to be sewn together just for the dimensions of the box. The seams

Bauermeister worked in by hand with needle and thread are ubiquitous.They mir-

ror the patches already foundon the sheets andbecomevisible only on closer inspec-

13 For a study of the work based on the aesthetics of materials and for the interpretations that

result from the use of fabric, needles, and yarn, see section 4.2.
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tion.The dark yellow of the light sheet, which transitions almost into the greenish-

brown, is crucially related to the work’s lighting situation. The light sources in the

box consists of four less intense neon lights; with the other light sheets, the sheets

are light with a clearly brighter shade.14Thesewn-on pieces of canvas consist largely

of square or round forms. Several cutouts also simulate the contours of the scraps of

fabric applied and are arranged in amirroring of them, for example, in the top third

of the work on both the left side and the right.The square and round canvas cutouts

are not always sewn completely to the sheet. In the circular forms in the center, the

round cutout has a cutout of its own, which is then folded out to a different extent.

Seen beneath it is either another canvas cutout or the bedsheet. It is equivalent to

the square pieces of canvas in the top left corner as well as at bottom left, though the

latter have circles, semicircles, and quarter-circles cut out of square forms. Several

of these canvas cutouts are marked with drawings, symbols, words, series of natu-

ral numbers, or short sentences that refer to the needle motif or to sewing and thus

evoke networks with other works in the group.

In addition to these connections outside of thework, there is also a commentary

system on a microlevel: In the top left corner various forms are drawn on a square

canvas cutout; it looks as if the seams on the sheet are approaching the piece of can-

vas from three directions and transforming into drawings when they meet the can-

vas.Thewooden border thatmeets the canvas from the right is initially continued by

drawn lines. An arrow and the word “good” comment on these abstract forms as be-

ingworthy of depiction.The further the lines penetrate into the center of the canvas

cutout,however, themore they transformfirst into circles and then look increasingly

like hearts; above these forms stand the words “too sentimental.” When the forms

have become two small hearts, the word “bad” stands above them, clearly larger and

with an arrow.With this small detail in thework Bauermeister was referring to con-

temporaneous artistic debates. Above all at the Hochschule für Gestaltung in Ulm,

which followed in the tradition of the Bauhaus, representationalismwas strictly re-

jected and romantic symbols like the pictogram of a heart would have been incon-

ceivable. Bauermeister not only was trained in that climate but the first years of her

workwere also characterized by abstraction.Deliberately integrating such elements

and then questioning them is one of the changes in her work that begin in the early

1960s and culminate in the Lens Boxes. It is a deliberate ambiguity intended to re-

flect doubt not only about her own categories but also about the dogmas of art.

The conceptions on this work can be found on page 104 of the “Skizzenbuch/

Quaderno, 1961–1963,” and they reveal that Bauermeister reflected in detail, giving

herself instructions for executing a specificwork,which she then tried to implement

14 It is, moreover, reasonable to assume that the light sheet was exposed to some difficult con-

servational conditions before entering amuseum collection. The bedsheet had changed con-

tinents several times and was also stored in Bauermeister’s studio.
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(fig. 3).15This approach can often be identified by looking at her sketchbook. In this

case, however, the concept was only brought to bear when the work was already “1/2

fertig” (1/2 finished), as is written at the beginning of the page. Bauermeister had

to “noch einarbeiten” (still work in) the subsequent dots. Listed below that are sev-

eral more aspects such as “Nähanweisungen einfügen” (Insert sewing instructions)

or “Flicken polstern” (Upholster patches), which are found in the final work; other

points, such as “Geschichte des Tuchs” (History of the sheet) or definitions from a

“dictionary,” were not incorporated. This example is typical of Bauermeister’s way

of working:The concept does not have to stand at the beginning; rather, the idea for

a work or a group can have been begun already in physical form.That is followed by

conceptualization, which can also mean a refinement of an already existing work.

Then parts of the written recording from the sketchbooks are implemented; all of

the aspects are used only rarely.Many of the “refinements” of already existingworks

were never executed but remained in a conceptual state.The combination principle

is also brought to bear here,whichmeans that specific aspects of the plannedworks

are later distilled out and used for other works.

TheNeedless Needles light sheet was first exhibited in a group show at the Galeria

Bonino in New York City.16 The exhibition, titled 2 Sculptors, 4 Painters, was the first

gallery show in her new adoptive country andwas held at the turn of the year in 1963

and 1964. The art critic Brian O’Doherty called the light sheet a “trick psychological

mirror” and the best work in the exhibition; he also honored it as a “distant cousin”

of Duchamp’sThe Large Glass.17 In this group exhibition and the first solo exhibition

at the Galeria Bonino that followed it in 1964, the light sheet was being still shown

under the title Linen Nähbild (Linen Sewing Picture).18 In addition, it was also pre-

sented in a way that two light sheets were stretched out in a double box. It stood in

the gallery space so that Linen Nähbild could be seen in front and another work, the

15 See Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch/Quaderno” (see note 6), 104.

16 The Galeria Bonino was Bauermeister’s first gallery in New York; their collaboration contin-

ued until the early 1970s and there were several museum exhibitions and institutional acqui-

sitions during that period.

17 See Brian O’Doherty, review of a group exhibition at the Galeria Bonino, New York Times (De-

cember 29, 1963). The comparison toDuchamp’s so-called LargeGlass, officially titled Lamariée

mise à nu par ses célibataires,même (The Bride Stripped Bare byHer Bachelors, Even) of 1915–23,

was particularly important to Bauermeister, who deeply admired Duchamp as an artist. In

1965 she created the Lens BoxHommage àMar-bert Du Breer, whose title is a composite of the

namesMarcel Duchamp and Robert Breer. Duchamp also admired Bauermeister’s works; for

example, in a letter to his gallerist Arturo Schwarz he recommended that he put Bauermeis-

ter under contract as an artist, and that collaboration began in the early 1970s; Hauke Ohls,

“Interview toMary Bauermeister byHaukeOhls,” inMary Bauermeister: 1+1=3, exh. cat. (Milan:

Galeria Gariboldi, 2017), 6–44, esp. 43.

18 See Bauermeister: Paintings and Constructions, exh. cat. (New York: Galeria Bonino, 1964).
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so-called Linensculpture, on the back. The illustrations in the catalog and the exhi-

bition views show that the work was not further reworked by Bauermeister—apart

from the installation of wooden needles and removal from the double box.The the-

matic fields of needle, sewing, and their transformations were already mature.

Fig. 3: Skizzenbuch/Quaderno, 1961–1963, unpublished source, paginated

by the artist, p. 104.
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Needless Needles Drawing

The renaming of the light sheet from Linen Nähbild to Needless Needles very proba-

bly happened during or just after the end of Bauermeister’s solo exhibition in 1964,

given that she produced theNeedlessNeedles drawing at that time (fig. 4).19Thatwork

treats the same theme as the light sheet. The drawing is graphite and ink on paper

and measures 49.8 by 60 centimeters. Largely in black-and-white, it also contains

several red and blue passages. It seems typical of Bauermeister’s approach to draw-

ing, which is a combination of carefully executed elements and scribbling. The use

of writing, numbers, and their distortion comes into it as well.The graphic, spatial

arrangement is just as important, so that the voices are integrated as a productive

part. Accordingly, on the work on paper highly dense sections appear alongside sev-

eral areas without drawings.

Fig. 4: Needless Needles, 1964, pastel, ink on paper, 49.8 x 60 cm,TheMu-

seum ofModern Art, New York, Gift of John S. Newberry, 1964, 269.1964.

As in several other works as well, “instructions” were prominently inserted into

the work that Bauermeister apparently regarded as thematic directions to herself

and as guidance for viewer’s reception in equal measure. They are distributed on

19 It is also conceivable that Bauermeister integrated the drawing after the exhibition opened;

neither the catalog nor other documents of the exhibition show the work.
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the left and right edges and limited to the rectangular boxes that are offshoots of

the square lines of the grid on the entire ground of the drawing. The system of in-

structions is complex and cannot be decoded completely, which is probably what

Bauermeister intended. It seems more like a conceptualization that was set up in

advance to counter the potentiality of an open drawing space to be filled with spe-

cific themes andnetworkswith otherworks. Several of the instructions can be easily

understood, such as “circlemeets ‘figuration’” in the upper left corner, because in the

grid a drawing circle is transforming into a face.Written directly above that are the

statements “numbersmeet operationwith numbers” and “lettersmeet ‘sense.’”Here

the situation is already less clear, because although the grid begins with a number

or letter, at least from the third square onward a conglomerate of letters results in

themiddle ofwhich theword “No!” is clearly legible. In connectionwith lines and ar-

rows, everything is framed in a circular structure that is breaking down.The effort

to interpret the instructions literally is already reaching its limits here; other scraps

of writing are fraught with ambiguity, for example, “finish before it’s finished!!” or

“shopping list”—both also on the left edge. In addition, the instructions need not be

carried out visibly but rather, it seems, as if they could also lie “under” the drawing’s

support: words and drawing in circular form break out illusionistically in the cen-

ter at the bottom. Another hint supporting this assumption can be seen in the open

area in the lower right corner. Among other things, the statements “number meets

line” and “circle meets number” have lines pointing to the bordered open areas, as

if these processes were occurring in them. Following the instructions literally con-

tributes less to understanding the work than looking at the transformed elements

in the work and their connections: to other works of the Needless Needles group, and

to the theoretical concepts treated in them.

One crucial such concept—many-valued logic—will be examined elsewhere. It is

clear from the grid that it cannot be considered in isolation. It reflects Bauermeis-

ter’s reading of Wolfgang Wieser’s book Organismen, Strukturen, Maschinen: Zu einer

Lehre vomOrganismus (Organisms, Structures,Machines: Toward aTheory of theOr-

ganism), published in 1959. In it the zoologist and evolutionary biologist Wieser il-

lustrated, with the aid of a “coordinate system,” a “spatial” and “temporal plan” of

the growth of living creatures.20 If one of the two factors is shifted—for example, if

there are “changes in speed” in a process—this necessarily leads to “changes in form”

in general.21

As it relates to the Needless Needles drawing, this means that the circular struc-

tures in themiddle on the left resulted from changing one of the two factors.Within

the grid, either the spatial or the temporal determinants were changed, which then

20 WolfgangWieser,Organismen, Strukturen,Maschinen: Zu einer Lehre vomOrganismus (Frankfurt

am Main: Fischer, 1959), 149–50.

21 Ibid., 156–57.
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transformed the shape of a simple circle.The “change in form”producednot only ad-

ditional circles but also the pattern of semi- and quarter-circles as well as the circu-

lar connecting lines.Overall, it looks as if the process of growth is not yet completed.

There seems to be rampant growth on the left side; it has a deformed circle that con-

tains the information of the process in thewords “circle composing.”Wieser’s state-

ments make it clear, however, that the drawn structures should not be seen as un-

controlled deformations: “The principle is always the same: a simple transformation

of the coordinate system changes the inscribed type of animal in such a way that it

resembles another type that exists in nature.”22

Bauermeister’s applications of principles of biological growth to the art of the

drawing is intended to result in a new harmony of the components, despite all the

superficial disorder. The artist is given the opportunity to experiment freely with

forms, strokes, symbols, numbers, and words and to legitimize this with the theory

shehas studied—that is to say, toworkbeyond (self-imposedorhistorical/art-inher-

ent) restrictions. On the one hand, a metaphorical change to one component of the

coordinate system radically changes the “speed of growth,” that is to say, the trans-

formation can continue in any direction. On the other hand, despite this change,

everything in the grid is a controlled result—it simply results in a new form.

Another aspect of Wieser’s work that can be seen as inspiration for the draw-

ing is the principle of the “surface” and the underlying “causal connections”: this ap-

plies to the illusion that there is a layer of drawing “under” the painting’s ground

that conditions the visible. According to Wieser, that which lies under it increased

“the diversity but also the order of the phenomena.”23The circular drawing with red

parts, arrows, and words that is breaking out in the center at the bottom edge thus

has a dual function. Not only does it stand for themanifoldness of the surface, with

words such as “include anything,” but it also increases the order. The open areas of

the drawing,which convey some calm in this otherwise unmanageable and intricate

composition, only seem at first glance to contain no pictorial elements.They are not

neutral voids but rather signs of an intensified manifoldness. Because nothing can

be seen in these places, the drawing becomes even more complex. Bauermeister is

referring here to a scientific publication that in turn tries to describe natural pro-

cesses using philosophical terminology.

22 Ibid., 157.

23 Ibid., 11.
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Needless Needles Lens Boxes

Needless Needles Vol. 5 was also created in 1964, as the last of these three works

(fig. 5).24 This work is an upright-format Lens Box measuring 96 by 63.5 by 10.7

centimeters; although it is overwhelmingly in shades of gray and white, just a few

red lines and spheres in black or the color of the untreated wood break through its

homogeneous look.Thematerials are typical ofmany of Bauermeister’s Lens Boxes:

two panes of glass have been inserted, one after the other, into the boxlike recession

of the wooden construction, and the convex and concave lenses were glued to them.

In addition, wooden spheres and hemispheres are mounted in and on the Lens

Box—several of the spheres have been drawn and written on.The work has a broad

frame spanned by canvas that is integrated into the overall composition as picture

surface of its own. In the background of the Lens Box photographs reproducing

details of the Needless Needles light sheet have been inserted. Drawings, symbols,

numbers, years, and writing are strewn over not just the recession in the Lens Box

but also the panes of glass and the spheres; the frame is also covered by them. Inside

the Lens Box are three sewing needles and several small stones. The stones in the

lower right third of the recession are sorted by form and color and then glued on,

becoming ever smaller.They have been selected for their flat, oval form.25

The Lens Boxes are a genuine invention by Bauermeister, and together with the

so-called Stone Pictures they are among her best-known groups of works.26 They

form the largest corpus of works in Bauermeister’s oeuvre; around 350 of themwere

made in highly diverse forms.27Their construction always follows a similar pattern,

with the exception of a few Lens Boxes whose housing is stainless steel, they are

wooden, boxlike constructions into which several panes of glass have been inserted,

24 The Needless Needles Lens Box and drawing are illustrated in the catalog of Bauermeister’s

solo exhibition at the Galeria Bonino in 1965: Bauermeister: Paintings and Constructions, exh.

cat. (New York: Galeria Bonino, 1965). The two works cannot be identified in the views of the

exhibition, however.

25 On stones as a material in Bauermeister’s art, see section 4.3.

26 Contemporaneous critics were already describing the Lens Boxes as innovative works ex-

clusively associated with Bauermeister; see Howard E. Smith, “Mary Bauermeister,” Art and

Artists, 6, no. 7 (November 1971): 40–41, esp. 40. In her dissertation Skrobanek speaks repeat-

edly of the Lens Boxes as the artist’s “unique selling proposition”; see Kerstin Skrobanek, “‘Die

Jacke Kunst weiter dehnen’: Mary Bauermeisters Aufbruch in den Raum,” PhD diss., Frankfurt

am Main, 2009, Univ.-Bibliothek 2014, http://publikationen.ub.uni-frankfurt.de/frontdoor/i

ndex/index/year/2014/docId/35011, pp. 5, 64, 80, and 112 (accessed April 17, 2019). There is

also a myth of found materials as the starting point for the Lens Boxes; according to Bauer-

meister, shewas able to purchase the lenses for thefirst Lens Boxes from thewidowof aDutch

watchmaker; Bauermeister, Ich hänge im Triolengitter (see note 8), 78.

27 Theworks on paper, which represent the largest group ofworks, are not included in this num-

ber.
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one behind the other. Lenses, wooden spheres, and sometimes also stones, straws,

or found objects have been glued to them, and the spheres and panes of glass are

written or drawn on.The background of the Lens Box can also have drawings, writ-

ing, spheres, stones, objects, and photographic reproductions, as can the frame, if

there is one, like Needless Needles Vol. 5, and depending on its width. Several Lens

Boxes do not have a background, so that they are placed in the room free-standing

like sculptures rather than being fastened to the wall of the exhibition like a paint-

ing.Theartist referred to aLensBoxwithout a backgroundas a “look-through,” since

it is partially transparent.

Fig. 5: Needless Needles Vol. 5, 1964, ink, offset print, glass, glass lens,

wooden sphere, canvas, photographs, sewing needles and painted wood

construction, 96 x 63.5 x 10.7 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.

Thestructure of the LensBoxesmultiplies the possibilities for alienation,distor-

tion, and transformationwithin theworks, since the (written) drawings of fine lines

andwords are influenced by the lenses.Depending onwhether the lenses are convex
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or concave, and how the viewers are positioned in relation to the work, they result

in enlargements, reductions, or reflections, so that sometimes the direction of the

words is from right to left, for example.The slightest change of focus or amovement

during the act of viewing results in a completely new view; the resulting facets of

interpretation are one of Bauermeister’s primary goals.

Art critics reviewing the LensBoxes have repeatedly described themas challeng-

ing and unsettling.This is due to their compositional density, the themes they treat,

and the distortions caused by the lenses, which make a static, focused gaze more

difficult. In 1965 David Bourdon described the experience as that of “looking in on a

Wagnerian cycle from the wrong end of the opera glasses.”28 More than fifty years

later, the reception of the Lens Boxes still has a challenging effect, which Holland

Cotter has described as follows: “The effect is like looking underwater, but also into

an ungraspable fourth dimension.”29

Viewing theLensBoxes (Linsenkasten) as closely related to themediumof thebox,

whichwas very widespread in art afterWorldWar II and at the latest from the 1960s

onward, seems obvious at first. Bauermeister’s work has been included in group ex-

hibitions that tried to classify artistic experiments with the medium of the box.30

The most recent survey of this kind, titled Welten in der Schachtel: Mary Bauermeis-

ter und die experimentelle Kunst der 1960er Jahre (Worlds in a Box: Mary Bauermeister

and the Experimental Art of the 1960s), was in 2010.31 The aspects of ordering and

appropriating objects and processes through the medium are particularly signifi-

cant here. Boxes initially introduce distance between the objects and the viewers;

at the same time, they produce an overview. The objects presented are raised to a

level of equal hierarchy; in addition, a contextualizing of them occurs—both these

things are employed byBauermeister in her LensBoxes.Historical connections have

been made between Bauermeister’s art and the works of art by Joseph Cornell and

George Brecht, both of whom created arrangements with chains of subjective asso-

ciations, and an association with the use of boxes in High Modernism, whether by

28 See David Bourdon, “More Is Less, More or Less,” Village Voice (April 1965).

29 Holland Cotter, “Mary Bauermeister ‘Omniverse,’” New York Times (May 5, 2016), https://www

.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/05/06/arts/design/art-galleries-nyc.html (accessed April 20,

2019).

30 See Lucy Lippard, “New York Letter,” Art International (March 1965): 63–64. The exhibitions

were, among others: TheBox Show, ByronGallery, NewYork February 3–27, 1965; Contemporary

Boxes andWall Sculpture, Museum of Art, Rhode Island School of Design, September 23–Octo-

ber 17, 1965. See Contemporary Boxes andWall Sculpture, exh. cat. (Providence: Museum of Art,

Rhode Island School of Design, 1965).

31 The exhibitionWelten in der Schachtel:Mary Bauermeister und die experimentelle Kunst der 1960er

Jahrewas on view fromOctober 2, 2010, to January 16, 2011, at theWilhelm-Hack-Museum in

Ludwigshafen am Rhein.
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Kurt Schwitters, Marcel Duchamp, or the Surrealists.32 Likewise, there have been

efforts to contextualize the Lens Boxes within the playful challenges to audience

participation and quotidian gestures of the Fluxus movement, which employed the

medium of the box as a democratic approach.33

Inwhat follows, however, I do not attempt to rehearse the theme of the “artwork

in a box,” since Bauermeister has already been associated with that; such interpre-

tations cover, at best, only some aspects of her work. Although the Lens Boxes are

close to boxes in formal terms, “a shared aesthetic of simultaneous suspension and

order” is not crucial to them.34The frame ofNeedless Needles Vol. 5 is integrated com-

pletely into the composition, so that the boxlike recession does not provide an im-

petus to ordering.35 The constructions filled by Bauermeister—even those without

a frame—are an extension of the space of the compositions in which it is possible

to create connections between objects and are by no means intended to be perme-

ated by privatemythologies.Moreover, there is no “sealing” of the Lens Boxes with a

pane of glass; rather, several layers of glass are inserted one behind the next, each of

which has objects, writing, and other compositional elements. At most, they work

with Michel Serres’s understanding of the “box” (boîte); he speaks of a “box for gen-

erating images.”36 The box serves him as a metaphor for perception in general. For

example, as a philosopher he creates a box of “thinking” filled with images—just as

Bauermeister did as an artist. We need these limited housings to achieve percep-

tion and knowledge at all. As soon as it is created, however, we have to find a way to

leave it: we lock our reason in a box and then try to escape it.37These nestings ramify

further and become more complex, but no escape is possible. In this view, the Lens

Boxes are an outsourced box of thinking and of (metaphysical) knowledge.

32 See Alexander Eiling, “Worlds in a Box: From Reliquary to ‘Boîte-en-Valise,’” inWorlds in a Box:

Mary Bauermeister and the Experimental Art of the Sixties, EGLS Judith Rosenthal, exh. cat. Lud-

wigshafen am Rhein, Wilhelm-Hack-Museum, 2010–11 (Bielefeld: Kerber, 2010), 23–30; Ker-

stin Skrobanek, “Worlds in a Box: Mary Bauermeister and the Experimental Art of the Six-

ties,” in ibid., 65–80. See also Skrobanek’s dissertation, the final chapter of which concerns

the medium of the box in Bauermeister’s work in comparison with earlier and contempora-

neous artists: Skrobanek, “‘Die Jacke Kunst weiter dehnen’” (see note 26), 138–73.

33 See Kerstin Skrobanek, “Stone Towers andMagnifying Glasses: Mary Bauermeister’s Years in

NewYork,” inMaryBauermeister: TheNewYorkDecade, exh. cat. (Northampton,MA: Smith Col-

lege Museum of Art, 2014), 17–51, esp. 44. For a discussion of how Bauermeister’s art relates

to Fluxus, see section 3.4.

34 See Jennie-Rebecca Falcetta, “Acts of Containment: MarianneMoore, Joseph Cornell, and the

Poetics of Enclosure,” Journal of Modern Literature 29, no. 4 (2006): 124–44, esp. 128.

35 The frames of the Lens Boxes will be analyzed and interpreted in section 6.3.

36 Michel Serres, The Five Senses: A Philosophy of Mingled Bodies, trans. Margaret Sankey and Peter

Cowley (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2018), 147.

37 Serres, The Five Senses (see note 36), 147–48.
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Fibonacci Networks

As in the eponymous light sheet and drawing, the themes of needles and sewing and

their transformation are omnipresent in the Lens Box.The diverse connections be-

tween these works should be thought of in terms of many-valued logic and will be

contextualized accordingly below.There are, moreover, elements that point far be-

yond theNeedlessNeedles group and are found inmany of Bauermeister’s works.One

of these can be linked to the addendum to the Lens Box’s title:Vol. 5: to the left of the

recession stands the full title on two lines: “Volume 5 / needless needles.” This does

not mean that it is the fifth work in the group; for example, no “Vol. 4” was ever ex-

ecuted or even planned. The number refers to the Fibonacci sequence, a recurring

feature in Bauermeister’s art, which, along with the omnipresent numbers, also re-

flects her interest in natural processes.

Beginning with one, each number is always added to the previous one, result-

ing in the following progression: (0), 1, 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 13, 21 ... The Fibonacci sequence

has been known since antiquity andwas first described by Leonardo da Pisa, known

as Fibonacci, in his publication Liber Abaci, published in 1202 and then in a revised

version in 1227.38 With this sequence of natural numbers he tried to determine the

growth of rabbit populations. Following da Pisa, the Fibonacci sequence has been

described as fundamental tomany natural growth processes, such as flowers, shells,

and even fatty acids. The connection between the golden section and the Fibonacci

sequence is that as it progresses the quotient of the sequence moves ever closer to

the ratio of the golden section (1.6180339887). There is a long tradition in art and

architecture of employing that ratio of numbers as the basis for a composition.39

In recent years doubt has repeatedly been expressed about the validity of these dis-

cussions that associate the Fibonacci sequence and the golden section and attribute

“natural” proportions to both. A harmony “based on nature” probably does not ex-

ist.40

Of Bauermeister’s contemporaries, Mario Merz is probably the artist most as-

sociated with the Fibonacci sequence, which he first employed in an exhibition of

his works in 1970.41 Bauermeister was probably interested in the mathematical se-

38 See Huberta Lausch, Fibonacci und die Folge(n) (Munich: Oldenbourg, 2009), 1–3.

39 The golden section is the solution to a mathematical problem introduced by Euclid. On

the golden section’s connection to art and architecture, see Priya Hemenway, Divine Propor-

tion: Phi in Art, Nature, and Science (N.p.: Sterling, 2005), esp. 90–120; Albert van der Schoot,

Die Geschichte des goldenen Schnitts: Aufstieg und Fall der göttlichen Proportion (Stuttgart: From-

mann-Holzboog, 2005).

40 See Clement Falbo, “The Golden Ratio: A Contrary Viewpoint,” The CollegeMathematics Journal

36, no. 2 (2005): 123–34, esp. 134.

41 See ElizabethMangini, “Solitary/Solidary:MarioMerz’s AutonomousArtist,”Art Journal 75, no.

3 (2016): 11–31, esp. 25. The Fibonacci sequence “would become a lasting trademark of Merz’s
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quence, asMerzwas,because it could be used tomakenatural processes visualizable

in an abstract way.Whether this can in fact be seen as given or merely represents a

generalization is of less interest than the reasons why Bauermeister integrated the

sequence into herworks,whereby historical knowledge of Fibonacci numbers has to

be included as well. Bauermeister employed the sequence in her compositions from

the mid-1950s onward and always saw a connection to natural processes in them.

Needless Needles Vol. 5 should therefore be seen as the next step in the growth of

the sequence and not just as a numbering. Moreover, the numbers of the Fibonacci

sequence are found all over the Lens Box: In the upper left corner inside the box its

numbersup to thirteen arewrittenone above theother onglass.Part of the sequence

is also placed in the lower left, on the frame,markedwith arrows, to the left and right

of the edge of the canvas that is glued to the frame. This part of the canvas has an

illusionistic function.On the left side of the LensBox’s recession, the canvas appears

to emerge from the glass area as if “opening up like a book”; where it is glued to the

wood frame, Bauermeister drew repeated cross-stitches to make it look sewn on.

Drawing techniques on its upper edge are used to suggest that the canvas consists of

three sides “opened up like a book,” once again partially sewn onwith cross-stiches.

On the ends of the three drawn sides are a “1” on the middle one, a “3” on the back

one, and on the front one, which is “opened up” for us, a “5.” These three Fibonacci

numbers thus indicate the three different “volumes” of the Lens Box; the viewer sees

only Vol. 5 because that is the side that is “opened up.”

TheNeedless Needles drawing also refers to the Fibonacci sequence.The numbers

up to fourteen are written, one below the next, on the upper right edge of the grid,

as if they were constituent of the transformation of the circular elements within the

drawing. In addition, numbers from the Fibonacci sequence can be found all over

the drawing’s ground: 144 appears several times, for example; upside down between

the three circular structures, as if to suggest it is “flowing downward,” because its

digits are elongated and intertwined.This detail is also seen in the upper right cor-

ner, between the 3 and the 5, on the edge of the grid.Theprogression of the sequence

is thus part of the transformation of the higher Fibonacci number 144. Two other as-

pects come into play, namely, the instructions on the left and right edge, at the same

height: whereas on the right a “dream” of the artist is written in which she plants

“little sheets of paper with ideas written on it,” and images evolve out of that, in the

left offshoots of the grid we read “visual ‘patterns’ from other painters.” In addition

to the Fibonacci numbers 3 and 5, the idea of the natural growth of ideas turning

into art affects the number 144, as do art historical borrowings. One may speculate

that Bauermeister had Salvador Dalí’s painting La persistance de la mémoire of 1931 in

mind for her “downward-flowing” numbers. At the very least its clock motif is one

artwork” (ibid., 11). The composer Béla Bartók and the architect Le Corbusier also emphati-

cally employed both the sequence and the golden mean in their works.
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such “visual pattern.”The combination of the individual elements triggers chains of

association that can be continued endlessly.The highest number from the Fibonacci

sequence that can be identified in the work is the 610 that appears several times in

the lower right corner. In the Needless Needles light sheet the Fibonacci numbers are

written one below the next on square canvas cutouts sewn on to the upper right cor-

ner of the work. The sequences of numbers are half covered, because the canvas is

folded open, and hence it is primarily the verso that is seen. Another manifestation

of the Fibonacci sequence on a light sheet concerns the installationwith thewooden

sewing needles: their dimensions are based on that sequence of numbers, so that

every subsequent “needle” is the sum of the two previous ones.

By employing the Fibonacci sequence in all three works, Bauermeister manages

to link parts of the composition to a principle that, at least at the time, was thought

to describe growth processes in nature. By doing so she is reflecting on her own role

as an artist who, though shemakes the decision to use the Fibonacci sequence, dele-

gates the aesthetic result—as in the example of the wooden sewing needles—to the

progression.Moreover, the Fibonacci numbers establish on a first, basic level a net-

work with the other works of the Needless Needles group because they are in all the

works. The different formulations create a connection of “identical” elements be-

tween the works of art. In many other works by Bauermeister, this mathematical

sequence was either used for the composition or written in them as numbers.They

also turn up in the Stone Pictures and in works composed of several natural mate-

rials. In the sketchbook from 1961–63 one even sees experiments with developing a

modified sequence in which the Fibonacci numbers are taken as the point of depar-

ture in centimeters and then amillimeter is deducted at each step.42 In general, the

Fibonacci sequence represents for Bauermeister an aesthetic abstracted from nat-

ural processes that moves away from the dependence of the subject, because it is a

principle derived from nature. The number sequence responds only to the steps of

growth by describing them and thereby making them intelligible. When using the

Fibonacci sequence, Bauermeister does not run the risk of falling into a subjective

dogma,because it permits (alleged) insights into principles that stand outside of the

sphere of influence of subjects and are accessible to them only in a mediated way.

Thanks to the “opened” canvas page of Vol. 5, on the left next to the recession

in the Lens Box, a passage of text becomes visible that refers to another element

in Bauermeister’s art: the text is concerned with reflecting on art and its histori-

cal trends. In writing backed with black one read there: “towards a (one or several)

(brand) new academism.” The words “one or several” and “brand” are arranged so

that they can be read as additions. Two asterisks behind the statement refer to the

multipart question further down. There stands “what do you have against” with a

42 See Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch/Quaderno” (see note 6), 42–43. The sequence is employed in

Sand Stein Kugel (Sand Stone Sphere) group; this is discussed in section 3.4.
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listed numbered “1–8,” one below the next. The words denote artistic parameters

such as “perspective,” “beauty,” “ugly,” and “colour” but also personal ones such as

“me” and “you”; in addition, “eg.” as an arbitrary continuation is seen several times.

The dot on the i in “academism” is in the shape of a heart, which was already de-

scribed as “bad” on theNeedless Needles light sheet.The entire passage is intended to

comment on the artistic positions of the neo-avant-garde, who, depending on the

context, were thought to be developing avant-garde trends or to be institutionaliz-

ing them and therefore failing.43 In 1964 Bauermeister was not trying to propagate

a new academism but rather pointing out that the strict rejecting of something al-

ways entails the risk of running into a new “constriction,” that is, of producing a new

academism.44 As strategies against “modernist orthodoxies” Bauermeister designs

a system of “radical inclusiveness” in her art.45 “Radical inclusiveness,” by contrast,

includes, contrary to dominant contemporaneous trends, one’s own subject, com-

plex structures internal to the work, playing with perspective, illusion, and words

in order to reflect on them on another level of equal value. Directly below the eight

questions on academism on the Needless Needles Lens Box a line reads that Bauer-

meister’s “radical inclusivity,” the status of unconditional polyvalency, should not

43 Examples of positive, almost teleological models of development include Benjamin H. D.

Buchloh, “Michael Asher and the Conclusion of Modernist Sculpture” (1980), in Neo-Avant-

garde and Culture Industry: Essays on European and American Art from 1955 to 1975 (Cambridge

MA: MIT Press, 2003), 1–39, and Rosalind E. Krauss, Passages in Modern Sculpture (Cambridge

MA: MIT Press, 1981). Themoment of failure is prominently described in Peter Bürger, Theory

of the Avant-Garde, trans. Michael Shaw (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1984),

55–59. Hal Foster attempts to show that the idea of the avant-garde is not a historical one.

He describes five positions in contemporary art that continue with avant-garde legacy with

adapted strategies; see Hal Foster, Bad New Days: Art, Criticism, Emergency, 2nd ed. (London:

Verso, 2017).

44 This skepticism can be observed even with respect to her own art. When she pursued a par-

ticular approach, she automatically tried to integrate its opposite. This derives, on the one

hand, from her study of critical theory; two books in particular are cited by her as impor-

tant: Herbert Marcuse, One-Dimensional Man: Studies in the Ideology of Advanced Industrial So-

ciety (Boston: Beacon, 1964). Contradictions are not resolved; rather an “illusory unification”

of opposites follows from a general “character of the refusal” (ibid., 256). Equally important

for Bauermeister’s doubts is Max Horkheimer and Theodor W. Adorno, Dialectic of Enlight-

enment, ed. Gunzelin Schmid Noerr, trans. Edmund Jephcott (Stanford: Stanford University

Press, 2002). On the other hand, Bauermeister identifies an essay by Henry David Thoreau,

who inspired her, already as a young artist, to resist prescriptions, even self-imposed ones:

“Law never made men a whit more just; and, by means of their respect for it, even the well-

disposed are daily made the agents of injustice.” Henry David Thoreau, “Civil Disobedience”

(1849), in Civil Disobedience and Reading (London: Penguin, 1995), 1–41, esp. 4.

45 See Liz Kotz, “Language Upside Down,” in Mary Bauermeister (see note 33), 59–77, esp. 66. In

her essay Liz Kotz also attempts to locate Bauermeister within trends in the evolution of art

in New York in the 1960s.
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be understood literally but as a strategy: “don’t in-/ex- clude metha-/para-/item-

physics.” Not including and excluding is the paradox that the Lens Box demands.

In the works, however, it seems rather as if Bauermeister is initially including very

much in order to causemetalevels and networks to emerge from it.Metaphysics ex-

periences an emphatic incorporation in the composition of her works although the

historical trendswould lead one to expect rather analytic philosophy, structuralism,

and critical theory.

The “gradient of reflection” in the subject described by Günther only becomes

clear when two subjects reflect on an object at the same time, since that results in

awareness that processes of reflection exist outside of oneself that cannot be seen by

me.Thesimultaneousmovementof reflectionby twosubjects can in the caseofNeed-

less Needles cause elements to result in the works of art that may seem contradictory

according to commonprinciples of logic but impart knowledge here. “Simultaneous

movement of reflection” should not be understood literally here, because the works

of art are not an application of philosophy andpotentially always have the possibility

of finding themselves in such a situation.

2.2 “A Trans-Aristotelian Human Type”: Many-Valued Logic according
to Gotthard Günther

To a non-Aristotelian logic must

correspond a trans-Aristotelian human

type and to the latter in turn a new

dimension of human history.46

Gotthard Günther, 1959

Gotthard Günther originally planned two volumes for his “non-Aristotelian logic.”

Thefirst volumeof 1959was intended to challenge thephilosophical axiomsof classi-

cal logic and in part refute them in order to illustrate the necessity to describe a new

“transclassical” logic. In that book a second volume is repeatedly announced that

woulduse the philosophical foundation to develop amany-valued logical calculation

based on it that would legitimize with formal logic the new “rational form of think-

ing.”47This second volumewasnever published, forwhichGünther cited several rea-

sons: First, the“backbone”ofmany-valuedcalculation,whichhehadpreviously tried

out in an essay, turned out “on further reworking not to be sound enough.”48 Gün-

46 Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 114.

47 Ibid., 306 and 363–68. Bauermeister’s copy still has “Erster Band” (First Volume) in its title,

which was removed in later editions.

48 See ibid., XXII. The essay with the many-valued calculation on which the second volume was

to be based was published in 1958: Gotthard Günther, “Die Aristotelische Logik des Seins und
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ther had no doubts about his theoretical discussions and his insights, which he had

attained above all froma reading ofHegel, but it was not possible for him to produce

the relevant truth tables. Second, he described his contact with cybernetics and bio-

physical computer theory as crucial, because they made it obvious that his theory

cannot be simple a place-value system in classical logic. It required rather a general

extension of bivalency that, he hoped at least, could be undertaken by mathemati-

cians.49

Because Günther refers tometaphysical thinking in his philosophical principles

of extension, his name is not primarily associated with “non-classical logic.”50 Jan

Łukasiewicz, Emil Leon Post, Rudolf Carnap, and also Gottlob Frege are repeatedly

mentioned by Günther as trailblazers of a “New Logic,” but at the same time also re-

jected, since none of them challenged the ontological principles of bivalency.51 Gün-

ther, however, continues to see this as a given, even if it is merely “ignored” by logi-

cians, with the result that they subliminally tag along as an assumption. For Gün-

ther, the goal is not to “relativize” or “gradate” true and false but rather to create an

extended situation.Whenmany-valued logic is addressed inwhat follow, it refers to

a metaphysical approach.52

The line between the two terms “metaphysics” and “ontology” is, according to

Günther, a categorization.He understands ontology as the symmetry of subject and

object, inwhich everything given can be traced back to a root of its being, so that, on

the highest level, thinking and being forma unity.53 ForGünther, this basic assump-

tion ofWestern philosophy has to be challenged. To achieve this, it is first necessary

die nicht-Aristotelische Logik der Reflexion,” in Beiträge zur Grundlegung einer operationsfähi-

gen Dialektik, vol. 1 (Hamburg: Fritz Meiner, 1979), 141–88.

49 See Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), XXIII; and Günther, “Die Theorie der ‘mehrwer-

tigen’ Logik” (see note 5), 184. Only the introduction and the unfinished first chapter were

published as essays in the second volume. Günther seems to have broken off writing on it be-

fore getting to the logical calculations; see Gotthard Günther, “Logistischer Grundriss und In-

tro-Semantik” (1963), in Beiträge zur Grundlegung einer operationsfähigenDialektik, vol. 2 (Ham-

burg: Fritz Meiner, 1979), 1–115.

50 Günther is not mentioned in Graham Priest’s “standard work”; in the section on the history

of “many-valued logic,” Priest identifies Jan Łukasiewicz as the “inventor” of many-valued-

ness and discusses Stephen Cole Kleene, Emil Leon Post, and Saul Kripke; see Graham Priest,

An Introduction to Non-Classical Logic: From If to Is, 2nd. ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-

sity Press, 2012), 139–40. Other publications on the subject do not mention Günther either,

e.g., Siegfried Gottwald,Mehrwertige Logik: Eine Einführung in Theorie und Anwendung (Berlin:

Akademie, 1989), esp. 5–9.

51 See Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 94 and 167; Günther, “Die Theorie der ‘mehrwer-

tigen’ Logik” (see note 5), 182–84.

52 See Günther, “Die Theorie der ‘mehrwertigen’ Logik” (see note 5), 182. Günther calls “proba-

bility logics” a “pseudo-many-valued logic”; Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 137–38.

53 See Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 14–19.
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to have a (many-valued)metaphysics without ontology, that is,without the basic as-

sumptions of the Platonic-Aristotelian tradition.54 The “being of the entity” cannot

be traced back to a final unity into which thinking is ultimately assimilated; the ex-

cess of reflection in the subject escapes this dissolution.What is supposed tohappen

is using the means of metaphysic to describe the world as “ontologically many-val-

ued” so that a “newontological picture of reality” results that is no longer two-valued

with a primordial root.55

Günther’s Aristotelian Axioms

Aristotle—at least according to Günther—provided the structures of two-valued

logic. By borrowing and extending the ideas of Plato, the ancient philosopher is

responsible for our interpretation of theworld and the order that goes hand in hand

with it. We can trace back to him not only the juxtaposition of thinking and being,

whereby being is the higher-level authority, but also the value interpretations of

“true” and “false” and the separation of “form” and “content.” The whole of Western

logic until Günther attempts to satisfy bivalency without rejecting its principles.56

Günther is simplifying a great deal here, since there is extensive criticism of Aristo-

tle’s axioms of logic, probably the first of which were made by the Greek polymath

himself, who doubted the principle of bivalency in statements about the future.57

In addition to the philosophical unique selling proposition that Günther would

like to claim for himself, his apodictic statements on the subject should be under-

54 See ibid.

55 See Günther, “Die Theorie der ‘mehrwertigen’ Logik” (see note 5), 184 and 198. Following Gün-

ther, here too I operate with the term “metaphysics” to avoid presuming bivalency with the

term “ontology.” Aristotle understood metaphysics to be “the knowledge of the most know-

able,” fromwhich all other knowledge can be derived; Aristotle,Metaphysics, Books I–IX, trans.

Hugh Tredennick (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1933), 11–13, esp. 15. In 1965, in

his lecture on metaphysics, Theodor W. Adorno offered a less optimistic prognosis for that

philosophical discipline: “Todaymetaphysics is used in almost the entire non-German-speak-

ing world as a term of abuse, a synonym for idle speculation, mere nonsense and heaven

knows what other intellectual vices.” Theodor W. Adorno, Metaphysics: Concept and Problems,

ed. Rolf Tiedemann, trans. Edmund Jephcott (Cambridge: Polity, 2001), 1.

56 See Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 241–42. In this view Aristotelian logic is merely a

term Günther chose; elsewhere he writes himself that Aristotle did not inaugurate logic but

merely crucially “further developed” it—nevertheless, Günther calls everything two-valued

“Aristotelian”; see ibid., 92. In his preface to the second edition of his Critique of Pure Reason,

Kant criticized logic since Aristotle since it “seems to all appearance to be finished and com-

plete.” Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, ed. and trans. Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 106. Kant’s philosophy is characterized by

the determination of a new metaphysics as science; ibid., 148.

57 Aristotle,On Interpretation, trans. Harold P. Cooke, in The Categories, On Interpretation, Prior An-

alytics (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1962), 114–79, esp. 131–41.
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stood to mean that by generalizing he would like to focus attention on precisely the

one point. Not only his book of 1959 but also the essays that address this complex

of themes are a recurring reflection on the fact that logic is two-valued and needs a

metaphysical extension. He ignores the existing formulations in philosophical and

mathematical logic because no one has described his train of thought on the dif-

ferent qualities of reflection and self-reflection from the three positions “I,” “you,”

and “it”—that is, “subject,” “other subject,” and “object.” “Classical logic,” which for

him merely describes the processes between a subject and an object, is accordingly

merely a “special case” of logic; only “transclassical logic” completes it.58

The “trans-Aristotelian human type” from the epigraph of this section manages

to avoid bivalency. His thinking and hence also the determination of true and false

take on a new dimension that is closer to the complexities of reality: “All philosophy

until now, in the East as well as in the West, is characterized by this strange ignor-

ing of the ‘you’ as an index for an autonomous philosophical motif.”59 In the context

of this study, however, a discussion of the clarity of Günther’s discussion in com-

parison to other positions of (many-valued) logic will not lead us to our goal; rather,

Bauermeister’s succession to his ideas and their productive applications are of in-

terest.60 She has studiedGüntherʼs book from 1959; there are no indications that she

read his previous or subsequent writings, even on the subject of “trans-Aristotelian

logic.”

For Günther, the fundamentals of logic are the four propositions (axioms) that

Aristotle defined for metaphysics, “for they apply to all existing things, and not to

a particular class.”61 This “philosophical core axiomatics” consists of: the principle

of (non)contradiction, the principle of identity, the principle of the excluded third

(tertium non datur), and the principle of sufficient reason.62 If they could be refuted

in whole or part, then it would be possible for Günther to base his “non-Aristotelian

logic” on that.

Aristotle sees the principle of noncontradiction as “the most certain of all prin-

ciples” and hence as the foundation for the other axioms.63 He says: “It is impossible

for the same attribute at once to belong and not to belong to the same thing and in

the same relation.”64 In this view, a double coding that something at once is and is

58 Günther, “Die Theorie der ‘mehrwertigen’ Logik” (see note 5), 198.

59 Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 69.

60 For efforts to place Günther within the discourse on logic, see Kurt Klagenfurt, Technologische

Zivilisation und transklassische Logik: Eine Einführung in die Technikphilosophie Gotthard Günthers

(Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1995), and Cai Werntgen, Kehren: Martin Heidegger und Gott-

hard Günther; Europäisches Denken zwischenOrient undOkzident (Munich:Wilhelm Fink, 2006).

61 Aristotle,Metaphysics (see note 55), 159.

62 Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 123.

63 Aristotle,Metaphysics (see note 55), 161.

64 Ibid.
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not does not seem possible under any circumstances. Likewise, something logically

positive cannot at the same time contain its own negation: if a statement is consid-

ered true, its opposite is necessarily false. In “trans-Aristotelian logic,” however, this

strict contradiction no longer seems to apply fully, since two logically positive values

that induce their opposite stand side by side, and both canhold true.A situation that

can result from the process of reflection when not only a subject and an object serve

as the point of departure of the observation. Bauermeister illustrates this on a first,

basic level in her works with the constantly recurring use of the string of words “yes,

no, perhaps,” which should likewise not be understood as a mutual contradiction.

The process of reflection is closely tied to the principle of identity: an object of

reflectionmust always be identicalwith itself, since that is the onlywaywe as subject

can make a separation and recognize it as an object; if this identity did not exist, it

would be impossible to have knowledge of something.65 Günther leaves this princi-

ple untouched at its core, although he attempts to refute.This is done, however, via a

detour that again implies the reflection process.This connects to the principle of the

excluded third, towhichGünther devotes themost attention: To achieve amany-val-

ued logic, it is above all necessary to undermine the strict tertium non datur. As soon

as it is necessary to assume a “trinitarianmetaphysics,” the next step to a “system of

infinite values” is easy to make.66

Theprinciple of the excluded third shows that there cannot be any intermediary

“between contrary statements” that takes on the value of the statement or its con-

trary.67 It must therefore remain separate from the principle of noncontradiction,

although they refer to each other. Günther defines the excluded third as a situation

in which “between two contradictory predicates, of which one identifies the object

and the other represents the situation of reflection of the logical subject as its nega-

tion, a third (predicate) is excluded systematically and on principle.”68

The third is for Günther another subject with its own reflection process. In

Bauermeister, a third is perhaps most readily visible by means of the word “per-

haps”; it does not just stand for an uncertainty but is also the mediation between

“yes” and “no” as an autonomous value. It is similar with the formula “1+1=3,” which

Bauermeister at times even uses as a signature and which is found repeatedly in

her oeuvre in different forms of visualization.69 This formula reflects a nucleus of

65 Ibid., 121–25.

66 Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 91 and 313.

67 Aristotle,Metaphysics (see note 55), 199.

68 Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 127.

69 The line “1+1=3” is found repeatedly in Bauermeister’s Writing Drawing. There is also a work

with that title form 1964, a Writing Drawing that Bauermeister distorted with lenses. 1+1=3:

An Exhibition of Retinal and Perceptual Art was, moreover, the title of a group exhibition at the

University ArtMuseumof theUniversity of Texas in 1965 that includedBauermeister; it is pos-

sible that the curators were inspired by Bauermeister in choosing the title: “1+1=3 is not good
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Bauermeister’s thinking comparable to “yes, no, perhaps.” The apparently simple

and immediate understandable sum “1+1” is made illogical by the number “3” after

the equal sign. Because of the simplicity of the formula and its all-too-clear mis-

take, it could be dismissed as a trivial Surrealist game. But “1+1=3” should be read

as a challenge to the principle of the excluded third. The two numbers before the

conclusion cannot really incorporate a “third,” but here it is plainly the number “3” to

reveal the extension of bivalency. An inference from the theory ofmany-valued logic

that Bauermeister derived from her reading and that is also suggested in Günther

also comes into play here, namely, that the negation of a conjunctive meaning

does not automatically signify the loss of conjunction.70 That means that the small

calculation “1+1=3” is not necessarily wrong; it is only if the principle of bivalency is

assumed as the foundation.

Two-valued thinking is completed with the fourth axiom, the principle of suffi-

cient reason: The sufficient reason describes that a subject has a compelling reason

to thinkputs itself in anegatively separated sphereopposite thepositive entity—that

is to say, is not assimilated by it. Here we see a close connection to the principle of

identity, since, for example, it is only the ability of objects to identifywith themselves

that results in the separation of subjects, which are now given a sufficient reason to

reflect on the object froma subjective position.All four axioms are structured to sta-

bilize bivalency.71

Günther’s Relationship to Hegel

ForGünther,being as the positive is identifiedwith the object,whereas the subject is

to be describedwith the negative or the nothing; this leads to a “metaphysical gradi-

ent” that favors being.72 Günther bases his definitions of positivity andnegativity on

Hegel’s terminology. For the philosopher of German idealism, “absolute negativity”

emerges in contrast to being through the subject’s reflection process.73 The “noth-

ing” that results for Hegel should not be understood as amarginalization compared

to positivity but rather as themanifestation of “essence” in an ontological sense: “The

or bad, right or wrong; it is an experience.” Robert Engman, “Some Thoughts About Values,”

in 1+1=3: An Exhibition of Retinal and Perceptual Art, exh. cat. (Austin: University Art Museum of

the University of Texas, 1965), n.p. In 2017 there was a solo exhibition titledMary Bauermeister

1+1=3; seeMary Bauermeister 1+1=3, exh. cat. (Milan: Studio Gariboldi, 2017).

70 See Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 355.

71 See ibid., 236–37.

72 Ibid., 322.

73 Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, The Science of Logic, ed. and trans. George Di Giovanni (Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 342 (11.245).
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negativity of essence is its self-equality.”74The important thing is that the “negativ-

ity” and “equality” of the “metaphysical gradient” described byGünther shift in favor

of the subject, because being can penetrate the sphere of essence (negation) through

the process. It is possible for all of us as subjects to create a situation inwhichweuse

our cognitive faculties to approach an object though reflection.Nowwemust define

ourself with positivity when we place the object, being, in negation to it in order to

make the epistemic movement. According to the axioms of logic, being is not only

identical to itself, to make distinguishing possible, but, beyond that, also opens up

the sufficient reason for the thought process. In a next step the “reflective move-

ment” enters; it is a negation as such, that is, a reference to itself that has its own

being.75 “Pure, absolute reflection” is a “movement from nothing to nothing,” which

in turn neither means that being should continue to be sought in something else

nor that it comes to a dissolution, “but its being is its own equality with itself.”76The

process of reflecting on the negation of the negation leads to a situation in which,

according to Hegel, “shine” is left behind. It is precisely the rest from the sphere of

being and hence a privileging of the subject; it participates in being based on the

double movement while it is actually located in the realm of the nothing.

Günther intensely engaged with Hegelian logic already in his dissertation, lay-

ing the cornerstone for his later theory of “non-Aristotelian logic.”77The impetus for

extending bivalency into many-valuedness was Hegel’s description of thinking be-

ing capable of uniting nothing and being in itself.Günther identifies as another rea-

son for the necessary extension the “breakdownof themathematical, physical image

of the world” by discoveries in the natural sciences and the emergence of quantum

physics in the early twentieth century. The research of Albert Einstein and Werner

Heisenberg had in his view ensured that the subject could no longer continue to be

marginalized or generalized when describing phenomena.78 But this is more of a

marginal note in Günther, since his approach lies in the metaphysical determina-

tion of the subject. (German) idealism failed, in his view, because the identity of re-

flection in the subject could not be adequately determined: Kant’s transcendental,

logical subject has a privileged position relative to the empirical subject and object

and thus the possibility of absorbing both in it.79

74 Ibid., 344 (11.247). Hegel defines “essence” as the process in the subject: “Essence is reflection,

the movement of becoming and transition that remains within itself.” Ibid., 345 (11.249).

75 Ibid. (11.249).

76 Ibid., 346 (11.250).

77 See Gotthard Günther,Grundzüge einer neuen Theorie desDenkens inHegels Logik, 2nd ed. (Ham-

burg: Felix Meiner, 1978).

78 See Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 60 and 186–88.

79 See ibid., 174. “Thus such objects are nothing further than the transference of this conscious-

ness of mine to other things, which can be represented as thinking beings only in this way”;

Kant, Critique of Pure Reason (see note 56), 415.
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TheHegelianattempt todetermine the excess of reflection that results fromtwo-

valued reflection within the subject is for Günther too strictly tied to the dialectic

approach, so that the logical step out of bivalency is not taken.80 Moreover, Hegel’s

transcendental subject did not have the opportunity to posit its own reflection pro-

cess as an object and thus obtain trivalency, because the “predicate calculation” of

the discipline of (mathematical) logic had not yet been developed in his day.81 That

Hegel “suspected” amany-valuedness but was unable to draw the necessary conclu-

sions from it and therefore had to remain in bivalency is a speculation by Günther

that can be traced back to his massive admiration for the idealist philosopher—an

attribution that need not necessarily hold up. Günther derived his own interpreta-

tions from the “excess” described in Hegel’s logic, which results from the reference

to one’s own reflection.

Many-Valued Logic

In order to present a “non-Aristotelian logic,” Günther first rejects “intersubjective

universal validity”: he defines this as a consensus that when two subjects have one

concept of an object the concept should be regarded as accurate for all subjects.82

The construction of a universally valid subject may stabilize two-valued logic but it

ignores the double reflection process described by Hegel, since “external reflection

begins from immediate being, positing reflection fromnothing.”83The“positedness”

of reflection, which is nothing other than “immanent reflectedness”—according to

Günther’s insight—would have to take place not only in my own subject but also in

another subject if both focus on one object.84 It is not that I as subject reflect on the

thought process of another subject, which could only be speculation on a process

not accessible to me. It can rather be assumed that if I as subject have the double

reflection process in me another subject must necessarily have it as well—provided

that we do not assume strict solipsism.

Subjectivity should therefore be divided into the situation of I, that of not-I

(you), and that of the object, whereby the understanding of “you” must be seen as

an infinite multitude of “I’s” if misunderstanding is to be avoided.85 “I am neither

the other that I encounter as impenetrable and dead, nor am I the other than I

encounter as transparent and alive, since it is not my life.”86 This point is crucial to

80 See Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 100 and 176–79.

81 See ibid., 221–26. “At the beginning of the nineteenth century it was simply not humanly pos-

sible to do things better than they were accomplished in Hegel’s works.” Ibid., 226.

82 See ibid., 11.

83 Hegel, The Science of Logic (see note 73), 351 (11.255).

84 Ibid., 352 (11.256).

85 See Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 53–66.

86 Ibid., 104.
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Günther’s metaphysics, seen all other descriptions and conclusions set out from

it. It is also closely connected to the passage that Bauermeister identified as the

“most important” one in her copy of the book. Intersubjectivity would result in

a (transcendental) higher-order subject. Because we as subjects bear within us

the reflective identify described in relation to Hegel, and that makes the status

of the subject possible in the first place, there can be, according to Günther, no

generalization. We have no insight into the “alien” identity of reflection but must

assume that it exists, since the other subject would have to be categorized as an

object.Günther argues that this happens inKant,whodoes not distinguish between

objects and other subjects, since for him both are unattainable things,which results

in an equation of everything outside of one’s own reason.87 In a later essay Günther

attempts to get closer to the thought process with the metaphor of the “space of

consciousness”: Every individual is a self-contained world, and there exist many of

them.88 Two “space of consciousness,” that is, too subjects, can meet and in each

an individual chain of reflection takes place that the other cannot see. If the two

subjects turn to an object, they form a “compound contexture” which “has a higher

logical complexity” then when only the two-valued separation of subject and object

dominates.89

Because theoretically any subject could experience this situationwith any other,

and this is also possible in turn with any object, there must be “infinitely many on-

tological places.”90This description cannot be resolved because the different reflec-

tion processes must necessarily remain opaque: “The reflective difference between

‘for oneself ’ and ‘for us’ remains unexplained.”91 This should not be confused with

an “understanding” between two subjects about what they see, because Günther is

operating in metaphysics and its axioms, so that epistemological questions about

the structures of our thinking and the conditions of reflection that we must have

are always intended. What follows from additional processes of reflection in sub-

jects other than oneself is the challenge of the principle of the excluded third. For

another subject—a you—performs the same processes as I as subject and cannot

therefore be understood as mere object. Günther therefore sometimes also speaks

of a “second-order object,” which subjects become when they integrate one another

into a situation.92 In the case of the excluded third,however, it is impossible for such

a “second-order object” to be integrated into the reflection process as well, because

87 See Günther, “Logistischer Grundriss und Intro-Semantik” (see note 49), 2–4.

88 Günther, “Die Theorie der ‘mehrwertigen’ Logik” (see note 5), 191.

89 Ibid., 192.

90 Ibid., 199.

91 Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 341.

92 See ibid., 83.
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it can only consist of a positivity and the negation to be contrastedwith it, there is no

room there for a second (autonomous) negation that would mean a third predicate.

“The you is not an I-like object either. Since when I make myself my own object

in reflection, I do not yet become the you. The you is therefore neither a simple

object nor is it no more than the I turned into the object of reflection. It is rather

a third, which is excluded from the two-valued structure on principle.”93

This relaxed exclusion represents a challenge to the axioms of logic and is closely

connected to another principle, namely, that of sufficient reason. It is not sufficient

to distinguish our own thinking from the positive entity so that we form an oppo-

site pole to it.Theother subjects, the “second-order objects,” are also a reason,which

is, however, structured differently. Subjects literally force their existence upon us,

since they are “equipped with autonomous thought processes” that “we must parry

in our own reflection.”94 If we have a sufficient reason to distinguish ourselves from

objects, theremust be an extended one to create themutual distinction of other sub-

jects, since they are a third and may not be unified with objects that lack reflective

determinations. It already follows from these descriptions that metaphysics based

on logic and all the certainties that we derive from it must be called into question.

This is,however,only thefirst step thatGünther takes,because the courseofdou-

ble reflection in every subject as formulated byHegel also leads tomany-valuedness.

The “most important thing” in Bauermeister’s copy of Günther’s Nicht-Aristotelische

Logik is the passage that a subject is “identity of reflection with the other.” Contrary

to initial appearance, there are two parts to this step that build on each other and

refer to Hegel’s logic:

“In this determination, it [reflection] is doubled. At one time it is as what is pre-

supposed, or the reflection into itself which is the immediate. At another time, it

is as the reflection negatively referring to itself; it refers itself to itself as to that

its non-being.”95

Günther summarizes this and other similar lines of thought in Hegel with the for-

mulation “reflection in itself of the reflection in itself and in others.”96When a sub-

ject refers to an object, it results in a first process of reflection in the subject that in-

corporates an “other” along with it. If this situation is reflected on yet again—what

Hegel described as negation of the negation—it results in a second “reflection in it-

self” that contains thefirstprocessof reflectionas its foundation.Thinkingno longer

93 Ibid., 277.

94 Ibid.

95 Hegel, The Science of Logic (see note 73), 348–49 (11.252–53).

96 Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 259.
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has a simple object as it does in two-valued logic; rather, it is assumed that the sub-

ject in the process of reflection is aware that it has in its thoughts an object identical

to itself and then reflects anew on that situation. The “double reflection in itself”

must theoretically take place in subject and objects; it is merely expressed differ-

ently in subjects, since they are capable of cognitive acts; nevertheless, for Günther

it is “the whole metaphysical world process itself.”97

The antithesis between subject and object that is a pillar of (two-valued) logic

repeats itself again in the subject itself. What follows from this identity of reflec-

tion is the renewed rejection of the principle of the excluded third, except that here

the third is found in the process of reflection itself and does not require another

subject. The second thing that joins the subject and the object is process of reflec-

tion that depends on thinking and is a “derivative.” Günther also develops from this

the challenge to the principle of identity. By means of “reflection in itself and in the

other,” the subject takes in to itself the object of thinking. If identity of reflection

results, that is, double reflection, the original object changes; the first process be-

comes a “‘merely’ thought one,” while the second process represents the thinking.98

In the process of thinking identity of being faces a challenge bymeans of identity of

reflection.

Both anomalies of two-valued logic that Günther—the recognition of the you

and identity of reflection—aspire to challenge the axiom of the (non)contradiction

that Aristotle calls the foundation of the others. The contradiction that something

is in a certain way and at the same time is not, because it can also be different,

becomes acceptable. This seems to be a conclusion behind Günther’s texts, but he

rathermerely suggests it and does not derive further conclusions from it. By reject-

ing the axioms, the “true” can now occur in “two forms”: “an ‘immediate’ one and

an ‘altered’ one.”99 “Aristotelian” and “counter-Aristotelian” exist at the same time by

means of double reflection in itself, and not only in one’s own subject but also in ev-

ery other. The process of reflection occurs individually in every subject without the

possibility of reciprocal insight. A simple exchange of two subjects on something

supposedly objective is thus no longer valid, since each of themruns through its own

reflection at the end of which stands a personalized knowledge. There is, however,

no indication that this process always proceeds the same way. Günther merely sees

it as given that the double negation in the subject can reinstate the “original pos-

itivity.”100 The process that proceeds solitarily in every subject creates a statement

that leads back from the identity of reflection to identity of being again: “The new

97 Ibid., 267.

98 Ibid., 348–51.

99 Ibid., 359.

100 Ibid., 382.
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values now serve not to relativize the difference between absolutely true and abso-

lutely false but rather to connect new two-valued contextures to the classical original

contexture.”101 This quotation, which is one of the few in which Günther permits a

conclusion thatderives frommany-valuedness is significant in twoaspects: First, for

him it is emphatically not about gradations to be located between the fixed points

of true and false that thus represent a gray zone; rather, it is about a situation that

goes beyond that. Second, the connection of new two-valued contextures does not

result in the subject-object dichotomy continuing to be thefinal authority.By reject-

ing the classical axioms, there is a multiple true and false, which can be traced back

tomany-valuedness. It may be concluded that one consequence of Günther’s theory

is that two equally valuable concepts of an object exist when two reflect on one and

the same object—even contradiction is possible.

2.3 A Trans-Aristotelian Type of Artist: The Many-Valued Aesthetic
of Needless Needles

One passage in Bauermeister’s sketchbook permits inferences about her under-

standing of Günther: “Two-valuedness does not grasp our being. Only three-

valuedness encompasses this idea.”102 This section transitions into the conclusion

that works of art are the “representation of an idea + the idea of a representation.

Not either-or but reciprocal.”103 By “idea” (Vorstellung) she means the identity of

reflection, that is, the process that occurs in every subject. What follows from reci-

procity is the transgression of bivalency in the artistic visualization. Bauermeister

calls it the “outer” or also “external being,” which one must try to depict, along

with “being” and “nonbeing,” in the work of art.104 All aspects relate to one another

equally and are the three-valuedness described by Günther.

Perhaps the first direct attempt to visualize it in Bauermeister’s oeuvre is the

small written passage in the work Gestalt zu Struktur (Form to Structure) of 1961

(fig. 6). This work is at the transition from Bauermeister’s abstract works to the

drawings with writing and the Lens Boxes. Written on the right side of the dia-

mond-shaped area in the center are the words “ja-nein-vielleicht-entweder oder

ausserdem” (yes-no-perhaps-either or moreover). This string of words is also one

of the first examples of writing in her art, although with Bauermeister one can

never rule out that the words were added by her quite some time after the work was

completed, since many examples of such later revisions can be found. Just two or

101 Günther, “Die Theorie der ‘mehrwertigen’ Logik” (see note 5), 192.

102 Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch/Quaderno” (see note 6), T12.

103 Ibid.

104 See ibid., T13.
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three years later, this had become the formula “yes,no,perhaps”; the transformation

into English as her main language took place with her move to New York.

Fig. 6: Gestalt zu Struktur (Detail), 1961, casein tempera and ink on canvas,

98.5 x 98.5 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.

Many-Valued External Being

The many-valuedness initiated with the introduction of a third value, “external

being,” is revealed in different ways. “Yes, no, perhaps” is found several times on the

Needless Needles Vol. 5 Lens Box, for example, on the left side beneath “academism.”

Here the words “sold out” have been added as well as “some perhaps still avail-

able”—this strategy of ironic commentary is omnipresent in Bauermeister’s work.

A certain predictability of specific themes is also commented on by the artist. For

example, in the lower right corner of the recession on a wooden sphere one reads:

“idea for next painting No Yes Perhaps.”The sequence undergoes a slight change to

point to the corset into which artists—including Bauermeister—force themselves

when they follow a style. The instruction on the right side of the Needless Needles

drawing— “Don’t obey me”— refers to a passage in Bauermeister’s sketchbook,

in which there are several instructions, one below the other, such as “Don’t use:

colors, forms, space, time, art, kitsch, nature,” which are affirmed again and again

with “Yes Sir!” The final instruction is “Don’t obey me!!,” which plunges the artist
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in the doubt of “Yes Sir, No? Sir?” and then transitions over into Günther’s many-

valuedness.105

Many-valued logic is thus also employed to avoid getting caught up unreflec-

tively in one’s own categories or at least to try to allude to them.The formula “1+1=3,”

with its emphasis on incorporating the excluded third, can also be found in her

works. On theNeedless Needles light sheet, “1+1=3 janein” (1+1=3 yesno) is written on a

canvas cutout in the right section of the center.The Lens Boxes contain “1+1=?3” on a

layer of glass, though the “3” is part of the Fibonacci sequence written vertically.The

light sheet and the light box also include the line “1+1≠1+1,” which can be regarded as

a simple rejection of the (prohibited) contradiction. Much like on the Lens Box, the

statement “don’t exclude metaphysics” is written on the Needless Needles drawing.

It need not be assumed that there is “no thinking free of metaphysics”;106 rather,

Bauermeister intends these lines for herself in order to continue to remain open to

this direction of thinking (as well).

“Yes,no,perhaps”and“1+1=3”are,however,merely signs ofmany-valued logic on

a first level that is the easiest to spot. Bauermeister’s “external being” is revealed in

very different ways that tally only in their motivation. Transformations of individ-

ual elements and networks between the works are the result of many-valuedness:

Each of the three works of Needless Needles contains the “same” elements of the nee-

dlemotifs but their formulationsdiffer.Thebasic constant “needle” transitions in the

drawing into distortions, sometimes with roots, or into the written word “Needle,”

and the light sheet is extended into the wooden installation along with drawn nee-

dles.TheLensBoxcontainsglued in sewingneedles anddrawn, transformedneedles

that evolve, for example, out of drawn seams; one also finds the written word “Nee-

dle.” Bauermeister shows that a simple element like a needle not only can take out a

numberof formsbut also carries themaround; theworkshave available a simultane-

ousmultiple perspectivity that ordinarily sets out froma single viewer’s standpoint.

They reveal the consequences of amany-valuedmetaphysics. Every needle, whether

written, drawn, glued on, or made of wood, is a logical form of the idea of “needle”

as an ontological object. All visualizations in her works have an equivalent reality

that concerns not only their materiality but also their form, which is “prior […] and

more truly existent”—their “essence.”107 From the perspective of many-valuedness,

this contradiction is possible; all of the elements can be viewed metaphysically as

equally “true.” The discussions of the Fibonacci series and the grid of the drawing

being influenced by the natural sciencesmake it clear that one aspect of Bauermeis-

105 See ibid., 64. The aforementioned first mention of Günther in Bauermeister’s sketchbook is

found here.

106 Armen Avanessian,Metaphysik zur Zeit (Leipzig: Merve, 2018), 46.

107 Aristotle,Metaphysics (see note 55), 317 and 125.
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ter’s work can never be viewed in isolation; many-valuedness is a basic constant in

her work.

The drawn, sewn, and reproduced patches are another example of transforma-

tion and networking: Although they can be found at least drawn in all three works,

the light sheet is strewn with embroidered seams. In addition to those that were al-

ready there at the moment of the finding, Bauermeister added a number of them.

Günther’s logic also explains the reflectionsof thepatches that aredistributedacross

the entire upper half of the work.The point of departure for them could be the dark,

nearly squarepatch in theupper thirdof thework towhich is attachedanearly semi-

circular fabric cutout on the right. On the bottom, a somewhat larger square with

a white, oval piece of canvas sewn on and, to the right of it, a patch that is the mir-

roring of the piece of canvas. From this combination of patches, Bauermeister used

needle and thread toadd theoutlines to thebedsheet.On theupper edgeof thework,

for example, a partial outline of the dark, square patch and the cutout on the right

loom into the work. The outline reaches almost to the two “original patches” and

is rotated several degrees. Copies of these two patches, rotated about 270 degrees,

are embroidered at bottom left, where the outline leads through the patches with

the square piece of canvas and the white one. Another mirror starts from the two

oval cutouts of the group of patches; their clipped contours loom in below it on the

right. This strategy of reflections and shifted arrangements of embroidered copies

of patches can also be described for the central group of patches on the lower third of

the light sheet; the overall effect is similar to that of the needles; it clarifies a many-

valuedness as equivalency of the individual parts.Accordingly,none of the patches is

the starting point; all of them can be seen as equals, with no prototype and no copy.

In this polycontextual perspective, the simultaneity of the appearance is significant;

the work offers several “insights” simultaneously.

In the Lens Box, parts of the patches of the light sheet are inserted into the back-

ground of the recession in the form of photographic reproductions in order to il-

lustrate another level of networking and possible many-valued forms. In the upper

right corner of the Lens Box, parts of the upper left corner of the light sheet can be

seen. This middle passage, which consists of nested, circular canvas cutouts, also

forms the center of the recession of the Lens Box. To that end Bauermeister used

enlarged details of photographs that had been taken for her first exhibition catalog

at the Galeria Bonino in 1964.108 That also explains the different perspective of the

reproduction and hence also the background of the Lens Box. In order to develop

the transformation further, Bauermeister sketched lines on the layers of glass as if

they were the outline seams of the light sheet or as if the reproduced patches were

“sewn on” by lines. Because the lines are drawn on the layers of glass, however, the

movement of the viewer results in a minimal shift vis-à-vis the “real” embroidered

108 See Paintings and Constructions 1964 (see note 18), n.p.
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lines that are reproduced here—in this way the transformations of the individual el-

ements are pushed further and further. The next level of intricacy results from the

use of lenses, which add a level of distortion to the existing complexity.The type of

lens is crucial here—whereas the convexones enlarge, the concaveones reduce—and

the viewer’s angle andmovement.TheNeedlessNeedles drawing also takes up the dis-

tortion, but does so in a way specific to themedium. For example, the lower left cor-

ner shows not only needles and the suggestion of sewn lines but also circular forms

with distorted elements that seem to evoke a lens. In addition to convex and concave

effects that can be seen throughout the drawing, this section at lower left contains a

distortion as if the act of viewing were captured in the process of changing.

The goal is to create a great diversity of elements that build on networking and

transformation that despite the contradiction in their appearance are not mutually

exclusive but rather, viewedmetaphysically, logical.Thevariety of visualizations cor-

responds to the potentially infinite complexity ofmany-valued reflection.According

toGünther, identity of reflectionproducesa reflectiveobject,“an imageof reflection”

on a “level of the object.”109This is literally the case in Bauermeister’s work: themany

images of reflection are concretized in herworks of art and then, for example, influ-

ence one another through their spatial proximity,whichmakes them come together

again in the viewing.Here too,moreover, the lenses are crucial: on another level they

illustrate the identity of reflection for the viewers since they make impossible a re-

ception that would be static and potentially always the same.

Of the numerous other elements in theNeedlessNeedlesworks forwhich a similar

status could be described, one stands out in particular:Thework “Holy Bible Edition

Redigue” is contained in the light sheet and in the light boxbutwasnever realized. In

the light sheet it isdrawingon thebackof a squarepieceof canvas that is simply sewn

on to an edge and for that reason looms forward into the room. It is labeled “Holy

Bible edition rediguées”anddated 1963, andanopenedbook is drawnabove it. In the

Lens Box the title is written on the left of the recession, here as “Holy Bible redition

edigué” and directly followed by the question: “how is that spelled?” In addition, the

title shines through the opened page 5 in mirror writing. If it were possible to turn

back the illusionistically drawn three pages of the Lens Box, the page in the middle

would cover the recession but expose the work “Volum:1 ‘Holy Bible edition redigué

1964.”Themany allusions to thework of art continue in the catalog of Bauermeister’s

first solo exhibition inNewYork; here number 7 in the list of exhibitedworks is titled

“Holy Bible edition Redigue” of 1964, but its size is not indicated in centimeters, as is

the casewith the otherworks, but given as “different sizes.”110 It is not possible to say

with certainty whether she originally planned to execute the work, or whether these

were supposed to remain symbolical; both are possible in Bauermeister’s approach.

109 Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 335.

110 See Paintings and Constructions 1964 (see note 18), n.p.
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The revised edition of the Bible at least has the status of an autonomous work of art

in the exhibition catalog and is inserted in various sizes in the light sheet and light

box.

First, it becomes clear that the networks between the works can also exist on

extended levels, not just with the themes specific to the work. Second, this now re-

veals a new level of many-valuedness: not only can individual elements be changed

by identity of reflectionwithin awork and yet have an identity of being that remains

the same. But (planned) works of art like the “Holy Bible Edition Redigue” can go

through this process, but they need not exist independently to do so but can be just a

concept.Withher own interpretation and continuationofmany-valued logicBauer-

meister creates a personalized aesthetic; the understanding of the term “aesthetic”

used here is crucial to this: “The real must be fictionalized in order to be thought.”111

An Aesthetic Concept of Many-Valuedness

Twocomponents seem indispensable todescribe amany-valuedaesthetic forBauer-

meister’s artworks: First, recognizing objects as works of art so that the meaning

derived from it experiences a fictionalization; second, viewers proceed by identify-

ing within the conglomerates of signs, constructing their own interpretations ac-

cordingly. Works of art have the ability to illustrate a philosophical, metaphysical

model as a speculativemetaphor, because they can be active conveyors of contradic-

tions—researching activity in the aesthetic can “thanks to their inherent contradic-

tion illuminate something which cannot otherwise be asserted.”112 The recipients’

own individual interpretation is necessary since a large number of subjective per-

spectives is one of the conditions for conceiving many-valuedness. A large majority

of these qualities can be determined with the art theory of Jacques Rancière and his

discussion of aesthetics.

In thewidely ramified discourse of aesthetics, Rancière adopts several indepen-

dent positions.The evolution of art since antiquity is for him tied to three “regimes”:

In the “ethical regime,” which can be largely traced back to Plato’s philosophy, the

way of being of images corresponds directly to theway of being of individuals and of

society.113 Accordingly, the “poetic” or “representative” regime is determinant; it be-

ginswith Aristotle and in hisworkmimesis becomes the determining factor: it gives

the arts autonomy in their own field.114 The “aesthetic regime” follows as the third,

111 JacquesRancière, ThePolitics ofAesthetics: TheDistribution of the Sensible, trans. Gabriel Rockhill

(London, UK: Bloomsbury Academic, 2013), 34.

112 See Silvia Henke et al., Manifesto of Artistic Research: A Defense against Its Advocates (Zurich:

Diaphanes, 2020), 49.

113 Rancière, Politics of Aesthetics (see note 111), 16–17.

114 See ibid., 17–18.
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beginning in the early nineteenth century and lasting into our present.115 Works of

art have a specific way of sensible being; they are no longer tied to mimesis; rather,

their identification as objects of art is the active achievement of the spectator; Ran-

cière calls this “aesthetics.”116 His use of the word “sensible” should not be confused

with a sensory experience or visual perception.The“distribution of the sensible” that

occurs bymeans of aesthetics is the production of “sense,”which is created by a com-

munity when it arrives at amediated distribution of phenomena.117 Here Rancière’s

theory of aesthetics is tied to his view of “dissensus.” People share the work of inter-

preting their shared world or when redistributing sense. “Dissensus” is temporary

nonagreement that resultswhen two individuals or groupsmeet andnegotiate com-

monalities.118

For the French philosopher, the concept of aesthetics is tied to an active trans-

action of individuals whomake determinations and only thereby produce the sense

that would not exist without these processes. Rancière is thus distancing himself

from the discipline of aesthetics as conceived by Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten,

who made the perceiving subjects and the “perfection” of their sensory experiences

the center of his theory.119TheGreek term “aisthesis” is also less important for Ran-

115 See ibid., 18–19.

116 Jacques Rancière, Aesthetics and Its Discontents, trans. Steven Corcoran (Cambridge, UK; Mal-

den, MA: Polity, 2009), 8.

117 Jacques Rancière, interviewed by Jan Völker and Frank Ruda, “Politique de l’indétermination

esthétique,” in Jacques Rancière et la politique de l’esthétique, ed. Jérôme Game and Aliocha

Wald Lasowski (Paris: Éditions des Archives Contemporaines, 2009), 157–75, esp. pp. 159–60.

118 This status of two “heterogeneous processes” is described by Rancière as “politics”; Jacques

Rancière, Disagreement: Politics and Philosophy, trans. Julie Rose (Minneapolis: University of

Minnesota Press, 1999), 30.

119 See Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten, Ästhetik, vol. 1 (1750), ed. Dagmar Mirbach (Hamburg

2007), 521. Rancière does not do historical work on the discourse of aesthetics but merely

employs eclectically several elements; he starts out from his understanding of the word as

a kind of container that can be filled with various set pieces. This is surprising insofar as

he engaged more with the writings of Aristotle when developing his concept of politics,

so there he certainly worked with a fixed point of political theory. His division of art into

“regimes” also seem ahistorical, since it unifies all genres, epochs, and forms of media. It is

even conceivable that instead of “aesthetics” he could choose another term; for example, he

would write about an “epistemology” of art as its active identification. The close association

of the term “aesthetics” with art, the multitude of associated interpretations, and its “rela-

tive” openness probably motivated Rancière to operate with this word as well. For a survey

of the discourse on aesthetics, see Norbert Schneider, Geschichte der Ästhetik von der Aufklä-

rung bis zur Postmoderne (Stuttgart: Reclam, 1996). On the complex, changing history of this

this discourse in the field of art history, see Peter Bexte, “Anmerkungen zum Verhältnis von

Ästhetik und Kunstgeschichte,” inDenken undDisziplin:Workshop der DeutschenGesellschaft für

Ästhetik, ed. Juliane Rebentisch, 2017, http://www.dgae.de/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/dg

aeX_dud_bexte.pdf (accessed April 21, 2020). One specific quality of Rancière’s concept of
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cière; inhispublicationof thatnamehespeaksof a“modeof experience” for art in the

past two centuries.120 With his statements he positions himself contrary to a num-

ber of trends in aesthetics that have emerged in various forms since Baumgarten.

“Aesthetics […] denotes neither art theory in general nor a theory thatwould con-

sign art to its effects on sensibility.Aesthetics refers to a specific regime for identify-

ing and reflecting on the arts.”121 In Rancière’s view, this ordering effect is initiated

by recipients whom he calls “spectators”: When they encounter an object, they not

only have to turn it into aworkof art but, in the “role of active interpreters,” truly “de-

velop their own translation.”122 The work of art is introduced into a field of tension

that opens up between the artist and the “emancipated spectator.” Only that leads

to the situation in which independent interpretations and the working out of sense

canoccur.Accordingly, artisticworks are a “third thing,” inwhichno“uniform trans-

mission,” that is, the introduced intentions, is automatically evoked. According to

Rancière, thework of art excludes any identity “of cause and effect.”123 In Kant’s aes-

thetics, too, awareness is assumed for the identification of art: “art can only be called

beautiful if we are aware that it is art.”124 In his view, however, the determination

must be made independently of nature and should produce an unintentional, dis-

aesthetics, and the reason it is used in what follows, is his view that each spectator is en-

titled to his or her own interpretation in order to work out the “sense” of it. This counter-

acts a potential finitude of interpretation, a determination that is crucial to many-valued

logic. Rancière’s cannot be reconciled with the discourse on the “aesthetics of perception,”

in which the qualities of experience define the work of art; see Stefan Deines, Jasper Lip-

tow, and Martin Seel, eds., Kunst und Erfahrung: Beiträge zu einer philosophischen Kontroverse

(Berlin: Suhrkamp, 2013).

120 See Jacques Rancière, Aisthesis: Scenes from the Aesthetic Regime of Art, trans. Zakir Paul (Lon-

don: Verso, 2013), ix–xvi, esp. x. Aristotle frames it in a more specific contest as an epistemic

mode of perception; see Aristotle, On the Soul, in On the Soul, Parva Naturalia, On Breath,

trans. W. S. Hett (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1935), 8–203, esp. 103. On the

Aristotelian theory of the senses, see Wolfgang Welsch, Aisthesis: Grundzüge und Perspektive

der Aristotelischen Sinneslehre (Stuttgart: Klett-Cotta, 1987). For an attempt to describe Aris-

totelian aisthesis as aesthetics, see Peter Mahr, “Das Metaxy der Aisthesis: Aristoteles’ ‘De

anima’ als eine Ästhetik mit Bezug zu den Medien,” Wiener Jahrbuch für Philosophie, no. 35

(2003): 25–58.

121 Rancière, The Politics of Aesthetics (see note 111), 4.

122 See Jacques Rancière, The Emancipated Spectator, trans. Gregory Elliott (London: Verso, 2009),

22. Or as Rancière expresses it elsewhere: “everything that exists is always a construction or a

configuration of the sensual.” Jacques Rancière and Peter Engelmann, Politics and Aesthetics,

trans. Wieland Hoban (Cambridge: Polity, 2019), 65.

123 Rancière, The Emancipated Spectator (see note 122), 15.

124 Immanuel Kant, Critique of the Power of Judgment, ed. Paul Guyer, trans. Paul Guyer and Eric

Matthews (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 185.
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interested purposiveness.The “beauty of art” is tied to themovements in reason and

their categories, because it is considered a “beautiful representation of a thing.”125

What happens in Rancière can be called “fictionalization”: “testimony and fic-

tion” constantly get closer in the twofold movement of identification and interpre-

tation; they “come under the same regime of meaning.”126 Works of art—and for

Rancière in particular the image—can express more with their “silent speech” than

is possible in a discourse.127 For him, the transfer occurs not in the sense that there

is an active statement of a work of art that need only be received by the spectators;

thatwould contradict their role.Nor is it the case for Rancière that an interpretation

is intrinsically tied to an artistic work or that the latter is fitted out with ideas. The

“pensive image”he describesmerely evokes a previously unthought thought in us.128

Themarginalization of the sensible, as the influence of external factors on our sen-

sory experience, is not resolved according toRancière. Itmay be that it does not hap-

pen to avoid a double coding and to be able to pursue rigorously his interpretation

of art’s “creation of sense.” Hegel’s statement that a work of art contains additional

means that do not show themselves “within the immediate appearance,” so that one

must always assume a connection of sense and the sensible, can nonetheless be the

basis for this.129

To understand Bauermeister’s many-valued aesthetics, Rancière’s approach

needs to be extended, since the production of meaning in works of art must have

an intrinsically epistemic force in order to participate in the metaphysical. Dieter

Mersch describes this episteme as “reflexive knowledge” of the arts.130 It is the

opportunity to make statements with works of art that need not be discursive and

are not bound by scientific truth conditions but rather open up a way of imparting

knowledge that has an independent, equally valuablemode: “But artistic knowledge

is neither prereflexive nor prelinguistic, it is simply unsayable. Rather it is just as

presentable as it is reflexive.”131The statements of works of art arrive “unexpectedly”

or in a “flash of inspiration”; moreover, the “singular paradigms” do not refute each

other; instead, with each work a new, equivalently valid statement is made that can

be experienced in it.132 The individual elements in the work of art form the context

in which one can proceed by identifying.

125 See ibid., 189.

126 See Rancière, The Politics of Aesthetics (see note 111), 34.

127 Jacques Rancière, “The Future of the Image,” in Rancière, The Future of the Image, trans. Gre-

gory Elliott (London: Verso, 2007), 1–31, esp. 13.

128 See Rancière, The Emancipated Spectator (see note 122), 107.

129 GeorgWilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Introductory Lectures on Aesthetics, ed. Michael Inwood, trans.

Bernard Bosanquet (London: Penguin, 1993), 23.

130 Dieter Mersch, Epistemologies of Aesthetics, trans. Laura Radosh (Zurich: Diaphanes, 2015), 30.

131 Ibid., 42–43.

132 See ibid., 53 and 137.
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The three works that represent the origin of the Needless Needles group have the

opportunity to make statements individually and in combination because they are

works of art.With them ameaning is produced that cannot appear elsewhere to the

samedegree and ismoreover a “reframingofmaterial and symbolic space.”133On the

first level amany-valuedmeaning inNeedlessNeedles is visualized butwhat emerges,

because art has the potential to take things further, is a “structural metaphoriza-

tion.”134 Bauermeister’s works of art do not illustrate Günther’s philosophy; it is

rather an active appropriation of a concept in order to derive from it compositional

principles for her own art, which are then—in combination with other theoretical

positions—a continuation of many-valued logic. It is crucial to this not only that

objects must be defined as works of art but that this identification is based on a

subjective and fictional meaning: “She [the emancipated spectator] composes her

own poemwith the elements of the poem before her.”135

Many-Valued Aesthetic

Thismakes it clear why it was necessary to connect amany-valued aesthetic to Ran-

cière’s theories.The active identification of objects as works of art takes place sepa-

rately in each subject; the “creation” of a work of art connects separated processes of

reflection that undermine the principle of the excluded third. Bauermeister’s aes-

thetic of “external being” first requires for many-valuedness the reflection of two

subjects each of whom is permitted to have an individual interpretation.This is the

case on a first level with Rancière’s aesthetics: every subject performs its own act

of interpretation that is granted equivalent significance by the “equality of intelli-

gence.”136 Günther achieves an extension of the axioms according to a logical defini-

tion already with the implementation of a second subject in the situation of reflec-

tion: it is the secondorpotentially infinite subjectwhat is indispensable toRancière’s

aesthetics.

In this view, there is a second level, since for Rancière thework of art is the “third

thing,” which stands between the recipient and the artist. In his interpretation he

refers not to the principles of logic according to Aristotle, and such a reinterpreta-

tion would not be productive. Crucial are simply the parallels in the intention of un-

dermining existing dualisms by introducing a third, independent value. If the work

of art is interpreted as a third, following Rancière, this leads to the extension of a

133 See Rancière, Aesthetics and Its Discontents (see note 116), 24.

134 See Umberto Eco, The OpenWork, trans. Anna Cancogni (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University

Press, 1989), 88.

135 Rancière, Emancipated Spectator (see note 122), 13.

136 See Jacques Rancière, The Ignorant Schoolmaster: Five Lessons in Intellectual Emancipation, trans.

Kristin Ross (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1991), 38.
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many-valued aesthetics: not only do two subjects and an object (thework of art) per-

mit contradictions and the rejection of identity but in the situation of artist and re-

cipient the work of art becomes the included (excluded) third.

Especially in her Lens Boxes, but also in her drawings, Stone Pictures, and ma-

terial paintings, Bauermeister drew or glued-on portraits of herself or of details,

such as her hand or her eyes.137 The audience encounters when viewing the visu-

alized subject of the artist, who is often depicted while working, and the object. In

this situation it is not crucialwhether a second subject is reflecting at the same time,

since it already contains three values. In the triad of artist, viewer, and work of art,

all three can be considered a third excluded by the others, but none of them can be

left out by them.InGünther’swork, the stepof identity of reflection follows; through

it the logical contradiction becomes ametaphysical fact. As soon as a subject reflects

on an object, the object changes in the renewed reflection.What is crucial about the

description of identity of reflection is that there are other entities with the potential

to reflect to establish “three metaphysical roots.”138

Bauermeister’s many-valued aesthetics, which is immanently executed in her

works, participates in the identity of reflection and the introduction of several logi-

cal values that are not substitutable. Both things “reveal” themselves, since they are

composed of elements that are transformedby reflection. In herworks the phases of

the rejection of the axioms described by Günther are not clearly identifiable; rather,

various elements of the book are bundled and illustrated. In the work of art some-

thingmetaphysically impossible happens on ametaphorical level: the simultaneous

visualization of different acts of reflection.ForRancièreworks of art are the only ob-

jectswith sufficient potential to do that: “It [art] is the transcription of an experience

of the heteronomy of Life with respect to the human.”139The (illustrated) production

of reality in works of art and by means of its networks is the production of the syn-

thesis of disparate processes—the immeasurable multitude of possible reflections

crystallizes in an object.

Many-Valued Aesthetics by means of the Identity of Reflection of the Object

It has already been pointed out that in Günther’s view the identity of reflection in

the subject and objectmust occur, because it is ametaphysical constant; theGerman

philosopher sees this as given only in subjects, however. He orients himself around

the Kantian separation of subject and object, whereby the excess of reflection lies

on the side of the individual. In Bauermeister’s work, an extension follows here: the

137 See section 6.2.

138 Günther, Idee und Grundriss (see note 1), 91.

139 Jacques Rancière, Dissensus: On Politics and Aesthetics, trans. Steven Corcoran (London: Con-

tinuum, 2010), 181.
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intrinsic process of a “double reflection in itself” shifts, so that it can also come from

the object.This shift into theworks of the artwill be describedhere as the “identity of

reflection of the object” and joins themany-valuedness or identity of reflection pre-

sented by Günther.The identity of reflection of the object—that is to say, the double

reflection of elements within the artistic work—occurs when a work of art incorpo-

rates an object that already represents the first level of reflection and then reflects

on it again through transformation, distortion, or commentary.

Bauermeister’s Lens Boxes are full of such processes.They occur inminiature on

seemingly very basic levels, for example, to the right of the recession inNeedless Nee-

dles Vol. 5: Here the canvas-stretched frame shows two semicircular, brown shadows

that stand out against the gray background. Each has a drawn arrow pointing at it

above which the word “screw” is written.This tiny detail represents the integration

of an extrapictorial object—namely, a screw on the back of the frame,which was in-

tended to stabilize the Lens Box but here penetrates into the picture’s ground.This

results in a tautological commentary on what can be seen there in order to secure

the detail’s status as art.Without this renewed reflection, the first integration—the

visible imprint of the screw—might be considered a mistake.

In addition to such miniature events there are also “more obvious” examples of

this kind of reflection.That is the case with the reproduction of the middle section

with circular canvas cutouts of the Needless Needles light sheet that is glued to the

background of the Lens Box and then transformed by lenses or by lines drawn later.

Thismanner of integrating her own artistic works bymeans of photographic repro-

ductions, drawing, or written title and then commenting on them again is a com-

mon motif in Bauermeister’s work.140 The situation in which the “double reflection

in itself” within the object is reflected on again can also occur.Not only is the repro-

duced section of the light sheet in the Lens Box transformed by lenses but one can

also read “foto canvas” on one of the panes of glass. This indicates that the pieces

of canvas are first photographed and then inserted into the Lens Box, then they are

transformedby lines and lenses,andfinally thatwhich canbe seen is commentedon.

The renewed reflection on the identity of reflection of the object shows that many-

valued aesthetics is not a strict separation of three levels, but neither should it be

interpreted as a sequence.

The extension by a third value—whether that of two viewers or the trinity of art-

work, viewer, and artist—is just as necessary as the process of double reflection in

the subject and in the object. All processes run parallel in the works of art, which

therefore produce not a “true-false dichotomy” but rather a “conjunctionality.”141 Its

140 This approach and the conclusions drawn from it are discussed further in section 6.1 using

the Lens Boxes Square Tree and Square Tree Commentary as examples.

141 Mersch, Epistemologies of Aesthetics (see note 130), 46. Umberto Eco had already pointed out

in a different context that works of art challenge classical metaphysics: “Informal art calls
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status as art does not demand the articulation of provable hypotheses, which is why

the Needless Needles works are able to unite in themselves various many-valued pro-

cesses and extend them.Theoverlappingofmetaphysical processes in theworks and

the challenges of viewing themwere also described repeatedly in contemporaneous

art criticism.142

The identity of reflection of the object gives works of art an agency that Günther

would not have attributed to an object. In Bauermeister’s work, it becomes evident

because works of art contain manifold simultaneity. Not only are situations shown

in the works that cannot be visualized in their juxtaposition, but the individual ele-

ments seem to circulate between the works and influence each other mutually with

a dynamic of their own. Bauermeister noted in her sketchbook accordingly: “Every-

thing is what it is but can also be changed completely by the thing to which it has

been related.”143 A shift of the double reflection into the work of art itself was never

discussed in detail by Bauermeister in her writings; here again it is the events im-

manent to her art that suggest it as well as the texts she read as a young artist.

The identity of reflection of the object may have derived from Bauermeister’s

study of the British philosopher and mathematician Alfred North Whitehead, es-

pecially from his “cosmology,” which he outlines in Process and Reality: Whitehead

argues for taking one’s own subject as the starting point, which in principle unites

him with Günther, and abandoning “subject-predicate forms of thought” in meta-

physical study.144Withhis concept of “actual entities,”which are considered thefinal

andmost elemental entities, the British philosopher is transitioning into a situation

inwhich all phenomena are treated equally. Every actual entity consists of countless

others and therefore has an unlimited potential for being interpreted. They are all

engaged in a process of becoming and heterogeneous individuality: “No two actual

entities [can] originate from an identical universe; though the difference between

the two universes only consists in some actual entities.”145 Not only are the entities

radically different from one another, but from that quality follows, first, that every

actual entity can influence every other, therefore adding or removing one results in

into question the principle of causality, two-valued logics, univocal relationships, and the

principle of contradiction.” Eco, The Open Work (see note 134), 87.

142 See Emily Genauer, “Mary Bauermeister,” New York Herald Tribune (April 17, 1965). The art

critic John Gruen aptly noted with regarded to Bauermeister’s works: “It is a case of drown-

ing in one’s own metaphysics.” John Gruen, “Mary Bauermeister,” New York Magazine 3, no.

18 (May 4, 1970): 58.

143 Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch/Quaderno” (see note 6), T9.

144 Alfred North Whitehead, Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology; Gifford Lectures Delivered

in the University of Edinburgh during the Session 1927–28 (New York: Macmillan, 1929), 34–38.

145 Whitehead, Process and Reality (see note 144), 44. Each of the actual entities is in its own

universe so that completely new universes result when their combination is changed.
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a completely new situation that requires a different interpretation. Second,White-

head describes the connectedness of actual entities to one another: in it all elements

have adopted a position that knows no exclusion.146

If Whitehead’s actual entities are included, performativity is no longer limited

to subjects’ activity of reflection: One example would be the detail in the lower right

corner of the Needless Needles light sheet. Here a thread embroidered into the bed-

sheet leads to a canvas cutout and transitions into the drawn seams andneedles into

which a “real” thread is threaded. As soon as the seam transitions back into the bed-

sheet, the thread again transforms into an embroidered one. In this constellation,

following Whitehead, every element should be viewed as an actual entity, and they

would influence one another. Connected with the reflection of the object, the real

thread undergoes via renewed reflection a transformation into the drawn one. It is

suggested,moreover, that the needles used to sew are included.They too have, how-

ever, already been transformed into drawn ones—only the real thread is still in the

eye.The (many-valued) contradiction is revealed by the object.

Seen metaphysically, it is impossible for a subject to visualize this plurality si-

multaneously, which is why the object takes over themetaphorical substitution. Af-

ter reading Günther with Whitehead in mind, Bauermeister’s intentions seem to

extend the potential she illustrated in her compositions to the object level (as well).

This is in keeping with the artist’s approach, since the effort to remain always un-

dogmatic leads to the hybridization of philosophies. Furthermore, by harmonizing

the actual entities it is possible to focus more on the conjunction of the elements in

the works and the fragile equilibrium among them. Adding an object changes the

whole composition. In theNeedlessNeedles Vol. 5 Lens Box, for example, several small

stones are glued on top of one another and then inserted into the recession on one of

the layers of glass.Around thepiles of stonesBauermeister drewcircles that look like

the outlines of more stones, and written next to them are the words “Stein” (stone)

and “St. Pierre.”The latter is a compound of an abbreviation of “Stein” or “stone” and

the Frenchword for stone: “pierre.” At the same time, it is a pun on Saint Peter, or St.

Pierre in French. The artist is behind all of her compositional decisions, of course,

but they were made in an effort to realize a “trans-Aristotelianism,” which in turn

takes its own forms in the works of art, since the distortions of the lenses and the

proximity of the elements to one another create new (many-valued) connections.

The elements can be viewed individually as well as in a group, which means that

they have the opportunity to influence one another. In this speculative situation the

(drawn) outlines can exist first, then small stone towers grow out of several of them

and ultimately result in trilingual combinations of words. In the identity reflection

of the object this scenario makes sense metaphysically. It is an occurrence that can

146 Whitehead, Process and Reality (see note 144), 72–73.
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have recourse to the potentiality of actual entities and adds another layer to many-

valued aesthetics.

As already stated, Bauermeister’s strategies cannot be separated.The three lev-

els—the extension to a third, the double reflection in the subject, and the double

reflection in the object—are not mutually exclusive; rather, they are intertwined in

the work of art. Depending on the nature of the microevents in her works and her

approach,different strategies stand out; only together,however, can they decode the

muddled situations of reciprocal reference, transformations, networks, and met-

alevels. For that reason, the three many-valued approaches cannot be sharply dis-

tinguished because Bauermeister’s works are not ametaphysical treatise.The intro-

duction of a “non-Aristotelian logic” into her compositions is, however, of a funda-

mental nature that can be described as a foundation of her artistic procedure. Her

general doubt about bivalency turns her into a “trans-Aristotelian type of human

being and artist”—this leads to reflection on the object and networking. One ques-

tion that inevitably raises iswhether inattempting to escapebivalencyBauermeister

crates a new (many-valued) dogma.We will continue to look at that in the chapters

that follow, but it can already be seen that Bauermeister tries to avoid that danger by

introducing her own subject into her works and thus making it available. The goal

of her strategy of “anything anywhere always anyway all things involved in all other

things” is to postpone as long as possible any potential limitation.147

In a publication coauthored with Bertrand Russell—another book on the young

artist’s reading list—Whitehead defined the “complex object.”148The complex object

consists of parts that are connected to one another: “Broadly speaking, a complex is

anything which occurs in the universe and is not simple.”149 This passage suggests

a view that, following Deleuze and Guattari, can be called an assemblage and has

had a renewed boom in theoretical treatises in recent years. “Heterogeneous ele-

ments” are brought together in an assemblage and held together by “consistency”;

147 This quotation was the working title for a third solo exhibition at the Galeria Bonino in

New York, which was held from February 7 to March 4, 1967: Bauermeister: paintings and con-

structions, exh. cat. (New York: Galeria Bonino, 1967), n.p. The title can be found in Bauer-

meister’s sketchbook from this period: Mary Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch, 1965–67, USA,”

unpublished source, paginated by the artist, p. 11. The radical inclusivity in her works is

one reason why Kerstin Skrobanek sees the roots of Bauermeister’s art in the European

avant-gardes, for example, in the Merz collages of Kurt Schwitters; see Skrobanek, “‘Die

Jacke Kunst weiter dehnen’” (see note 26), 19. The Dadaists’ approach to found materials

influenced Bauermeister, as she herself repeated confirmed in statements. Nevertheless,

these discussions of many-valuedness should have made it clear that Bauermeister was

pursuing other intentions.

148 Alfred North Whitehead and Bertrand Russell, Principia Mathematica, vol. 1 (Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 1910), 45.

149 Whitehead and Russell, Principia Mathematica (see note 148), 47.
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it creates “coexistence” and “succession.”150The situation in which various forces si-

multaneously affect connections will be made fruitful for Bauermeister’s strategies

later, alongwith extensions of the concept of the assemblage.This is related tomore

recentphilosophies, suchasNewMaterialism.Thisposition is echoed ina later essay

by Günther in which he addresses his theory of polycontextuality:

“In a poly-contextural Universe we do not have to consider Life as an element

totally alien to inanimate matter, because matter in itself already contains the

seeds of Life in its dialectical contraposition of Being and Nihility.”151

In Günther’s work polycontextuality evolved out of his research into many-valued-

ness and cybernetics and suggests an extension of the understanding of the object

or thematerial thatwas still unimaginable in his outline for “trans-Aristotelianism.”

I have concentrated onmore recent philosophical studies to avoid sticking solely

to sources that Bauermeister read at some point in her career. This provides a ba-

sic framework that offers insight into her initially inscrutable oeuvre and her com-

positions. But because works of art cannot be traced back exclusively to the artist’s

intentions, as Rancière already makes clear in his discussion of the “third,” we can-

not restrict ourselves to interpretingBauermeister’s specific sources. From the early

1960s onward,herdiscourse evolved,which iswhy theLensBoxes, light sheets, stone

works, andmaterial works exist in an expanded resonating chamber.Working with

the artist’s historical sources and concepts is just as important as integrating more

recent scholarship.

Because the theory of many-valuedness may be considered a basic constant in

Bauermeister’s oeuvre, however, it has to be continually cited and will be discussed

in the detailed descriptions of theworks.What followswill focusmore on individual

aspects of various works by Bauermeister, though it will also return to the Needless

Needles series. In the next chapter the focus of the analysis will shift to the period in

Bauermeister’s oeuvre that predatesmany-valued logic.That look at several stations

of her early work is intended to illustrate the strategies she pursued in her German

period and in the context of the postwar avant-garde of Europe. It will shed light on

the combination principle on which her work is based that led tomany-valuedness.

This helps us to understand the connections that are constituent of the evolution of

Bauermeister’s oeuvre.

150 Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans.

Brian Massumi (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), 357, 364.

151 Gotthard Günther, “Life as Poly-Contexturality” (1973), in Beiträge zur Grundlegung einer op-

erationsfähigen Dialektik, vol. 2 (Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1979), 283–306, esp. 304.





3. Combination Principle

In Mary Bauermeister’s early work, there are several dominant thematic areas that

are crucial for her development as an artist: From her brief periods of study in Ulm

and Saarbrücken, a few elements remained as did the desire to take her own artis-

tic path.The spectrum of European postwar art and the situation in the Rhineland

in the later 1950s anchored the discourses on abstraction in her first creative phase.

Looking beyond the boundaries of her own genre was equally crucial. Bauermeister

absorbed stimuli from other artistic disciplines, above all from contemporaneous

trends in music and their structural thinking in parameters. Performances and ac-

tions, in which Bauermeister was involved primarily as an organizer, were also im-

portant during this period; they offered platforms that made artistic experiments

possible.

From 1955 to around 1961–62 one phase in her work can be identified that is

marked, on the one hand, by unhierarchically selected borrowings from artistic

stimuli from all genres but localized in the European, abstract avant-garde with a

clear focus on contemporaneous trends. On the hand, several aspects are already

being developed here that recur again and again in the following creative phases.

Her oeuvre in her early years as a fine artist has, alongside eclectic moments, a

clear relationship to her profession; she remained a visual artist. Beyond that, a

syncretism with mathematics, natural sciences, and philosophy also emerged in

this phase. The totality of the influences on Bauermeister when she was a young

artist resulted in a combination principle; that term is intended to summarize

her artistic approach prior to the transition to many-valued aesthetics. It does not

mean a teleological model of succession or progressive perfection.The combination

principle stands on par with many-valued logic as a means of expression; only

together do they make it possible to experience what takes place in the works that

we are describing here as many-valued aesthetic. The rise of many-valued logic as

a point of reference, in the early 1960s and at the latest with Needless Needles, does

not result in break in Bauermeister’s works. It represents rather a shift in focus in

which the many elements of the combination principle are continued. Depending

on the work, one or the other trend gains the upper hand.
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Bauermeister did not develop her own terminology for her approach. In her

sketchbook the word “combination” occurs repeatedly; because it is a tenet in her

early work, I have added the word “principle.” In the same place Bauermeister also

mentions “mediations with respect to” and details how the combinations should in

theory be designed.1 She names as its parameters “material, technique, working

time, color frequency, outline-size-volume, place, full-empty”—these seven con-

cepts are in turn composed of additional units: they are executed in the “material

mediations”; that term covers eight materials and techniques.2The following pages

of the sketchbook describe in minute detail how the individual “material medi-

ations” are combined and which variations result from that; for example, “straw

mediation to relief,” of which there are five different realizations.3 Bauermeister

formulated this systematic experiment only for “material”; it is, moreover, only the

theory about what the combinations were supposed to look like. In the process of

being implemented, the compositions are substantially altered by her and put into

an order that seems aesthetic to her—a gap that cannot be planned.4 The combi-

nations detailed in writing are a cognitive declaration of intention that is intended

only for the conceptual process; the level of realization enters into it independently.

The sections that follow will list successively the inspirations, techniques, refer-

ence points, and Bauermeister’s specific approach to them that together make up

the combination principle. This is also in keeping with Bauermeister, who initially

employs specific techniques or materials in series of works and retains several ele-

ments from them in order to employ them now and again in later groups of works.

Her repertoire is first expanded before using it freely. Bauermeister thus created an

arsenal of possibilities that are connected as equals in her art and cause ever-new

works to result. She took one element and contextualized it in a work with one or

more others; this process precedes differently each time in its details; only the prin-

ciple that something is combined remains the same.

In her early work in general, one detects doubt about the existing categories and

their succession. Bauermeister had already studiedWhitehead’s philosophy by this

1 See Mary Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch/Quaderno, 1961–1963,” unpublished source, pagi-

nated by the artist, p. 16.

2 See ibid. The eight terms “stones, dots, straws, pastel structure, relief, ink drawing, rust

picture, stillness-void-nothing” are sorted under seven roman numerals.

3 See ibid., 16–21.

4 Here Bauermeister appears to be closer to statements by Duchamp and Willi Baumeister

that describe the process of implementation as a productive method, especially because a

preformulated plan can never be consistently implemented in the same way. Duchamp

described this as “art-coefficient”; Marcel Duchamp, The Writings of Marcel Duchamp, ed.

Michel Sanouillet and Elmer Peterson (New York: Oxford University Press, 1973), 138–40.

For Baumeister, it is the “unknown”; see Willi Baumeister, The Unknown in Art, ed. and trans.

Joann M. Skrypzak (Berlin: epubli, 2013), 167–76.
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time. In a publication that the artist particularly emphasizes he states: “Time, space,

matter,material, ether, electricity,mechanism, organism, configuration, structure,

pattern, function, all require reinterpretation.”5 For Whitehead, this situation re-

sulted from the scientific revolutions going on around him. He argued, however,

that it was necessary to reflect philosophically on the sciences, because without that

they would be merely an “anti-rationalistic movement.”6 Before one gets to a revo-

lution and reflection on it, however, the British philosopher believed that it was nec-

essary for a lengthy sequence to have already occurred: first, new ideas, intuitions,

and mentalities evolved, which then create the metaphysical preconditions for the

subsequent scientific revolutions.

Applied to Bauermeister, this would mean that before a situation of many-val-

uedness can arise, “preparation” is necessary in order to be able to take that step at

all. On the one hand, the autonomy of the steps cannot be ignored, because they re-

cur again and again as such in varying contexts; on the other hand, inherent in every

step is also its networking with another. That results in a far-reaching connected-

ness: none of the phases of her work stands alone; rather, they are interwoven with

one another in a constant reaching ahead and back.

3.1 Principles of Education

Mary Bauermeister’s academic education was comparatively brief. She began two

degree programs at art schools but did not complete them. Documents show that

she left secondary school in Cologne in September 1954 and was at the Hochschule

für Gestaltung in Ulm in December 1954 at the latest; in April 1955 she was already

enrolled at the Staatliche Hochschule für Kunst und Handwerk in Saarbrücken.7 At

some point in the course of 1956, was back in Cologne as a freelance artist with her

own studio.

Teaching at the Hochschule für Gestaltung in Ulm began in 1953 in in 1955

it moved into a building on the Oberer Kuhberg designed especially for it. The

Constructivist artist and designer Max Bill was rector of the Hochschule from

1953 to 1957, which he emphatically understood to be a successor institution to the

5 Alfred North Whitehead, Science and the Modern World: Lowell Lectures, 1925 (New York:

Macmillan, 1925), 23.

6 See ibid., 22.

7 All of the details are based on archival materials from Mary Bauermeister’s studio. One

finds there, for example, her diploma from the secondary school in the Kalk district of

Cologne, a letter to its former director requesting a monthly stipend for the Hochschule in

Ulm, and her student ID card for Hochschule in Saarbrücken.
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Bauhaus.8 The international students were not regarded as artists but as designers

who were trained to solve problems in the design of industrial products. Despite

the ambition to be democratic that it tried to convey, it was repeatedly criticized

because a “formalist thinking in systems” dominated the Hochschule, even going

as far as an “obsession with method.”9 In its early years, teaching was essentially

shaped by Bill’s views of art. He advocated developing “mass-market consumer

goods” in which “beauty” was not only supposed to derive from “function” but also

took on a task of its very own: “the maximum effect is achieved with the minimum

of materials,” which had to be achieved by means of constructive design.10 Artists

were supposed to work on everyday productions and give them form.That was the

only way to ensure that art can bring to bear its influence on society. Bill formulated

his maxim as: “artists must take the responsibility for the real world.”11

Pastel works on paper by Bauermeister from 1955 to 1957 that were marked by

constructional, mathematical thinking have been preserved. Quadratische Spirale

(Square Spiral) of 1955 was composed using the Fibonacci sequence (fig. 7): Begin-

ning with the four smallest squares—three yellow ones and a violet one—three

squares are always added whose dimensions result from adding the previous ones.

The fourth square in turn contains the subdivisions into smaller sections, whereby

all four together form the size of one of the three subsequent squares.This complex

structure, which is concealed by its initially impression of clarity, can be decreased

or increased ad infinitum in the imagination, so that the association of a square

8 SeeDagmar Rinker, “‘Produktgestaltung ist keine Kunst’: TomásMaldonados Beitrag zur Ent-

stehung eines neuen Berufsbilds,” in ulmermodelle—modelle nach ulm: Zum50.Gründungsjubi-

läum der Hochschule für Gestaltung Ulm, exh. cat. Ulmer Stadtmuseum, 2003 (Ostfildern-Ruit:

Hatje Cantz, 2003), 38–49, esp. 38.

9 See Brigitte Hausmann, “Experiment 53/68,” in ulmer modelle—modelle nach ulm (see note 8),

16–33, esp. 31. Bauermeister also complained in a letter to her former drawing teacher at

her high school, Günther Ott, that the university was “dangerous” for those who were not

Constructivists. In addition, she criticized the view that art should be treated like a form

of mathematics. Günther Ott had been essential in introducing Bauermeister to abstract

art; in his class he had helped his students to appreciate avant-garde positions of the

postwar era; Mary Bauermeister to Günther Ott, [1955], unpublished source, Zentralarchiv

für deutsche und internationale Kunstmarktforschung (ZADIK), Cologne, K01_V_002_0010,

pp. 1–7. In retrospect, Bauermeister commented on her leaving the Hochschule für Gestal-

tung in Ulm as follows: “I didn’t want to become a designer. I didn’t want to design toasters

for Braun. I was an Expressionist in that sense.” Julia Voss, “Ein Tag bei Mary Bauermeister:

Interview,” inMary Bauermeister:MomentoMary, exh. cat. Berlin, Villa Grisebach (Berlin: Deut-

scher Kunstverlag, 2017), 38–44, esp. 42.

10 Max Bill, “Beauty from function and as function” (1949), in Bill, Form, Function,Beauty =Gestalt,

trans. Pamela Johnston, Architecture Words 5 (London: Architectural Association, 2010),

32–41, esp. 33 and 37.

11 Max Bill, “A, B, C, D …” (1953), in Bill, Form, Function, Beauty = Gestalt (see note 10), 42–59,

esp. 46.
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spiral becomes even clearer. Bauermeister underscores this with a second work,

Spirale in Gelb (Spiral in Yellow), also from 1955 (fig. 8). This spiral runs in the oppo-

site direction as the square version. Here, too, the Fibonacci series determines the

composition: the course of the violet passage, which stands out against the bright

yellow background, is also calculated.

Fig. 7: Quadratische Spirale, 1955, pastel on

paper, 62.5 x 48 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art

Estate.

Fig. 8: Spirale in Gelb, 1955, pastel on paper,

62.5 x 48 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.

The later use of the Fibonacci sequence in Needless Needles and as an element in

many other works begins here. Bauermeister did not take strictly mathematical ap-

proach in her oeuvre, but as conveyed by the assignments at the Hochschule für

Gestaltung it was one aspect embodied in it. Detailed calculations in the form of

sketches workingwith the golden section reveal a continuing occupationwith these

themes even after Bauermeister left Ulm. These sketches were executed as pastel

works from 1957 that usemathematical calculation to achieve a harmonious compo-

sition (fig. 9). Formulas of natural numbers were based on amathematical problem

such as the golden section of the Fibonacci sequence or could also be a sequence of

numbers she thought of herself will continue to be a feature of Bauermeister’s work.
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Fig. 9: Ohne Titel (Untitled), 1957, pastel on paper, 48 x 48 cm,Mary Bauer-

meister Art Estate.

ThephilosopherMaxBensewasbrought to theHochschule fürGestaltungbyBill

already in 1953. From 1955 to 1957, he headed the Information department and also

gave lectures on aesthetics, art, semiotics, and cybernetics.12 Bauermeister’s notes

show that while at Ulm she participated in Bense’s lectures and seminations on his

concepts of aesthetics based on technology and information theory.13 In addition to

12 See Martin Mäntele, “Magier der Theorie,” in ulmer modelle—modelle nach ulm (see note 8),

82–87, esp. 83; ElisabethWalther, “Unsere Jahre in Ulm: 1953 bis 1958, 1965 und 1966,” in ibid.,

90–93, esp. 90.

13 On one of the manuscripts, the title of a seminar paper that Bauermeister was supposed

to write for Bense’s course is indicated; it is not known whether she wrote it or whether

it preceded her departure from the Hochschule. The theme reveals not only Bauermeis-

ter interest in philosophy but also, already at this point, specifically in Aristotle: “Analyse

eines klassischen Textes nach aristotelischen Kategorien und Abgleich mit Husserls Sein-

sthematik” (Analysis of a Classical Text according to Aristotelian Categories and a Com-

parison with Husserl’s Themes of Being); Mary Bauermeister, “Notizen zur Vorlesung von

Max Bense über Modernde Ästhetik” (1955), unpublished source, paginated by the artist,

Zentralarchiv für deutsche und internationale Kunstmarktforschung (ZADIK), Cologne:

K01_IX_002_0014, pp. 1–6; Mary Bauermeister, “Aufzeichnungen zu Vorlesungen und Sem-
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presentingmodels basedonsemiotic theory, inhis lecturesBensealsodistinguished

metaphysical terminologiesby contrasting themwith the“technical”vocabulary that

he preferred.14 As a young student Bauermeister was confronted with a strict rejec-

tion of metaphysical categories. Bense wanted to establish a “scientific aesthetics”

in order to eliminate the “speculative cultural prattle” that he consideredmetaphys-

ical reflection to be.15 His “aesthetics of information” claimed to create a universally

valid foundation for interpretation based on semiotic concepts. To that end he de-

veloped an all-encompassing semiotics to observe aesthetic states: “The aesthetic of

a text refers not to the object world of its so-called content but also to the world of

signs in which it was realized.”16 Bense also advocated a “mathematical aesthetics”

that can be used as the foundation for the “generative aesthetics” that is decisively

associated with him—because only by means of the universality of mathematical

description can be a general “constructiveness of the world” be achieved.17

It is reasonable to assume that Bauermeister encountered cybernetic theories

thanks to Bense: cybernetics in a general understanding as a “chain of feedback” in

which “transmission and return of information” are decisive and are so without hu-

man influence could be applied to her works.18 There has already been one attempt

to apply the implications of cybernetics to Bauermeister’s works, with a focus on

the autonomy of the elements and their connections and relationships.19 Over the

courseof thepresent text, thehorizonof circular referencesbackand forward is con-

tinually built up; moreover, Günther’s reference to cybernetics is notable; through it

he came into contact with the formulation of many-valued logic, and it influenced

his theory of polycontextuality. Because many-valuedness—or rather Bauermeis-

ter’s appropriation of it—is crucial to her oeuvre, but she does not employ, either

inside or outside of herworks, a vocabulary based on technology or communication,

cybernetics is rather a peripheral horizon. A direct application of cybernetic theory

inaren von Max Bense” (1955), unpublished source, paginated by the artist. Zentralarchiv

für deutsche und internationale Kunstmarktforschung (ZADIK), Cologne: K01_IX_002_0097,

pp. 1–34.

14 See ibid.

15 Max Bense, Einführung in die informationstheoretische Ästhetik: Grundlegung und Anwen-

dung in der Texttheorie (1969), in Bense, Ausgewählte Schriften, vol. 3, Ästhetik und Texttheorie,

ed. Elisabeth Walther (Stuttgart: J. B. Metzler, 1998), 251–417, esp. 257–58.

16 Ibid., 377.

17 See ibid., 335–36.

18 See Norbert Wiener, Cybernetics; or, Control and Communication in the Animal and the Machine,

2nd ed. (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2013), 96.

19 See Wilfried Dörstel, “Die Zehntausend Wesen haben ihre eigentümliche Struktur, aber sie

formulieren sie nicht,” inMary Bauermeister: All Things Involved in All Other Things, exh. cat. (Co-

logne: Galerie Schüppenhauer, 2004), 46–51.
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to Bauermeister’s oeuvre does not therefore seem appropriate, since it would nec-

essarily shift the focus too much to technical aspects of communication. It cannot

be ruled out that she absorbed stimuli for her networking, but cybernetic thinking

should not be considered the focus of her work.

In an essay from 1957, Günther, too, was preoccupied with Bense’s aesthetics.

Günther’s assessment of “aesthetics based on information theory” was decidedly

positive; he speaks of a “universal, integrative aesthetics,” which Bense outlined in

order to be able to graspall aesthetic phenomenaworldwide.20Here againGünther’s

interpretation was aimed at rejecting Aristotelian logic, which in his view was too

closely tied to Western history. The axioms of Aristoteles are bound to a “regional,

cultural a priori logic” and could therefore never be universally valid.21 Interestingly,

Bense’s aesthetic approach is interpreted by Günther as turn away from “classical”

metaphysics and toward amany-valued view; he sees himself affirmed once again in

his challenge to two-valued logic. Bense’s explicit marginalization of metaphysics,

which he considered unscientific, seems to be less the focus for Günther.22 Günther

considered many-valued logic is fundamental to all processes in the world, so that

even a decidedly antimetaphysical aesthetic based on semiotic theory is usurped by

it.

Bauermeister referred to specific aspects of Bense’s ideas, but she did not name

any of his works as having influenced her decisively; certain elements of the “aes-

thetics of information,” especially terms such as “repertoire” and “schema”were cer-

tainly integrated by Bauermeister into the design of her (early) works.23 In none of

her works, however, is there any direct reference to it, as there is to non-Aristotelian

logic. Not every intellectual stimulation found an immediate application. Rather,

Günther’s appropriating strategy seems to offer a blueprint for Bauermeister’s ap-

proach in her works: “radical inclusivity” provides for the inclusion of different ele-

ments, among themalso (philosophical) theories, but everything passes through the

filter of a many-valuedmetaphysics.

Another correspondence between Bense’s writings and Bauermeister’s art could

be seen in the German philosopher’s emphasis on mathematics. The influence of

mathematics should be traced back not only to the situation of her education inUlm

20 See Gotthard Günther, “Sein und Ästhetik: Ein Kommentar zu Max Benses ‘Ästhetische In-

formation’” (1957), in Günther, Beiträge zur Grundlegung einer operationsfähigen Dialektik, vol. 1

(Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1979), 353–64, esp. 356–64. In that text Günther states that he is a

“passionate party liner in issues of art,” this is not reflected in his books or essays; unlike

many philosophers, Günther did not write any texts on art; ibid., 362.

21 Ibid., 356.

22 See Max Bense, “kleine abstrakte ästhetik" (1969), in Bense, Ausgewählte Schriften, vol. 3 (see

note 15), 419–43, esp. 421.

23 See section 3.4.
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and the lectures byBense she attended there;mathematics also has a role that is em-

phasized in the writings byWhitehead that Bauermeister explicitly mentioned. For

Whitehead, it is the “most original creation of the human spirit.”24Hismetaphysical

determinationsof “actual entities” canalsobe illustratedwithmathematical approx-

imations: “The generality ofmathematics is themost complete generality consistent

with the community of occasions which constitutes our metaphysical situation.”25

In the initial unclarity about which sources Bauermeister used in constructing her

oeuvre it can thus be regarded as an amalgam of several. It should not be assumed,

moreover, that a new aspect joins in as a result of every point of contact. The levels

of references can only be understood down to a microlevel at which it becomes too

abstract.

After she switched to the Hochschule für Kunst und Handwerk in Saarbrücken,

which was directed by Otto Steinert, Bauermeister came into contact with the

medium of photography. During this time she experimented with chemical pro-

cesses that are used in the context of the practice of photography; she employed

them, however, as a painter to create abstract compositions. She also created works

with poster paint and transparent films, which were integrated into a geometric,

constructional formal idiom. Although she attended a college class in photogra-

phy, Bauermeister remained a painter or object artist; there are no autonomous

photographic works in her oeuvre. The image produced with a camera was simply

employed as a material, like the photographic reproductions in the Needless Needles

light sheet that form the background ofNeedless Needles Vol. 5.

As she had previously in Ulm,Bauermeister continued tomake pastels that pur-

sue an organic abstraction: garish colors and intertwining lines intended to convey

dynamics and to recall distantly microbic life.26 Although the time she spent study-

ing inSaarbrückenwas longer, the (brief) episode inUlmhadamore enduring influ-

ence on the young artist. After returning to Cologne, she produced her last organic,

abstract, and brightly colored pastels; from 1958 onward, she was already breaking

away from reduced and nonrepresentational works. Bauermeister produced these

compositions suggestive of Art Informel in parallel with constructive works in her

24 Whitehead, Science and theModernWorld (see note 5), 29. Bauermeister had a strong affinity

to mathematics already in school; her family even imagined she would have a career in

the field.

25 Ibid., 38.

26 See Maria Velte, “Mary Bauermeister: Das Werk,” in Mary Bauermeister: Gemälde und Objekte,

1952–1972, exh. cat. (Koblenz:MittelrheinMuseum, 1972), V–XIV, esp. V. Einen Überblick über

Bauermeisters Kunst in den 1950er Jahren in; Mary Bauermeister: Die 1950er Jahre, ed. Rena-

te Goldmann, Leopold-Hoesch-Museum und Papiermuseum Düren, 2013 (Cologne: Schüp-

penhauer Art + Projects, 2013), In 1956 Bauermeister and a colleague painted a mural in the

organic-abstract style in the Landeszentralbank in Saarbrücken.
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oeuvre into the late 1950s—thereafter calculations in the form of the Fibonacci se-

quence and other combinations of numbers continued to be found in her works.

3.2 Facets of Abstraction

The compositions that nowmake up the majority of her oeuvre were initially works

in reduced pastel, usually on black deckle-edge paper. In their appearance they par-

ticipate, on the one hand, in contemporary trends to abstraction and nonrepresen-

tationalism.27Theseworks reveal borrowings fromartmovements such asTachisme

and Art Informel. On the other hand, parallels to the emerging Zero movement are

evident in them.Likewise, from1958onward she createdherfirst larger pastelworks

on canvas, before the artist applied this formal language to works with casein tem-

pera on canvas or wood. By the end of 1958 at the latest, Bauermeister developed

her dot structure, which together with the so-calledWabenbildern (honeycomb pic-

tures) represents an early characteristic of her oeuvres.This is in general a phase of

nonrepresentational painting that will remain determinant until the end of 1962.

Tachisme and Art Informel were two of the dominant art movements in Eu-

rope in the middle of the twentieth century; in the history of their evolution and of

their terminology, they cannot be sharply distinguished.28The term “tachisme” had

been used in French two hundred years earlier in art theory for painting employing

27 Martin Schulz points out that nonrepresentational painting is used “usually terminolog-

ically in a rather blurry distinction from abstract painting,” but that the first means that

something was depicted without any equivalent outside of the painting; Martin Schulz, “Imi

Knoebel, ‘Schwarzes Kreuz’: Gegenstandslose Kunst zwischen Malerei und Installation,” in

Kanon Kunstgeschichte: Einführung inWerke, Methoden und Epochen, ed. KristinMarek andMar-

tin Schulz, vol. 4, Gegenwart (Paderborn: Wilhelm Fink, 2015), 109–36, esp. 116–17. “Nonrep-

resentationalism” should be understood to mean that in this context as well.

28 The two terms are also often used as equivalent; Norbert Schneider, Theorien moderner

Kunst: Vom Klassizismus bis zur Concept-Art (Cologne: Böhlau, 2014), 225–32. Rolf Wedewer

calls Informel a “collective name” that covers “two different forms of expression”: “the ges-

tural and texturologies”; Rolf Wedewer, Die Malerei des Informel: Weltverlust und ICH-Behaup-

tung (Berlin: Deutscher Kunstverlag, 2007), 10. In the remainder of this text the terms

“Tachisme” and “Art Informel” will be used as largely synonymous; both stand for the ex-

pressive tendences in Bauermeister’s works without her having been an artist would could

be categorized in these trends. The concept of Art Informel that Gottfried Boehm proposed

applies best. For Boehm, Art Informel is not a “style, but methods by which the formless and

never formable […] could be tapped to produce configurations of an unprecedented kind.”

Gottfried Boehm, “The Form of the Formless: Abstract Expressionism and Art Informel,” in

Action Painting—Jackson Pollock, exh. cat. Riehen, Basel, Fondation Beyeler, 2008 (Ostfildern:

Hatje Cantz, 2008), 38–46, esp. 40.
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chance andpassages unrelated to objects; in addition, itwasused as an epigonal dis-

paragement of the term “Informel.”29 In retrospect, Art Informel is generally under-

stood to refer to an international art movement of European origin, which from the

later 1940s to the early 1960s occupied a dominant position, for which several terms

existed in parallel at first, for example, “Abstraction lyrique,” “Art Autre,” and “École

deParis.”Works of Art Informelwere characterizedby an effort to trigger “static pic-

torial features”: the subjective “trace” of a processual artistic expression was applied

to the canvas by means of the material of paint, which brought the act of painting

into the foreground.30 The famous phrase “abstraction as world language,” formu-

lated byWerner Haftmann and associated with documenta II of 1959, had a forma-

tive influence on Bauermeister.31 Several years would pass before she reintroduced

the representational into her work.

Her pastelworks onpaper are characterized by a reduceduse ofmaterials. Small

pastel fragments are dynamically worked into the black surface, so that the artist’s

gesture finds a correspondence in the composition (fig. 10). In parallel she produced

works from the samematerials that already undertake an attempt to order: the pas-

tel structures run horizontally across the support, but the streaks of reduced color

no longer unfold expressively, instead suggesting a side by side (fig. 11).

29 SeeNicola CarolaHeuwinkel, EntgrenzteMalerei: Art informel inDeutschland (Heidelberg: Keh-

rer, 2010), 28–31.

30 See ibid., 67 and 329.

31 With documenta II, Art Informel and American Abstract Expressionism came to be differ-

entiated as well; ibid., 112. Haftmann wrote in the catalog to documenta II: “The picture is

no longer the field of reproducing a recreated outside world; it is the field of evoking an

appearance.” In his view, that had universal validity since 1950 at the latest. “Art has beco-

me abstract.” Werner Haftmann, “Malerei nach 1945 (documenta II Katalog),” in documenta:

Idee und Institution; Tendenzen, Konzepte, Materialien, ed. Manfred Schneckenburger (Munich:

Bruckmann, 1983), 49–54, 53–54. Increasingly, this restricted perspective has been subject

to revisions in recent years, for example, in the exhibition project Postwar: Art between Pa-

cific and Atlantic, 1945–1965 in 2016–17 and at the Haus der Kunst in Munich and also Art

in Europe, 1945–1968 in 2016–17 at the ZKM in Karlsruhe, organized in collaboration with

the ROSIZO in Moscow and the BOZAR in Brussels. On the ideological justification for the

sole validity of abstraction, see Patrice Neau, “Abstraktion: Weltsprache oder Ausdruck der

‘dekadenten westlichen Moderne’?,” ILCEA. Revue de l’Institut des langues et cultures d'Europe,

Amérique, Afrique, Asie et Australie 16 (2012): 1–13, esp. 5–8.
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Fig. 10: Ohne Titel (Untitled), 1958, pastel

on paper, 49 x 62 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art

Estate.

Fig. 11: Ohne Titel (Untitled), 1959, pastel on

paper, 49 x 62 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art

Estate.

Dot-Structure Paintings

The next step is her dot structures, which combine side by side with a one on top

of the other. The “taches” (French for “spots,” “stains,” or “smudges”) that led to the

term Tachisme are no longer employed by Bauermeister as an expressive, random

design element but rather in an increasingly controlledway:TheworkOhneTitel (Un-

titled) of 1958 consists of two vertical-formatwood supports joined by a hinge on the

bottom (fig. 12).The white “page” and the black one need not remain in the position

illustrated here but can be “opened,” so that the dimensions of the painting are no

longer 64 by 68 centimeters but an accordingly elongated format of 128 by 34 cen-

timeters—and it can just as well stop at every position in between.This provides an

ability to alter the composition, but the sequence of black and white creates a con-

necting transition in each case. Now, however, only the background of the work is

formed from “spots”; above it, and especially in the center of each half of the paint-

ing, the artist has applied to the dots additional dots that grow ever smaller, usually

in colors that contrastwithone another.Thedots thusundergo a layering in thisway.

It can also happen that a black dot as ground contains several white dots of different

sizes next to one another, into which in turn black dots are added. These passages

stand in direct contradiction to the spontaneous gesture of Art Informel, Tachisme,

or Action Painting as the American pendant.32

32 See Wedewer, Die Malerei des Informel (see note 28), 35–39. Wedewer emphasizes the “com-

mon roots” of Art Informel and Abstract Expressionism. An early, distinct turn away from

the European tradition in which the canvas is called an “arena” or “event” was may by Amer-

ican critics, among others; see Harold Rosenberg, “The American Action Painters” (1952),

in Art in America, 1945–1970: Writings from the Age of Abstract Expressionism, Pop Art and Mini-

malism, ed. Jed Perl (New York: Library of America, 2014), 225–37.
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Fig. 12: Ohne Titel (Untitled), 1958, casein tempera, hinge on wood,

64 x 68 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.

MaxBill once stated about awork on canvas from 1959–60 by his former student

paradoxically that it was “constructive Tachisme,” which Bauermeister promptly

used as the work’s title (Konstruktiver Tachismus) (fig. 13). On the edges of the canvas,

which measures 100 by 165 centimeters, one recognizes a spontaneous, almost ran-

dom approach to the material paint. Yet even just a few centimeters from the edge

the black and white dots are meticulously composed. The further the viewers step

back from the work, the more the individual dots blur; stepping closer, however,

reveals Bauermeister’s “constructive” approach: the background is often filled with

black or white dots and then one or more additional dots is painted on several of

these dabs of paint.
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Fig. 13: Konstruktiver Tachismus, 1959–1960, casein tempera on canvas,

100 x 160 cm,Museumsverein Düren am Leopold-Hoesch-MuseumDüren

(LHM&PM2015/0106).

Thedot structures placed Bauermeister in the circle of the Zeromovement.That

artists’ associationwas founded inDüsseldorf butwas networkedwith other artists’

groups so that from 1958 to 1966 one can speak of a European art movement that

stood for dissociating from and overcoming Art Informel.33 Zero sought to tran-

scend individual expression—which through the physical working of the material

painting took on a “combative” aesthetic—by “striving to overcome.”34 The utopian

new beginning it propagated came with the use of monochrome painting, photo-

sensitive materials, and a reduced visual language. Rather than the term “compo-

sitions,” they preferred words such as “grid” or especially “structure”; they not only

stood for a desubjectified approach but were also supposed to lead to “clarity, order,

33 See Dirk Pörschmann, Evakuierung des Chaos: Zero zwischen Sprachbildern der Reinheit und Bild-

sprachen der Ordnung (Cologne: Walther König, 2018), 14. Its founders, Otto Piene and Heinz

Mack, were initially members of an Informel artists’ association before taken an explicit

position against “contaminated” colors and the subjective gesture; see ibid., 38–48.

34 See Ulrike Schmitt, “Der Doppelaspekt von Materialität und Immaterialität in den Werken

der Zero-Künstler, 1957–67,” PhDdiss. Köln 2011. Kölner Universitäts Publikations Server 2013.

https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf, p. 199 (accessed June 1, 2020).

https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf
https://kups.ub.uni-koeln.de/4863/1/SchmittDiss.pdf


3. Combination Principle 83

andpurity,”whichpromised to objectify aesthetics.35 Bauermeisterwasperipherally

connected to Zero on an artistic and personal level.36

Furthermore, her works around 1960 tend to dot in an equivalent direction: In

theworkGestalt zuStruktur (Shape toStructure) of 1961, the individual dots areplaced

according to a structural arrangement (fig. 14). The background, outside the white

diamond in the center of the work, is formed by blotches of black or white casein

tempera in different sizes; at first, the method seems to be like that of Konstruktiver

Tachismusor the two-parthingedworkUntitled.Todesign theopenwhite areaBauer-

meister created a stencil from pressed wood with circles of different sizes cut out

(fig. 15). The stencil was placed on the diamond in an initial orientation in order to

draw in circular structures of individual dots in a controlled way.The bright circular

structures in particular are built up into a kind of relief by the paint; there are also

several darker circles consisting of delicate sprinkles of paint.Then the orientation

of the stencil was changed, creating the effect of several superimposed larger and

smaller circles, each of which has a different shape. In these superimpositions, too,

Bauermeister retained a structural order; for example, the two larger circles in the

top center of thediamondare composedofdifferentdot forms: solid blackdots tran-

sition into circles of equal size that are white inside and have only a black contour

line; the contour lines are contextualizedwith round shapes composed of spatters of

paint; all of it together is framed in a circular form. Despite the different layers, the

overall result is a controlled clarity achieved by nesting a simple element like the dot.

These structures are actively released by Bauermeister, as the title already implies.

35 See Pörschmann, Evakuierung des Chaos (see note 33), 60–61 and 121. The spoken and writ-

ten statements of the Zero artists are permeated by a metaphysical style with which the

works of art contrast visually; the compositions are, however, intended to participate in

the “pathos” of the language. Bauermeister did not make metaphysical commentaries in

written form but rather attempted to illustrate a metaphysics.

36 Zero cofounder Otto Piene presented one of his “light ballets” in Bauermeister’s studio in

Cologne on March 26, 1960; she also exhibited works by the Zero artists Alvier Marvignier

and Heinz Mack. Bauermeister knew Mavignier from the time they were both studying

in Ulm. She did not, however collaborate with Zero until 2015, when Bauermeister par-

ticipated in the Zero performance night at the Martin-Gropius-Bau in Berlin. The associ-

ated Zero survey exhibition at the Martin-Gropius-Bau had not initially included a work by

Bauermeister; only after the performance night was one of her light sheets from 1963 inte-

grated into it. Other artists who had participated in the exhibitions of the Zero movement

in the 1950s and 1960s— Hal Busse, for example—were not represented in the tour of this

retrospective exhibition either; see Petra Gördüren, “‘Bin ich dann heute gegenständlich

und morgen nicht?’ Hal Busses künstlerischerWerdegang zwischen Figuration und Abstrak-

tion,” inHalBusse:Das Frühwerk, 1950–1970, exh. cat. (Berlin: KunsthausDahlem, 2019), 13–40,

esp. 27–31.
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Fig. 14: Gestalt zu Struktur, 1961, casein tempera, ink on canvas,

98.5 x 98.5 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.

Rather than an expressive statement, her works have “ordering tendencies” that

also dominated in the works of the Zero artists.37 In Bauermeister’s case, the com-

bination she decided on is characteristic.That does not usually mean arranging the

material into a preestablished pattern that promises a supposed “objectivity” of the

artistic design but rather the expressive is integrated in order to form a coexistence

in combinationwitha controlled,preplannedapproach.InGestalt zuStruktur,Bauer-

meister followedneither an Informel ideanoroneoriented toward structurebut also

tried to avoid any dogmatism by incorporating both.

37 See Pörschmann, Evakuierung des Chaos (see note 33), 179. With Zero, “the author’s subjec-

tive dimension of the author” would give way to “autonomy of the work as the concrete

object”; Francesca Pola, “The Image Redefined: Poetics of Zeroing in the European Neo-

Avant-Garde,” trans. Howard Rodger McLean in Zero: The International Art Movement of the

50s and 60s, exh. cat. Berlin, Martin-Gropius-Bau, 2015 (Cologne: Verlag der Buchhandlung

Walther König, 2015), 191–99, esp. 195.
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Fig. 15: Gestalt zu Struktur (Stencil), 1961, casein tempera on wood,

50 x 50 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.

Because of her frequent use of dots, points, and circles in this phase of her oeu-

vre, Bauermeister has repeatedly been associated with Wassily Kandinsky’s theory

of art.38 For Kandinsky, the point is a “a tiny world,” which as a perfect “negative el-

38 His publications Das Geistige in der Kunst (The Spiritual in Art) and Punkt und Linie zu Fläche

(Point and Line to Plane) in particular have been cited, the former also in connection with

the influence of music on Bauermeister’s art; see Kerstin Skrobanek, “‘Die Jacke Kunst

weiter dehnen’: Mary Bauermeisters Aufbruch in den Raum,” PhD diss., Frankfurt am Main,

2009, Univ.-Bibliothek 2014, http://publikationen.ub.uni-frankfurt.de/frontdoor/index/ind

ex/year/2014/docId/35011 (accessed April 17, 2019), 128–34; Kerstin Skrobanek, “Worlds in

a Box: Mary Bauermeister and the Experimental Art of the Sixties,” in Worlds in a Box: Mary

Bauermeister and the Experimental Art of the Sixties, trans. EGLS Judith Rosenthal, Frankfurt am

Main, exh. cat. Ludwigshafen am Rhein, Wilhelm-Hack-Museum, 2010–11 (Bielefeld: Ker-

ber, 2010), 65–80, esp. 72–73; Irene Noy, “Art That Does Make Noise? Mary Bauermeister’s

Early Work and Exhibition with Karlheinz Stockhausen,” immediations: The Courtauld Insti-

tute of Art Journal of Postgraduate Research 3, no. 2 (2013): 25–43, esp., 38; Irene Noy, “Noise

in Painting: Mary Bauermeister’s Early Practice and Collaboration with Karlheinz Stock-

hausen,” in Noy, Emergency Noises: Sound Art and Gender, German Visual Culture 4 (Oxford:

Peter Lang, 2017), 127–60, esp., 159–60; Michaela Geboltsberger, “Die ‘malerische Konzep-

http://publikationen.ub.uni-frankfurt.de/frontdoor/index/index/year/2014/docId/35011
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ement” symbolizes a self-contained satisfaction.39 Every single point can already be

a fully ample unity in itself, andwith its shape it participates in the forms of nature,

which as “tiny particles in space” is also made up of points.40 Kandinsky develops

a terminology that defines the point as a counterweight to the line. Both are “pri-

mordial elements of painting,” yet because of its dynamic the line has an inherent

temporal aspect that completely escapes the point as a static element.41 For Kandin-

sky, the circle is caught in an ambiguous status: it has properties of the point and of

the line at once, and as a self-contained form is caught up in a continuous motion.

Circles are therefore the “least stable and at the same time stablest plane figure”; in

addition, they contain “simplicity” and “complexity” in equalmeasure.42 In Kandin-

sky’s work, statements about the elements of painting are mixed with the effort to

illustrate the specifics laid out there in his abstract compositions. The viewers are

supposed to be able to understand the calmness and the dynamic that participate in

time-based,musical phenomena thanks to the extension of color symbolism.43

That Bauermeister incorporates natural phenomena into her works is clear not

only from her use of the Fibonacci sequence; her Honeycomb Pictures and her use

of natural materials should also be interpreted accordingly. It can also be assumed,

moreover, that she read Kandinsky’s writings early on, probably during her artistic

education.44 Applying it to her painterly construction of point structures, it would

mean, first, a superimposition of individual “small worlds,” all of which are self-sat-

isfactory. Together they can, as inGestalt zu Struktur, also form a circle; this results in

an ambiguity: a dynamic with a simultaneous standstill made up of forms that are

ideally small and ideally round and that, according to Kandinsky, promise that time

will be largely absent.45

tion’ und der Einfluss von Aleatorik im Werk von Mary Bauermeister—im Kontext zu Karl-

heinz Stockhausens Kompositionstechnik,” thesis, Vienna, 2012, esp. 68–71 and 77.

39 Wassily Kandinsky, Point and Line to Plane (1926), in Kandinsky, Complete Writings on Art, ed.

and trans. Kenneth C. Lindsay and Peter Vergo (Boston: G. K. Hall, 1982), 524–699, esp. 538

and 546.

40 Ibid., 554.

41 Ibid., 565 and 573.

42 Ibid., 599 and 666.

43 See Wassily Kandinsky, On the Spiritual in Art (1911–12), in Kandinsky, Complete Writings on

Art (see note 39), 114–219 esp. 159.

44 The book Über das Geistige in der Kunst was reissued in 1952 with Max Bill’s involvement.

Bill is credited as the editor of Punkt und Linie zu Fläche; the foreword is signed by him with

the details “Zürich und Ulm, Januar 1955”; the foreword was thus written when Bauermeis-

ter was still at the Hochschule für Gestaltung. There is also a work by Bauermeister from

1956–57 titled Linie wird zu Fläche (Line Becomes Plane), which suggests she was (again)

grappling with Kandinsky’s theory.

45 Kandinsky, Point and Line to Plane (see note 39), 545.
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In connectionwithheruse of dots as adominant element inherpainting,Bauer-

meister herself referred toThe Monadology by Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz.46 For the

philosopher, monads are the atoms of nature that are responsible for the composi-

tion of all things: eachmonadmust be individual, because in nature there are no two

identical things,unless they are subject to continual change.47Monads are,however,

imperishable entities what Leibniz calls “incorporeal automata”; even if their com-

position changes, they continue to exist.48Much as inKandinsky, in Leibniz one also

detects ametaphysics that relates to natural phenomena. Bauermeister’s dot struc-

tures can be harmonized with aspects of nature and its atomic (metaphysical) de-

scription.

At the same time, however, her works also show that one cannot stop with this

interpretation. In the right corner of the white diamond of Gestalt zu Struktur, the

artist made diverse fine line drawings. They are found outside of the circles com-

posed of dotsmadewith the stencil.The drawings contain circles painted inside one

another that suggest they are “wandering into” the diamond from the field outside

it. It is an accumulation of nestedmonads that stand outside the preestablished or-

dering structure of the stencil. Yet they are meticulously drawn and seem to stand

beyond any gesture of Art Informel.This effect becomes even clearer a few centime-

ters lower: There, between a grayish-white circle of spatters of paint and a circular

form,which is composed of white, slightly relief-like dots, delicate and intertwined

lines have been drawn. They look as if they wanted to relate the surrounding cir-

cular forms to one another. That detail recalls the dissolving circular structures in

theNeedlessNeedles drawing and the distortions evoked in the act of observing when

lenses are employed.49Many-valuedness is integrated into the dot and circle forms,

which stand between Tachisme and Zero; the multiple layers of viewing that are il-

lustrated simultaneously begin here.Bauermeisterwas initially interested in pursu-

ingnonrepresentational painting that could be positionedwithin contemporaneous

discourses. Her interest in materials, forms, and natural phenomena as well as the

question of their interpretation—towhich themonadology shementioned offers an

approach—adds another level. Following that, it is the effort to combine and refine

that determines her art: she called a simple repetition without development “aca-

demic and anti-creative.”50

46 Artist’s personal remark to the author in Mary Bauermeister’s studio, June 28, 2019.

47 See Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, The Monadology (1714), in Leibniz, The Monadology and Other

Philosophical Writings, trans. Robert Latta (Oxford: Clarendon, 1898), 215–71, esp. 217–23.

48 See ibid., 229 and 259.

49 In Bauermeister’s workbook of 1961–62, Gestalt zu Struktur is dated November 1961; she

had been given the lenses several months before in the summer of 1961.

50 See Mary Bauermeister, “The Artist’s Say,” Art Voices 4, no. 3 (Summer 1965): 64–65, esp. 65.
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Honeycomb Pictures

The aforementioned Honeycomb Pictures, which represent a separate group of

works in Bauermeister’s early oeuvre, are another strategy for incorporating nat-

ural processes into art. She executed them from late 1957 to 1961 as autonomous

works; after that they continued to exist as one technique to be combined with

others.51 The Honeycomb Pictures are predominately monochrome, like most of

Bauermeister’s works at the beginning of her artistic career. As in her dot-structure

paintings, she employed blue, red, and green as well as white; the mixing of several

colors occurs only rarely; black does not occur in theHoneycombPictures.The colors

that Bauermeister used at the time reveal a closeness to the Zero movement and

to Constructivism, which she was taught at the academy.52 The initial material of

the Honeycomb Pictures is a particle board worked with modeling compound.The

latter is a commercially available product that can be formed in a soft state and then

hardened. Bauermeister has appropriated this craftmaterial and applies it in layers

to a wooden support in order to create an interwoven structure of honeycombs of

different sizes, then the works are painted.

At 50.8 by 50.8 by 6.3 centimeters,Ohne Titel (Wabenbild) (Untitled [Honeycomb

Picture]) of 1957–58 is one of the largest square Honeycomb Pictures (fig. 16).There

are both rectangular and round ones:RundesWabenbild (RoundHoneycomb Picture)

of 1960, for example, has a diameter of 75 centimeters and contains, in addition to

honeycomb, roundor “distorted” relief-like structures (fig. 17).53Theseworks are not

attempts to spatialize an abstract pictorial color as a kind of relief; rather, the artist

is making a natural process visible: a bee colony performs the organized building of

honeycombs; their hexagonal form is often found in natural structure because it is

highly stable.54 In contrast to the regularity of the hexagonal form in natural pro-

cesses, theHoneycomb Pictures reveal several shifts in focus, ranging from changes

in size and the nesting of several honeycombs to the breakdown of the honeycomb

form.The Honeycomb Pictures are also framed by an ambiguity: more clearly than

in Bauermeister’s reference to point and circle, not only is the formal language of

nature imitated but also the process of creation. The artist applies layer upon layer

and associates this with the techniques of monochrome painting.The Fibonacci se-

quence as well as the use of points or honeycombs refer to phenomena outside of

51 After the honeycomb technique had occurred only sporadically for decades, Bauermeister

completed several new Honeycomb Pictures in 2016.

52 See Pörschmann, Evakuierung des Chaos (see note 33), 45–48.

53 Bauermeister also experimented with curved lines and gridlike structures that used mate-

rials similar to the Honeycomb Pictures.

54 See Marcus du Sautoy, Finding Moonshine: A Mathematician’s Journey through Symmetry (Lon-

don: Fourth Estate, 2008), 10–15.
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the artistic and are combined with other elements. Moreover, Bauermeister’s hon-

eycombsarenotonly createdartificially butwerealso integrated intopaintings years

later as a foundmaterial.55

Fig. 16: Ohne Titel (Wabenbild), 1957–1958, modeling compound, casein

tempera on particle board, 50.8 x 50.8 x 6.3 cm,Michael Rosenfeld Gallery

LLC, New York, NY.

Bauermeister’s phase of abstract work, which at times evolved into nonrep-

resentationalism, continued to be something that could be integrated over the

course of her oeuvre—another element of her “radical inclusivity.” Moreover, it is

an ironic commentary on her own (early) approach that occurred again and again

in her works, especially in the system of reflexive commentary of the Lens Boxes.

This also occurred in other works, as has already been shown using the example of

the Needless Needles light sheet; here a drawing of a heart has been labeled “bad”:

something representational with romantic connotations is rejected—a reflexive

reference to her own approach in her early work.

55 For a more detailed interpretation of the honeycomb as a natural element and its appli-

cation to compositions, see section 4.1.
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Fig. 17: RundesWabenbild, 1960, modeling compound, casein tempera

on particle board, 75 cm (diameter), Museum Ludwig, Köln/Cologne

(ML 10364).

3.3 Musical Parameters

The compositional techniques of dodecaphony, so-called “twelve-tone music,” and

their extension into the total serialism ofNewMusicwere integrated by Bauermeis-

ter into her visual art. That should not be understood to mean that she intended to

convert writing or series of numbers intomusic or, conversely, the writing of music

into a diagrammatic form.56 Rather, she appropriated forms of musical composi-

56 See Birgit Mersmann, “Schriftikonik: Musikalische Notation und Diagrammatik in den

Schreibarbeiten vonHanne Darboven und Jorinde Voigt,” inMusik und Schrift: Interdisziplinäre

Perspektiven auf musikalische Notationen, ed. Carolin Ratzinger, Nikolaus Urbanek, and Sophie

Zehetmayer (Paderborn: Wilhelm Fink, 2020), 107–33. Mersmann clarifies these two strate-

gies using the artists Hanne Darboven and Jorinde Voigt as examples; Darboven’s tendency

to form rows and to work with serial patterns of signs can be mostly easily associated with

Bauermeister; ibid., 130.
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tion as an (additional) element in order to create works. In addition, Bauermeister

incorporated the basic attitude of total serial music:

“Serial music results from a worldview that assumes continuous courses be-

tween extreme poles and makes the gradual mediation between them its con-

structive tool. Seen in this way, the color white represents a gradation of black

and vice versa.”57

In addition to mediation, it was also the attempt to treat individual entities equally

and to reveal the translation ofmusical parameters.Of awhole series ofworks in her

early phase, the Magnet Pictures and Malerische Konzeption (Painterly Conception)

represent this effort.58

57 Elena Ungeheuer, “Schriftbildlichkeit als operatives Potential in Musik,” in Schriftbildlichkeit:

Wahrnehmbarkeit,Materialität undOperativität vonNotationen, ed. Eva Cancik-Kirschbaum, Sy-

bille Krämer, and Rainer Totzke (Berlin: Akademie, 2012), 167–82, esp. 171.

58 In the 1960s musical references were incorporated into her works again and again: writ-

ten notes or instructions from scores especially from graphic notation can be found in her

Writing Drawings and Lens Boxes. In addition, there are works in which music is decidedly

a primary reference, such as the joint work Notenbaum (Note Tree) 1963–64 with Karlheinz

Stockhausen, into which an excerpt from a score by the composer is integrated. There are

also two Lens Boxes with the title Music Box of 1965 and 1966–68 and a Lens Boxes called

This Has Nothing to Do with Music of 1969. The scholarly literature on musical references in

Bauermeister’s work is the most extensive of all, which results not only from her many

references to musical terminology or structures but also from her connection to Karlheinz

Stockhausen; Paul V. Miller, “Mary Bauermeister and Karlheinz Stockhausen: A Collabora-

tion in Sound and Space,” inMary Bauermeister: TheNewYorkDecade, exh. cat. (Northampton,

MA: Smith College Museum of Art, 2014), 87–97; on the aforementioned distinguishing or

mutual influence, see Noy, Siano, and Skrobanek. Malerische Konzeption and Stockhausen’s

terminology is contextualized in Geboltsberger, “Die ‘malerische Konzeption’ und der Ein-

fluss von Aleatorik” (see note 38), 25–31. The influence of Stockhausen should recede into

the background here, since concentrating on points of contact between her famous partner

and later husband do not do justice to the works. As already shown, a large number of lev-

els are united in Bauermeister’s art. The exhibition VomKlang der Bilder: DieMusik in der Kunst

des 20. Jahrhunderts at the Staatsgalerie Galerie Stuttgart included two works that were cat-

egorized under the heading “Bildpartituren – graphische Musik” (Visual Scores—Graphic

Music): Music Box of 1965 and a work on canvas using the point technique from 1961 with ti-

tled (with a term from musical terminology Kontrapunkte (Counterpoints); Karin von Maur,

ed., VomKlang der Bilder: DieMusik in der Kunst des 20. Jahrhunderts, exh. cat. Stuttgart, Staats-

galerie, 1985 (Munich: Prestel, 1985), 306.
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Magnet Pictures

Bauermeister produced a total of four Magnet Pictures in the years 1958 and 1959.

The first is Magnetbild Schwarz-Weiss (Magnet Picture Black-and-White); like every

Magnet Picture, it has a square ground of 75 by 75 centimeters and is executed in

Bauermeister’s point technique (fig. 18).59 The makeup of the Magnet Pictures is

also identical; they consist of fourwooden boards—two square ones of different size

and two rectangular ones of equal size. The “magnet” of the title refers to the mag-

nets on the back of the four particle boards that provide a magnetic ground for the

wooden elements. Viewers thus have in principle the opportunity to take down one

of the four boards, rotate it ninety degrees, and reinsert it in the picture, changing

the composition.This is possible in all directions with all four boards; moreover, the

positions of the boards can be switched, resulting in a large number of possible ap-

pearances (figs. 19 and 20).

Theywere determined by Bauermeister in sketches and calculations, emphasiz-

ing the serial aspect and revealing the inherent potential of the Magnet Pictures:

the Möglichkeiten Serieller Malerei (Possibilities of Serial Painting) portfolio consists

of thirty-four A4 sheets with sketches shown all the possibilities for changing the

composition; the nineteen sheets of Flächenvariation (Planar Variation) are A5 format

andcontain seriesofnumbers arrangedvertically that run throughall the variations.

Both portfolios were created by Bauermeister in 1959, that is, after the first Magnet

Picture.60 Accordingly, they are no preparatory sketches or a theoretical conceptu-

alization that are applied to a work but rather a retroactive attempt to use notation

to document one’s own composition in order to get an overview of the possibilities

that result from changes of equal validity.

59 The other Magnet Pictures are: Magnetbild Rot, Magnetbild Blau-Lila, Magnetbild Grün, so also

named after their colors.

60 See Frederik Schikowski, “Interview mit Mary Bauermeister: ‘Was macht es mit euch, wenn

ihrwas ändert?’,” in Spielobjekte: Die Kunst derMöglichkeiten, exh. cat. Basel, Museum Tinguely,

2014 (Heidelberg: Kehrer, 2014), 34–43, esp. 37.
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Fig. 18: Magnetbild Schwarz-Weiß, 1958, casein tempera, magnets on wood onmagnetical

surface, 75 x 75 cm,Museum Ludwig, Köln/Cologne (ML 10363).

Fig. 19: Magnetbild Blau-Lila, 1959, casein

tempera, magnets on wood onmagnetical

surface, 75 x 75 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art

Estate.

Fig. 20:Magnetbild Blau-Lila (Variation),

1959, casein tempera, magnets on wood on

magnetical surface, 75 x 75 cm,Mary Bauer-

meister Art Estate.

Bauermeister began making compositions dynamic with the aforementioned

hinge paintingOhne Titel of 1958, whichmakes two ways of presenting it possible, if

one counts the intermediate steps as merely a transition. WithMagnetbild Schwarz-

Weiss, the possible variations were expanded: the first two pages ofMöglichkeiten Se-

rieller Malerei describe the structure of the Magnet Pictures and determine how the
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course of the point pattern results (figs. 21 and 22).61The following pages are strewn

with sketches; each one shows a new variation of the Magnet Picture. The four el-

ements of the picture are numbered and are rotated ninety degrees one after the

other. It is always indicated which of the four image elements remains in which po-

sition and how the others are rotated. When it comes to a composition that over-

laps with a previous one, Bauermeister drew the sketch anyway and then crossed it

out. The sheets thus show all 256 variations that result when the small square pic-

ture element is in the lower right field. Now the arrangement of the boards can be

switched, opening up even more variations (1,024 in all). It is also possible to hang

theMagnetPictures in adiamondshape,as other sketchesbyBauermeister show.So

a large number of possible compositional appearances are compressed in one pic-

ture; moreover, the Magnet Pictures are an early example of explicitly integrating

viewers, since the changes to the work are supposed to be introduced by their inter-

vention.62

61 The pattern is a quarter-circle expanded to the size of a semicircle, so that with a partic-

ular orientation of the four magnet boards a closed circle results. On the second page of

Möglichkeiten Serieller Malerei this is also adopted as the initial composition for the varia-

tion. Bauermeister’s archive has a ten-page carbon copy from an attorney who was hired

to patent this pictorial structure; in this document the composition is described in detail

in a legal tone. The patent application was never submitted, but this shows how much

Bauermeister’s thinking of the late 1950s was dominated by the spirit of the avant-garde

inventor, of creating something “new” and at the same time a fear of becoming the victim

of epigones. The title Möglichkeiten Serieller Malerei was employed again by Bauermeister

in 1960 for a four-part painting consisting of oblong elements that can be rearranged; only

one of those four parts survived.

62 The Magnet Pictures were at least originally constructed in a way that viewers were allowed

to try out new compositions; with the Magnet Picture in the Museum Ludwig in Cologne

and that in the Staatliches Museum in Schwerin, this is not permitted for conservation

reasons. For a study of the multiplicity of the image that is potentially inherent in any

work of art, see David Ganz and Felix Thürlemann, “Zur Einführung: Singular und Plural

der Bilder,” in Das Bild im Plural: Mehrteilige Bildformen zwischen Mittelalter und Gegenwart,

ed. David Ganz and Felix Thürlemann (Berlin: Reimer, 2010), 7–39.
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Fig. 21: Möglichkeiten SeriellerMalerei

(Sheet 1), 1959, pencil, ink on paper, 29.7 x

21 cm, altogether 34 sheets, Museum Lud-

wig, Köln/Cologne, acquisitionmade possible

by Initiative Perlensucher, permanent loan

by Gesellschaft fürModerne Kunst amMu-

seum Ludwig Köln e.V. 2019 (Dep.ML/Z

2019/026/01-34).

Fig. 22:Möglichkeiten SeriellerMalerei

(Sheet 2), 1959, pencil, ink on paper, 29.7 x

21 cm, altogether 34 sheets, Museum Lud-

wig, Köln/Cologne, acquisitionmade possible

by Initiative Perlensucher, permanent loan

by Gesellschaft fürModerne Kunst amMu-

seum Ludwig Köln e.V. 2019 (Dep.ML/Z

2019/026/01-34).

The sheets of the Flächenvariation consist entirely of rows of numbers; only the

first two pages have sketches that clarify the structure of the Magnet Pictures and

the system of rows (fig. 23).The sequence “2V1/3V2,” for example, says that the first

board is rotated ninety degrees twice and the second ninety degrees three times;

thus it indicates a specific composition. As she did with the sketches, Bauermeister

later crossed out the compositional doublings.63

63 We address here only a few aspects of the Magnet Pictures that are important for Bauer-

meister’s procedure in the rest of her oeuvre; for a more detailed examination of the Mag-

net Pictures and especially of the structure of the two portfolios of sketches, see Hauke

Ohls, “Mary Bauermeister und die Möglichkeit serieller Malerei,” in Mary Bauermeister: Die

1950er Jahre (see note 26), 33–46.
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Fig. 23: Flächenvariation (Sheet 7), 1959, pencil on paper, 22 x 17 cm, alto-

gether 19 sheets, Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.

TheMagnet Pictures thus participate in dodecaphony with their four picture el-

ements that can be turned with equal validity. In this compositional technique, de-

veloped by Arnold Schönberg and taken substantially further by AntonWebern, the

pitches are no longer arranged according to motifs or themes but in rows.64 An ele-

ment in amusical composition is employed unhierarchically. Bauermeister became

familiar with twelve-tone music via the radio; after World War II the medium was

controlled by the Allied occupation forces and used for “reeducation.”65Thinking in

rowshas ametaphorical correspondence in the fourwoodenboards: each of the pos-

sible appearances of the work has an equivalent status, like the individual tones in

musical compositions that have been released from the structuringmodel of thirds,

fourths, fifths, and tonics. Thanks to the design of the point structure, the Magnet

Pictures have two “harmonious” initial positions, both of which are also used in the

sketches: first, the closed circular form and the structure in which the corners meet

with the four semicircles. Painterly means are used to attempt to transfer amusical

64 See Ungeheuer, “Schriftbildlichkeit als operatives Potential” (see note 57), 172. On the devel-

opment of modern music, its compositional techniques, and its schools, see Alex Ross, The

Rest Is Noise: Listening to the Twentieth Century (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2007),

esp. 33–73, 355–410, and 444–72.

65 Andreas Hagelüken, “Eine originäre Kunst für das Radio,” in Sound Studies: Traditionen, Me-

thoden, Desiderat; Eine Einführung, ed. Holger Schulze (Bielefeld: transcript, 2008), 29–55,

esp. 39–40. Bauermeister has also said that there was also sheet music of Schönberg and

other composers of the Second Vienna School in her parents’ home.
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principle to apicture,but in the faceof theMagnetPictures amedium-specific“rem-

nant” is left behind: the equality of pitches and the equality of pictorial composition

cannot be completely harmonized. This recalls Theodor W. Adorno’s description of

relations betweenmusic and painting: “Themoment one art imitates another, it be-

comesmore distant from it by repudiating the constraint of its ownmaterial.”66 For

him the arts “converge” only where each one remains in its principle.67 To an extent,

Bauermeister seems to follow that idea, in that shepursuesno syncretismofmusical

and painterly phenomena but rather adopts a compositional principle from music

and applies it to herworks. In theMagnet Pictures,only one composition can ever be

seen at a time, while all the others are inscribed based on the structure of the works

and systematically recorded by the sketches.

Themutual referenceofmusic andvisual art,which is framed inanextensive, re-

ciprocal discourse, seems toplaynooverarching role forBauermeister; it is rather an

aspect that is adopted into the combination principle.68 The very titleMöglichkeiten

SeriellerMalereialreadymakesBauermeister’s reference tomusic clear.Nevertheless,

it need not be seen as a rapprochement with electroacoustic (serial) music, since in

the Magnet Pictures only one parameter was treated as equal, which is equivalent

to twelve-tonemusic.The term “serial” was still used for Schönberg’s compositional

technique until the end of the 1940s and can be observed in the Magnet Picture and

in the sketches or rather in the series of numbers that serve as a starting point.69

66 Theodor W. Adorno, “On Some Relations between Music and Painting,” trans. Susan Gille-

spie, Musical Quarterly 79, no. 1 (Spring 1995), 66–79, esp. 67.

67 Ibid. In his essay Adorno appears to be uncertain how to evaluate the relation of music and

painting, since convergence can, in his view, also lead to “crass infantilism.” He is indebted

to the idea that the “natural” differences in the arts should not be undermined by the

“unraveling” he describes; ibid., 76–78.

68 The determination of time and space, respectively, is an obvious difference between a

painting and a piece of music. For insights into the complex connections between the

two professions of music and visual art and their hybridizations, see Hans Emons, Kom-

plizenschaften: Zur Beziehung zwischen Musik und Kunst in der amerikanischen Moderne, 2nd. ed.

(Berlin: Frank & Timme, 2017); Hajo Düchting and Jörg Jewanski, Musik und Bildende Kunst

im20. Jahrhundert: Begegnungen,Berührungen,Beeinflussungen (Kassel: Kassel University Press,

2009); and even exhibitions such as A House Full of Music: Strategies in Music and Art, ed. Ralf

Beil and Peter Kraut, exh. cat. Darmstadt, Institut Mathildenhöhe 2012 (Ostfildern: Hatje

Cantz, 2012) and Sound of Art: Musik in der bildenden Kunst, exh. cat. (Salzburg: Museum der

Moderne, 2008).

69 See Mark Delaere, “Auf der Suche nach serieller Stimmigkeit: Goeyvaerts’ Weg zur Komposi-

tion Nr. 2 (1951),” in Kontexte: Beiträge zur zeitgenössischen Musik, ed. Orm Finnendahl, vol. 01,

Die Anfänge der seriellen Musik (Hofheim: Wolke, 1999), 13–35, esp. 16. Serial structures were

also important to the Zero movement as a way of create new pictorial inventions beyond

Art Informel; see Pörschmann, Evakuierung des Chaos (see note 33), 103.
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Painterly Conception

The three pages of Malerische Konzeption contain only a few sketches; it consists

overwhelmingly of numbers and text that have been arranged in rows and columns

(fig. 24).70 This work was created in 1961 in a composition course taught by Karl-

heinz Stockhausen at the Darmstädter Ferientage für Neue Musik (Darmstadt

Summer Course for New Music). The typewritten explanations at the beginning of

Bauermeister’s manuscript were added retrospectively.71 In contrast to the Magnet

Pictures, Malerische Konzeption explicitly refers to the total-serial compositional

techniques of New Music, which apply thinking in multidimensional to musical

parameters: not only is pitch employed without hierarchy but also duration, artic-

ulation, dynamics, frequency, and timbre are placed in mathematically calculated

rows in order to exclude subject influence for the most part. Serial composition

of electroacoustic music recedes behind “generative logic” that is a “complex con-

ceptualization.”72 Another difference from the Magnet Pictures is that Malerische

Konzeption is a completely written plan without any visual realization, as if only the

two paper portfolios had been created with sketches and rows of numbers and not

the four Magnet Pictures.

70 As with the Magnet Pictures, I address here only several aspects of Malerische Konzeption.

For insights into the structure, the individual parameters, and the “events” that are to be

described by them, see Hauke Ohls, “The ‘Malerische Konzeption’: A Conceptual Tool of

Cognizance,” trans. Simon Stockhausen, inMary Bauermeister: Signs,Words,Universes, exh. cat.

Bergisch Gladbach, Kunstmuseum Villa Zanders, 2017–18 (Dortmund: Kettler, 2017), 77–83.

71 The reproduction was prepared for the catalog of the exhibition at the Stedelijk Museum

in 1962. Presumably Bauermeister had written on A4 paper in very small handwriting.

72 See Elena Ungeheuer, “Ist Klang das Medium von Musik? Zur Medialität und Unmittelbar-

keit von Klang in Musik,” in Sound Studies (see note 65), 57–76, esp. 67. Serial techniques led

to an “intellectualization and mathematization of musical parameters”; Hagelüken, “Eine

originäre Kunst für das Radio” (see note 65), 43.
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Fig. 24: Malerische Konzeption (Sheet 2), 1961, ink on paper, 40.6 x

29.6 cm, altogether 3 sheets, Exhibition Files Stockhausen/Bauermeister,

StedelijkMuseum, Amsterdam, 1962 (2006.5.0149).

It must be said that there is probably no way to performMalerische Konzeption: it

defines elevenparameters in the left column that are refinedon thenext twopages.73

For example, the parameter “time” refers to the “durationof theperformance,” that is

to say, the timeBauermeister takesproducingawork. It is definedona scale of “1–5,”

73 The parameters include frequency, intensity, volume, time, material, number, proportion,

quality, organics, movement. The formulations of the parameters contain duplicates, some

of which contradict themselves. That alone shows that Malerische Konzeption cannot be im-

plemented literally.
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whichBauermeister called “potentials”: “1” is “the least time,”which is defined on the

second page as “found material” and “approximately 0 hours”; “5” is “very slow”; the

specification on the second page indicates “circa 1797 hours.” The goal ofMalerische

Konzeption is to create works of art that are always composed of the eleven parame-

ters, each of which has to be assigned one of the gradations “1–5”; the result should

onprinciple total 36.Thegradations of parameters are distributed in such away that

every “event,” as Bauermeister called the works in the plan, arrive at the same num-

ber of points; everything else can be combined freely.With regards to a realization,

however, several problems are immediately evident; for example, the technique to

be used is not specified on the first page. If Bauermeister’s Point Structures, Hon-

eycomb Pictures, or Lens Boxes are stipulated, then for every technique there would

be a potential of 115 or 161,051 works;moreover, several parameters cannot be imple-

mented; new chemical bonds would have to be synthesized for them—for example,

in order to realize gradations of “reaction to temperature” in the parameter “mate-

rial.”

With Malerische Konzeption, it is less about physically creating a new work than

about the possibility of combining predefined parameters on a conceptual level:

Bauermeister initially wanted to apply “parameter analyses and the serial com-

position technique” to “optical composition.”74 In keeping with the context of the

making ofMalerische Konzeption, strict serialism is more clearly evident in it than in

the Magnet Pictures. The degrees of gradation between the parameters also reveal

the mediation between extremes that constitutes the serial “worldview.”75 If we

attempt to understand the individual parameters and their gradations in order to

connect them in a way that their sum is 36, it reveals the number of possible com-

binations that results from the structure of Malerische Konzeption. This is, however,

merely an (extreme) example Bauermeister’s strategy of connection individual ele-

ments in order to use the potential of links.MalerischeKonzeption cannot be regarded

as the endpoint of the development of the combination principle; Bauermeister’s

oeuvre does not have one, and the works always participate in this fundamental

strategy in a specific way. Her effort to approximate serial compositional technique

let to a written notation whose (anticipated) results are not bound to the laws of

time and space.

74 These two brief quotations are from the typewritten text on the work, which is signed “Mary

Bauermeister.” Malerische Konzeption is categorized as conceptual art in Ohls, Die ‘Malerische

Konzeption’” (see note 70), 77–83.

75 See Ungeheuer, “Ist Klang das Medium von Musik?” (see note 72), 67.
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Notationality

The “events” described inMalerische Konzeptionmust be distinguished from the ma-

terial basis of the plan that produces them: It is written with ink on paper and con-

tains letters that form sentences, numbers that form rows, and small sketches.The

individual elements are arranged in a structured way that makes it possible to read

them horizontally and vertically.76 BothMalerische Konzeption and the two portfolios

on the Magnet Pictures can be viewed in the context of score and notation.77 They

participate in the revolutions in the area of musical notation that led to the emer-

gence of graphic notation of music: Over the course of the 1950s an “aesthetic au-

tonomy” of the notation over the performance developed.78 Liz Kotz sees John Cage

as the crucial initiator of this development, out of his experiments with chance op-

erations and writing them down and out of his teaching activities evolved methods

of notation such as the “word piece” and the “event score.”79 Artists such as George

Brecht, Yoko Ono, and LaMonte Young formulated instructions that were at once a

call to action, poetic material, and autonomous work of art. These instructions are

laden with potential for open meaning, which requires that the performer actively

complete it. By transferring the principle ofmusical notation as instructions for ac-

76 The theme of notational iconicity in Bauermeister’s oeuvre will be examined in greater

detail in section 5.1; the material marginalization of writing and number will also be chal-

lenged in the process.

77 The word “score” stands here for the fixed result and “notation” for the method of achieving

it. Because both terms have been admitted into a field of fixed rules, in order to achieve

general readability Christian Grüny proposed using the English term “score” in German

specifically for “language-based notation”; Christian Grüny, “Scores: Notationen zwischen

Aufbruch und Normalisierung,” in Musik und Schrift (see note 56), 135–58, esp. 136–37. One

only employs the English word “scores” in German in connection with proper names if

there is a connection to artist works. The more neutral term “musical graphics” seems open

enough to apply it to many experiments and is therefore primarily used here. Karlheinz

Stockhausen also emphasized the emancipation of musical graphics from performance in

a lecture in which the Schriftbild (notation) takes on its own aesthetic quality; Karlheinz

Stockhausen, “Musik und Graphik,” in Stockhausen, Texte zur elektronischen und instrumen-

talen Musik, vol. 1, Aufsätze, 1952–1962, zur Theorie des Komponierens, ed. Dieter Schnebel

(Cologne: DuMont, 1963), 176–188.

78 See Liz Kotz, Words to Be Looked At: Language in 1960s Art (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2010),

48.

79 See ibid., 59–65. Experimental extensions of notations can also be found in the work of

Earle Brown, Sylvano Bussotti, Christian Wolff and compositions of electroacoustic music.

Matteo Nanni refers to a development since the 1960s with a “profound dovetailing of the

auditory and the iconic” as well as the “performative and written”; Matteo Nanni, “‘Quia

scribi non possunt’: Gedanken zur Schrift des Ephemeren,” in Die Schrift des Ephemeren:

Konzepte musikalischer Notation, ed. Matteo Nanni (Basel: Schwabe, 2015), 7–14, esp. 11.
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tion, the way the time structures are recorded in theworks also changes; they are no

longer indicated in strictly rhythmic units of measure.80

On the onehand,Bauermeister participated in these experimental extensions to

liberate the score from its subordinate, ancillary function and grant it contingency

and autarchy.On the other hand, she did not take the step of directly addressing the

audiencememberswho are necessary as one crucial level.BothMöglichkeitenSerieller

Malerei and Flächenvariation are retroactive notations that record the use of a princi-

ple of musical composition.With reference to Nelson Goodman, both these portfo-

lios can be said to be closer to a notational system than they may at first seem. For

Goodman, anything can be a score that has fixed characters and complaints: which

is crucial is that a score identifies a particular work from performance to perfor-

mance.81 If the performance differs from a note set in the score, their connection

breaks down, so that it must be considered a different work; accordingly, he calls

Cage’sway ofwritingdownapiece an “autographdiagram,” since its semantic open-

ness cannot be transferred to any “work”; what happens is rather “copies after and

performances after that unique object.”82 In this view, the two writings on theMag-

net Pictures are (retroactive) scores in Goodman’s sense, since the visual possibility

of distributing the four boards is laid out in them.Here an expanded concept of the

score comes in that can no longer be reduced to the writing down of notes and a

temporal sequence of sounds. A temporal aspect is inscribed in the fixed compo-

sition of a Magnet Picture, since it no longer has the opportunity to adopt other

appearances but these are already formulated in the sketches and rows of num-

bers.The viewers’ own responsibility is limited to the point at which the four boards

are switched: Bauermeister systematically described only the situation in which the

smallest wooden board is in the bottom right corner. Notationality identifies 256

possibilities; the other variations are possible if the viewers do more themselves;

nevertheless, they stand outside the score.

For Goodman, many aspects in a score always remain unexecuted; precise pre-

scriptions are impossible as well—except when using numbers.83 Flächenvariation

demonstrates not only Bauermeister’s interest in an approachwith numbers, as the

calculations on the constructive works and the use of the Fibonacci sequence have

already shown, but by means of its concentration on the formation of rows a more

explicit effort to get closer to the compositional technique of twelve-tone music.

80 See Gabriele Brandstetter, “Schriftbilder des Tanzes: Zwischen Notation, Diagramm und Or-

nament,” in Schriftbildlichkeit (see note 57), 61–77, esp. 61; Kotz 2010 (see note 262), 71.

81 Nelson Goodman, Languages of Art:AnApproach to a Theory of Symbols (Indianapolis, IN: Hack-

ett, 1976), 177–84.

82 Ibid., 190.

83 See ibid., 190–91.
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For mathematics, the “unambiguous and uncontradictory definition” is essential.84

It is a structure that does not permit any “causalities,” “explanations,” and “inter-

pretations,” since otherwise they would fall outside of the self-referential system.85

Bauermeister sometimes uses a form of recording whose nature is impossible for

the performers to interpret themselves. In the case of the Magnet Pictures, the two

portfoliosMöglichkeiten SeriellerMalerei and Flächenvariation are autonomous and yet

stand in a notational connection to theMagnet Pictures.Produced as a retrospective

reflection, the resulting two works are on a part with the Magnet Pictures.

In the case ofMalerische Konzeption, the situation is different. There is neither a

realized equivalent nor the possibility to create one.Thiswork, too, is only peripher-

ally connected with contemporaneous trends of easily performable instructions in

notational style. It has an aesthetic autonomy inwritten formand can be considered

an autonomous work of art. It would perhaps even be conceivable to perform indi-

vidual parts but not incorporating all of the parameters and their refinements.The

sketchbook has a note: “Darmstadt project can be performed like this.” The associ-

ated sketch and the descriptions, however, show a nestedwork of a variety of Bauer-

meister’s techniques that are supposed to enter into structure relationships on ami-

crolevel (fig. 25).86Thesketchedworkwas never realized; this page from sketchbook

shows, however, that for Bauermeister the emphasis inMalerische Konzeptionwas on

the possibility of combining and networking individual techniques. It also shows

the impossibility of performing it is inherent in the work, since even the sketch for

a realization does not implement the parameters or the potential of 36.

Malerische Konzeption can best be interpreted as a work that draws inspiration

from techniques for composingmusic in order to create a work of visual art. Its ap-

pearance is close to that of graphic music, but its content refers to painting.87 The

aforementioned instructions in theNeedless Needles drawing can also be understood

in that context: They also derive from the world of graphic music, and Bauermeis-

ter also applied them in earlier works. Faithful execution is no more intended in

NeedlessNeedles than inMalerische Konzeption; it is rather the reference to a technique

84 DieterMersch, “DieGeburt derMathematik aus der Struktur der Schrift,” in Schrift: Kulturtech-

nik zwischen Auge, Hand und Maschine, ed. Gernot Grube, Werner Kogge, and Sybille Krämer

(Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 2005), 211–33, esp. 215.

85 Ibid., 217.

86 See Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch/Quaderno” (see note 1), 11–12.

87 In the context of graphic music Elena Ungeheuer also speaks of “realization scores” that

recall “circuit diagrams” Ungeheuer, “Schriftbildlichkeit als operatives Potential” (see note

57), 174. Skrobanek calls Malerische Konzeption a “score for painters”; Skrobanek, “Die Jacke

Kunst weiter dehnen” (see note 38), 34–35. Geboltsberger calls the work a “score for fine

artists”; Geboltsberger, “Die ‘malerische Konzeption’ und der Einfluss vonAleatorik” (see note

38), 4.
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originally used to composemusic as an element tomake it possible to create a draw-

ing.Notation is one parameter of the combination principle that Bauermeister used

alone for works in her early phase and later incorporated as just one aspect.

Fig. 25: Skizzenbuch/Quaderno, 1961–1963, unpublished source, paginated

by the artist, p. 11.
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Beyond Fluxus

Describing Bauermeister as an explicitly interdisciplinary artist, and especially the

idea that she belonged to the Fluxus movement, derives from a misunderstanding

based on the events in her studio at Lintgasse 28 in Cologne from 1960 to 1962.88

In her studio in those years there were exhibitions, concerts, performances, and

actions with international and interdisciplinary participation. The artists docu-

mented were, among others, Nam June Paik, John Cage, David Tudor, Morton

Feldmann, Carolyn Brown, La Monte Young, Merce Cunningham, Mauricio Kagel,

George Brecht, Sylvano Bussotti, Cornelius Cardew, Benjamin Patterson, Pyla Pat-

terson, Otto Piene, and Almir Mavignier.89 These intermedia performances before

an audience included, for example, Paik’s Hommage à John Cage from June 16 to

18, 1960, and Originale, a work of musical theater, also grew out of these events.

The latter was a joint production by Bauermeister and Karlheinz Stockhausen and

was performed from October 26 to November 6, 1961, at the Theater am Dom in

Cologne.90 Both the actions and performances and the contact to Fluxus have led

to Bauermeister being described as part of that international artists’ movement or

at least her work being contextualized in similar categories.91 One can only agree

here with Wulf Herzogenrath’s assessment: on the one hand, he emphasizes the

“performance possibilities” that Bauermeister made possible for “that which was

88 In January 1960 Bauermeister moved into an attic apartment in Cologne’s old town belong-

ing to the architect Peter Neufert; she paid her rent with works of art.

89 For profound insight into the individual events at the studio on Lintgasse, including a

chronology and historical categorizations, see intermedial, kontrovers, experimentell: Das Ate-

lier Mary Bauermeister in Köln, 1960–62, ed. Historisches Archiv der Stadt Köln (Cologne:

Emons, 1993). Despite the widespread rumor, Joseph Beuys was never in Bauermeister’s stu-

dio.

90 See Wilfried Dörstel, “Situation, Moment, Labyr, Fluxus; oder, Das verbrannte Original: Das

Musiktheater ‘Originale’ von Karlheinz Stockhausen,” in ibid., 186–205. Stockhausen is listed

in the program as “composer” and Bauermeister as “painter,” among the performers is Nam

June Paik, who is announced as presenting “Actions.”

91 In newspaper articles, interviews, and exhibition announcements since the 1990s, Bauer-

meister has been described as a Fluxus artist; before that she was considered a sculptor.

She is not usually included in survey exhibitions of the Fluxus movement; cf. Fluxus at 50,

exh. cat. Wiesbaden, Museum Wiesbaden, 2012 (Bielefeld: Kerber, 2012). Wulf Herzogen-

rath used the more general expression “performances” for the events in Bauermeister’s

studio, and he observes that they created the “art metropolis of Cologne” in the first place;

Wulf Herzogenrath, “The Birth of the Art Metropolis Cologne in 1960 in the Studio of Mary

Bauermeister,” in Worlds in a Box (see note 38), 145–48.
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later called Fluxus or Neo-Dada”; on the other hand, he describes Bauermeister’s

own artistic work independently of those art movements.92

As an organizer Bauermeister was in contact with George Maciunas, a decisive

Fluxus spokesman; a concert under Maciunas’s aegis was planned in her Cologne

studio but never came to pass. In his often extremely polemical manifestos Maciu-

naswrites, among other things, of rejecting aspects of professionalismof art and its

commercialization that he hoped would achieve a living, universal understanding:

“The ‘anti-art’ forms are directed primarily against art as a profession, against

the artificial separation of a performer from [the] audience, or creator or spec-

tator, of life and art; it is against the artificial forms or patterns or methods of

art itself.”93

Strategies associatedwith Fluxus such as collective authorship, themarginalization

of the (art) object to the point of its dissolution, a reduction that is based on everyday

actions and simple gestures or that makes a social utopia of participation possible,

while blurring the lines between “art and life,” are all inapplicable to Bauermeister’s

oeuvre.94 She incorporates quotidianmaterials as a means of composition but does

not use that to critique the uniqueness of the concept of art.

Bauermeister has remained a visual artist. She appropriates elements from

other disciplines, for example, frommusic, literature, and philosophy, but transfers

them into the context of her own profession. In doing so she certainly pursues

an “integrative concept” when creating her works of art and according challenges

categories of media and disciplines.95 The individual elements do not, however,

synthesize into a new understanding of unity beyond the supposed dichotomies of

92 SeeWulf Herzogenrath, “1960: Mary Bauermeister,” in Deutschland: Globalgeschichte einer Na-

tion, ed. Andreas Fahrmeir (Munich: C. H. Beck, 2020), 710–14, esp. 712.

93 George Maciunas, “Neo-Dada in Music, Theater, Poetry, Art” (1962), in Art in Theory,

1900–2000: An Anthology of Changing Ideas, ed. Charles Harrison and Paul Wood (Oxford:

Blackwell, 2003, 727–29, esp. 729.

94 See Dorothee Richter, Fluxus: Kunst gleich Leben?Mythen umAutorschaft, Produktion, Geschlecht

und Gemeinschaft (Ludwigsburg: On Curating Publishing, 2012), 15–93. Bauermeister is men-

tioned here as one of the early meeting places, but her work is not addressed; ibid., 75–76.

95 See Joachim Paech, “Intermedialität: Mediales Differenzial und transformative Figuration,”

in Intermedialität: Theorie und Praxis eines interdisziplinären Forschungsgebiets, ed. Jörg Helbig

(Berlin: Erich Schmidt, 1998), 14–30, esp. 17. The description of an explicit intermediality

does not seem appropriate either, since here “a large number of these reciprocal effects

between apparatuses of dispersal, processes of symbolizing, codes of communication, and

physical media” would be necessary to operate from an “in-between space” that itself en-

courages a media development; Michael Manfé and Josef Paier, “Facetten der Interme-

dialität: Eine mediologische Annäherung,” in MedienJournal Intermedialität: Positionen und

Facetten 31, no. 4 (2007): 5–16, esp. 6–10.
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art and life. Even the Lens Boxes should still be analyzed in the line of tradition of

painting and sculpture. Concerning the use of elements frommusical composition

such as notation, the difference between Bauermeister’s strategies and those of the

Fluxusmovement are even clearer: the brief instructions of Brecht, Ono, and Young

are easily implemented and a challenge to the performers. Malerische Konzeption

is a complex condensation of interwoven parameters whose implementation is

unrealistic and was not the artist’s focus.

3.4 (Many-Valued) Combinations

One example of a cumulation of the combination principle is the Sand Stein Kugel

Gruppe (Stand Stone Sphere Group) of 1962 (fig. 26). It was conceived as a nine-part

work but only seven of its parts are presented today.Theoriginal conception is found

inBauermeister’s sketchbook from that period, inwhich thework is still calledSand-

bildgruppe (Sand Picture Group).96The arrangement of all its elements is variable, or

at least that was Bauermeister’s original intention; its current form of presentation

took shape after just a few years.97

Against the backdrop of the combination principle, the combining of materials

and techniques and their arrangement on the parts of the picture are significant.

The elements open up a perspective on Bauermeister’s previous working methods

and how they are combined: the point structures occur repeatedly, for example, in

ordered black and white points on a square section at top right or as points, circles,

and wooden spheres on the left element of the picture. On the main picture, one

sees several round cutouts of various sizes made with the technique Bauermeister

96 See Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch/Quaderno” (see note 1), 34–36. Each of the nine parts is

written on individually. The sketches with the originally intended arrangement show that

only five of the planned parts have survived or been executed. The two smaller objects,

which today hang on the right, were not planned initially. It is no longer possible to re-

construct whether Bauermeister did not execute all nine parts, some were lost, or in the

process of realizing the plan she had already decided on two different elements. The sec-

tion of the picture described as I.8 at least exists as a work but has not remained in the Sand

Stein Kugel Gruppe. Exhibition photographs from 1962 show that the work was presented in

seven-parts; the accompanying exhibition catalog illustrates the nine parts planned in the

sketchbook; to do so, the two missing elements were graphically cut our of other works,

reworked, and inserted; see mary bauermeister (schilderijen) & karlheinz stockhausen (electro-

nische muziek), exh. cat. Amsterdam, Stedelijk Museum, 1962.

97 The work Sand Stein Kugel Gruppe, the placement of its separate parts, and the connections

to Stockhausen are a focus in Skrobanek’s dissertation; see especially the interview with

Bauermeister on the work; see Skrobanek, “Die Jacke Kunst weiter dehnen” (see note 38),

186–90 and 219–20.
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applied inKonstruktiver Tachismus, among otherworks: that is, a deliberate introduc-

tion of a phase in her work that was already over at that time.The honeycomb tech-

nique is also found again in the section above themain picture; relief-like structures

were formed here with Bauermeister’s modeling compound.

Fig. 26: Sand Stein Kugel Gruppe, 1962, modeling compound, casein tempera, stones, ink,

sand, wooden sphere, glass sphere, natural objects on canvas and wood, 218.4 x 261 x 9.5 cm,

Michael Rosenfeld Gallery LLC, New York, NY.

The thinking in rows that defines the composition techniques of dodecaphony

and total serial music and the Fibonacci sequence are contained in the long section

on the left. In her sketchbook she describes very precisely the structure, numbers,

and proportions (fig. 27).98 The strip is divided into eight numbered sections; the

numbers are first placed in an arbitrary series (6, 1, 5, 3, 2, 4, 7, 8).Then each number

was assigned a value from the Fibonacci sequence.The lowest number has the high-

est value in the series, and it indicates in centimeters how wide the section should

be. Accordingly, the number 6 has the Fibonacci value 5 centimeters; 1 is 55.1 cen-

timeters; 5 is 8.5 centimeters, and 3 is 21.3 centimeters.Thenumber after the comma

indicates the number of rows; it also corresponds to the number of wooden spheres

inserted in that section. That is not always strictly followed, for example, the first

98 See Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch/Quaderno” (see note 1), 36.
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section (6) contains six spheres, but the value indicated is just 5 and not 5.6.99 The

next row formation is the height of the spheres and their diameter; both are also

recorded inwriting and drawing; here Bauermeister is striving for themultidimen-

sional thinking in rows of total serial music. It becomes an extension of the “simple”

assignment of numbers and a value from the Fibonacci sequence that indicate cen-

timeters and number of spheres, and twelve-tone music can still be seen as a point

of reference. Deviations from the exact construction of rows, which can already be

observed in the distribution of the planes, appear to be a break that Bauermeister

employs consciously. Occasional variations are built into it to keep from falling too

much into a codified dogmatism. Moreover, the compositional appearance is just

as important as the approach in the artistic process—conceptions are always imple-

mented with the visual result in mind.

Fig. 27: Skizzenbuch/Quaderno, 1961–1963, unpublished source, paginated

by the artist, p. 36.

Bauermeister chose sand as the material in all the sections of the painting; it

is a material that she uses in the 1960s much as she used pastel in the 1950s: to cre-

atemonochrome planes, structured transitions, and isolated, abstract patterns.The

element composed of stones is the first employed exclusively for a self-contained

99 In the Fibonacci values, drops the one and the two that in fact belong to the sequence;

moreover, the pendant to 4, which according to the system suggested should actually be

13,4, is listed as 11,2. The reason for this is not clear; it shows, moreover, that Bauermeister

deliberately integrated deviations.
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section. Later she will produce numerous pure stone pictures; previously the small

stones were simply one material for compositions that Bauermeister used in 1960

and 1961.The SandSteinKugel Gruppe is thus not only a bringing together of the com-

bination principles but also a transition to a new group of works.

Chance and Indeterminacy

Additional elements employed by Bauermeister using the combination principle

concern chance and indeterminacy. Both concepts had a strong influence on the

circle of artists who met in Bauermeister’s studio. Accepting methodic change in

the creation of art is not possible according to Hans Ulrich Reck; there are at best

“strategies of outwitting” that can increase “potentialities” and “contingencies.”100

Chance or incorporating aleatoric elements into a composition merely says that

certain results of a process cannot be completely anticipated.101 This methodical

use of chance processes is found often in details of Bauermeister’s oeuvre. She

did not create a complete artistic work by means of a predetermined process that

participates in the creation of chance.The chance is integrated, for example,when it

occurs during artistic activity: spilled paint,dripping glue,or stains are not removed

but integrated into the composition and often also commented out, pointing out

their chance origin. In addition, the lenses have an inherent potential for chance:

although they were composed by Bauermeister and repeatedly compared in the

process of creating the work, not all eventualities about what the cutouts will look

like in the composition can be determined in advance. Especially where there are

several layers of glass in the Lens Boxes influencing one another, the viewers are

constantly changing their focus in the act of reception.

The term “indeterminacy” was initially adopted by Bauermeister from John

Cage, especially from his lecture at the Darmstädter Ferientage für Neue Musik

in 1958.102 In it Cage analyzes musical compositions of his own and by others,

differentiating which aspects cannot be spoken of as indeterminacy and to which

extent they suit his views of the terms: “Indeterminacy when present in themaking

of an object […] is a sign not of identification with no matter what eventuality but

simply of carelessness with regard to the outcome.”103

100 See Hans Ulrich Reck, “Aleatorik in der bildenden Kunst,” in Die Künste des Zufalls, ed. Pe-

ter Gendolla and Thomas Kamphusmann (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1999), 158–95,

esp. 184–91.

101 See ibid., 166; see also Holger Schulze, Das aleatorische Spiel: Erkundung und Anwendung der

nichtintentionalenWerkgenese im 20. Jahrhundert (Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 2000), 26–36.

102 The section “Indeterminacy” was the second part of the three-part lecture “Composition

as Process”; John Cage, “Composition as Process. II. Indeterminacy” (1958), in Cage, Silence:

Lectures and Writings (Middletown: CT: Wesleyan University Press, 2011), 35–40.

103 Ibid., 38.
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It is not permitted to alter the result at the end of an indeterminate process.

When performing a composition that works with indeterminacy, a singular event

therefore results.104 In the prologue we already cited Paik’s statement that Bauer-

meister managed to introduce indeterminacy into the medium of painting; in the

same text he continues that Cage, Jean-Paul Sartre, and Werner Heisenberg each

did so in his own profession: “Imagine the niche carved for Mary in art history.”105

Paik does not identify any specific examples of indeterminacy in his text; before

that statement he refers to several “experiments” by Bauermeister, such as the

so-called Phosphorous Pictures, works created using Bauermeister’s point tech-

nique. The paint is replaced by a phosphorous material, which under ultraviolet

light first reacts by changing color, stores energy, and then remains fluorescent for

an unpredictable time (fig. 28). The process of the composition slowly faded can be

considered indeterminate—even though that is just one aspect of these works.

The Sand Stein Kugel Gruppe suggests indeterminacy because it is possible to

choose freely the arrangement of the individual parts of the painting. Although it is

possible to put the elements in a different arrangement Bauermeister drew on po-

sition in the sketch, which has since changed only minimally.Malerische Konzeption

seems to work more comprehensively with indeterminacy.The individual parame-

ters are precisely specified as are the possibilities of combination and the potential

of 36, but the (visual) “event,” as it is called in the plan, is not crucial. The focus is

rather on the concept of bringing several steps together; it is not the fault of inde-

terminacy that they cannot be exactly implemented but it is part of the spectrum of

the concept. To a lesser extent the Magnet Pictures can also be considered in this

way. The composition is not predetermined by their structure, at least not within

a certain frame. The two documents on the Magnet Pictures undermine this effect

in turn: because the compositions for a distribution of the picture areas can be

described exactly, indeterminacy is removed from this starting position.

104 See ibid., 39. On distinguishing chance and indeterminacy in Cage’s oeuvre, see Barbara

Nierhoff-Wielk, “‘A purposeful purposelessness’: Zufall in der Kunst von John Cage,” in “John

Cage und …”: Bildender Künstler; Einflüsse, Anregungen, ed. Wulf Herzogenrath and Barbara

Nierhoff-Wielk, exh. cat. Berlin, Akademie der Künste, 2012; Salzburg, Museum der Mod-

erne, 2012 (Cologne: DuMont, 2012), 254–70.

105 Nam June Paik and Mary Bauermeister, Letters Mary Bauermeister, ed. Sang Ae Park (Yongin:

Nam June Paik Art Center, 2015), 162.
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Fig. 28: Rotglühend, 1961, fluorescent color on canvas, 200 x 50 cm,

Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.
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That indeterminacy onmicrolevels can be found continuously in Bauermeister’s

oeuvre fromaround 1960 onward is probably not due exclusively to Cage’s influence.

The artist herself referred to a book by the German physician Viktor vonWeizsäcker

on biological views of time and form.106 For him indeterminacy is a “rule-based un-

certainty” of nature.107 Something not predetermined and chance together form a

“methodological indeterminacy,” which must be introduced as the normal case: “As

long as an event lies ahead, it is undetermined; once it has happened, then it is de-

termined.”108 Rules can only be derived in retrospect, when an event has already oc-

curred.That an event of whatever sort will occur is already expected; its occurrence

methodologically anticipated.VonWeizsäcker’s descriptions also combine a view of

chance that is used as a void without it ever being possible to be completely random

with Cage’s understanding of indeterminacy, which is focused more on the process

than the result.

The mediations of materials that Bauermeister conducted in her sketchbook

could be described as indeterminant, but they are never carried out in such strict-

ness. In Bauermeister’s work, the theoretical concept is always distinct from the

result, since theprocess of execution contains its owndynamic. Inherworks thedis-

tinction of chance and indeterminacy is not fully possible, because vonWeizsäcker

forges links between the two concepts. It is, however, possible to distinguish a

(chance) mishap while working that Bauermeister then incorporated into the work

from a conscious (indeterminant) gesture or conception of thework that completely

accepts the visual result. Against this horizon, the placing of wooden and glass

spheres in the main picture of the Sand Stein Kugel Gruppe can be indeterminant or

chance: depending on whether Bauermeister let them roll on the canvas and then

glued themwere they stopped or they fell and obtained their positioning that way.

(Many-Valued) Combination Principle

If several of Bauermeister’s forms of expression are traced back to their origin,

where they usually occur alone, it becomes clear that they usually determined an

entire group ofworks for a brief time.Thereafter the transition goes into the arsenal

106 See Viktor vonWeizsäcker,Gestalt und Zeit (1942; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck&Ruprecht, 1960).

A publication by a German physician in 1942 calls for general concern about his relationship

to National Socialism and the party. Although Weizsäcker was close to National Socialism

and subject to the rehabilitation process after the war, scholars have not been able to iden-

tify any “race-based” argumentation in his book; see Cora Penselin, “Bemerkungen zu den

Vorwürfen, Viktor von Weizsäcker sei in die nationalsozialistische Vernichtungspolitik ver-

strickt gewesen,” in AnthropologischeMedizin und Sozialmedizin imWerk Viktor vonWeizsäckers,

ed. Udo Benzenhöfer (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 1994), 123–37.

107 See Weizsäcker, Gestalt und Zeit (see note 106), 21.

108 Ibid., 22–23 and 25.
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of possibilities that can result in a work. In the combination principle, then, various

techniques andmaterials can be employed for a work on equal footing.

A large number of examples can be cited to clarify this course:Theworks Flächen

Gefaltet (Planes Folded) of 1962 and Sandwaben (SandHoneycombs) of 1963 both com-

bine the point technique, the use of stones as a compositionalmeans, line drawings,

and the honeycomb technique; in addition, themonochrome properties of sand are

used. Flächen Gefaltet also includes cut straws and an insect shell on the surface of

the picture (fig. 29). The two sections that hang down into the exhibition space un-

dermine the standardized form a two-dimensional support, on the one hand, and

encourage changing the conventionalized reception of art, on the other, since the

form adapts to one corner of the floor.109

Integration of 1964 and the Lens Boxes Four Quart-er-s of 1965 already represent

an extension of the combination principle, since many-valued logic is already in-

tegrated in them. In their details both works also clarify the difference that results

from the development of the many-valued aesthetic. Integration not only combines

different techniques but also takes up other works and integrates them as well:

on the surface of the painting round cutouts of reproductions of the works Rechts

Draussen (Outside on the Right), Ordnungsschichten (Ordering Layers), Felder und

Zentren (Fields and Centers), Sandhalme (Sand Straws), and Progressions have been

inserted. These works created between 1961 and 1963 are worked into the group so

that in some places they fuse. The delicate lines and point structures of Ordnungss-

chichten are continued outside the reproduction on the support of Integration or

complete a drawn quarter wooden sphere into a hemisphere, as if the older work

were a cast shadow within the newer one.

Not only are reproductions of her ownworks insertedbut old techniques are also

imitated. In the section consisting of straws glued on there are round open areas

that Bauermeister has painted in her early style suggestive of Tachisme. They con-

trast with the inserted reproductions and accurately drawn circles, some of which

are beginning to breakup.Theearlier technique seems like a foreign body in the new

work and clarifies evolution and connectedness: the painting style should be imag-

ined as the foundation in the works that follow as well, but it is no longer combined

with other techniques in a homogenous-looking composition but rather contrasts

in a juxtaposition. It is,moreover, an aspect ofmany-valuedness; not only are older,

already executed works contained in the works now being executed and hence vi-

sualized at the same time, but the general painting style, which cannot be assigned

to a specific work of art she has produced, is also reflected in it. The reproductions

of the stone picture Progressions can also be interpreted similarly; the photographed

material stone is inserted into a conglomerate of drawn and real stones. The three

109 In the first exhibition in which Flächen Gefaltet shown, at the Stedelijk Museum in Amster-

dam in 1962, it was presented in this way.
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formsof visualization offer different perspectives on an element that is held by iden-

tity of reflection in a position of metaphysical suspense.They are different facets of

one material that can, according to the many-valued aesthetic, also by changed by

the object itself.

Fig. 29: Flächen Gefaltet, 1962, plastic straws, casein tempera, sand,

graphite, beetle, ink, stones on wood, 123 x 106 x 37 cm,Mary Bauermeister

Art Estate.

In Four Quart-er-s, processes can be identified that point in a comparable direc-

tion (fig. 30): The background of the Lens Boxes contains not only a reproduction

of Ordnungsschichten but also diverse cutouts from the Needless Needles light sheet.

This networking of works is supplemented by round areas of the black-and-white

(Tachiste) point technique of the 1950s. This special section in the point technique

should not be thought of in the horizon of the combination principle, since Bauer-

meister strives for a homogeneous composition in all works based on the combina-

tion principle—for example, in Sandwaben the techniques are adjusted to one an-
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other and not deliberately contrasted. Four Quart-er-s still participates in the idea of

bringing together individual elements in a combination, but many-valued logic is

added in the execution.The (metaphysical) extension of the visual has becomemore

important than a (homogeneous) reuniting of techniques.

Fig. 30: Four Quart-er-s, 1965, ink, offset print, glass, glass lens, wooden

sphere and painted wood construction, 76.2 x 76.2 x 12.7 cm, Collection

Albright-Knox Art Gallery, Buffalo, New York; Gift of SeymourH. Knox, Jr.,

1968 (K1968:15).

Bothworks—Integration and FourQuart-er-s—have parts designed by indetermi-

nacy, as Bauermeister understod the concept followingCage and vonWeizsäcker. In

an open area the artist made uncontrolled strokes. She then worked the interwoven

and interrupted lines into the composition by drawing small points and circles that

connect the lines or turns several round structures into faces.Thismethodic chance

and spontaneous gesture, which are indeterminant with regard to the result, are

thus redesigned as a determinant event in a retrospective process.

The transition from designing the work using the combination principle to

many-valued aesthetics is formulated in a lecture on contemporary art that Bauer-
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meister gave in the summer of 1962 in Jyväskylä, Finland.110 The text was written in

German and was translated by an interpreter; to illustrate it Bauermeister showed

around eighty slides of her own works and of works by other artists.111

The lecture also reveals aspects of Bauermeister’s conception of art: in her view,

artists of the first half of the twentieth century prepared the ground with “abstrac-

tion, reduction, destruction, simplification” for her and her contemporaries to “take

these achievements as an obvious point of departure”; today the focus should be on

“complexity, differentiation, diversity of relationships.”112 Bauermeister speaks in

this context of “combinations” or “attempts to link” as being essential and explains

this using the example of the Sand Stein Kugel Gruppe. The “combining” or “linking”

of “elements” always leads to ever-different “optical forms,” whereby “style” can be

avoided. Bauermeistermentions here Bense’s “information theory” as well as its es-

sential concepts of “pattern,model, and schema”113: “In every process that produces

art there is a physically determined repertoire of material elements (such as colors,

sounds, syllables, tones, and suchmeans in general) that is selectively creatively con-

verted into amedium of aesthetic states bymeans of a code of semantic determina-

tion that is capable of communication.”114

Every statement by Bense seems to be appropriate for a specific point in time in

Bauermeister’s career—but in a specific understanding of it. The artist did not re-

fer to Bense’s semiotic understanding in her works and statements but instead to

the concept of the “repertoire” and how its “manipulated distribution” could make

an extension of aesthetics possible.115 AswithGünther, she appropriated and in part

reinterpreted his theoretical statements.Bense tries to describe the process of artis-

tic production: Forhim,“the infinite schemaofprobabilitydistribution,”whichhealso

calls the “repertoire,” has to be “converted into an innovative, original order in the

aesthetic, artistic process.”116 Initially, there is a “chaogenetic” disorder in the as-

110 This lecture is preserved in the archive and consists of six handwritten pages; Mary Bauer-

meister, lecture on contemporary art, Jyväskylä, Finland, summer 1962, unpublished source,

pp. 1–6.

111 The selection shows that Bauermeister was very well informed about the field of contem-

porary art. She discusses only male artists; by Bauermeister’s own account, it was difficult

to get illustrations from female artists. The eighteen artists are all from North America or

Europe and, although many of them were still at the beginning of their careers then, they

have all entered the art historical “canon.” None of the artists treated were ever present

in Bauermeister’s studio on Lintgasse and were at that time, if at all, at best superficially

known to Bauermeister personally. Her friendships with Jasper Johns and Robert Rauschen-

berg, for example, began only after moving to New York.

112 See ibid., 1. All of the quotations that follow are from the lecture, pp. 1–2.

113 See ibid.

114 Bense, Einführung in die informationstheoretische Ästhetik (see note 15), 289.

115 See Bense, kleine abstrakte ästhetik (see note 22), 422–23.

116 Bense, Einführung in die informationstheoretische Ästhetik (see note 15), 270–71.
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sembled repertoire; using the “creation schema,” this is then brought into aesthetic

states that Bense describes as “states of order.”117 Bauermeister’s appropriations of

these descriptions contributed substantially to the combination principle:Whereas

Bense strives to find a formula to describe works of art and the process of their cre-

ation that is as universally valid as possible, Bauermeister took parts of his discus-

sions, with which she was clearly familiar, and reinterpreted them for her concerns:

“Points, strokes, text are for me elements that I utilize; whether to use found, natu-

ral, or artificial material is decided anew for each composition.”118

Toward the end of the lecture Bauermeister then formulates the transition to

many-valuedness and its interpretation.Works of art are not tied to “natural conse-

quences”: “What interests me is showing several solutions that in reality contradict

each other and stand side by side in the paintingmore or less peacefully.”119Then she

speaks of the “dualismofAristotelian logic,” ofwhich she explains that “if something

is not x, it cannot be not x at the same time,” and this view is no longer “valid.”120

The combination principle is applied not only within one work of art but can

even include entire spaces and also art by others; this becomes clear in Bauermeis-

ter’s first institutional solo exhibition at the Stedelijk Museum in Amsterdam.The

museum’s director at that time, Jan Willem Sandberg, invited her for the summer

of 1962, and they came up with the idea of supplementing the presentation with

compositions of electroacoustic music conducted by Stockhausen.121 In her sketch-

book Bauermeister planned a spatial concept intended to bring her works together

into a combination with the music as an additional level that would be played back

throughout the duration of the exhibition: the individual works of art have, accord-

ing to Bauermeister, an “area of radiating out and one of radiating in,” by which she

means that a point picture and a straw picture can be seen together in spatial prox-

imity, so that even if eachone consist of just one technique, it is neverthelesspossible

to bring them into a connection of combination.122The combination takes on in this

case a temporary dimension, since the individual works of art, the greatmajority of

117 Ibid., 289–91.

118 Bauermeister, lecture in 1962 (see note 110), 5.

119 Ibid.

120 Ibid., 6.

121 Jan Willem Sandberg became aware of Bauermeister when the German music critic Dirk

Leutscher gave him a copy of Malerische Konzeption, and he then contacted Bauermeis-

ter. The exhibition at the Stedelijk Museum in Amsterdam went on a tour that took it to

the Stedelijk van Abbemuseum in Eindhoven, the Stedelijk Museum Schiedam, and the

Groninger Museum from 1962 to 1963. The composers whose works were performed in-

cluded, among others, Stockhausen, Henri Pousseur, Mauricio Kagel, Luciano Berio, György

Ligeti, and Bruno Maderna; mary bauermeister (schilderijen) & karlheinz stockhausen (electron-

ische muziek) (see note 96), n.p.

122 On the spatial concept for the exhibition, see Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch/Quaderno,

1961–1963” (see note 1), 23–27 and 47–48. Bauermeister had also planned to paint the floor
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whichwereproducedusing the combinationprinciple, are related to one another for

the duration of the exhibition and expanded by means of the aesthetic products of

others—various pieces ofmusic: the entire exhibition space can thus be understood

as the result of a combination.

The catalog for the traveling exhibition includes a Dutch translation of a text by

Stockhausen onBauermeister’s works; in it he analyzes herworks of visual art using

terminology for music.123 Stockhausen describes the radical equality of forms and

elements in Bauermeister’s art and relates it to his own compositional approach.

That several works of art pointedly refer to techniques of musical composition has

alreadybeendescribed; beyond that,however, there are a largenumber of influences

that were all introduced into a system of combination and networking; merely us-

ing the parameter thinking of serial music would be too simple. The techniques,

styles, and materials preferred by Bauermeister and several multimedia or trans-

disciplinary approaches were also applied singly in the 1950s, sometimes over an

extended period of time, and entire groups of works resulted in that way.

After 1962, the combination principle did not disappear but fed into the com-

position as one part.Many-valued logic cannot, however, be seen as another part of

the combination principle; rather, it causes a completely new category to emerge,

one that is influenced above all by previously developed techniques and is described

there as her many-valued aesthetics. From this point forward, Bauermeister was

concerned with depicting a reality based outside of the logical principles of Aris-

totle and no longer with bringing together forms of artistic expression in ever-new

combinations.

The materials used are of particular importance; this becomes especially clear

from the fact that the mediations on materials are the only application of the com-

bination principle that is laid out completely in her sketchbook. This is joined by

her employment of awide range ofmaterials, including traditional artistic ones and

those foreign to art. The relevant works, which combine synthetic and natural ma-

terials to create their horizon of meaning, were produced in the years after 1961.

Works such as Flächen Gefaltet and the Sand Stein Kugel Gruppe are the earliest exam-

ples.Thesedimensions inBauermeister’s oeuvre still build on the combinationprin-

ciple and are at the same time another aspect of many-valued aesthetics.

so that the footprints of the viewers would create a connection between the paintings in

the room, but this was never realized.

123 In the exhibition catalog, this text was titled “nieuwe formen” (new forms); it was published

in German in Velte, “Mary Bauermeister: Das Werk” (see note 26), V–XIV, esp. IX–XI. Its final

sentence—“Bilder, die keinen Lärm machen” (Pictures that make no noise)—is challenged

by Noy; see Noy, “Art That Does Make Noise?” (see note 38).





4. Material and Materiality

Dimensions of Combination and Many-Valuedness

in Bauermeister’s Aesthetic of Materials

Thematerials employed by Bauermeister broadened considerably in her early work.

She was constantly adding new components to her repertoire and would then begin

to relate them to one another in her art.That development occurred in parallelwith a

refinement of the combination principle and at times fused with it. Bauermeister’s

process of producing new connections is already defined as central to herwork in an

essay from 1972: “The variability of the material points to the fact that the process of

relating is central; anythingmay serve as a starting point.”1 In addition,however, the

materials used have an autonomous dimension, since a semantics that is specific to

each is inscribed in them by theirmaking, their origin, or the place where they were

found, the (original and varying) way of using them or the place they were tradi-

tionally employed, their appearance and haptics, and their contextualization with

other materials.This has a continuing level that goes beyond combining in order to

create ever-new works. Accordingly, an “approach that does justice” to the specific

materials but also to their interaction with one another is crucial.2

1 Géza Perneczky, “It Is Perhaps Not Coincidental …,” in Mary Bauermeister, exh. cat. (Milan:

Galleria Schwarz, 1972), 2–14, esp. 10.

2 SeeDietmar Rübel, “Abfall:Materialien einer Archäologie des Konsums; oder, Kunst vomRest

derWelt,”Material inKunst undAlltag, ed.DietmarRübel andMonikaWagner,Hamburger For-

schungen zur Kunstgeschichte 1 (Berlin: Akademie, 2002), 119–38, esp. 120. The German term

used here, materialgerecht, “doing justice to the materials,” is understood to mean that the

materials of works of art receive attention and are not simply marginalized in an ancillary

function relative to the form or idea. It should not be confused with the discourse on Ma-

terialgerechtigkeit, or “truth to materials,” a theme of the late nineteenth century, whether

materials should only be permitted to be employed according to their own inherent and

specific properties; see Dietmar Rübel, Monika Wagner, and Vera Wolff, eds., Materialäs-

thetik: Quellentexte zu Kunst, Design und Architektur (Berlin: Reimer, 2005), 95–96 and 143–44.

Study of the horizon of meaning of materials in works of art began rather late in the disci-

pline of art history. Günter Bandmann provided essential impetus for the German-speaking

world with two essays: Günter Bandmann, “Bemerkungen zu einer Ikonologie des Materi-

als,” Städel-Jahrbuch 2 (1969): 5–100, and Bandmann, “Der Wandel der Materialbewertung
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In the early years of her oeuvreBauermeister determinedly employed traditional

artistic materials. Her early period is characterized above all by pastel on deckle-

edge paper, occasionally interspersed with the aforementioned experiments with

chemicals from processes for developing photographs or transparent films while

studying in Saarbrücken.There is also a three-part work from this period in which

nonrepresentational,expressive structures areapplied inblackposterpaint topanes

of glass; around 1956 or 1957 it is an unusual extension of the support in Bauermeis-

ter’s oeuvre: from 1963 onward, glass then becomes an omnipresent material in the

Lens Boxes. Pastel on deckle-edge paper is joined by casein tempera on canvas or

wood in 1958. In this same period she added a craft material not intended for artis-

tic use in the form of amodeling compound.Thismodeling compoundwas the first

example of a material that Bauermeister employed for several years that is not one

of the traditional materials for art, such as oil and tempera paints, wood, canvas,

stone, and bronze.3

Itwill be followedbymanyothermaterials that are“foreign toart,” suchasplastic

straws from 1960; foundobjects from 1961; flotsamand jetsam, sand, stones, beetles,

honeycomb, and wasps’ nests from 1962; found linen sheets, electric light sources,

and tree trimmings from 1963;mushrooms, plant fibers, and seeds from 1964. In the

years thereafter the majority of these materials will be used by Bauermeister again

and again. New materials are added to her repertoire when they are necessary to

realize a specific group of works—like (old) studio materials for the Studio Fetish se-

ries of 1967–71, for example—and then usually reappear in other works as well for

a time. There are also materials that are found only in a single work; for example,

the objectMementoMori,MomentoMary of 1969–71 has two human skulls and one an-

in der Kunsttheorie des 19. Jahrhunderts,” in Beiträge zur Theorie der Künste im 19. Jahrhun-

dert, ed. Helmut Koopmann and Josef Adolf Schmoll gen. Eisenwerth, vol. 1 (Frankfurt am

Main: Klostermann, 1971), 129–57. In 1975 Wolfgang Kemp was still speaking of the material

as an “unsolved problem of art history”; Wolfgang Kemp, “Material in der bildenden Kunst:

Zu einem ungelösten Problem der Kunstgeschichte,” Prisma: Zeitschrift der Gesamthochschule

Kassel, no. 9 (December 1975): 25–34. Beginning in the 1990s, there was systematic engage-

ment with the semantic levels of materials in works of art; it was initiated by treatises by

Thomas Raff and Monika Wagner; the latter also initiated the Archiv zur Erforschung der

Materialikonographie (Archive on Material Iconography Research), from which emerged

in turn referential texts on working with the material aspects of art. For a first attempt

to examine the materials employed by Bauermeister, but without considering the level of

many-valued aesthetics, see Hauke Ohls, “‘Steine, Lumpen und Kamelköttel …’: Zur Mate-

rialästhetik von Mary Bauermeister um 1960,” in Mary Bauermeister: Da Capo; Werke aus 60

Jahren, exh. cat. (Koblenz: Mittelrhein-Museum, 2015), 27–39.

3 SeeMonikaWagner, DasMaterial in der Kunst: Eine andere Geschichte der Moderne, 2nd ed. (Mu-

nich: C. H. Beck, 2013), 11 and 170–71.
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imal one.4 The use of materials that originate outside of an artistic context clearly

reached a temporary high point in the years from 1962 to 1964. In that period she

created mainly works that employ the strategy of expanding the range of her ma-

terials and combining them.These materials continue to be found (occasionally) in

in the years thereafter but they can no longer be assigned the status of the primary

conveyors of meaning, since the introduction of writing and a metareferential ap-

proach become the focus. In her works of art from 1962 to 1964, many-valuedness

repeatedly takes the form of materials being combined with one another. If the di-

versificationof thematerials she employed that occurred in the 1950s andearly 1960s

seems to have still been part of her effort to expand the combination principle, the

subsequent reciprocal imitation of natural and artificial materials and the fusion

into an overall ensemble is already one aspect of many-valued aesthetics.

Material and Materiality

The category of the material has a wide-ranging history similar to that of writings

on logic. For GotthardGünther,Western logic goes back to Aristotle and, at the time

hewaswriting his books, he believed that that ancient legacy unconditionally deter-

mined our thinking. Günther’s descriptions are too absolutely apodictic; he gener-

alizes to support his argumentation. If, however, one follows the tendency to believe

that ancient philosophers (still) have a substantial influence on the categories of our

thinking, then the marginalization of materials is extraordinarily fraught with tra-

dition.The stages of first degrading and then upgrading the material are crucial to

Bauermeister’s many-valued aesthetics, because they immediately clarify the area

of tension as soon as thematerials are given an autonomous level of meaning in the

works of art.

There are numerous passages in Plato’s writings that describe a dichotomy be-

tweenmaterial, thing, stuff, andbody versus idea, form,spirit, and soul andobserve

a divide that favors the last four concepts. In the dialogue Parmenides, the young

Socrates is challenged about the theory of ideas he is still developing: for an idea

must exist for each thing, even for such “ridiculous” ones as “hair,mud, dirt.”5 After

initial hesitation Socrates concludes that the ideas exist as “patterns” and that the

“visible objects,” that is all material objects that we can perceive, must participate

in them, but no similarity between them can be assumed.The “like” would presume

further ideas that refer to the things and the way that we perceive them in order to

4 The human skulls were from the collection of her father, Wolf Bauermeister, who was a

professor of anthropology.

5 Plato. Parmenides, in Plato, Cratylus, Parmenides, Greater Hippias, Lesser Hippias, trans. Harold

N. Fowler (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1926), 193–331, esp. 211.
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create “concrete things.”6 It would require, for example, an idea of greatness that

mediates between the idea of the thing, between the thing as we perceive it and the

greatnessof other things,so that the similarity to theoriginal idea isproduced—that

would have to happenwith all qualities,which inevitably leads to an infinite regress.

The sphere of idea is strictly separated from “our world,” the latter leads to only one

relationship between them,andnon of the ideas is recognized by us.7 All objects and

the material of which they consist never convey knowledge of the nature of the be-

ingof things; they aremerely a dissimilar imitationof a pattern.Thisnegationof our

material surroundings that can be perceived by the senses goes so far in Plato that

he has Socrates declare in another dialogue that philosophers free themselves of the

body. (Corporeal) death liberates from the limitations that result fromconnection to

the sensory environment.8The degrading of things and thematerials of which they

are composed is a leitmotif of cultural theory that recurs again and again in many

facets. In his aesthetics Kant creates a hierarchy of the arts based on the material

they employ and in distinction from form:

“Yet in all beautiful art what is essential consists in the form, which is purposive

for observation and judging […] not in the matter of the sensation (the charm

or the emotion), where it is aimed merely at enjoyment, which leaves behind

it nothing in the idea.”9

ForKant,matter is tied to illusion,whichwegrasp subjectively, and therefore it has a

certainarbitrariness relative to the idea. In contrast to thedegradingof thingsandof

material, attempts to rehabilitate themcan lookbackona less intense tradition.Two

striking positions within it,Walter Benjamin andGeorge Bataille, will be addressed

in section 4.2 in connection with Bauermeister’s art: in order to be able to identify

the many-valued aesthetics even in works that do not have writing and accordingly

do not reveal their contradictions at first glance, the autonomous dimension of the

material is necessary.

Equivalent to the degrading of the material beneath the form or idea, a ten-

dency to self-negation has been attributed to the traditional materials of art—for

centuries, the focus was not on the paint or pigment and the canvas; rather, every-

thing disappeared behind the motif depicted.10 For a many-valued aesthetics that

6 See ibid., 219–23.

7 See ibid., 227.

8 See Plato, Phaedo, in Plato, Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, Phaedo, ed. and trans. Christopher Em-

lyn-Jones and William Preddy (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2017), 292–523,

esp. 317–35.

9 Immanuel Kant, Critique of the Power of Judgment, ed. Paul Guyer, trans. Paul Guyer and Eric

Matthews (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 203.

10 See Wagner, Das Material in der Kunst (see note 3), 18–22.
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includes the material andmateriality, the inherent potency of the material in ques-

tion is emphasized first.This inherent potency is, however, not presented as an end

in itself by including the production process—this only comes into focus with the

Lens Boxes. Nor should the materials selected actively determine the form, that is,

reversing the original relation, as Robert Morris, for example, called for.11 An ap-

proach like that of Arte Povera, in which natural, poor, and quotidian materials are

used in works of art in order to upvalue them or to reveal an intrinsic beauty ap-

plies in only a limited way and only to a few of Bauermeister’s works.12 In her work

the material is admitted into a broad field of extra-artistic qualities as a result of

its origin; in the next step it imitates othermaterials,which often do not conform to

the artistic canon either, in order to create an overall compositional design together.

Every singlematerial has its own level ofmeaning, as does the combination of them

that strives for a synthesis into a new ensemble. In Bauermeister’s works, it is the

area in between that alternates between absolute marginalization and absolute up-

valuation of thematerial: material has its own levels, just as the form obtained from

it does; both create a relationship of exchange, a united hybridization. This results

in works in which the—everyday, found, artificial, natural, and traditionally artis-

tic—material reveals a many-valuedness. It results, first, from the challenges to the

viewers to identify amalgams and, second, from the imitative fusions with which

Bauermeister composes or combines.

For that reason, in the interpretations of the works that follow, the term “mate-

rial” is joinedby the expression“materiality.”Materiality is considered“one condition

of making iconicity possible and effective.”13 In this view, the materials from which

a work of art is made and their visual appearance—that is, the aspect that evokes

the inevitable and also inseparable duplicity of the image—are irreducible joined

to each other. Materiality should not, however, be understood as something “phys-

ical” but “rather something that first happens from there.”14 Materiality stands for a

trace of thematerial that reaches over to the form of the visual but is neither the one

nor the other.Rather,materiality appears as a transformation of thematerial that by

pointing instigatesmeaningbut cannot yet be a completed and interpretable form.15

11 See Robert Morris, “Anti Form,” Artforum 6, no. 8 (1968): 33–35.

12 See Carolyn Christov-Bakargiev, Arte Povera, rev. ed. (London: Phaidon, 2014), 14–47. The

beauty in “poor” materials can be read out of the fabric works based on objects found in

Sicily; see section 4.2.

13 SeeMarcel Finke andMark A. Halawa, “Materialität und Bildlichkeit: Einleitung,” inMateriali-

tät und Bildlichkeit: Visuelle Artefakte zwischen Aisthesis und Semiosis, ed.Marcel Finke andMark

A. Halawa (Berlin: Kadmos, 2012), 9–18, esp. 16.

14 See Dieter Mersch,Was sich zeigt: Materialität, Präsenz, Ereignis (Munich:Wilhelm Fink, 2002),

134.

15 With reference to Adorno, Christoph Menke calls this “aesthetic hesitation”: even though

they are material identically, the signifier is already distinguished from the mere thing by
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This interstice in which materiality is found only makes the concept more difficult

to grasp, so that it can be described in words only inadequately.16 In addition, the

concept of materiality has to get by without a (long) history of its definition, since

the material and any inherent potency it has were long degraded; this has changed

only in recent decades; there has even been take of a “material turn.”17

Bauermeister herself did not use any concept of materiality in creating her

works; she was primarily interested in employing different materials in combi-

nation. Since the beginning of her engagement with many-valued logic and the

specific implementation of that theory in works of art, a change in her aesthetic

can be observed. The works to be analyzed next represent this change, and their

materiality functions as one possibility to make many-valuedness visible without

using writing in the paintings.

4.1 A (Many-Valued) Intermateriality

The term “intermateriality” opens up a dimension that goes beyond an (active) ap-

propriation of a (passive) material: it is the bringing together of two or more ma-

terials that in combination have an “excess contingency” that was not predictable.18

The conception of materiality, which already has a productive level compared to a

purely ancillarymaterial, is expanded to include the observing of interaction. Every

material stems from a changing and manifold resonance chamber; moreover, the

interpretation changes according to the context into which it is brought, and the

its semantic reference. This conflict occurs on the level of materiality; Christoph Menke, The

Sovereignty of Art: Aesthetic Negativity in Adorno and Derrida, trans. Neil Solomon (Cambridge,

MA: MIT Press, 1998), 33–70, esp. 36.

16 See Finke and Halawa, “Materialität und Bildlichkeit” (see note 13), 13–14.

17 See Thomas Strässle, “Pluralismaterialitatis,” inDas Zusammenspiel derMaterialien in den Küns-

ten: Theorien—Praktiken—Perspektive, ed. Thomas Strässle, Christoph Kleinschmidt, Johanne

Mohs (Bielefeld: transcript, 2013), 7–23, esp. 7; Manfred K. H Eggert, and Stefanie Samida,

“Menschen und Dinge: Anmerkungen zumMaterialitätsdiskurs,” inMaterialität: Herausforde-

rungen für die Sozial- und Kulturwissenschaften, ed., Herbert Kalthoff, Torsten Cress, and Tobias

Röhl (Paderborn: Wilhelm Fink, 2016), 123–40, esp. 123. Dieter Mersch proposes as a figure

of though for the concept of materiality a ”strange dual relationship of a negativity that

includes a positivity”; by means of the double negation something happens and on the pic-

torial surface that can be seen as its own phenomenon; Dieter Mersch, “Materialität und

Formalität. Zur duplizitären Ordnung des Bildlichen,” in Finke and Halawa, Materialität und

Bildlichkeit (see note 13), 21–49, esp. 43.

18 See Christiane Schürkmann, “Eisen, Säure, Rost und Putz: Material in der bildenden Kunst,”

in Kalthoff, Cress, and Röhl, Materialität (see note 17), 359–75, esp. 369. On intermateriality,

see also Anselm Stalder, “Unterwegs im Inter,” in Strässle, Kleinschmidt, and Mohs, Das Zu-

sammenspiel der Materialien in den Künsten (see note 17), 115–25.
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addition of anothermaterialmultiples the interpretation again. For artists, too, it is

an experimental process with an unpredictable outcome: “Artist and material work

together in this way.”19

Contemporaneous art critics repeatedly addressedBauermeister’s selection and

use of materials as a special feature. Before the Lens Boxes dominated her oeuvre

(especially as it was perceived by the public), she attracted attention in New York’s

art system of the early to mid-1960s for the materials she employed. Critics praised

the use of “out-of-the-way materials,” which she combines into works:20 “She uses

strange materials (pebbles, rocks, sand, charred tree trunks, weird sea organisms,

soda straws and patched old bed lines, are only some of them) to fascinating ab-

stractions.”21 Uncertainty was repeatedly expressed about the terms to characterize

herworks, becauseBauermeister’s art seems to lie between categories.Criticswrote

of “paintings,” “constructions,” “objects,” and “accumulations,” only the term “sculp-

tures” occurs rarely or was rejected as not seem appropriate.22Works such as Sand-

halme (Sand Straws) of 1962 orHowevercall of 1964 are prototypical of an in-between

and emphasize it especially by the materials they employ.

Sandhalmewas produced in the second half of 1962, one of her first works in the

United States (fig. 31). It measures 130 by 190 by 30 centimeters, and its title alludes

to the intermateriality of twomaterials used: sand and plastic drinking straws. Ad-

ditional materials are glue, parts of wasps’ nests and honeycomb, a slice from a tree

trunk, driftwood, and soot, since several places have been treatedwith fire.The cen-

tral support is a rectangular, sanded plywood. Attached to its upper right is a rect-

angular piece of driftwood.

Bauermeister put several of the materials together a way that results in a fu-

sion.The slice of tree trunkon the central support is largely coveredwith straws; they

were cut at different lengths and then glued vertically side by side to create chang-

ing,almost organic-lookingpatterns.Thestrawshave alsobeen combined into small

groups that automatically suggest a compound, as if the individual round elements

were part of a larger amalgamation. Bauermeister has applied a honeycomb to the

lower right edge of the slice of trunk; it is flanked by straws, several of which are

even attached to its outside. The knowledge that two different materials are joined

here is necessary not to assume just one in a superficial viewing, because the straws

are only slightly smaller in circumference and are placed closely together, so they

too take on a honeycomb-like form. It is just as difficult to decide whether addi-

tional honeycombs have been inserted into the field of straws on the left edge of the

19 Schürkmann, “Eisen, Säure, Rost und Putz” (see note 18), 366.

20 Stuart Preston, “Art: Conservative Realism Resurgent,” The New York Times (March 21, 1964).

21 Emily Genauer, “57th Street & Environs,” New York Herald Tribune (March 21, 1964).

22 See James R. Mellow, “‘Art Can Go on Spawning New Art ad Infinitum,’” New York Times

(April 26, 1970), 27.
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slice of trunk; bothmaterials produce an approximation so that now one seems pos-

sible, now the other. Two lines of straws on the sanded board lead away from the

slice of trunk. One line runs to the lower right edge and snakes about a little before

meeting an oval form; the latter also consists of honeycomb and is bordered with

straws. The second line leads to the top right, running under the driftwood board

and then reappear in the center of a burned-out opening. One observes here the ef-

fect Bauermeister also evoked in the Needless Needles drawing, namely, that another

level is lying under the support that is only exposed.The straws grow denser in the

upper right corner of the driftwood, where they border parts of a wasps’ nest and

more honeycombs.The wasps’ nests thus fit homogenously in the (slightly burned)

underground but remain unequivocally identifiable.They are similar in color to the

driftwood and are also partially sanded; their relief-like character and above all the

furrows, holes, and patterns on their surfaces, however, cause the nests to stand out

as an element of natural rather than artistic origin.

Fig. 31: Sandhalme, 1962, plastic straws, wasp nest, honeycomb, glue, carbon black, tree pit,

drift wood on particle board coated with sand, 130 x 190 x 30 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art

Estate.
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Intermateriality

Thomas Strässle has described three models of intermateriality in which the mate-

rials employed affect one another but each in different ways; each is an “inter-model

for the aesthetics ofmaterials.”23With an eye to thewasps’ nest in Sandhalme or even

the combinations in the Sand Stein Kugel Gruppe, one can speak of “material inter-

action”: here there are perceptible material differences that continue to be identifi-

able; we are deliberately led to encounter them in thework.24The straws and honey-

combs in Sandhalme contrast with that.Their joining can be located between “mate-

rial transfer” and “material interference”: in the former, the “phenomenality and/or

functionality of another material is transferred,” so that the “material identity” is

called into question; in “material interference,” an “immateriality” is produced in

that both components are combined in a way that they negate each other.25

In the case of the honeycombs and straws, another aspect comes into it: nei-

ther does one observe just one material imitating the other nor does their combi-

nation result in a new material phenomenon. Rather, an interaction results to the

extent that there is a not-only-but-also. Bauermeister brings both materials into

an unresolvable hanging in the balance: two elements of completely different ori-

gin and emergence get closer to each other and thereby suggest a reciprocal resolu-

tion, which is, however, not ultimately completed. Identification is still possible on

the level of materiality. Moreover, the materials not only happen to have a similar

look but something is also being assembled that falls roughly under the dominant

categories of natural and artificial.

In their haptics and coloration, which grew more intense over decades, the

drinking straws look like paper but were in factmade of plastic.Of the verymaterial

that Roland Barthes described in his now iconic entry inMythologies as an “alchem-

ical substance” and prototypical of the postwar era.26 Synthetically produced and

infinitely transformable materials already led to controversies when rubber was

introduced; the development of plastic in the early twentieth century then led to

the “aesthetics of artificiality,” which sought to distinguish itself emphatically form

the language of natural forms.27The universal use of plastic for everyday consumer

objects accompanied the economicmiracles afterWorldWar II and led visual artists

23 Strässle, “Pluralis materialitatis” (see note 17), 11–12.

24 Ibid., 14–16.

25 Ibid.

26 See Roland Barthes, “Plastic,” in Barthes, Mythologies, trans. Richard Howard and Annette

Lavers (New York: Hill and Wang, 2012), 93–95.

27 CarstenRohde, “Plastic Fantastic: Stichwörter zur Ästhetik des Kunststoffs,” inÄsthetik derMa-

terialität, ed. ChristianeHeibach and Carsten Rohde (Paderborn:Wilhelm Fink, 2015), 123–43,

esp. 129–31.
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to a “reevaluation of the materiality of art”; the “plasticity” of the synthetic material

that possesses no (preexisting) formwas appropriate for design from then on.28

Drinking straws are an artificially formed product of the commodities of a con-

sumer culture and are intended to be used once and then thrown away. In the early

1960s, these and other industrial (mass) products seemed like a utopian promise of

universal prosperity and progress, a breakwith the years of rebuilding after thewar.

In the twenty-first century, the view of such objects changed fundamentally, since

they lead to the ecologically catastrophic formation of microplastics and drive the

exploitation of rawmaterials—a clear example of how historical contexts and hence

the assessment ofmaterials change.29WhenBauermeister began to use straws they

were amaterial without a tradition in art and a consumer good that was available in

almost infinite quantities. Their plasticity and artificially produced form are, how-

ever, employed to create a connection to or fusion with a natural artifact.

The honeycombs were collected by Bauermeister and integrated into the com-

position; even the transfer of physical set pieces from nature into the picture did

not have a significant tradition and was initially a material foreign to art. Bauer-

meister’s fascinationwith honeycomb form is already evident from theHoneycomb

Pictures from 1957 onward; five years later she then integrated natural honeycombs

rather than imitating them with artificial materials. Karl Marx uses the motifs of

the bee and the human being to contrast the natural work instinct with human la-

bor power: “a bee puts to shamemany an architect in the construction of her cells.”30

Thisassessmentdidnot,however, leadMarx to value the achievements of beesmore:

“But what distinguishes the worst architect from the best of bees is that, that the

architect raises his structure in imagination before he erects it in reality.”31 Marx’s

analysis assumes that the animals act instinctively and need not come up with con-

cepts or ideas beforehand.Whether this low esteem can still be justified given what

scientists know today is less important than the consequences of it. First, it clearly

shows that Marx was still committed to the dichotomy of idea and form versus ob-

ject and material; second, it reflects the (modern) separation of nature and culture.

According to Bruno Latour, at the beginning of themodern era the two concepts be-

gan to be regarded as antithetical,with nature associatedwith facts and science and

culture with politics and morality.32 This separation should never have happened,

28 Dietmar Rübel, Plastizität: Eine Kunstgeschichte des Veränderlichen (Munich: Silke Schreiber,

2012), 306.

29 See Amanda Boetzkes, Plastic Capitalism: Contemporary Art and the Drive toWaste (Cambridge

MA: MIT Press, 2019).

30 Karl Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economy, vol. 1, The Process of Capitalist Production,

trans. Samuel Moore and Edward Aveling (New York: International Publishers, 1967), 178.

31 Ibid.

32 See Bruno Latour, Politics of Nature: How to Bring the Sciences into Democracy, trans. Catherine

Porter (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2004), 99–102.
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in his view, because it is an artificial division that separates people from their envi-

ronment and degrades everything found in it to passive objectswithout agency.This

undermines our embedding in the network of nature that has existed since time im-

memorial.33 In addition to Latour, there are anumber of authorswho consider sepa-

rating the spheres of nature and culture to be constructed, even dangerous, because

itmarginalizes the effects of the human species on our planet.34Many no longer use

the word “nature” for that reason, or only in the sense of the separation, and instead

speak of ecology.35

In 1962 Bauermeister was not striving to make eco art or for a conscious ap-

proach to the categories of nature and culture; only in our present context these lev-

els stand out in herworks. Shewas always interested in forms andmaterials equally,

as a result, however, bringing together honeycombs and drinking straws and com-

bine them in an integrative way actively challenges the dichotomy of artificial and

nature—this occurs by means of intermateriality.

The respective aesthetic of materials, which always (also) derives from its con-

text, is determined by materiality—this eventful appearance on the surface of the

picture. Synthetic materials such as plastic contain a many-valuedness in that they

are artificially synthesized and formed but must have a natural origin, since the el-

ements in their production can all be traced back to natural materials.36 The very

name “straw” points to a natural origin of the form. By means of (inter)materiality,

33 Latour’s book titleWeHave Never Been Modern should really be “We should never have been

modern,” since he certainly assumes that human artificially separated nature and culture,

which for him is the characteristic of modernity; see Bruno Latour, We Have Never Been

Modern, trans. Catherine Porter (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1993). In recent

years Latour has increasingly turned to how humans are embedded in the network of their

surroundings in order to question the separation of human and nonhuman creatures; see

Bruno Latour, Facing Gaia: Eight Lectures on the New Climatic Regime, trans. Catherine Porter

(Cambridge: Polity, 2017).

34 For that reason, Donna Haraway coined the expression “natureculture” and speaks in her

latest publication of a Chthulucene that must be reached if humanity is to have a chance to

survive; Donna Haraway, The Companion Species Manifesto: Dogs, People, and Significant Other-

ness (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003); Donna Haraway, Staying with the Trouble:

Making Kin in the Chthulucene (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2016). For any rejection

of the categories of nature and culture, or for the need of a new coexistence, the writings of

Philippe Descola and Michel Serres are also essential; Philippe Descola, Beyond Nature and

Culture, trans. Janet Lloyd (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2013); Michel Serres, The

Natural Contract, trans. Elizabeth MacArthur and William Paulson (Ann Arbor: University

of Michigan Press, 1995).

35 See Timothy Morton, Ecologywithout Nature: Rethinking Environmental Aesthetics (Cambridge,

MA: Harvard University Press, 2007). In this text the term “nature” will only be used in the

context of the origin of a material; that is, for everything that is no artificially synthesized.

When the term is used, no separation into self-contained areas is implied.

36 See Rohde, “Plastic Fantastic” (see note 27), 126.
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a many-valuedness is achieved. Similarly to what was demonstrated for the Need-

lessNeedles group of works, simultaneities are already visualized in Sandhalme of the

previous year that run counter to Aristotelian logic as described by Günther. Mate-

riality reveals a many-valued aesthetic, since the elements employed—honeycomb

and straws—become indistinguishable.Thanks to the special way they are brought

together, each has the potential to be the other for viewers.Here againBauermeister

was not illustratingGünther’s writings but drawing conclusions for the use ofmate-

rials in a situation thatmust be regarded as fundamentallymany-valuedmetaphys-

ically.

Howevercall as an Intermaterial Assemblage

In the work Howevercall, which was created in 1964, two years after Sandhalme, the

implementation of many-valued aesthetics seems less obvious at first than in the

example of the honeycombs and straws, but it can be extracted (fig. 32).The very title

of the work—Howevercall—illustrates the problems posed by trying to approach the

work in a descriptive way: Bauermeister wanted to express “However called,” in the

sense of “However you want to call something like this.”37Thework was first shown

in 1964 at the Galeria Bonino in New York in Bauermeister’s first solo exhibition;

the exhibition’s title— paintings and howevercalls—was derived from the work. It was

supposed to express the openness of the concept of art that Bauermeister applied in

her early works with writing, fabric, andmaterials.

37 Her New York gallerist, Fernanda Bonino, asked Bauermeister how to categorize the work

she had made. To her question: “How would you call it?” Bauermeister replied: “However

you would call it,” from which derived the work’s title.



4. Material and Materiality 133

Fig. 32: Howevercall, 1964, wood, sand, found driftwood, soot, plant fibers,

thread, wool, modeling compound, casein tempera, ink, mushroom, carbon

black, 350 x 120 x 120 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.

Howevercall is a combination of several artificial and natural materials: on a ply-

wood boardmeasuring 120 by 120 centimeters,metal eyelets have been fastened in a

grid arrangement, from several of themhang threads ofwool or other yarn of differ-

ent lengths.The threads on the edges of the board tend to be shorter and not placed

as close together as in the middle, resulting in a suggestion of an inverted pyramid

shape. Brownish spheres are attached to selected threads; they are made of plant

fibers that have been compressed into round objects by the waves of the Mediter-

ranean. Other organic objects found on the beach in Sicily are distributed on the

floor of the exhibition at the base of the work. The height Bauermeister stipulated

for the installation of the work is circa 350 centimeters, so that the lowest hanging
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plant fields just touch the wooden beam,which was also found flotsam.The latter is

very burned on one side, resulting in a difficult pattern of its structure degenerated

into coal. The wooden board on which the beam is standing also measures 120 by

120 centimeters and seems to float just above the floor, because it has small rollers

attached to its back for transportation. The burned wooden beam is not placed in

the middle of the board but has a decentral location that results in a subdividing of

the plane.The lower board is divided diagonally into a dark section and a bright one,

which does not run symmetrically fromone corner to the other, since the bright side

takes upmore space. It consistsmostly of a sanded surface aswell as a secondwith a

white ground onwhich delicate lines are drawn; theymirror the grain of thewooden

beam like a cast shadow.The drawn patterns on the wooden are in turn found again

on the beam, as if the white surface were a two-dimensional likeness of a three-di-

mensional object in a different medium.

This detail reveals one level of the many-valued aesthetic in Howevercall: In the

spirit of many-valuedness, there is no longer a projection, as if the wooden beam

were the “real” object and the drawn passage merely its imitation; rather, each of

them as the same degree of reality and could also condition the other. Bauermeis-

ter’s implementation now makes it clear that she placed the beam on the board in

a certain way and then did the drawing on the white strip. What the many-valued

aesthetic reveals is another level contained in the beam: It consists not (solely) of the

phenomenally perceptible object; rather, its surface structure is an intricate pattern

that simultaneously bears within it the potency of a drawing. The drawing is thus

another perspective on the beam.

Theother levels ofmany-valued aesthetics become recognizable onlywhen look-

ing at the black surface on the base plate. It is composed of relief-like, round shapes,

which consist in turn of a mixture of casein tempera, modeling compound, soot,

and mushrooms. This mixture of materials with artificial and natural components

stands in for the work Howevercall as a whole, in which, much like with Sandhalme,

both kinds are employed in order to make it more difficult to identify each. They

are not only natural materials that are foreign to art from which the work is made

and that determine its interpretation but also the immateriality, which brings ev-

erything into a holistic system. Very different materials are combined, but each has

its own horizon of meaning, yet the combination can only be understood with the

composition. This putting together creates in the first place the specifical materi-

ality that has many-valued components in Sandhalme und Howevercall. By means of

its title,materials, and design, the workHowevercall raises the question how to cate-

gorize it; the work alternates between painting, sculpture, and installation—on this

level, too, one can speak of many-valuedness.

The system of (inter-)materiality and many-valuedness enters into the concept

of the assemblage that this text is continually trying to refine for Bauermeister’s art-

works. In his research on the concept of the assemblage, Manuel DeLanda, follow-
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ing Deleuze and Guattari, described two main aspects that are fundamental to an

assemblage: “Two aspects of the concept are emphasised: that the parts that are fit-

ted together are not uniform either in nature or in origin, and that the assemblage

actively links these parts together by establishing relations between them.”38

In this view,every assemblage is initially amerger of components that according

to our usual (quotidian) sense is not consistent or uniform.That merely means that

the parts of which an assemblage is composed attract greater attention, particularly

in their special amalgam. They break with experience and demand interpretation.

WhenBauermeister causesmaterials to fuse together in Sandhalme andHowevercall,

it is first and foremost a metaphor for an assemblage. Those works should not be

understood as an intentional bundle of objects that are (or can be) produced actively

by subjects—rather, the concept of the assemblage should lead us out of the subject-

object dichotomy. An assemblage as a work of art is therefore an artist’s amalgam of

materials and objects only on the first level; in the next step the specific combination

has the intrinsic possibility of “active” producing relations between them.

By means of her selection of materials, their combination and fusing, and the

theoretical background of many-valued logic, Bauermeister creates a situation in

which the works of art contain a many-valued aesthetic. It is only at this point that

the assemblage begins. Every assemblage has “extensive” and “intensive bound-

aries”; viewers can only perceive the “extensive” ones, but they are triggered by

“invisible processes” that lead to the “intensive” ones.39 The concept of materiality

should be located in the space between “intensive” and “extensive”; there is a level

that protrudes, but at the same time a more comprehensive stratum of events that

occur independently.With reference to that DeLanda characterizes the assemblage

as a “realist ontology”: the concept itself should be seen as a production of the

human spirit; the specific assemblages that evolved must, by contrast, be seen as

completely independent.40

The situation is similar with Bauermeister’s many-valued use of materials.

While it follows the intention of first combiningmaterials and then putting them in

unified compositions that both challenge the (traditional) concepts of artworks and

materials and create works that incorporate concepts from Günther’s many-valued

logic, the assemblage results in an extension of the situation. By way of describing

the productivity of its own dynamic, it comes to form overarching connections,

since it cannot be assumed that assemblages remain with the boundaries of objects

with fixed contours, such as Sandhalme andHowevercall. Dichotomies such as artifi-

cial and natural or the various formations of many-valued aesthetics are integrated

38 Manuel DeLanda, Assemblage Theory (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2016), 2.

39 See ibid., 110–11.

40 See ibid., 138.
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into the work of art by means of the assemblage, and reveal some of these qualities

to the viewers.

4.2 The Poetics of the Found as Material I: Light Sheets and Textiles

The discovery of the patched bedsheets on Sicily led to a separate group of works:

the light sheets. As discussed above, the patches had not originally been intended

aesthetically butwere supposed tomake it possible to continue using the bedsheets.

Bauermeister then made some changes in particular points: ONNO (Light Sheet) of

1963 consists of several bedsheets; they form the fabric ground of abstract patterns

(fig. 33). In the next step she sewed bedsheets that had been patched more around

them, so that the letters O and N could be added to the cloth ground, nearly filling

the format. All of the fabric in this light sheet consists of patches that Bauermeister

hadnot sewnherself; she appropriated thematerial and then composed it to achieve

this look with the two large letters.

Fig. 33: ONNO (Light Sheet), 1963, found linen sheet, fluorescent tubes and painted wood

construction, mirrors, 270.2 x 227.3 x 20 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.

Thework is usually exhibited in a hall of mirrors. Twomirrors with the same di-

mensions as the work are attached to the sides of the wooden box, one on each side,

and extend into the space at a ninety-degree angle so that they stand precisely paral-
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lel to each other.This produces the effect that one side constantly mirrors the other,

opening up a virtual receding space that shows the words “ON” and “NO” in alterna-

tion (fig. 34).This too should be understood as incorporating many-valued aesthet-

ics: the arrangement of the two mirrors illustrates that an affirmative expression

such as “ON” can always already contain a counterweight such as “NO.” Each condi-

tions the other infinitely often, so that no conclusive decision can be made.

The levels of many-valued aesthetics in the Needless Needles light sheet have al-

ready beenmentioned, especially in connection with the other works of that group.

A perspective that exposes strategies for content and concepts runs the risk of over-

looking the aesthetics of the material. The light sheets bundle up all the levels of

meaning of the material in the site and context where it was found: the Italian eco-

nomicmiracle of the postwar era,which began in full force in the late 1950s, had not

yet reached rural Sicily by 1963.41Theperspective of a culture of consumption brings

out the abstract structures in the bedsheets, but they are completely irrelevant for

their daily use and in the process of repairing; there the result alone is decisive,mak-

ing further use possible.

Untitled (Light Sheet) of 1963 is at 370 by 370 by 20 centimeters one of the largest

light sheets (fig. 35). Bauermeister’s kept her reworking of this example to a mini-

mum;words in the formof additional patches, as forONNO(Light Sheet); other frag-

ments of fabric, canvas cutouts, drawings, and objects, as for Needless Needles, were

not added. The artist merely sewed several bedsheets together and stretched them

in a light box.The patches appear to consist of different layers; themore they are su-

perimposed, the darker that spot becomes: “Surfaces appear to human perception

wherever light does not pass through but is reflected and so a contour of a volume

becomes visible.”42 Light thus needs matter that it encounters, that it reflects back,

and that it only partially penetrates.

41 See Andrea Leonardi, “Das italienische ,Wirtschaftswunder’ 1950–1963,” in Annali dell’ Isti-

tuto storico italo-germanico in Trento. Jahrbuch des italienisch-deutschen historischen Instituts in

Trient, nos. 36–37 (2010–11): 69–82, esp. 81.

42 Peter Sloterdijk, “Licht und Widerstand. Über Materie,” in Heibach and Rohde, Ästhetik der

Materialität (see note 27), 33–50, esp. 44.
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Fig. 34: ONNO (Light Sheet) (Detail), 1963, found linen sheet, fluorescent

tubes and painted wood construction, mirrors, 270.2 x 227.3 x 20 cm,Mary

Bauermeister Art Estate.
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Fig. 35: Untitled (Light Sheet), 1963, found linen sheet, fluorescent tubes

and painted wood construction, 370 x 370 x 20 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art

Estate.

The use of fluorescent lights in the light sheets has an ancillary function; they

are supposed to demonstrate chance and the inherent aesthetic that results from re-

pairing the sheet.Bauermeister’s use of light has less to dowith the qualities that are

traditionally attributed to it in the history of culture and art.43 Bauermeister’s view

of light is clear from a handwritten note from the early 1960s titled “Licht” (Light):

43 In Plato’s parable of the sun, light and the eye as the organ that receives it already have a

knowledge-generating power and serve as a metaphor for insight in general; see Plato, The

Republic, vol. 2 (Books 6–10), ed. and trans. Christopher Emlyn-Jones and William Preddy

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2013), 81–97. In the neo-Platonic tradition after

Plotin, and with the “metaphysics of light” in the Gothic era, light reveals spiritual qualities.

The latter and the topos of insight remain in the background and can still be found, for

example, in the work of Zero artist Otto Piene, who was a friend of Bauermeister’s and

employed in his text “Über die Reinheit des Lichts” (On the Purity of Light) a metaphysical

vocabulary for light’s qualities; see Otto Piene, “Über die Reinheit des Lichts,” in Zero 1,

no. 2 (1958): 24–27; translated as “On the Purity of Light,” Zero (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press,

1973), 46–47. Artistic currents of the 1960 that used light as a material in their works, such

as the Light and Space Movement, had a specific approach in which spaces were created

by putting light in the foreground. Bauermeister merely commented ironically on this use
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“Art was always equated with ‘so-called divine’ processes. That is solely on the

inability thus far to trace the complexity, i.e., many-valuedness of painterly

or—more broadly—artistic processes back to unambiguous initial values.”44

For her, it was not the supposedly transcendental qualities of light that led to the in-

corporation of thatmaterial but rather the pragmatic decision to illustrate the poet-

ics of thefind—the sunlight penetrating the sheets on a clothesline.As the quotation

shows, sacred explanations of artistic processes are not acceptable for Bauermeis-

ter; that would merely represent a simplification. It is revealing that she associates

“complexity” with “many-valuedness,” since that seems to be the ultimate effect of

many-valued aesthetics: another level that is andwas already contained in theworks

of art—it need only be named.

That history took place on the sheets themselves, since they were presumably

in use across generations, is another aspect when textiles—especially with obvious

traces of use—are integrated into a work of art: “To be human is to be involved with

cloth.”45 At all stations in life, people are accompanied by textiles; individual andpri-

vate tragedies as well asmoments of happiness are inscribed in the bedsheets: every

patch and every stain revealed by the neon light represents this. It is reminiscent of

Benjamin’s historical materialism: for him, “history” is not “homogeneous, empty

time” put is always constructed by the relevant official authorities.46 Hismaterialist

history writing employs rather a “constructive principle,” in which an artifact itself

is observed, and its categorization in a systemofmarginal objects can “blast out” the

courseof history.47This ismadepossible by thefigureof the collector: the (found) ob-

ject is separated from its function and transferred to a collection,where it can reveal

its history and all the events that have sedimented in it: “for the collector, the world

is present, and indeed ordered, in each of his objects.”48 Because they are authentic

of light in the form of her Lens Boxes; see the work My Contribution to Light Art is Dead

Serious Art, discussed in section 6.3. On light’s power to generate knowledge in relation to

visual art, see Hartmut Böhme, “Das Licht als Medium der Kunst: Über Erfahrungsarmut

und ästhetisches Gegenlicht in der technischen Zivilisation,” inaugural lecture, November

2, 1994. https://edoc.hu-berlin.de/handle/18452/2191 (accessed July 14, 2020).

44 Mary Bauermeister, “199 Licht recto, verso,” ca. 1961–62, unpublished source.

45 Beverly Gordon, “Cloth and Consciousness: Our Deep Connections; On the Social and Spir-

itual Significance of the Textile,” in Art & Textiles: Fabric as Material and Concept in Modern

Art from Klimt to the Present, ed. Markus Brüderlin, exh. cat. Wolfsburg, Kunstmuseum (Os-

tfildern: Hatje Cantz, 2013), 60–67, esp. 60.

46 Walter Benjamin, “On the Concept of History” (1940), trans. Harry Zohn, in Benjamin, Se-

lected Writings, vol. 4 (1938–1940), ed. Howard Eiland and Michael W. Jennings (Cambridge,

MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2003), 389–97, esp. 395.

47 See ibid., 396.

48 Walter Benjamin, The Arcades Project, trans. Howard Eiland and Kevin McLaughlin (Cam-

bridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1999), 207.
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artifacts, the things can be used to reconstruct past events, and so the course of time

is reveals. In his text Benjamin also refers to Plato’s “archetypes of things,” but the

material can bring out an island of the “sea of fog” of the senses.49

In addition to the bedsheets, which would be disposable items in an industrial

context, this function of an authentic souvenir also seems to apply toBauermeister’s

Flickenkleider (Patched Clothes) of 1963 (fig. 36). The items of clothing are also from

Sicily, and Bauermeister sewed canvas cutouts to some of them. A body lends indi-

viduality to an item of clothing; the textile takes on the person’s outlines, without

the person, the piece of fabric is usually just a placeholder in the absence and has

the function of a memento.50 Gunnar Schmidt speaks in this context of clothing’s

“textile-anthropological dimensions.”51

If oneoveremphasizes themnemonic functionof a textile object,one can lose fo-

cus on itsmaterial andmateriality—which is equivalent to Bataille’s critique of (his-

torical)materialism and hence of the positionBenjamin represents. For Bataille, the

objects merely enter into a relationship of exchange in lieu of ideas; it is, however,

still an “idealistic” order, as he expresses it in an entry onmaterialism in the journal

Documents: Doctrines, Archéologie, Beaux-Arts, Ethnographie, which has also come to be

knownas theCriticalDictionary: inhis view,materialismvalorizes a scienceof things,

rather than trying to help the material or the material world itself out of its deval-

ued status.52 This “senile idealism” must be replaced by a “direct interpretation […]

of raw phenomena.”53 In his highly regarded text “Informe” (Formless) he extends

this interpretation to the dichotomy of form and material: philosophy has only one

purpose, to compel a form; the assertion of the formless is necessarily perceived as

“declassify[ing].”54 Something formless has no rights of its own, and saying that the

universe itself is formless would be to equate it with a “spider” or with “spittle.”55

With his polemic statements, Bataille is trying to putmaterial on a par with the cat-

egory of form; his provocation calls for rethinking the forming of hierarchies.

49 See ibid., 205.

50 See Cora von Pape, Kunstkleider: Die Präsenz des Körpers in textilen Kunst-Objekten des 20. Jahr-

hunderts (Bielefeld: transcript, 2008), 32–57.

51 Gunnar Schmidt, “Textile Poetiken: Über Um-, Ein-, und Verkleidungen,” in Heibach and Roh-

de, Ästhetik der Materialität (see note 27), 145–71, esp. 150.

52 Georges Bataille, “Materialism” (1929–30) in Bataille, Encyclopædia Acephalica, Comprising the

Critical Dictionary & Related Texts, ed. Robert Lebel and Isabelle Waldberg, trans. Iain White

et al. (London: Atlas, 1995), 58.

53 Ibid.

54 Georges Bataille, “Formless” (1929–30), Bataille, Encyclopædia Acephalica (see note 52), 51–52.

55 See ibid., 52.
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Fig. 36: Flickenkleider, 1963, found linen sheet, fluorescent tubes, and

patches of canvas, variable dimensions, StaatlichesMuseum Schwerin.

Bauermeister’s oeuvre includes, in addition to the light sheets and the work

Flickenkleider, other textile works that are also from Sicily: the works Hommage à

Rauschenberg and Untitled were both found in 1963 and introduced to the sphere

of art (figs. 37 and 38). The first-named work is a conglomerate of many scraps of

fabric in different colors and sizes, sewed to a piece of red-and-white-striped fabric

measuring 210 by 210 centimeters.56There is a distant similarity to works by Robert

Rauschenberg, such as Bed of 1955.The situation of its origin is, however, reversed;

whereas Rauschenberg appropriates both art and nonart objects in order to make

a composition from them, thereby expanded the canon of materials, Bauermeister

declares a completely unintentional patchwork intended only for use to be a work

56 Bauermeister has explained that this piece of fabric was being used to cover a chicken cage

when she found it.
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of art and lines the work to her esteemed colleague with its title. She recognizes

the formal similarity of the results of two completely different processes. A detail

such as a pair of jeans visible in the top center of the work evokes in the viewers

of moment of insight into these processes of chance. The second work, Untitled, is

made in a similar way; here tattered clothes have been transferred to a dark blue

textile ground. One can speak of a sublimation of a “poor” material in these two

works; that is equally true of the light sheets, especially when the randomly patched

patterns are also illuminated and look almost golden, though that is due to the color

of the sheets. This special level admits of a certain closeness to the artists of Arte

Povera; in addition, one recognizes theNouveauRéalistes,who also integrated cast-

off objects when they turned to material culture.57

Fig. 37: Hommage à Rauschenberg, 1963, foundmended cloth,

210 x 200 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.

 

57 See Jill Carrick, Nouveau Réalisme, 1960s France, and the Neo-Avant-Garde: Topographies of

Chance and Return (London: Ashgate, 2010).



144 Hauke Ohls: Many-Valued Aesthetics

Fig. 38: Untitled, 1963, foundmended cloth, 210 x 200 cm,

Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.

In addition toDuchamp,Bauermeister has repeated referred to Kurt Schwitters

as a point of reference, who enabled her to work out her own artistic approach. In

his “Merz Art” Schwitters wanted to incorporate all materials visible “to the eye” and

compose them, “supported by segmenting, folding, covering up, or overpainting.”58

He called for “essentially […] equal evaluation [Wertung] of individual materials” for

the artistic process.59 These views can be found in Bauermeister’s works, too; the

58 Kurt Schwitters, “Merz-Painting” (1919), in Schwitters,Myself and My Aims: Writings on Art and

Criticism, ed. Megan R. Luke, trans. Timothy Grundy (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,

2021), 24.

59 Ibid.
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equal value of materials seems particularly apt. That we cannot stop at this point,

however, already became clear in the previous chapters; both the combination prin-

ciples and many-valuedness have a substructure that goes beyond equal value; it is

just our starting point.

With regard to the found objects that Bauermeister integrates into her art, she

has occasionally used the term “Ready Trouvé.”60 It is a combination of Duchamp’s

ready-made and the Surrealist objet trouvé. Decades after he made the first ready-

mades,Duchamp offered a suggestion of a theory for them: In general, the idea was

to take already produced ordinary objects from theworld of commodities and trans-

fer themto the sphere of art bymeansof “déclaration”and“exposition.”61 Combining

his method with the objet trouvé seems like a contradiction. Whereas Duchamp’s is

said to bemarked by “indifference” toward the object, André Breton, the impresario

of Surrealists, described the objets trouvés luring one to the find with their “convul-

sive beauty.”62 The object thus plays the role of a dream; it is supposed to liberate

from “paralyzing […] scruples” and offers the opportunity to gain brief insights into

the penetrability of the universe.63 Bauermeister’s understanding of a ready-trouvé

should be understood less with reference to the two descriptions by Duchamp and

Breton than as an example of the use of language in her oeuvre.The concept should

be understood quite literally; it is simply something “found” as “ready” for use in a

work of art—whether the bedsheets in the light sheets or the stones and the plant

fibers in Howevercall. With reference to the line of tradition between Duchamp and

Surrealism, in which Bauermeister places herself by using it, her use of the term is

entirely inconsistent, because for her it includes both things found and not further

processed and the reworked, assembled, and purchased. Moreover, a balanced and

60 Mary Bauermeister, Ich hänge im Triolengitter: Mein Leben mit Karlheinz Stockhausen (Munich:

Bertelesmann, 2011), 131.

61 In the brief text “Apropos of ‘Readymades’” Duchamp also distinguishes two different types,

namely the “reciprocal readymade” and the “readymade aided”; Marcel Duchamp, The Writ-

ings of Marcel Duchamp, ed. Michel Sanouillet and Elmer Peterson (New York: Oxford Univer-

sity Press, 1973), 141–42, esp. 142. In an interview in 1961 Duchamp explains that he never

succeeded in coming up with a satisfying definition of his ready-mades; Katherine Kuh,

interview with Marcel Duchamp, in Kuh, The Artist’s Voice: Talks with Seventeen Artists (New

York and Evanston: Harper & Row, 1962), 81–93, esp. 90. On the terms “déclaration” and

“exposition” and the concept of the already “made” in Duchamp, see Sebastian Egenhofer,

Abstraktion—Kapitalismus—Subjektivität: DieWahrheitsfunktion desWerks in der Moderne (Mu-

nich: Wilhelm Fink, 2008), 118–21, and Lars Blunck, Duchamps Readymade (Munich: Silke

Schreiber, 2017), 15–20 and 117–29.

62 André Breton, Mad Love, trans. Mary Ann Caws (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1987),

13. Duchamp emphasized in several interviews that indifference toward the object and

blocking out personal taste at the crucial differences of the ready-made from the objet

trouvé; see Duchamp, Interviews und Statements (see note 61), 216.

63 See Breton, Mad Love (see note 62), 32.
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mediating approach would be necessary for the combination of the two concepts

to succeed at all. Bauermeister tries rather to contextualize the different levels of

meaning by joining the two concepts. This does not result in any “substantial” con-

cept but rather in a playful reference to the two earlier ones. It is a small linguistic

trick that leads one to question whether the one concept should be adopted or the

other—or both at once along with everything in between. In general, Bauermeister

is trying to work again dogmatism here. Mixing English and French, as in Ready

Trouvé, is found often in her work, as was shown already using the example of “St.

Pierre” in theNeedless Needles Vol. 5 Lens Box.

One crucial aspect of the light sheets and fabric works concerns their material

itself; it is not enough to consider its previous use and finding. The prominent use

of textiles in an artistic work reveals properties of the material that have been at-

tributed to it in the history of culture: “Textiles […], based on themodalities for pro-

ducing them and their form, have always been considered an especially feminine

material.”64 Onepoint of departure for this line of interpretation can be seen inAris-

totle. The ancient philosopher makes a distinction between form and matter that

makes form the higher principle and that is connected with gender associations.

For him, only one thing ever results frommatter,whereas the form always produces

several: “Such too is the relation ofmale to female: the female is impregnated in one

coition,butonemale can impregnatemany females.”65 Even if such statementsobvi-

ously seem completely inadequate and without substance today, their historical in-

fluence is important, because it is one example of many.Things were equated based

on the assumption of an active, masculine formative and a passive, feminine mu-

table.66 Not only the dichotomy of form and matter was subjected to this interpre-

tation, but hierarchies were formed even within the material, in which “adaptabil-

ity” and “mutability” were associated with the “feminine.”67 Working with textiles

or “soft” materials in general took on subversive elements after World War II and

especially in the 1960s: the materials that had previously been marginalized in the

context of artwere integrated and appreciated in order to subvert traditional stereo-

64 Pape, Kunstkleider (see note 50), 29. Hartmut Böhme makes similar observations; he not

only shows that the textile art has been interpreted as feminine but also connects it with

the Ovidian myth of Arachne; Hartmut Böhme, “Mythology and the Aesthetics of the Tex-

tile,” trans. Michael Wolfson, in Brüderlin, Art & Textiles (see note 45), 46–59.

65 Aristotle, Metaphysics, Books I–IX, trans. Hugh Tredennick (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univer-

sity Press, 1933), 47.

66 See Silke Wenk, “Mythen von Autorschaft und Weiblichkeit,” in Mythen von Autorschaft und

Weiblichkeit im 20. Jahrhundert, ed. Kathrin Hoffmann-Curtius and Silke Wenk (Marburg: Jo-

nas, 1997), 12–29, esp. 17–24.

67 See Pape, Kunstkleider (see note 50), 28.
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types.The “inherent meaning” and “resistance” of the material against the formwas

emphasized, which also supposed to challenge traditional gender attributions.68

The light sheets incorporate these strategies in different ways. The largely un-

processed ones, such as Untitled (Light Sheet) of 1963, make the very textile material

their theme; next to the abstract pattern of patches, it comes to the foreground: On

the one hand, they too are textiles, and the repair succeeds because of the properties

of that material. On the other hand, not only is an otherwise marginalizedmaterial

that is interpreted as rags or trash transferred to the context of art but the inherent

beauty of the repair work is also exhibited. In connection with the transfer of ev-

eryday materials or objects to the sphere of art, Boris Groys has described a process

of exchange in which something is valorized and thereby accepted into the cultural

archive, and a simultaneous devalorization occurs, and something else is removed

from the archive.69 Because Bauermeister manages to transform commodities into

awork of art that is based on textiles, thereby introducing it to a broader context, she

questions at the same time the hierarchies of materials and the prejudices of gen-

der-specific interpretations. Something is transferred into the cultural archive that

was already considered depleted by the industrial nations of that era and was asso-

ciated with the “feminine” in the semantics of materials. Only when it is perceived

as a work of art are the various levels of the materials emphasized.

The Needless Needles light sheet addresses the cultural categorizations of sewing

and embroidering much more directly: In several places on the light sheet Bauer-

meister wrote sewing instructions or transformed proverbs of domestic manual la-

bor. In the central collectionof roundcanvas cutouts,whicharehalf sewnonandhalf

opened, we read, for example, “knots belong on the backside,” followed by an affir-

mative “yes sir.”This instruction to sew flawless was apparently given to Bauermeis-

ter by a male authority. She does not, however, apply that proposition but merely

writes it, only half-visible, on the back of the sewn, circular canvas. Direct above it,

sewn into the textile patch with needle and thread, so that the knot, which brings

together several threads, is demonstratively placed on the front side.

A transformed proverb is found to the right of this detail: A round canvas cutout

is sewn completely to the light sheet; a short sentence is written, also in a circle,

in English and German: “lerne klagen ohne zu leiden,” “learn to complain without

really suffering.” Bauermeister is alluding to a needlepoint embroidered with the

Prussian virtue “lerne leiden ohne zu klagen” (learn to suffer without complaining)

that she had, by her own account, seen once.70 This is an allusion to the meditative

aspects attributed to working with textiles and especially sewing and embroidering

68 See Rübel, Plastizität (see note 28), 178.

69 See Boris Groys, On the New, trans. G. M. Goshgarian (London: Verso, 2014).

70 Artist’s personal remark to the author in Mary Bauermeister’s studio, June 28, 2019.



148 Hauke Ohls: Many-Valued Aesthetics

by hand.71 Repetitive and accurate action can, so the embroidery claims, channel

one’s own suffering by working with fabric. Bauermeister’s statement calls for in-

verting that, thereby ironically exaggerating gender roles: First, her art should not

be analyzed as an expression of femininity, even if she works with and sews tex-

tiles.72 Moreover, the change to the sentence calls for a “complaining” that is sup-

posed to occur without any “suffering,” which is Bauermeister’s allusion to states

of hysteria. In keeping with that, there are several seemingly uncontrolled stitches

on the canvas cutout; at first they are still trying to frame it, but they evolve into a

messy zigzag stitch as soon as they leave the canvas and enter the textile. Complain-

ing without suffering could be a pathologizing of a human state that was accepted

because of gender clichés.73 Only rarely do Bauermeister’s works contain obvious

feminist statements, which are usually hidden in such details or occur a performa-

tive level, in that the artist creates works that reflect on art and insist on their place

in the art world.74

When working with textiles as a material, the thread itself is significant. It can

be seen as a “metaphor for the creative process” in general. As a “thingwithout qual-

ities,” freely reworking it makes it possible to create a new reality, which gives it

something of the potential of the line.75 Moreover, the thread is a “reality external

to art,” because it stands as a mediator between the creative process of working it

and the anthropological dimensions of the textile.76 The idealness of a drawn line,

which as the basic element of drawing is part of the originmyth of fine art, was dis-

tilled from it only over the course of history. It is an artificial separate that associates

the line with the conceptual and cognitive achievements and the thread with a craft

process.Thedrawn line and the sewn thread,which is the basicmaterial of all textile

techniques, were originally of similar importance.77

In addition, the thread provides references to the metaphors of networking, a

woven form of individual threads creates connections between different elements

71 See Gordon, “Cloth and Consciousness” (see note 45), 65.

72 See Deborah Cherry, “Autorschaft und Signatur: Feministische Leseweisen der Handschrift

von Frauen,” inHoffmann-Curtius andWenk,Mythen vonAutorschaft undWeiblichkeit (see note

66), 44–57, esp. 46.

73 See Alain Ehrenberg, The Weariness of the Self: Diagnosing the History of Depression in the

Contemporary Age, trans. Enrico Caouette et al. (Montreal: McGill-Queen's University Press,

2010), 21–44.

74 See section 5.2.

75 See Gunnar Schmidt, Ästhetik des Fadens: Zur Medialisierung eines Materials in der Avantgarde-

kunst (Bielefeld: transcript, 2007), 13–17.

76 See ibid., 146.

77 See Böhme, “Mythology and the Aesthetics of the Textile” (see note 66), 52–53.
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so that everything can be linked to everything else by it.78 Bauermeister illustrates

these potentialities of the thread using the features in theNeedlessNeedles light sheet

but also in the other works from that group. Lines that simulate seams transition

repeatedly into “real” seamsmadewith a needle and thread.The frame of the epony-

mous Lens Box is strewn with drawn lines that are clearly identifiable as such and

drawn seams that simulate sewing on a canvas that has been folded back. Bauer-

meister’sworks containdrawings that consist of lines but at the same timedrawings

sewnwith threads aswell as drawings of simulated (drawn) seams—it is amany-val-

uedness that unfolds between clearly definable forms of medialization.

4.3 The Poetics of the Found as Material II: Stones

Before examiningmore closely those areas of interpretation that are connectedwith

Bauermeister’s use of writing, drawing, scribbling and their iconicity, I conclude

this chapter with another category of finding: Bauermeister collects stones that she

then introduces into her works as a material. From an art historical perspective,

the “stone” as an umbrella term is one of the most traditional materials for creat-

ing works of art. One constant in its meaning is the “solidity and imperishableness”

of the material, so that stone was often employed as a “formula of dignity.”79 More-

over, stone is generally regarded as a mediating authority between the organic and

inorganic, in that different temporal perspectives are scrutinized: “First, geological

timeputs human time into perspective and, second, theweathering of stones points

to the instability of human reality.”80

The stones in Bauermeister’s oeuvre are the result of weathering. She employs

stones found on the beach exclusively, so that do not representmassiveness and im-

perishableness.This kind of stones had no art historical tradition in the early 1960s,

nor could they be associatedwith nascent Land Art,which employed strategies such

as the decentralizing of artistic activity and its institutional reflection, newpictorial

forms, and a question of human and natural scales.81

78 See Birgit Schneider, “Caught in the Tangle of the Net: On a History of the Network

Metaphor,” trans. Amy Klement, in Brüderlin, Art & Textiles (see note 45), 328–41, esp. 331.

79 See Thomas Raff, Die Sprache der Materialien: Anleitung zu einer Ikonologie der Werkstoffe (Mu-

nich: Deutscher Kunstverlag, 1994), 37–38.

80 Benjamin Bühler and Stefan Rieger, Bunte Steine: Ein Lapidarium des Wissens (Frankfurt am

Main: Suhrkamp, 2014), 14.

81 See Jane McFadden, “Not Sculpture: Along the Way to Land Art,” in Ends of the Earth: Land Art

to 1974, exh. cat. Los Angeles, Museum of Contemporary Art, 2012; Munich, Haus der Kunst,

2012–13 (Munich: Prestel, 2012), 43–60; Philip Ursprung, Grenzen der Kunst: Allan Kaprow und

das Happening, Robert Smithson und die Land Art (Munich: Sike Schreiber, 2003), 199–210.
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Thematerial usedbyBauermeisterhas a regularly oval,at times also round form.

All of the stones used have a smooth surface, with no sharp edges or asymmetries.

Bauermeister has not intervened in their form or texture; rather they were created

over a course of time far beyond the human scale by the wavemovements of the sea.

Bauermeister uses the English word “pebbles” for the individual stones.82The artis-

tic intervention with regard to stones is the activity of collection and repeated se-

lection; stones are seen as a “nearly ubiquitously available natural material.”83 Cer-

tain colors are only found at specific beaches; there the stones are selected first for

their regular form; in the studio they are sorted by size and the colors are distin-

guished again; the composition of the work represents the final selection. With a

few exceptions, thewooden support was sanded by Bauermeister before she applied

the stones. Sand is, like earth, a “medium of memory,” natural processes have been

deposited in it in order to reach a specific combination.84 In contrast to stones,how-

ever, sand is not associated with individuality but seems to be a “collective.”85

Like all of theother stoneworks,Progressions from1963 resulted fromthis process

(fig. 39).The work consists of four plywood boards, arranged in a spiral.The size of

the four boards once again refers to the Fibonacci series, with the square open area

whose edges are formed by all four parts of the picture is the starting point, that

is, the “1.” Adding the open area to itself results in the size of the smallest board;

adding it to the open area results in the dimensions of the next larger one; a process

that Bauermeister continued to the largest board—she thus takes up an aspect from

hereducation thatwas incorporated into the combinationprinciple.Progressions also

has a Fibonacci series running in the opposite direction: every element of the paint-

ing has a square part into which no stones were inserted. The largest of them con-

tains the smallest stoneless area, and the dimensions increase the smaller the Stone

Pictures become.The endpoint here is the open area that is the starting point for the

Fibonacci sequence, which was introduced to determine the size of the elements.

The work measures 130.2 by 120.3 by 12.1 centimeters and parts of its composition

result from amathematical sequence associated with natural growth processes.

82 The more neutral umbrella term “stones” is used here.

83 SeeMonikaWagner, “Papier und Stein. Kommunikative Potenziale anachronistischer Träger-

materialien in der zeitgenössischen Kunst,” in Strässle, Kleinschmidt, and Mohs, Das Zusam-

menspiel der Materialien in den Künsten (see note 17), 263–76, esp. 264.

84 See Christiane Heibach, “Erd-Verbindungen: Über Erde als ‘ideelles’ Material in der Kunst,” in

Heibach and Rohde, Ästhetik der Materialität (see note 27), 213–41, esp. 225.

85 See Bühler and Rieger, Bunte Steine (see note 80), 189.
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Fig. 39: Progressions, 1963, stones on particle board coated with sand, 130.2 x 120.3 x 12.1 cm,

TheMuseum ofModern Art, New York,Matthew T.Mellon Foundation Fund, 1964, 254.1964.

When placing the stones Bauermeister had recourse to two principles that are

determinant of her oeuvre: first, ordering in series; the stones were glued side by

side according to their size, and smaller stones of suitable formwere layered on that,

resulting in stone towers that taper toward the top; second, the rather unstructured-

looking arrangement in which diverse staggered stone towers are in turn linked by

stones. Both seem contradictory at first, but each creates its own ordering of the

material. Both the largest pictorial element and the one on the left feature ordering

in series; in Progressions Bauermeister sought shifts within the rows. Because the

darker stones on the right half of the largest wood panel are initially larger, and in
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the left,brighter half a rising relief results; stone,a robustmaterial, thereby takeona

dynamic.This dynamicmust havedetermined theprocess ofmaking thework, since

the small stones were supposed to be removed from the larger context, like cobble.

In other stone works—Vinavil of 1964, for example—this movement of the “pas-

sive” material stone is depicted even more pointedly (fig. 40). There are also works

constructed without these shifts in size within the rows of stone; in them themate-

rial seems to be ordered most consistently: Verschwindender Horizont (Disappearing

Horizon) of 1966 consists of eight square Stone Pictures applied vertically one above

the other on a wooden construction that looms out of the wall into the space, cre-

ating a sculptural work (fig. 41). The stone towers are accurately arranged, always

from large to small, on top of and next to one another. The reduction of the size of

the stones and the height of the stone towers is framed by another progression: the

depth of the white wooden pedestal to which the Stone Pictures are attached de-

creases as it gets taller.

Fig. 40: Vinavil, 1964, stones, ink on particle board

coated with sand, 121.5 x 121.5 x 29 cm, Courtesy of

Michael Rosenfeld Gallery LLC, New York, NY.

Fig. 41: Verschwindender Horizont,

1966, stones, sand on wood, 250 x

107.5 x 70 cm,Mary Bauermeister

Art Estate.

Working with different progressions can be observed repeatedly in the Stone

Pictures: each of the two pictorial elements in Progressions, which follow the ordered

principle of stone composition, has a progression that runs counter to the other:

whereas the one runs from large to small, the other is constructed from small to

large. The sizes of the panels and the stoneless areas are likewise marked by con-
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trary progressions: that of the Fibonacci sequence. It is reasonable to assume that

Bauermeister intended the arrangement of the stones in rows to allude to (natu-

ral-mathematical) principles of growth such as the Fibonacci sequence. The stone

towers convey the impression that their individual components resulted from pro-

gressive formulas and accordingly grew naturally. Another possible interpretation

is that Bauermeister was alluding to tradition of creating trail markers or asserting

one’s presence by stacking stones.86Thiswould result in, as with theNeedless Needles

light sheet, a performative-feminist level, since with her shore finds the artist was

appropriating an unusualmaterial and layering countless towers of all sizes over the

course of her oeuvre. Each individual tower could be interpreted as a self-assertion

of her own path and an affirmation of her presence and hence as the repeated act of

capturing for herself something already explored.87

On the smallest and the second-largest pictorial elements in Progressions, the

stones are arranged in a way that appears unstructured at first. It is, however,

another of the artist’s principles for dealing with the raw material. On closer in-

spection, it becomes evident that Bauermeister applied diverse stone towers to the

surface. There are connected to one another by more oval stones, to which further

towers are glued. From a slight distance, they give the impression of disorder, as

if the stones were simulating the situation of their finding. It is, however, instead

a more subtle order that demands greater powers of abstraction from the viewers.

One could cite here again Günther’s polycontextuality, since for him reality and

order are two equivalent concepts: “If something is, it must have order and if it

appears as chaos it only means that we have not yet found the code which unravels

the seeming chaos and shows us the hidden order in the imbroglio.”88

This results in a situation similar to that of Bauermeister’s point structures.The

stone towersare equivalent to thepointspaintedoneabove theotheron the canvas in

whichablackpointhas a smallerwhite oneand that in turnhas aneven smaller black

one.With its unstructured arrangement of stones of towers nested into groups and

with smaller towers added, it is like looking at Konstruktiver Tachismus from a slight

distance: it conveys the impression of an expressive randomness. The ordered and

planned structured is revealed only when onemoves closer.

86 See Kathrin Rottmann, “Technisch erhaben: Michael Heizers Steintransporte,” in Steine: Kul-

turelle Praktiken des Materialtransfers, ed. Monika Wagner and Michael Friedrich (Berlin: de

Gruyter, 2017), 99–114, esp. 108.

87 These tendencies in Bauermeister cannot be marginalized. The “documenting” of an artis-

tic act is evident already with the patent application for the Magnet Pictures. The artist’s

self-assertion is also found in the light sheets, which commented on work with “feminine”

connotations, namely, sewing.

88 Gotthard Günther, “Life as Poly-Contexturality” (1973), in Wirklichkeit als Poly-Kontexturali-

tät, vol. 2 of Beiträge zur Grundlegung einer operationsfähigen Dialektik, 2 vols. (Hamburg: Felix

Meiner, 1979), 283–306, esp. 290.



154 Hauke Ohls: Many-Valued Aesthetics

The four parts of Progressions unite two different principles for composing with

stones; accordingly, the combination principle is thus transformed with the stones

in comparison to the technique of painting: from the point structure, which will be

employed repeatedly as an element in the further course of Bauermeister’s oeuvre,

two principles of arranging the stones can be observed, which will also be observed

repeatedly. That there is a correspondence between her painting and her composi-

tion with stones is made clear by Bauermeister in the work Layers of 1964 (fig. 42).

That vertical-format work consists of stacked stones and outlines painted in casein

tempera to simulate stones glued on top of one another.The upper third of the work

has primarily painted forms and a total of five stone towers inserted; in the lower

section there are clearly more towers, even though the painted structures continue

todominate; thepart of thework createdwith stonesno longerhaspainted surfaces,

though thedarker stones sometimes suggest this.HereBauermeister has united the

sorted and stacked stones into one work with drawn round and oval forms inside

one another and thusmade a direct connect. Because painting gets a counterweight

with the stones, in Layers it is no longer necessary to decide which technique is im-

itation and which the model. With reference to the title, it is also possible to think

of it as different “layers” of the same principle that merely reveal themselves in dif-

ferent ways: the structures designed with paint and those with stones should both

be thought of as in one horizon. That would be another implementation of many-

valued aesthetics; there should be no categorical different between the stones and

the painted but rather equal value.
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Fig. 42: Layers, 1964, casein tempera, ink, stones

on particle board coated with sand, 149.9 x 50.8

x 11.4 cm, Collection ofMr. andMrs. Jean-Pierre

Radley, United States.
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The level of materiality that is contained in the stones and goes beyond mate-

rial aspects produces a resistance when it comes to contextualizing with painted

structures: the stonesmediatebetweenhumanandnonhumanscales of time.89They

could be found by the artist, placed in a composition, and given strategies of many-

valued aesthetics; nevertheless, the stones contain a remnant of natural processes

that gives them their special look. Bauermeister does not just employ stones in the

Stone Pictures, where they are the dominant material, but also in other groups of

works, as one element amongmany: in the Lens Boxes, for example, where their in-

tegration is also reflected on in drawing and writing. The drawn and written are,

however, also a material presence of their own, which also has an effect on the level

of materiality.

89 As early as 1966 Roger Caillois was speaking of stones not only being older than life but

also that they would still exist after it has disappeared: “They arose before mankind; and

man, as he developed, did not mark them with his art or with his industry.” Roger Caillois,

Stones & Other Texts, trans. Valentine Umansky, Flint Magazine 1–2 (June 2018), https://sen

satejournal.com/stones-other-texts/.
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5. The Use of Writing in Bauermeister’s Oeuvre

I use words in those cases where writing

is quicker than painting or in case

the idea I have at a given moment

is expressed better in writing than in

painting.1

Mary Bauermeister, 1965

The quotation in the epigraph summarizes several qualities of the use of writing in

Mary Bauermeister’s oeuvre: writing has an ancillary function, either to arrive at a

moreprecise statementor to capture the flowof thoughts at all.Her artistic oeuvre is

to a large degree based on written characters but not because the aesthetic mixture

of handwriting anddrawingswas a particular concern of hers.Neither is thewritten

word integrated into a composition as foreign matter in order to reflect on artistic

traditions in thisway—these levels enter into it only secondarily. Initially, she seems

to have focused on implementing ideas in the process of creating the work. By the

word “idea” Bauermeister meant a random insight that becomes the starting point;

the thematic orientation of a work changes continuously, because amedley of com-

ments results. That is what is meant by the expression “at a given moment” in the

quotation in the epigraph; while working on the artwork, not only did the artist in-

corporate all aspects that seemed worthwhile but also implemented them in a way

that is quick or more adequate. Sometimes the genuinely more adequate is aban-

doned in favor of a timely fix.

Once Bauermeister had written or drawn the initial idea, she switched to for-

mulating comments, which can in turn be written or drawn, then new comments

follow.2This strategy is summeduphere by the term“commentary system”and elab-

orated in more detail. Yet another function is assigned to the use of writing; it is an

“intermediary between completely heterogeneous elements.”3When the comments

1 Mary Bauermeister, “The Artists Say,” Art Voices 4, no. 3 (Summer 1965): 64–65.

2 See ibid., 64. In this text Bauermeister describes her work process in individual steps from

A to D that contain new comments but can also involve changes to the previous ones.

3 Ibid., 64.
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branched out and move too far away from one another in the process, it was possi-

ble for Bauermeister to bridge them with writing. This approach also explains the

appearance of the works of art; the Lens Boxes in particular are marked by a very

intricate aesthetic. The process of the (written or drawn) comment on a comment

is theoretically unending: “Sometimes it is finished because it is overcrowded any-

way and I cannot fill anything in anymore.”4 In the work process the comments are

more crucial than the visual result; the outer borders of the work first provide the

termination.

In the Needless Needles group discussed above, the needles and the activity of

sewing stand at the beginning, and then the comments result in a cosmos of many

small details that reflect on the theme. In the process it is also possible to address as-

pects that, seen superficially, have little in common with the original theme; more-

over, the originating idea can no longer be understood. In the case of the workDon’t

Defend Your FreedomWith Poisoned Mushrooms or Hommage à John Cage of 1964, which

measures 58 by 74 by 8 centimeters, the initial ideawas to incorporate and reflect on

mushrooms,possibly afterfinding the three fruitingbodies integrated into thework

(fig. 43). In the intricate section of writing and drawing on the left side of the work,

a sentence can bemade out that could be interpreted as an explanation of that initial

idea: “Once I had a dream about mushrooms shortly before I found themushrooms

on a tree shortly after my dream about stones.” According to this, the dream about

mushrooms and the find shortly thereafter decided the issue, but these sentences

from Bauermeister should not be taken literally, since the artist often works with

irony, suggestions, and deliberate shifts inmeaning in order to avoid unambiguous

statements. Explicit explanations would run counter to the latentmany-valuedness

and the constant thinking of the opposite as well.

To that end, she also worked with a continuous system of quotation: the first

words of that sentence are, not coincidentally, a modified paraphrase of the famous

speech by Martin Luther King on August 28, 1963. Bauermeister was already in the

United States at the time and experienced the political developments fromup close,

but this didnot cause her to create awork explicitly about themarchonWashington;

it is, rather, just one small aspect in a broadly ramified plexus.5 The combination is

not,however, randombut rather follows the (associative) commentary system; these

are the individual “ideas” that Bauermeister tries to implement in herworks in order

4 Hauke Ohls, “Interview to Mary Bauermeister by Hauke Ohls,” in Mary Bauermeister: 1+1=3,

exh. cat. (Milan: Studio Gariboldi, 2017), 6–44, esp. 30. In the interview Bauermeister adds:

“Sometimes I realize that I did too much.”

5 Explicitly political works do not appear in Bauermeister’s oeuvre until several years later,

especially the works Great Society from 1969 to 1971, the series No Fighting on Christmas (Air

Conditioned Nightmare) from 1967 to 1971, and Fuck the System of 1972. One exception is the

Lens Box Title One of 1965; it refers to the first section of an education act that was passed

in 1965 to support children from low-income regions in particular.
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to refer to them in turn—though this often happens in contradictions, to avoid the

unambiguous.

Fig. 43: Don’t Defend Your FreedomWith PoisonedMushrooms or Hommage à John Cage,

1964, pencil, watercolor, ink, mushrooms, on paper and glass, 58 x 74 x 8 cm,Mary Bauer-

meister Art Estate.

The glued-on, drawn, and written “poisoned mushrooms” pick up the atomic

bombs that were a daily threat when the work was made after the bombings of Hi-

roshima and Nagasaki in August 1945 by the United States as well as the tensions of

the Cold War and particularly during the Cuban missile crisis. Diverse small draw-

ings in thework simulate anexplosion. Inaddition,Bauermeister’s childhoodmem-

ories of the war were integrated in the form of lines from letters to her mother. At

the edge in the upper left corner of thework stands first “instruction”: “memory 1944

/ 2 broken + 1 line.” Accordingly, below that two fragmented lines have been sup-

plemented with a continuous one; here Bauermeister was copying passages from

two letters that she wrote to her mother in 1944 and imitating her handwriting of

that time, when she was ten. The upper two lines are from November 28, 1944, the

lower two from December 25, 1944.6 At the time Bauermeister had to participate in

the “Erweiterte Kinderlandverschickung” (Expanded evacuation of children to the

6 The letters have been preserved in Bauermeister’s studio.
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countryside) in Kufstein, Austria. The earlier letter is about an air strike; the later

one states that, unusually,no air-raid siren sounded onChristmasEve.7 Bauermeis-

ter thus also incorporates autobiographical material into her works; it is an equally

valid part of the system of ideas and commentary.

The “poisonedmushrooms”have yet another level that is closely connected to the

subtitle—Hommage à John Cage: Bauermeister went on hikes in the woods with the

American artist and composer to gather mushrooms. The “poisoned mushrooms”

should therefore be seen, on the one hand, as an allusion to Cage as an experienced

mushroomgatherer and,on theotherhand, in abroader context as a reference to the

drug culture among artists. Even though the Summer of Love was still three years

in the future, the work is already (in part) a commentary on the connection between

searching for freedom and consuming drugs.

The title, which is written on the work at the lower right, therefore plays a sig-

nificant role in the design. Moreover, it is paraphrased several times on the surface

of the picture—in Bauermeister’s work, it is also possible that the title of the work

was derived from the visual result after it was completed.8 Don’t Defend Your Freedom

WithPoisonedMushrooms orHommage à JohnCage has several areas, such as the quota-

tions fromchildhood letters and the reference to gathermushroomswith JohnCage,

that are clearly autobiographical in nature. One cannot conclude from that, how-

ever, thatBauermeister constructedherworks fromautobiographicalmaterials that

therefore need to be decoded in order to describe her art.The personal sections are

merely one element that Bauermeister integrated in order to construct a plurality

that is as inclusive as possible. Preceding purely biographically would be equivalent

to succumbing to a strict dogma. As already discussed, integrating her own subject

is rather supposed to prevent the reduction of perspectives, since turning many-

valued logic to a many-valued aesthetic runs the risk of formulating a general am-

biguity and separating oneself as uninvolved. An example of something that should

be viewed as outside the autobiographical is themultiple use of “yes, no, perhaps” in

thiswork as should thedrawncast shadowsof the glued-onmushrooms,which sim-

ulate that they contain either a completemushroomor adrawingof roundelements.

In addition, the division of the planeprepares the groundwork for theunfinished, so

that uncontrolled-looking, curving lines or the word “sketch” are right next to care-

ful drawings.Moreover, sewn-on canvas cutouts and sewing needles are imitated by

drawing, which thus initiate a networking with theNeedless Needles group.

7 These memories also became part of the aforementioned group of works No Fighting on

Christmas (Air Conditioned Nightmare) as well as the Lens Box I’m a Pacifist but War Pictures

are too Beautiful of 1964–66.

8 The relationship of the title and the work of art and Bauermeister’s specific method of

producing a productive tension with it will be examined in more detail in section 6.3.
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Beyond Surrealism

The reference to the dream about mushrooms or about stones that Bauermeister

wrote on the work as well as the commentary system she developed and her use of

writing in general should not be confused with the Surrealist method of automatic

writing. When Bauermeister began to use writing as an artistic means, this view

waswidespread in theoretical reflection on her art, especially amongAmerican crit-

ics, and it is sometimes still found today in studies of her work.Then and now, the

misunderstanding is certainly reasonable, since initially it seems there are reasons

for this view, but it does not do justice to the content of the works. In the early to

mid-1960s, the legacy of Surrealismwas still a strong presence in the United States,

especially as several of themost important artists had immigrated there and thenext

generation had adapted Surrealist techniques. At the same time, where was also a

tendency toassociate theartists of theneo-avant-gardewithSurrealism.9Theyoung

German artist was often categorized as a “surrealist” at first to account for her com-

binations of materials and incorporation of writing.10 In Germany, Surrealism only

began to be seen as a reference for Bauermeister’s workwith her first solo exhibition

at an institution and thereafter repeatedly.11

9 One representative example is the exhibition Dada, Surrealism, and Their Heritage, held at

the Museum of Modern Art in New York in 1968; see William Rubin, “Surrealism in Exile

and After,” in Dada, Surrealism and Their Heritage, exh. cat. (New York: Museum of Modern

Art, 1968), 159–86.

10 Brian O’Doherty, review of a group exhibition at the Galeria Bonino, New York Times (De-

cember 29, 1963); Betty Stapleton, “Her Painting May Be Surrealist, She Is Not,” in Toronto

Daily Star (May 16, 1964); Elizabeth Kilbourn, “Mary Bauermeister,” Toronto Daily Star (May

23, 1964); Leslie Judd Ahlander, “Foreword,” in After Surrealism: Metaphors & Smiles, exh. cat.

(Sarasota, FL: Ringling Museum of Art, 1972), 4–25, esp. 11.

11 See Maria Velte, “Mary Bauermeister: Das Werk,” in Mary Bauermeister: Gemälde und Ob-

jekte, 1952–1972, exh. cat. (Koblenz, Mittelrhein Museum, 1972), esp. XIV. The connection

between Bauermeister and Surrealism is formulated most explicitly by Skrobanek: “Even

if Bauermeister planned the theme and design of the box, the execution can be described

as entirely in the spirit of the Surrealists as automatic writing (‘écriture automatique’).”

Kerstin Skrobanek, “‘Die Jacke Kunst weiter dehnen’: Mary Bauermeisters Aufbruch in den

Raum,” PhD diss., Frankfurt amMain, 2009, Univ.-Bibliothek 2014, http://publikationen.ub.u

ni-frankfurt.de/frontdoor/index/index/year/2014/docId/35011, p. 50. For a current discussion

of Bauermeister’s use of writing in her works without reference to Surrealism, see Petra

Oelschlägel, “Mary Bauermeister: Signs, Words, Universes,” trans. Simon Stockhausen, in

Mary Bauermeister: Zeichen,Worte, Universen, exh. cat. Bergisch Gladbach, Kunstmuseum Villa

Zanders, 2017/2018 (Dortmund: Kettler, 2017), 95–102.
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André Breton tried to define Surrealism and the method of Surrealist writing:

In his view, reality is still too locked in a “cage” by “the reign of logic.”12 In dreams,

but also under the influence of drugs, the restricting influence of human reason is

shut off, so that only thendowe get closer to authentic reality. For Breton, the dream

and the perceived world together result in a new level that offers us more exact in-

sights,which iswhy for himSurrealismshouldbe called “supernaturalism.”13 Breton

defines the “written Surrealist composition” as the “disinterested play of thought,”

withwhich in the best case the continual sequence of events in themind is put down

(as) unfiltered (as possible) orally or in writing so that “distraction” is incorporated

as a positive marker.14This does not mean turning away from reality, however, but,

quite the contrary, turning toward it. The automatism that artists are meant to fall

into when using the Surrealist method should not be influenced by any aesthetic

criteria; that would only impair “poetic intuition.”15

Bauermeister’s statements about her commentary system make one think of

Surrealism according to Breton at first, but each is framed within a completely dif-

ferent horizon. She did not by any means wish to shut logic out because it has a

restricting effect; on the contrary, she wanted to establish a new, in her view more

appropriate logic in herworks.The “reign of logic” criticized by Breton is adopted by

Bauermeister andapplied strictly—with thedifference that it is extendedby the two-

or three-valued view. It should be noted here that in his writings Breton used a very

general concept of logic that is closely tied to conceptions such as morals or ethics

and not to the philosophical discipline of logic,whereas Bauermeister followed only

Gotthard Günther’s concept, which was in turn decisively influenced by Hegel and

specifically his writings on logic. The contexts in which the works of Bauermeister

and the Surrealists, respectively, referred to the higher-order concept of logic are

thus fundamentally different.

In addition, the supposed indifference to the aesthetic result when using the

Surrealist method is irreconcilable with Bauermeister’s approach: Her hybridiza-

tion of writing and drawing is brought into a composed overall appearance, for

which she used her specific signature style and deliberately divided the plane in

such a way that no elements intersect.The Lens Boxes may contain different layers,

but they merely ensure situational superimpositions depending on the viewing

angle and corresponding to the reciprocal influence of the individual elements.

12 André Breton, “Manifesto of Surrealism” (1924), in Breton, Manifestos of Surrealism, trans.

Richard Seaver and Helen R. Lane (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1969), 3–47,

esp. 9–10.

13 Ibid., 25.

14 Ibid., 29–47.

15 André Breton, “On Surrealism in Its Living Works” (1953), Breton, Manifestos of Surrealism

(see note 12), 295–304, esp. 304.
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Bauermeister’s aesthetic of intricacy, which she herself calls “overcrowded,” is

precisely composed so that the arrangement of writing itself takes on an iconicity.

Moreover, in Bauermeister’s commentary system one cannot speak of a “stream of

thoughts” that is realized unfiltered in writing or drawing.The comments are small

elements that are inserted into a work and then are related to one another in terms

of the subject matter and composition. Liz Kotz speaks accordingly of “surrealist

elements,” which flow into Bauermeister’s works.16 One can agree with this assess-

ment insofar as that the Surrealist method partially integrated into combination of

techniques with which she creates all her works. Calling Bauermeister a Surrealist

in general or reducing the manifold elements in her works solely to the method of

automatic writing is unproductive.

Statements about Bauermeister’s art in the 1960s already reflect divergences:

Lawrence Alloway, for example, called the arrangements of the Writing Pictures

“cartographic”; he mentions, among others, Gianfranco Baruchello and Öyvind

Fahlström as contemporaries who work in a stylistically comparable way.17 Bauer-

meister had several points of contact with both artists in the 1960s; in addition to

Baruchello and Fahlström, the Japanese artist Shūsaku Arakawa and the American

Ray Johnson, with whom she exhibited repeatedly, should be mentioned to contex-

tualize her works.18 The art critic James Mellow meanwhile produces a list in his

effort to get closer to Bauermeister’s use of writing that conveys an absurd image of

her works at first but is apt on another level: “It is work of improvident richness, full

of visual puns, verbal puns, liberally sprinkled with cryptic allusions and scribbled

art jokes.”19 A similar description is offered by Leslie Judd Ahlander, who mentions

“visual puns and strange symbols,” and by Howard Smith, who sees “aimless little

notes, without much reference.”20 The employment of writing in Bauermeister’s

works has all of these characteristics.Playingwithwords and images is omnipresent

16 Liz Kotz, “Language Upside Down,” in Mary Bauermeister: The New York Decade, exh. cat.

(Northampton, MA: Smith College Museum of Art, 2014), 59–77, esp. 65.

17 Lawrence Alloway, “Introduction,” in European Drawings, exh. cat. (New York, Solomon R.

Guggenheim Museum, 1966), 11–18, esp. 14. Instead of the cartographic, section 5.3 empha-

sizes the “associagrammar,” which seems appropriate for the hybrid of writing and drawing.

18 All four artists and Bauermeister were represented in the exhibition Pictures to Be Read/

Poetry to Be Seen, which was mentioned above in the introduction. With the exception of

Ray Johnson, they could also be seen in Towards a Cold Poetic Image at the Galleria Schwarz

in Milan in 1967. In one exhibition catalog Bauermeister’s works are described as being

created from a certain “order”; this trend is said to exist in all the artists participating in

the show; Gillo Dorfles, “Towards a Cold Poetic Image,” in Towards a Cold Poetic Image, exh.

cat. (Milan, Galleria Schwarz, 1967), 5–12, esp. 7–9.

19 James R. Mellow, “‘Art Can Go on Spawning New Art ad Infinitum,’” New York Times (April

26, 1970), 27.

20 Ahlander, “Foreword” (see note 10), 11; Howard E. Smith, “Mary Bauermeister,” Art and

Artists, 6, no. 7 (November 1971): 40–41, esp. 40.
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in her Writing Pictures and Lens Boxes, as are statements and jokes about the art

system and comments without reference that seem to go nowhere. These small in-

dividual elements together, however, participate in a strategy that at first alludes to

the combination principle before being assimilated in the overarchingmany-valued

aesthetic. The Lens Boxes can be completely different in their details, which result

from the initial theme and commentary system. In general, however, all written

or drawn statements participate in a few basic statements that always amount to

reflecting on something.

The many-valued aesthetic tries not only to incorporate the opposite continu-

ously but also to adopt the intermediate position to escape a possible dogmatism

of a definitive statement; constant questioning and thwarting are intended to give

impetus to an unending process of reflection in which the viewers can participate

when viewing.The networks and metalevels that this process opens up in the indi-

vidual works and the merging of separate works into common unities of meaning

will be worked out in chapter 6 and refined in the epilogue.The present chapter will

study the use of (hand)writing, its iconicity and contextualizationwith drawing, the

specific repetitions of words, and the productive dimension in the use of writing.

It will also look at Bauermeister’s reflexive approach to written signs and the act of

writing.

5.1 A Topology of Notational Iconicity

The individual aspects of reflecting onwriting and its iconicity are contained in rich

detail in the LensBoxWriting. Itwas created in 1966 andmeasures 85.1 by 85.7 by 15.2

centimeters (fig. 44). The structure ofWriting is not unusual for one type of Bauer-

meister’s Lens Boxes of the 1960s: a plywood box functions as the frame, which is

integrated into the composition; inserted in a square cutout is a wooden construc-

tion that forms a boxlike recession. It is in turn filled with layers of glass, lenses,

wooden spheres, writing, and drawing.The diamond-shape arrangement of the re-

cession recalls the aforementioned work Gestalt zu Struktur; its colors and the round

elements reinforce this impression. These parallels remain on a formal level, how-

ever; Bauermeister merely takes up again a compositional model she had used pre-

viously and places it in a completely new context.
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Fig. 44:Writing, 1966, ink, glass, glass lens, wooden sphere, modeling com-

pound and painted wood construction, 85.1 x 85.7 x 15.2 cm, Brooklyn

Museum, Carll H. de Silver Fund, Caroline A. L. Pratt Fund and Ella C.

WoodwardMemorial Fund, 67.273.

Around the square recession two kinds of intertwined lines are visible; one, the

relief-like bright one,which is formedwithmodeling compound; second, the some-

what wide and dark one, which is composed of (distorted) writing.The writing also

covers the modeling compound and thus connects the two structures of lines. At

first glance, both kinds of lines appear uncontrolled, but each spells out the title of

the work. In the lower left corner of the work, the W ofWriting in modeling com-

pound is clearly visible; the lower right corner contains the initial letter composed

of writing. Each title extends to the opposite top corner; the two words cross, occu-

pying the entire surface of the work. In the background of the recession the word

“Writing” can be identified yet again; here the letters are composed of white empty

areas in between the tiny writing that otherwise cover the surface. In addition, the

title can be formed by the wooden spheres inside the Lens Box, because the individ-

ual letters appear on several of them, and in the lower corner the entire title can be

read on one sphere. Finally, on the frame, as inside the Lens Box, are individual and

grouped letters, all of which refer to the title.
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The specific employment of writing on the frame and within the recession that

combine to form a new word is omnipresent in Bauermeister’s oeuvre: in Writing

they consist of distortedfine lines that alternate,dependingon thedirectionof read-

ing and the nuances, between the words “no” and “oui.” This status between affir-

mation and negation refers to the many-valuedness that Bauermeister wanted to

illustrate in her works. Appropriately, then, the intermediate position is written out

in three languages on several of the wooden spheres in the Lens Box: “peut-être,”

“perhaps,” and “vielleicht.”Theword “perhaps” on the sphere in the upper quarter of

the Lens Box is in turn composed of the words “ja,” “nein,” and “vielleicht.”Working

with distorted written characters both inside and outside the recession is not only

to make reading them challenging but also refers to use of lenses. They distort the

individual elements during the act of viewing; for Bauermeister, however, every dis-

tortion was not just an optical phenomenon that can occur when looking through a

lens; here, too, many-valuedness is foregrounded. That a lens causes distortions is

expected by the viewers and conforms with their familiar assumptions. These pro-

cesses can, however, occur without the use of lenses. On this level the distortions of

the lines illustrate themany-valued aesthetic: clearly legible words can occur just as

well as those distorted by lenses, and so can distorted writing that is not affected by

lenses.

Multivalence simulates two people viewing Writing at the same time. Bauer-

meister conceived her Lens Boxes such that this possibility is already inherent

in the work. In addition, there is the process of self-productivity: it says that the

individual elements within a work can influence one another. The curved lines

of modeling compound and of the elongated, distorted “oui” and “no” illustrate

a many-valuedness because of their status between writing and unidentifiable

confusion of lines: It is certainly possible that one visitor in the Brooklyn Museum

in New York views the work and perceives only uncontrolled lines on the frame and

perhaps interprets them as a comment on Abstract Expressionism, since in the

case of the modeling compound the lines are accurately applied and in the cases of

the written characters the writing or drawing is delicate and clear, so that they can

convey alleged spontaneity. The next person identifies, perhaps based on the title,

the W in the lower left corner and then is easily able to complete the other letters;

the interpretation is entirely different in each case, because one calls attention to

the fact that the title is written multiple times in and on the work and depending

on the context can be a noun, a gerund, or a present participle. This can cause one

to think of reflecting on language and self-referentiality, so that Writing is read,

for example, as a commentary on emerging Conceptual Art, which is concerned

with, among other things using linguistic means to challenge the object level of
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the work of art.21 In the workWriting, however, the idea is not emphasized versus

the material realization, because it was carefully executed by Bauermeister. There

is always an individual component in the reception of works of art, and it emerges

according to the predisposition of the viewers, as was already shownwith reference

to Rancière’s concept of aesthetics.22 Writing is, however, not an ambiguous image

that can be seen in turn as a rabbit or a duck.The crucial thing is that both—viewing

the curved lines and the written word “Writing”—are, seen metaphysically, equally

and simultaneously appropriate.

These discussions of the workWriting already address several aspects of the use

of writing in Bauermeister’s oeuvre. Until now we have been talking about written

characters that are arranged and designed so that they produce either new writing

or something visual. A more precise analysis is required, however, to be able to un-

derstand how exactly Bauermeister employed writing and drawing and what pro-

duced their connection. In this context, “topology” is understood quite generally as

a “heterogeneous field of thinking working on and with spatial connections,” since

that results in “expressions of relational connections” occurring in a next step that

are closer to Bauermeister’s networks within her use of writing.23

Notational Iconicity

The term “notational iconicity” (Schriftbildlichkeit) refers to an approach inwhich the

written is understood not only as a system for notating spoken language but also for

processing writing, the specific arrangement on the notational medium, and is also

able to refer to or cultivate its ownpotencies.Awritten character stands between the

poles of language and image and must be seen as a “hybrid” or “hermaphrodite.”24

21 Lucy Lippard first emphasized dematerialization in her influential monograph on Concep-

tual Art before herself proposing a revision of the thesis; see Lucy R. Lippard, Six Years:

The Dematerialization of the Art Object from 1966 to 1972 (New York: Praeger, 1973). The ex-

pression Conceptual Art described a wealth of artistic positions, especially in the 1960s

and early 1970s. It can include along with dematerialization reflection on art or craft as

well as writing-based, photography-, performance-, situation-, actionist-, context-related,

and gender-specific or institution-critical works as well as instructions for action, critique

of commodification, or a process focused entirely on the artistic idea; see Tony Godfrey,

Conceptual Art (London: Phaidon, 1998).

22 See section 2.3.

23 Wolfgang Pichler, “Topologische Konfigurationen des Denkens und der Kunst,” in Topologie:

Falten, Knoten, Netze, Stülpungen in Kunst und Theorie, ed. Wolfgang Pichler and Ralph Ubl (Vi-

enna: Turia & Kant, 2009), 13–66, esp. 21–22.

24 Sybille Krämer, “‘Operationsraum Schrift’: Über einen Perspektivenwechsel in der Betrach-

tung der Schrift,” in Schrift: Kulturtechnik zwischen Auge, Hand undMaschine, ed. Gernot Grube,

Werner Kogge, and Sybille Krämer (Munich:Wilhelm Fink, 2005), 23–57, esp. 31. Accordingly,

VítězslavHorák speaks of “hybrid signs” for defining somethingwritten; VítězslavHorák, “Hy-
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According to Sybille Krämer, writing participates in both, but it is not an image,

since as a medium for notating language it is “discretely organized.” Nor does it

seem appropriate to equate it with language since notating in writing draws on “in-

betweens and voids,on two-dimensionality as principle of configuration,andon the

simultaneity of the arrangement.”25 Hence writing possesses not only a point of in-

tersection but should also be thought of in its own categories that go beyond a use as

a secondary tool. In order to talk about writing as a phenomenon, Krämer proposes

a “triadic model,” in which two aspects condition the third in each case: it “requires

referentiality,” that is to say, thewritten charactersmust permit a reference to some-

thing outside of themselves, even if this referring is not unambiguous; to that end,

an “aisthetic presence” is indispensable; it refers to the material appearance it must

have; beyond that, “operationality” is crucial: thewritten elementsmust be both dis-

tinguishable and definite.26Writing in general is a “special case of notation,” which

by operating logically has an effect not only on language but also on other forms of

notation.27

One perceives in scholarship on notational iconicity trends toward a “re-iconiz-

ing” of writing.28 In the historical process, writing has always been de-iconized,

since it depended on social conventions and “abstract” so that the assembled expres-

sions obtain a universally intelligiblemeaning,whereas each individual letter seems

meaningless.29 In this view, there was once a close connection between image and

writing; interpreting them as decidedly different phenomena was based on an arti-

ficial separation; ChristianStetter evengoes so far as to say that the origin ofwriting

is to be found in the image.30

Thisemphasis seemsnecessary,because ancient philosophyhad formulated—in

a way similar to the marginalization of matter in the previous chapter—a subordi-

nation of writing to language.Thematerial presence of writing—or its visual or ais-

thetic quality—is not incorporated.Thecritique ofwriting versus the spokenword is

bridzeichen: Konvergenzen zwischen Bild und Schrift,” in Bild, Macht, Schrift: Schriftkulturen

in bildkritischer Perspektive, ed. Antonio Loprieno, Carsten Knigge Salis, and Birgit Mersmann

(Weilerswist: Velbrück Wissenschaft, 2011), 81–92, esp. 90f.

25 See Krämer, “Operationsraum Schrift” (see note 24), 29.

26 See Gernot Grube andWerner Kogge, “Zur Einleitung: Was ist Schrift?,” in Grube, Kogge, and

Krämer, Schrift (see note 24), 9–21, esp. 12–16.

27 See Rainer Totzke, Buchstaben-Folgen: Schriftlichkeit, Wissenschaft und Heideggers Kritik an der

Wissenschaftsideologie (Weilerswist: Velbrück Wissenschaft, 2004), 55–56.

28 Aleida Assmann, “Lesen als Kippfigur: Buchstaben zwischen Transparenz und Bildlichkeit,” in

Schriftbildlichkeit: Wahrnehmbarkeit, Materialität und Operativität von Notationen, ed. Eva Can-

cik-Kirschbaum, Sybille Krämer, andRainer Totzke (Berlin: Akademie, 2012), 235–44, esp. 243.

29 See Konrad Ehlich, “Schrifträume,” in Cancik-Kirschbaum, Krämer, and Totzke, Schriftbildlich-

keit (see note 28), 39–60, esp. 47ff.; Christian Stetter, “Bild, Diagramm, Schrift,” in Grube, Kog-

ge, and Krämer, Schrift (see note 24), 115–35, esp. 115–18.

30 See Stetter, “Bild, Diagramm, Schrift” (see note 29), 115.
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particularly explicit in Plato: Anyone who assumes that “anything in writing will be

clear and certain” is “utterly simple.”31 Scholars of notational iconicity are trying to

leadwritingout of thismarginalized role; to that end they repeatedly refer to Jacques

Derrida’s 1967 study De la grammatologie (translated as Of Grammatology). As Werner

Kogge emphasizes, Derrida’s Of Grammatology is not “oriented toward writing as a

medium or phenomenon” but is rather about a “play of differences” that exists in ev-

ery text and can be exposed using the concepts of deconstruction.32 These aspects

must always be taken into account with Derrida, who in his philosophy tried to re-

ject everythingwith “historico-metaphysical character” in favor of “distinctive char-

acteristics.”33 It cannot be denied, however, that in his book Derrida inverted the

hierarchy of language and writing: for him language is “a phenomenon, an aspect,

a species of writing.”34 In his text he goes as far as to say that the signified and the

meaning of a thing can never be visualized if there are no signifiers; in it lies the

“origin” of meaning—so that writing stands out “a debased, lateralized, repressed,

displaced theme,” and “a permanent and obsessive pressure from the place where it

remains held in check.”35

Thishodgepodge ofmarginalizing andparasitical reconquest of the accustomed

position that writing should have, according to Derrida, is crucial when studying

Bauermeister’s employment of the written, but her commentary system is incom-

plete in this respect. A necessary extension resultswhen the studies in the context of

the “iconic turn” are also consulted.36The iconic turn has released potentials within

31 Plato, Phaedrus, in Euthyphro, Apology, Crito, Phaedo, Phaedrus, trans. Harold North Fowler

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1914), 405–579, esp. 565. Socrates is speaking

with Phaedrus here and criticizes in particular that written words cannot react to one’s

vis-à-vis; they “always say only one and the same thing,” and moreover “every word […] is

bandied about, alike among those who understand and those who have no interest in it.”

Ibid. Interestingly, all of these statements have been passed down and can still be under-

stood today thanks to their written form. Whether the marginalization of writing in Plato

should not be taken seriously, since otherwise the readers would be assumed to be “sim-

ple,” is a different question.

32 See Werner Kogge, “Erschriebene Denkräume: Grammatologie in der Perspektive einer Phi-

losophie der Praxis,” in Grube, Kogge, and Krämer, Schrift (see note 24), 137–69, esp. 140.

33 Jacques Derrida, Of Grammatology, trans. Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (Baltimore, MD: Johns

Hopkins University Press, 1976), 9.

34 Ibid., 8.

35 Ibid., 270–75.

36 See Birgit Mersmann, Schriftikonik: Bildphänomene der Schrift in kultur- und medienkomparati-

ver Perspektive (Paderborn:Wilhelm Fink, 2015), 13, 24–26, 138, and 239. Mersmann dedicates

a section of her study to Roland Barthes’s brief text “Variations sur l’écriture,” which she

describes as one of the foundational texts of notational iconics; see ibid., 141–51. She un-

derstands notational iconics to be a “pictorial method and theory of the pictorial (sign)”

that should not be equated with notational iconicity but rather characterizes a “transdis-

ciplinary approach to visual studies within research into notational iconicity”; Birgit Mers-
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the iconic and outside a semiotic approach; it is the “premise that images of our lan-

guage contribute to concepts andknowledge important things that canonlybe expe-

riencedon thispath.”37WhenBauermeister’s employmentofwritingand its connec-

tions with drawing are analyzed within the expanded field of notational iconicity, it

becomes clear that her use of the written should not be seen in a different context

than that of the drawn elements.Accordingly, it becomes possible to understand her

statement thatwriting and drawing can be employed as commentary of equal value.

The Convergences of Writing and Drawing

For Bauermeister, too, language is only a phenomenon of writing, and likewise lan-

guage is just a phenomenon of drawing: written or drawn statements in her works

canbe translated into something linguistic,but that doesnot exhaust all theirmean-

ing.38Thearrangement, reference,and interactionof thewrittenand thedrawncon-

tain their owndimensionsofmeaning; thisnonlinguistic logos isnotpurely visual in

nature either.Because of her special approach, in Bauermeister’s works both—writ-

ing as well as drawing—formulate the “iconic as.”39 This says that something (writ-

ing, drawing, and their connection) can provide ameaning-generating designation

that occurs bymeans of aesthetic showing.40The result takes the formof a supralin-

guistic or supraiconic meaning that in combination cannot be judged by scientific

mann, “Digitale Schriftbildlichkeit als Experimentierfeld der künstlerischen Forschung,” in

Schrift im Bild: Rezeptionsästhetische Perspektiven auf Text-Bild-Relationen in den Künsten, ed.

Boris Roman Gibhardt and Johannes Grave (Hannover: Wehrhahn, 2018), 317–32, esp. 317

n. 2. Barthes’s essay “Variations sur l’écriture” is cited in scholarship on notational iconicity

much less frequently that texts by Derrida, but his formulations can be an excellent sup-

plement. In the context of the present study, description of the common origin of writing

and art is significant; Roland Barthes, “Variations sur l’écriture” (1973), in Barthes, Œuvres

complètes, ed. Éric Marty, vol. 4, 1972–1976 (Paris: Seuil, 2002), 267–316, esp. 280.

37 Gottfried Boehm, “Unbestimmtheit: Zur Logik des Bildes,” in Boehm,Wie Bilder Sinn erzeugen:

Die Macht des Zeigens, 4th ed. (Wiesbaden: Berlin University Press, 2015), 199–212, esp. 208.

The concept of the image that is necessary to approach Bauermeister’s works is developed

further in section 6.1.

38 Horst Bredekamp and Sybille Krämer describe this in a clearly more general context for cul-

tures that seek to distance themselves from the “right of exclusivity which language used to

claim for itself.” They should rather be thought of “in the reciprocity between the symbolic

and the technical, between discourse and the iconic”; Horst Bredekamp and Sybille Krämer,

“Culture, Technology, Cultural Techniques: Moving beyond Text,” trans. Michael Wutz, The-

ory, Culture & Society 30, no. 6 (2013): 20–29, esp. 24.

39 Dieter Mersch, “Schrift/Bild—Zeichnung/Graph—Linie/Markierung: Bildepisteme und

Strukturen des ikonischen ‘Als,’” in Cancik-Kirschbaum, Krämer, and Totzke, Schrift-

bildlichkeit (see note 28), 305–27, esp. 312.

40 For Gottfried Boehm, the “power of showing” defines the level of action of images; only then

are the “somatic and iconic order” connected to each other; Gottfried Boehm, “Das Zeigen
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processes of verification or falsification. Rather, for this type of research, (aesthetic)

results beyond “true” and “false”must be accepted:

“As examples of such research practices, we could take dichotomies or incom-

patibilities or tensions that become manifest between things, actions, textures,

materials, or images and sound and their respective composition (com-positio)

in the sensual sphere.”41

Thefive authors of themanifesto argue for thinking the aesthetic,which cannot ever

be completed but is rather framed in a constant “becoming” beyond the concept of

scientific knowledge. Results are presented by means of “showing” in an aesthetic

manifestation beyond any language-based argumentation.42

With her Lens Boxes in the 1960s and 1970s, Bauermeister pursued a similar ap-

proach.Theworksarebasedonobviousantitheses,downto their tiniestdetails.New

drawn forms are always being added, and at the same time, in the spirit of the com-

bination principle described in chapter 3, already incorporated materials or tech-

niques are recontextualized, resulting in further thematic development. The basic

strategy in her works was developed in the early 1960s and has remained the same

ever since: The artist formulates ever-new contradictions, which generally demand

a revision of the perspective in order to obtain unambiguous and concludable state-

ments. In that context Bauermeister also employs written characters in her oeuvre.

In his definition of signs, Umberto Eco concentrates on the transfer from sig-

nifier to a signified; there has to be a smooth “correlation” between the two that

happens by means of an agreed-upon “code.”43 This understanding of signs is sub-

stantially expanded in notational iconicity.The rigid transfer betweenmaterial con-

veyor ofmeaning and transcendent sense is broken up in favor of boundary cross on

the “edge of the semiotic universe.”44 Aleida Assmann speaks of “asemantic signs,”

whose appearance cannot atfirst be assigned toa stablemeaning,whichmakes their

material appearance and their iconicity stand out. For Assmann, images represent

“objects and states of affairs outside a single language,” whereas writing first has

to operate with a clearly limited supply of signs.45 But the image has the opportu-

nity to reconcile with writing; to do so the forms and quantities of the signs have to

be “more strictly standardized” and “more manageable” so that “the reference to a

der Bilder,” in Zeigen: Die Rhetorik des Sichtbaren, ed. Gottfried Boehm, Sebastian Egenhofer,

and Christian Spies (Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 2010), 18–53, esp. 43–47.

41 Silvia Henke, et al. Manifesto of Artistic Research: A Defense against Its Advocates (Zurich: Di-

aphanes, 2020), 48.

42 See ibid., 39–62.

43 Umberto Eco, A Theory of Semiotics (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1976), esp. 188.

44 Aleida Assmann, Im Dickicht der Zeichen (Berlin: Suhrkamp, 2015), 56–57.

45 Ibid., 189.
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system structured differently solidifies.”46 In connectionwith signs breaking free of

writing and turning to the pictorial,which can succeedwith “iconic, self-referential,

and indexical” strategies, a new mutual hybridization results: the “ambiguous im-

age” that alternates between depicted and depiction, which with writing and image

works in both directions in each case.47 For the potential of that threshold moment

whenwriting operates as something pictorial, or vice versa, the term“graphism”has

been employed.According toAndré Leroi-Gourhan, it is a “symbolic expression” that

does not represent any forms, in the sense of imitation, but rather an abstraction,

as can be observed in language becoming more highly differentiated and place in

the early evolution of human expression.48Thegraphic signs stand in an in-between

and produce the shared origin of drawing, or iconicity, andwriting—they exemplify

their “family resemblance.”49These determinations were extended to pulled lines so

that graphism cannot be pinned down to an expression for drawing but rather “in-

corporates every kind of line inscribed in surface used as a support.”50With an eye to

Bauermeister’s approach to her art, the “scribbling” will be cited and defined below

in order to determine the processes more exactly.

The mutual reconciliation of the pictorial and the written, in which drawing is

used like writing, and writing in turn like drawing, can be found in many aspects

in Bauermeister’s work. She uses primarily cursive; the letters are not only legible

individually but together result in something pictorial. In Don’t Defend Your Freedom

With PoisonedMushrooms orHommage à JohnCage, for example, this can be seen in the

third reflectionof themiddle glued-onmushroom: theupper outlines of the fruiting

46 Ibid., 190.

47 See ibid., 219–31; Assmann, “Lesen als Kippfigur” (see note 28), 235–37. The example of re-

ciprocal hybridization also clarifies why Bauermeister’s works do not operate with the dis-

course of image-text relationships. The written word is not appropriated as foreign matter

in images in order to open up the visual work of art; see Katrin Ströbel, Wortreiche Bilder:

Zum Verhältnis von Text und Bild in der Zeitgenössischen Kunst (Bielefeld: transcript, 2013), 24

and 138. Mitchell’s determination would also lead to the oversimplification that all arts

consist of a combination of image and text. This “image/text” is for him a “cleavage in rep-

resentation, a place where history might slip through the cracks”; W. J. T. Mitchell, “Be-

yond Comparison: Picture, Text, and Method,” in Mitchell, Picture Theory: Essays on Verbal

and Visual Representation (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995), 83–107, esp. 104. It is

rather a theoretical approach to get closer to the metapictures of an image; in this context,

Mitchell’s discussions will become important again in section 6.4.

48 André Leroi-Gourhan, Gesture and Speech, trans. Anna Bostock Berger (Cambridge, MA: MIT

Press, 1993), 190–92.

49 Sybille Krämer, “Das Bild in der Schrift: Über ‘operative Bildlichkeit’ und die Kreativität des

Graphismus,” in Gibhardt and Grave, Schrift im Bild (see note 36), 209–21, esp. 216.

50 Katia Schwerzmann, “Dimensionen des Graphismus: Die drei Pole der Linie,” in Über Kritzeln:

Graphismen zwischen Schrift, Bild, Text und Zeichen, ed. Christian Driesen et al. (Zurich: Diapha-

nes, 2012), 39–57, esp. 41.
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body are taken up again on the surface of the picture, first with two drawn lines and

a smaller paintedmushroom; to the left of that themirrored outline of drawn seams

and needles can be seen, an allusion to Needless Needles, and another mirroring of it

is composed of words : “no poisonedmushrooms,” “perhaps,” and “ja, nein,” and the

individual characters interpenetrate.

Another expressive example that can be cited is Yes Letter of 1971 (fig. 45). It is a

drawing that is also agreeing to a request for an exhibitionat theStaempfliGallery in

NewYork,whichwas held the following year under the titleMaryBauermeister: Recent

Paintings and Constructions. In the drawing Bauermeister explains the current works

shewould like to exhibit and associates this with a personal anecdote, comments on

art and galleries and on the process of making her works.The large “Yes” is made up

of words that form sentences and small drawings, which seem to offer additional

explanations, on the one hand, but also provide visual interruptions, on the other.

Because the drawing as awhole once again repeats awordwhose statement refers to

the content of themixture ofwords and sketches, theworkhas been compared to the

Calligrammes ofGuillaumeApollinaire.51 YesLetter brings out self-referential aspects:

a work of visual art is being produced that consists of letters and drawings, which

together form a letter in reply and the reaction “Yes.”This form of self-referentiality,

inwhichwords and drawings result in either something pictorial or a newword that

refers to itself, it can be called, followingW. J. T Mitchell; by means of a “referential

circle,” the picture refers to the things happening inside it and vice versa.52

51 See Alessandra Nappo, “Flüchtig, Multimedial, Unlesbar: Neue Formen des Briefes in der

zeitgenössischen Kunst,” in Zwischen den Zeilen: Kunst in Briefen von Niki de Saint Phalle bis Jo-

seph Beuys, exh. cat. (Hannover: SprengelMuseum 2017), 43–65, esp. 58–59. Here one can also

speak of an “intermediality” in Bauermeister’s work: writing designed as a figure creates an

“inter-action between writing’s design aspect and its reference aspect”; Andrea Polaschegg,

“Literatur auf einen Blick: Zur Schriftbildlichkeit der Lyrik,” in Cancik-Kirschbaum, Krämer,

and Totzke, Schriftbildlichkeit (see note 28), 245–64, esp. 258.

52 W. J. T. Mitchell, “Metapictures,” in Mitchell, Picture Theory (see note 47), 35–82 esp. 56.
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Fig. 45: Yes Letter, 1971, ink on cardboard, 36.8 x 54.2 cm,Mary Bauermeis-

ter Art Estate.

A compound of writing that together results in something pictorial is usually

found in small details like the likeness of a mushroom in Don’t Defend Your Freedom

With Poisoned Mushrooms or Hommage à John Cage. Bauermeister’s works are strewn

with this method. That drawing and writing together, as in Yes Letter, result in a

word that makes up the entire composition is an exception. The opposite is clearly

more commonly the case, namely, that written characters and drawings together

evoke iconicity, or even that drawings are employed like writing.The circular forms

in Bauermeister’s oeuvre should be analyzed accordingly: they emerge from their

point structures in casein tempera and were already executed in the context of

the Needless Needles drawing. The special way of drawing the circular forms can

approach writing—following Aleida Assmann’s analyses—that needs standard-

ization and manageability to make unambiguous references. The top mushroom

glued-on in homage to John Cage reveals a drawn reflection composed of circular

forms. Now this could initially be interpreted as a drawn likeness in which it is not

necessary to integrate writing. This impression is, however, shattered by another

detail in the work in the center a little to the left: here again drawing circular

forms have been employed from which the word “ketch” written in pencil stands

out. The demonstratively spontaneous writing gesture can easily be completed by

the viewer to the word “sketch.” The circular forms make the word possible. The

circular movement of written word and drawing that suggestion the work is still

in progress here is not what is remarkable. Rather, it is the reciprocal transition

of drawing into writing and writing into drawing, since the circular forms do not

create an abstract S. There use is standardized to such an extent that it is easy to

complete them interpretatively: the drawn circular structures are a feature ofmany-
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valuedness in the works. They abruptly break off on the surface of the picture and

result in a word that illustrates that the process of conceiving the work inscribed

with the word “sketch” and its realization—namely, the drawn circular forms—are

contained simultaneously and on an equal basis. Both the “temporary” conception

and the “finished” sketch are visible. It must be assumed, moreover, that only the

word “sketch” and only the executed sketch, that is, the circular structures can exist.

Because the point form of casein tempera on canvas has transformed into delicately

drawn circles, Bauermeister’s abstract painting style is still included in the circular

structures. The latter are now employed standardized, namely, as a prototype of

many-valued aesthetics and therefore permit clear references in Assmann’s sense.

In addition to the circular forms, the drawn needles and the distorted (by draw-

ing) lines can also bemade brought into the proximity of writing. In terms ofmany-

valuedness, it makes no difference whether the words “yes, no, perhaps” are writ-

ten out, the circular forms drawn, or the distorted lines can perhaps be interpreted

as words; the same is true of the written word “needles” or a drawn needle. All of

the elements participate in the many-valued aesthetic and in Bauermeister’s oeu-

vre are employed with such frequency or recombined in ever-new ways that they

develop their own code, which need only be decoded by the viewers. One can only

speak of a situation in which a “syntagmatic bracketing and erratic protrusion” oc-

curs in the words and drawings equally and at the same time; this “palpable compe-

tition” between the two modes of reading and seeing produces a floating position,

an in-between.53When the expression “writing” is used here, in general itsmeaning

of drawing and vice versa should be thought of in parallel.

Spatiality and Materiality

In general, the thematic field of notational iconicity should be tested to ensure that

the pictorial is not overemphasized and to counter the marginalization of writing

as a mere servant of language, now making the latter primary as an aspect of the

iconic turn. It is crucial that alongside the “autonomy of writing” that continues to

exist the “written image as autonomous unit of reflection” is manifested simultane-

ously.54Oneessential criterion that helps theWritingPicture achieve that autonomy

53 GeorgWitte, “Das ‘Zusammen-Begreifen’ des Blicks: Vers und Schrift,” in Cancik-Kirschbaum,

Krämer, and Totzke, Schriftbildlichkeit (see note 28), 265–85, esp. 271. This has also been de-

scribed as “operative iconicity,” whereby the mediation between writing and seeing has

a quality that generates meaning; Sybille Krämer, “‘Operative Bildlichkeit’: Von der ‘Gram-

matologie’ zu einer ‘Diagrammatologie’? Reflexionen über erkennendes ‘Sehen,’” in Logik des

Bildlichen: Zur Kritik der ikonischen Vernunft, ed. Martina Hessler and Dieter Mersch (Bielefeld:

transcript, 2009), 94–122, esp. 98–117.

54 Mersmann, Schriftikonik (see note 36), 141.
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can be seen in its spatiality: writing, like other forms of notation, including Bauer-

meister’s standardized use of certain elements of drawing, produces an “artificial

special spaceof planarity.”55Thearrangements on thegroundaremarkings that pro-

duce spatiality. This leads Roy Harris to state that writing should be understood to

bemuchmore a theory of space than one of signs.56 Scholars of notational iconicity

describe the space produced as decidedly two-dimensional: the division of the plane

already begins with the first line drawn, and every additional element transfers a

temporal gesture into a (two-dimensional) spatial context.57 Even the publication

SchriftRäume, which decidedly addresses the theme of the spatiality of writing with

a historic overview, continues to emphasize two-dimensional planarity: at most, a

“spatial dimension” can be implied based on themedium of the support,meaning a

simulation of spaces; orwriting is given sculptural formand employed as an expres-

sion of honor; or “simulated three-dimensionality” is represented.58

With the construction of her works Bauermeister extended this interpretation.

The Lens Boxes consist of various layers of glass with wooden spheres glued to the

background that for their part extend into space and are in turn covered with draw-

ings and hence occupy an in-between position spatially. Bauermeister only rarely

employed aspects of one-point perspective as a spatial element in her drawings; for

her the two-dimensionality artificially produced by writing was broken down by a

one-behind-the-other effect that sometimes alternated with one-above-the-other

and one-next-to-the-other. Two comments, one above the other, on two layers of

glass in the recession of a Lens Box can be placed in a context by the viewers so

that the artificially produced two-dimensional plane of writing transitions into a

three-dimensional spatialization.The superimpositions were overwhelmingly con-

ceived by Bauermeister already in the process of creating thework; the viewers need

only continually focus on the different levels of glass to generate ever-new aspects

from the spatial succession. Another example of spatialization of writing by means

of overlapping can bemade out on the frameofWriting: the curved lines ofmodeling

compound that form the title are partially overwritten with fine lines here, which in

55 Krämer, “Das Bild in der Schrift” (see note 49), 215.

56 See Roy Harris, “Schrift und linguistische Theorie,” in Grube, Kogge, and Krämer, Schrift (see

note 24), 61–80, esp. 74–75.

57 Sybille Krämer, Figuration, Anschauung, Erkenntnis: Grundlinien einer Diagrammatologie (Berlin:

Suhrkamp, 2016), 14–20; For Krämer, it is the line that frees a surface from its tendency to

three-dimensionality. It causes a “metamorphosis” in favor of the artificial production of two

dimensions; Sybille Krämer and Rainer Totzke, “Einleitung,” in Cancik-Kirschbaum, Krämer,

and Totzke, Schriftbildlichkeit (see note 28), 13–35, esp. 23; Krämer, “Operationsraum Schrift”

(see note 24), 28–32.

58 Christian Kiening, “Die erhabene Schrift: Vom Mittelalter zur Moderne,” in SchriftRäume:

Dimensionen von Schrift zwischen Mittelalter und Moderne, ed. Christian Kiening and Martina

Stercken (Zurich: Chronos, 2008), 9–126, esp. 18–56.
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turn produce the title and are composed of a small, repeated “no.”The two texts cross

and together create a notational iconicity in which plasticity has to be incorporated

because it represents an essential aspect of the overall appearance.

As with its spatiality, it is necessary to incorporate the materiality of writing if

the written is to be viewed suitably. Not only should every single written sign, sym-

bol, or curved line be seen as a potential word but it is itself already an object—just

as much as a glued-on stone or mushroom: “written characters and configurations

are objects.Writing down is objectifying in the sense that perception is confronted

with an object that outlasts the act of perception.”59

Regarding written characters as objects foregrounds especially the “aisthetic

presence” of the “triadic” model of writing. Even if this should not be the only

perspective it is important because the interpretation of words as objects clarifies

the material qualities of their appearance. In a drawing it is the paper, which has a

medium already as an object dimension, and the strokes add more and more; to-

gether the produce amaterial-based composition in which the productive potential

ofmateriality has an effect.60Themateriality of the objects forms its owndimension

of meaning. The superficial contradictions and their combination and separation

depend on them production meaning as material configurations. Without these

underlying conditions of materiality, there is a much greater possibility that the

individual words will remain in their semantic context. “Yes,” “no,” and “perhaps”

can all be simultaneously true because as objects they possess a materiality that

keeps them from being reduced to their referentiality.

Liz Kotz has called the use of words in Bauermeister’s oeuvre a “cacophony of

signs.” For “yes” in particular she has emphasized that it is an “empty sign” and be-

comes a “visual or rhythmic element” when it is not in a context or associated with

a question.61 Kotz is pointing to strategies of visual poetry as an environment for

Bauermeister’s works in which components of written characters that generate the

picture are employed.This is inadequate insofar asmany-valued aesthetics andma-

teriality already provide a context.Thewriting employed by Bauermeister cannot be

unreservedly interpreted as Concrete poetry either.62 The words in Bauermeister’s

59 Kogge, “Erschriebene Denkräume” (see note 32), 145.

60 See Friedrich Kittler, “Memories aremade of you,” in Schrift,Medien, Kognition: Über die Exterio-

rität des Geistes, ed. Peter Koch and Sybille Krämer, 2nd ed. (Tübingen: Stauffenburg, 2009),

187–203, esp. 187; Thomas Strässle, “Von der Materialität der Sprache zur Intermaterialität

der Zeichen,” in Das Zusammenspiel der Materialien in den Künsten: Theorien—Praktiken—Per-

spektive, ed. Thomas Strässle, Christoph Kleinschmidt, and Johanne Mohs, (Bielefeld: tran-

script, 2013), 85–97, esp. 89. The concept of materiality I am using here is explained in chap-

ter 4 and section 4.1.

61 Kotz, “Language Upside Down” (see note 16), 74.

62 See Skrobanek, “‘Die Jacke Kunst weiter dehnen’” (see note 11), 106.
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work are not formed into collages like found objects, appropriated as foreign ma-

terial, employed exclusively optophonetically, or used to call the author-subject into

question.63 Rather, she had recourse to selected aspects of Concrete poetry in her

works, for example, when a yes is composed of a small “no” repeated many times.

Moreover, several of her work titles refer to it, such as the Lens Box Poème Optique

of 1964.64 References to poetry, its material, and its iconicity tend to occur in more

distanced way from an ironic position or in small details.

5.2 Cooperative Iconicity

A small section of the workHommage à Brian O’Doherty of 1964–65 can be seen as an

example of a reference to poetry (fig. 46). In the middle of the lower edge, we read:

“hommâge a Jackson Mac Low / this is influence from the poetry department.” The

deliberately misspelled French can already be seen as a reference to the “poetry de-

partment.” Although it is clear that hommage is meant, it can also be read as homme

âgé (oldman). At the same time, right above this section a use of writing is seen that

is perhaps the reference of the word “influence.”The point of departure is the word

“core,”whereby each of the four letters is also the beginning of a newword. It cannot

be said with certainty which exact section is intended; Bauermeister’s use of writ-

ing is based precisely on these ambiguities. In the context of Bauermeister’s use of

writing in her works, this ironic reference to the poet of Concrete and visual poetry

Jackson Mac Low should be interpreted as itself an homage. Mac Low was active in

herNewYork circles, andhermentioninghim inherwork illustratesBauermeister’s

interest in this artistic strategy.

63 SeeKotz, “LanguageUpsideDown” (see note 16), 100–125;HansG.Helms, “VonderHerrschaft

desMaterials bei der künstlerischenAvantgarde,” in TheoretischePositionen zurKonkretenTheo-

rie, ed. Thomas Kopfermann (Tübingen: Niemeyer, 1974), 120–25.

64 The whereabouts of the work are unknown; photographs show a structure of several layers

of glass and wooden spheres covered with writing and drawing as well as round, written

and drawn panes of glass that viewers can rotate to produce new contextualizations within

the composition.
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Fig. 46: Hommage à Brian O’Doherty, 1964–65, ink, offset print, wooden

sphere, stones, sewing tools, badge, modeling compound on canvasmounted

on wood, 120 x 120 x 5.5 cm, ArtNetBund, Bundesministerium für Bildung

und Forschung, Bonn, Germany (BMBF 0742).

Hommage à Brian O’Doherty has an aesthetic of intricacy and is filled with refer-

ences, not only to people from Bauermeister’s circles like Mac Low but also to (his-

torical) events and to reflections on art movements and exhibiting, to the process

of making art, to her own completed and future works, and to many-valued net-

working between them.The work was probably begun in 1964 but was finished the

following year. Bauermeister stretched a canvas on a wood support measuring 120

by 120 centimeters, wrote and drew on it, applied objects, and worked with model-

ing compound so that it has a height of 5.5 centimeters.Hommage à Brian O’Doherty

is a work with collage-like sections; it is composed of writing, drawing, and objects;

and as a hybrid it crosses the boundaries between genres. Among the objects ap-

plied are wooden spheres and photographic reproductions of her own works. The

reproductions are integrated into the composition along with drawings and glued-

on materials such as stones. These sections establish networks to other works, like

those we have already described for example Needless Needles Vol. 5, Integration and

Four Quart-er-s. A total of five details from the work Progressions can be identified as
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well as nine from Ordnungsschichten. It should not be assumed that Bauermeister

wanted to integrate other artworks into the composition unnoticed but rather to

reflect on the connections to one another bymeans of the obviousness of the repro-

duction and their integration into the new work.This is an example of the identity

of reflection of the many-valued aesthetic: Already executed works of art are incor-

porated in the new artwork, and they undergo a transformation in the process.The

doubled self-reference is what produces an imaging of it. It is not the new artwork

that first causes the changes to the earlier works, however: the changeswere already

equally valid components of them.Because this happenswithinonework, the events

were already specified by the term “identity of reflection of the object.”

Other elements that are incorporated and undergo many-valued changes are

drawn sewing needles and sewing needles as physical objects; the same is true of

glued-on and drawn stones. They not only establish networks to other works but

also simultaneously negotiate theirmetaphysical status, since the drawn and physi-

cal objects are equally valuable forms of visualization.Bauermeister also introduced

materials she had previously used for other works. In two places, for example, small

whitewoodendisks,partially drawnwith arrows,have been applied.Theywere orig-

inally intended to be wall elements for the work Runde Gruppe of 1959–60, an instal-

lation in Bauermeister’s exhibition at the StedelijkMuseum in Amsterdam, consist-

ing of a Honeycomb Picture and around fifty wooden elements distributed across

the wall; then several of these elements were used for Rechts Draussen (To the Right

Outside) in 1962. The arrows on the wood elements are placed mostly on the edge

and point both outward and inward, as if symbolizing a transition from the mate-

rial to the support and vice versa. There is also a drawn cast shadow that goes out

from the wooden object but runs in several directions at the same time with dif-

ferent intensity—the material of an older work transitions into the newer one; the

drawn shadows can thus be seen as an alternative form of visualization.

The (reproduced) works introduced by Bauermeister also refer to another level,

one that is closely connected to the work’s title. The impetus for creating the work

was a reviewwritten by BrianO’Doherty, published in the Sunday edition of theNew

York Times, of Bauermeister’s first participation in a group exhibition at the Gale-

ria Bonino fromDecember 1963 to January 1964.65 Progressions andOrdnungsschichten

were both represented in the exhibition that O’Doherty was reviewing. He opens

with: “Mary Bauermeister is better than very good and Iwish it could be left at that”;

he answers his own question who the young woman is by saying she is “a whisper

among museum directors.”66 Several lines later follows a sentence that is inscribed

65 See O’Doherty, review of a group exhibition at the Galeria Bonino (see note 10). The news-

paper review and the exhibition 2 Sculptors, 4 Painters were mentioned above in connection

with the first presentation of the Needless Needles light sheet.

66 Ibid.
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in full in the artist’s homage to him andwhich determinesmuch of the work’s com-

position: “It will be interesting to see if she has the intelligence and cunning to cope

with the major success she is obviously going to have.”67 The depth of O’Doherty’s

statement made a lasting impression on Bauermeister: the success she will natu-

rally have must go hand in hand with “intelligence” and a kind of “cunning” for the

artist to “cope”with it.That she should receive recognition for her works went with-

out saying for the art critic, but it was another questionwhether shewas ready for it,

since the New York art world requires more than just outstanding art. In her work

the sentence begins at top left with a sepia-colored “It,” followed by the darker “will

be,” and ends at bottom left with the words “going to have” formed with modeling

compound.

Bauermeister took a sentence from an art review and produced ever-new se-

mantic units by means of a spatial arrangement and the various techniques used

to execute it. Each word from the sentence is designed differently. For example, the

word “be” is composed of drawn hexagons that are reminiscent in form of Bauer-

meister’s Honeycomb Pictures; the “will” consists of point structures, arrows, and a

drawn seam. The final word, “have,” is formed with modeling compound; in addi-

tion, two smaller letters are placed so that the word “heaven” results when they are

added to it. The spatial distribution of the sentence and the use of modeling com-

pound initially bring out features of the work’s notational iconicity: in the middle

of the composition “to see is intelligence” can be identified; the words are rendered

relief-like and form a new statement from O’Doherty’s words. One word is shifted

in the process. The “if” of the complete sentence transforms into an “is” in the new

arrangement.Bauermeister arranged the letters in away that both readings arepos-

sible.This is supported by the sketches, photographic reproductions, and comments

that together contribute to notational iconicity. Right next to the word “see,” a pho-

tographic reproduction of Bauermeister’s eyes is inserted, along with a hand shad-

ing them. This gesture of farsightedness shifts the word “see” in the horizon of its

meaning closer to “perceive,” so that the artist is once again referring to O’Doherty’s

sentence: she integrates her own person as someone self-confidently looking out of

thepicturewith—underscoredby theword“intelligence”—aperceptive gaze.Bauer-

meister turns the doubt O’Doherty formulated with the word “if” into an affirming

“is” and connects it to herself.

Whereas the word “intelligence” is formed with modeling compound and pro-

trudes from the painting, O’Doherty’s “and cunning” is written with a pencil and is

therefore distinctly more difficult to read. From the three words together—“intelli-

gence and cunning”—extend drawn lines that connect a photographic reproduction

ofOrdnungsschichten on the round cutout.Whereas that work from 1962 that was in-

tegrated several others is easily identifiable on other cutouts, here it seems consid-

67 Ibid.
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erably more difficult to find the exact excerpt from the original. It is a detail in the

background on which Bauermeister neither drew nor wrote; the canvas mounted

on a board was treated with very diluted watercolor here. A “soak-stain” coloring

technique with paint of varying dilution produces a (difficult-to-see) nonobjective

pattern on the canvas. Because Bauermeister often worked with sequencing in her

compositions—that is, working out several sections very intricately while leaving

others almost in their original state—there are similar patterns that paraphrase in

detail the paintings of artists such as Helen Frankenthaler, Morris Louis, and Ken-

neth Noland. On the reproduced detail from Ordnungsschichten Bauermeister later

wrote “enlarged canvas.” She was referring critically to the (New York) art world, in

which critics such as Clement Greenberg championed Abstract Expressionism in

particular. The complex history of female and male artists in Abstract Expression-

ism is also addressed, because Bauermeister wrote directly below this, in a semi-

circle next to the reproduced detail, “department for chauvinism.”68 Nonobjective

compositions, sometimes in monumental formats; gestures of a masculinity that

emphasizes combat in the creation of theworks; and the connection to art critics are

equated by Bauermeister with chauvinism, on the one hand, and “intelligence and

cunning,” on the other.The connection to other artists and the lobby of art critics are

indispensable qualities of the necessary “intelligence” and “cunning.” Bauermeister

countered the large-format paintings of Abstract Expressionism with a richly de-

tailed and in part microscopic aesthetic. In addition, with the work’s title and the

inserted sentence from art criticism in praise of her she referred to the support she

was herself getting.

Appropriately, the catalog of the exhibition at the Galeria Bonino in 1965 men-

tions not only the title Hommage à Brian O’Doherty but also several subtitles, which

are also found on the back of the painting.69 They include, among others, “Fish-

68 Whereas in his text “Louis und Noland” of 1960 Greenberg still identified Helen Franken-

thaler as a crucial influence on Morris Louis’s development in “After Abstract Expressionism”

of 1962 he writes that Morris Louis and Kenneth Noland had not borrowed their “vision”

from anyone; Clement Greenberg, “Louis and Noland” (1960), in Greenberg, The Collected

Essays and Criticism, vol. 4,Modernism with a Vengeance, 1957–1969, ed. John O’Brian (Chicago:

University of Chicago Press, 1995), 94–100; Clement Greenberg, “After Abstract Expression-

ism” (1962), in ibid., 121–34, esp. 134. This is just one of many examples of how women artists

in particular experienced marginalization. See Isabelle Graw, Die bessere Hälfte: Künstlerin-

nen des 20. und 21. Jahrhunderts (Cologne: DuMont, 2003), 110–15; Mary Gabriel, Ninth Street

Women: Lee Krasner, Elaine de Kooning, Grace Hartigan, Joan Mitchell, and Helen Frankenthaler:

Five Painters and the Movement That Changed Modern Art (New York 2018), 5–15.

69 Bauermeister: Paintings and Constructions, exh. cat. (New York: Galeria Bonino, 1965), n.p.

There is a second work from 1965 on this subject: Hommage à Brian O' Doherty or Fishing

for Compliments Part II, which is also included in the catalog. In addition, the first work was

taken up again in 2017 in five Lens Boxes, though Bauermeister wrote new comments on

the situation at the time.
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ing for Compliments” and “Eine Handwaescht die ANDERE” (One hand washes the

OTHER).Bauermeisterwasdirectly addressing the connectionbetweenher as artist

and O’Doherty as critic: first, there is the hope that the new work dedicated to him

will be followed by another positive exhibition review; second, there is a gesture of

showing appreciation. Bauermeister does both publicly, thus satirizing supposedly

secret networks of artists and critics. Bauermeister did, however, produce another

effect, namely, that attentionwas once again paid to the reviewof a group exhibition

by important artists in which she was especially emphasized—that could certainly

be called “cunning.”

TheworkHommageàBrianO’Dohertyhas a cooperative dimension.Both the basic

theme in the form of a sentence from art criticism and the individual small details

reflect on network-like connections created by the artist that are necessary to create

a work of art. For these connections Howard Becker defined a concept for a sociol-

ogy of art characterized by cooperation: “art worlds.” No work of art can be traced

back to just one person. A large number of actors are necessary to create, present,

and preserve awork of art.Theworks reveal patterns of “collective activity”; all of the

parties involved in the process can be described starting out from the object.70This

leads to the formation of art worlds, which Becker deliberately expresses in the plu-

ral since everywork of art has its own environment ofmaterials, themes, supporting

people, and reception—as an artist Bauermeister is not a sole authority but merely

works at the “center of a network of cooperating people.”71 By turning his sentence

into aWriting Painting, Bauermeister brought BrianO’Doherty,without his knowl-

edge at first, into the cooperation; this demonstrates not only the vastness of “art

worlds,” since even past actions such as a review are central to creating a new “art

world” specific to the work. For Becker, reputation, too, results “from the collective

activity of art worlds,” and he mentions art critics in particular, who create repu-

tation with their criteria and explications.72Moreover, he emphasizes the universal

connection between twofields,which is otherwise less openly admitted,namely, the

written word of art critics has an effect on artists.

There are still diverse other elements and people who together constitute the

specific “art world” of Hommage à Brian O’Doherty. Listing them would presumably

end in an infinite regress, because Bauermeister’s intricacy and commentary sys-

tem creates more and more branches. It is therefore much more crucial to identify

those themes that appear repeatedly in variousworks and include them in the coop-

erativenetwork inorder togain insight into thegenesis ofBauermeister’sworks.For

example, the tools, utensils, andmaterials she employs are recurrent themes in that

she illustrates or describes the process in the works themselves. InHommage à Brian

70 See Howard S. Becker, Art Worlds (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984), 1–6.

71 See ibid., 25.

72 See ibid., 360.
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O’Doherty, she inserted sewing needles that were presumably used tomake the light

sheets; the peoplewhomanufactured and sold these needleswould have to be added

to Bauermeister’s art worlds. The same is true of the glue used by Bauermeister to

attach objects such as wooden spheres and stones. It is not just used as a material

but also aggressively addressed: Right above “to see,” one sees a photograph of the

artist’s hand drawing a line with glue.This suggests that the scribbled strokes found

through the compositionweremadewith glue. In the lower right corner, someof the

glue under the single stones glued together peeps out, and Bauermeister continues

it with drawing on the ground. “Elmers Glue” is written next to this simulated spot,

revealing the brand and integrating it into the cooperation.

Just as important as the utensils and materials of her work are sociopolitical

events, which are only rarely the focus of a work for Bauermeister but can be ob-

served frequently and likewise condition the cooperation; inHommage à BrianO’Do-

herty, there is a reference to the civil rightsmovement: namely, theCongressofRacial

Equality (CORE).Bauermeister integrates into theworkabutton thatwas connected

to a protest of theWorld’s Fair inNewYork in 1964. She includes this button in draw-

ings and writing in a number of works, in which it serves as the point of departure

for the commentary system—another example of this artistic strategy is the afore-

mentioned integration in the section about the “poetry department,” where “core”

forms the initials of other words.

Bauermeister refers to the situation in which the work is exhibited with a self-

confident gesture as well. Already when creating the work, she had anticipated that

Hommage à Brian O’Doherty would someday hang in exhibition spaces because of its

high artistic quality: the cast shadowof thematerials ofRundeGruppe (RoundGroup)

and also of twowooden spheres and a stone in the top center of thework can be seen

as reactions to the lighting conditions.Then it would be not only a many-valued vi-

sualization of three-dimensional objects on a two-dimensional support but also a

simultaneous picture of the shadows of gallery spotlights.The shadows, which vary

in size and intensity and radiate out from the objects in all directions, have their

equivalent in Bauermeister’s eyes inserted next to “to see”: she has to hold her hand

up to her eyes because the light is blinding.These aspects seem to anticipate Brian

O’Doherty’s now iconic text Inside the White Cube, which he wrote as a series of ar-

ticles for the journal Artforum in 1976 and 1981. In it he analyzes how in the modern

era the context of the gallery spacewas connected to the subjectmatter of theworks,

and the ceiling serves only as a light source; viewers undergo an increasing disem-

bodiment of their perception.73 The “white wall’s apparent neutrality” is, however,

nothing but an “illusion.”74 Designing a work so that it is immediately anchored in

73 See Brian O’Doherty, Inside the White Cube (Santa Monica: Lapis, 1986).

74 Ibid., 79.
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its exhibition site recalls again the aforementioned “cunning.”Reflection on the con-

ditions of exhibition is crucial here: Because the spotlights produce new shadows of

the object, it becomes necessary to identify which are drawn and which are “real,”

which can initiate the viewer’s scrutiny of the conditions of presentation—it is the

artist’s subtle effort to undermine the supposed placelessness and timelessness of

the white cube.

It is not just people, historical events, and the exhibition situation that belong

to the art worlds of works but also cooperating objects such as other artworks. Art

critics and materials or their makers also belong to the cooperation of the multiply

integratedwork Progressions. Becker’s subject-centered approachmust be expanded

to cover Bauermeister’s scale of cooperative networking. That will follow in chap-

ter 7, which will increase the number the agents. The cooperative dimension will

remain, however; it seems to complement much more clearly Bauermeister’s com-

bination principle and the parallelism of many-valuedness than an antagonistic or

even autonomous determination.75 It is also insufficient to fixate only on the person

in the title of that work, Brian O’Doherty; in general, there is a networked complex

of different levels that conditions her entire oeuvre.

The thematic field of notational iconicity in Bauermeister’s work should also be

viewed as a reciprocal connection:Thedescription thatwriting canbe removed from

the surroundings of the notional medium and by being arranged spatially obtain an

autonomous dimension of meaning that participates in the pictorial can to some

extent be said of the reverse. In her works the parts that are predominately pictorial

are usually created by drawing, but it can by nomeans be said that the terms “paint-

ing” and “drawing” should be understood to be synonymous: “Painting and drawing

relate to each other in the same ambiguity as drawing andwriting.”76 In herwriting-

image drawings Bauermeister by nomeans employed the individual modes in such

75 The theory of the sociology of art of Pierre Bourdieu, who speaks of the “artistic field,”

is focused more on a dualism of antagonistic poles that on competition for recognition.

Artists position themselves within this field of “force lines” and to all the other elements

within it, which objectifies their art; Pierre Bourdieu, The Rules of Art: Genesis and Structure

of the Literary Field, trans. Susan Emanuel (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1996).

Bauermeister’s reference to chauvinism in the context of the “enlarged canvas” can be inter-

preted as positioning within the “artistic field,” since she is actively emphasizing a dualism;

this means above all that the concepts from the sociology of art should not be regarded

in isolation or as definitive. The sociologist Niklas Luhman, by contrast, coined the term

“art system.” He focused on how art could develop historically into an autopoetic, operative,

closed, and autonomous system that exists independently of other systems. In the “art sys-

tem” the demand for constant innovation can be pursued because it functions outside of

other social systems; Niklas Luhmann, Art as a Social System, trans. Eva M. Knodt (Stanford,

CA: Stanford University Pres, 2000).

76 Mersch, “Schrift/Bild” (see note 39), 310.
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a way that they break each other down and fuse into one; rather, she made a con-

vergence possible that represents a partial exchange of roles. This combination of

writing, drawing, and image produces an epistemological dimension in the works

that will be analyzed below.

5.3 The Epistemological Potentials of (Reflexive) Notational Iconicity

As for the repetition of a single word,

we must understand this as a

“generalized rhyme,” not rhyme as a

restricted repetition. This generalization

can proceed in two ways: either a word

taken in two senses ensures a

resemblance or a paradoxical identity

between the two senses; or a word

taken in one sense exercises an

attractive force on its neighbours,

communicating an extraordinary gravity

to them until one of the neighbouring

words takes up the baton and becomes

in turn a centre of repetition.77

Gilles Deleuze, 1968

Bauermeister carried out this “generalized rhyme” in Deleuze’s sense. In her repeti-

tions of words she often worked with shifts in meaning that presume “two senses”:

the variations on needles in theNeedlessNeedlesworkswould be an excellent example

here, though one would have to presume not only the written variations but also the

drawn ones in the context of the commentary system.The second method is, how-

ever, even more essential in her oeuvre, because it can be applied to the use of “yes,

no, perhaps.” Constantly repeating one of those three words subjects the neighbor-

ing one to “extraordinary gravity” until it becomes the new “centre of repetition”;

as a result, both expressions are thought of in a “pronominal” sense, in the “Self of

repetition.”78

Both modes can be granted a reflexive dimension. Deleuze’s study is not, how-

ever, primarily related to the use of words or their contextualization in relation to

one another. For him it is about a far more general shift: the terms “difference” and

“repetition” replace “identity” and “contradiction.”79 The latter were a crucial point

77 Gilles Deleuze, Difference and Repetition, trans. Paul Patton (London: Continuum, 1997),

21–22.

78 Ibid., 23.

79 Ibid., xix.
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of reference for Hegel in his logic and consequently also for Günther’s definition of

the identity of reflection in order to introduce many-valued logic.The two kinds of

repetitions that Deleuze posits as fundamental include, first, the “repetition of the

Same,” which clings to a concept or a representation, while the second kind incor-

porates difference, the “alterity of the Idea.”80 From that follows for Deleuze that,

although it is possible to initiate a dialectical process, to “pass over into the antithe-

sis, combine the synthesis,” the thesis persists in its original difference and does not

follow this process, since “difference is the true content of the thesis.”81 So if one

assumes that the terms identity and nonidentity are replaced, Bauermeister’s con-

struct of themany-valuedaesthetic doesnot implode as a result.Her approach could

be transferred equally well into Deleuze’s statements. Then not only all future rep-

etitions would be inherent in the repetition but also their respective difference and

the possible ofmaking one of the “neighbouringwords” a new “centre of repetition.”

The use of “yes, no, perhaps” should always be interpreted in an expanded context,

even if the artist explicitly developed her model based on Günther’s propositions.

Independently of whether Deleuzes (two-part) model of repetition is integrated or

Günther’s many-valuedness adopted, the constant repetitions of certain words as

well as drawings andmediating comments results in a dimension in the works that

generates knowledge.

Deleuze andGuattari interpret the division into signifier and signified and their

conformity as a “regime of signs”: the two terms exist in a “state of unstable equi-

librium”; in each case they form “two constantly intersecting multiplicities.”82 This

statement goes far beyond saying that the relationship between signifier and signi-

fied is arbitrary. Rather, the “form of expression” cannot be translated into one or

more words; it is always at the same time a “regime of statements.” By contrast, the

“form of content” does not refer to a thing outside of its; it comprises “a complex

state of things as a formation of power.”83 The two authors go so far in Anti-Oedipus

that they associate a correspondenceof signs inwritingwithdespotism; it requires a

“heterogeneity,” in which the asymmetric situation between the “vocal” element and

the “graphic” one must be “resolved” by the “visual element” as the third one.84

With the specific use of “yes, no, perhaps,” this becomes evident in two places:

First, Bauermeister does not just employ those three words but also the correspond

80 Ibid., 24.

81 Ibid., 52.

82 Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans.

Brian Massumi (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), 74–76.

83 Ibid.

84 Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans. Robert

Hurley, Mark Seem, and Helen R. Lane (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1983),

203–4.
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terms in German and French (and sometimes Italian as well) as well as standard-

ized drawing elements and the use of intermateriality, all of which enter into the

complex of many-valuedness. Every “peut-être” in a Lens Box contains at the same

time all of the other elements associated withmany-valuedness. Second, the “state”

cannot be definitively determinedwithwords, since Bauermeister’s works of art are

experimental of ametaphysical convergence.The individual elements are connected

to one another but they can in noway be seen as equivalent. It is rather the case that

they can be interpretedwith the philosophical concept of the assemblage and on the

basis of their internal conflict many-valued networks occur. These networks exist

within a work but also beyond it, for example, when the works in a group such as

Needless Needles refer to one another and the drawn seams or glued-on needles turn

up in works such asHommage à Brian O’Doherty.

One essential point is the spatial arrangement of the written or drawn as well as

its quantity.The dense tapestry of writing of the Lens Boxes and the constant repe-

tition of individual elements can give the viewers impetus to intensify their reflec-

tion.85 In Lens Box 308,975 Times No … Since … of 1966, all the lines are composed of

distorted variations on theword “no” (fig. 47).Thenumber in the title is probably not

the exact number of written negations in and on thework; the structures that create

images or texts are too intricate and nested for a precise count.On the one hand, the

repeated “no” makes it possible to create circular forms and abstract patterns—on

the left side of the frame they are so distorted by the simulation of lenses that they

condense into dark strokes. On the other hand, the other words in the Lens Box are

also formed by the small, repeated “no,” either by coming together into letters or by

their arrangement leaving an unwritten area that in turn creates a word.The words

formed from the repeated “no” are “yes,” “ja,” “oui,” “si,” “or,” “perhaps,” “vielleicht,”

and “peut-être” but also “no” and “nein.” A negation does not therefore necessarily

lead to an affirmation or mediating position.

For the most part, Bauermeister formed the words on the wooden hemispheres

from the “no,” which enables us to infer its role within the works. The convex form

breaks through the regular repetition and allows the layer of many-valuedness to

appear.The spheres ensure that the other words, which are contained in the “no” at

every moment, break out. In addition to the words on the spheres, there are some

framed within the (drawn) circular forms.They simulate lenses, to the left of the re-

cession, for example.The repeated “no” is distorted to the point of unrecognizability,

but it creates a “yes”within the circular form.Accordingly, the lenses, even if they are

only drawn, were employed to cause uncertainty about simple certainties—a “no”

does not mean merely “no” but also contains the “yes” and “perhaps.” Even if the re-

peated “no” dominates visually in the composition, as the title already makes clear,

85 See Joy Kristin Kalu, Ästhetik der Wiederholung: Die US-amerikanische Neo-Avantgarde und ihre

Performances (Bielefeld: transcript, 2013), 80–83.
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the single word should be interpreted asmultilayered and contains the others at the

same time.

Fig. 47: 308,975 Times No…Since…, 1966, ink, glass, glass lens, wooden

sphere and painted wood construction, 63.2 x 63.2 x 16.5 cm, Hirshhorn

Museum and Sculpture Garden, Smithsonian Institution,The JosephH.

Hirshhorn Bequest, 1981 (86.267).

Notational Reflection(s)

Applying the formula “yes, no, perhaps” to a majority of Bauermeister’s aesthetic

program should not, however, cover up the other contexts in which her use of writ-

ing and drawing are embedded. Itwas already clear from the examples of notational

iconicity and the (ironic) references to other artists and art movements, production

processes, and social events. In contrast to many artists of her generation, Bauer-

meister referred only peripherally to the philosophy of Ludwig Wittgenstein. One

reason for that may be that when developing her works she worked with the com-

mentary system, which demands a continuous interaction of writing and drawing,

whereasWittgenstein was concerned with language more generally.Wittgenstein’s
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“multiplicity of language-games,”which point to the activity of showing as a dimen-

sion,would have to be focused onwriting and drawing to do justice to the processes

in Bauermeister’s works.86 For the Austrian philosopher, language and its concepts

are “instruments”; they “direct our interests,” thoughonly certain expressions lead to

the “investigations” in thefirst place.87 It cannot be assumed,however, that there is a

rigid systemof unchanging certaintieswithwords and sentences, since they are du-

bious on principle.88 In the art of the twentieth century, there were many attempts

to integrate reflection on language.They varied greatly, but usually skepticismabout

language as an exclusive and unfalsified means of communication was an element

that connected them.89

For Bauermeister,Duchampwas an important point of contact whowith regard

to language shared withWittgenstein themetaphor of playing chess. Duchamp de-

scribed his skepticism about language more than once: “The language and thinking

inwords are the great enemies ofman.”90Theymust be employed hand in handwith

“poetry” and “play,” because then it is possible to use them like a “color,” like a pos-

itive enrichment of the senses.91 In his statements on art theory he did not restrict

himself to language in general but also addressed the use of writing. In Duchamp’s

opinion the inscription on the ready-made enriched and distinguished it from its

“pals”; on the one hand, the artist developed a system of signs using square brackets

that produced its own shifts in meaning; on the other hand, he explicitly incorpo-

rated the phonetic dimension.92 There are reflexive dimensions in Bauermeister’s

86 Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, trans. G. E. M. Anscombe (New York:

Macmillan, 1953), 26–27.

87 Ibid., 151.

88 See Ludwig Wittgenstein, On Certainty, trans. G. E. M. Anscombe (Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 1969), 39–40 and 140–46. Assessments critical of language can be observed repeated

in philosophy; Bauermeister’s interest in Nietzsche can also be cited in this regard, since

for him words and concepts represent a continual seduction to “think of things as being

simpler than they are, separated from one another, indivisible, each one existing in and for

itself”; Friedrich Nietzsche, Human, All Too Human II, in Nietzsche, Human, All Too Human II

and Unpublished Fragments from the Period of Human, All Too Human II (Spring 1878–Fall 1879),

trans. Gary Handwerk (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2013), 157.

89 See Alexander Streitberger, Ausdruck, Modell, Diskurs: Sprachreflexion in der Kunst des 20.

Jahrhunderts (Berlin: Reimer, 2004), 270. In his book Streitberger describes how artists com-

bine their pictorial aesthetic with reflection on language in order to critique language. The

possible self-referentiality makes it conceivable to him that art enters into a situation of

metareflection; see ibid., 270–84.

90 William Seitz, “What’s Happened to Art? An Interview with Marcel Duchamp on the Present

Consequences of the 1913 Armory Show,” Vogue (February 15, 1963), 110–13 and 128–31,

esp. 113.

91 Georges Charbonnier, Entretiens avec Marcel Duchamp (Marseilles: A. Dimanche, 1994), 55.

92 Ibid., 68. On the system of signs for the ready-mades, especially the use of “crochets,” see

Lars Blunck, Duchamps Readymade (Munich: Silke Schreiber, 2017), 123–29. In the case of
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oeuvre that are closely connected to epistemological potentials as they are described

in the scholarship on notational iconicity. It is not the use of language inworks of vi-

sual art that should be observed primarily: rather, it is the connections of language-

based statements put into a spatial arrangement by handwriting and beyond that

contextualized with drawings and permeated by scribbling.

Deleuze’s “generalized rhyme,” which is always already enriched by multiplici-

ties, can be cited for reflecting on the epistemological writing-image drawing. First,

every element in theworks should be regarded in its expanded context and can serve

as the point of departure for interpretation. Second, that very process leads to cat-

egorization being infiltrated, that is, that language, writing, and drawing as well as

all the intermediate steps transition into a common fabric. In process of notating,

knowledge is conveyed: thoughts must be brought into a linear order in a tempo-

ral sequence this requires formulating the desired statements in a way that can be

understood, whichmakes them completely present in the first place.93 Krämer calls

this process “epistemic writing”; in addition to the aspect of ordering, she particu-

larly emphasizes the acquisition of knowledge. It is already here in us but is made

full present by writing it down: “Writing clarifies what remains dark, unordered,

and confused in the flux of fluid mental activity.”94

This is closely connected to externalization.Thenotatedelementsbringa storeof

statements with them and generate “extended memory systems”; in addition, they

produce knowledge about one’s ownmemory and thus function as “metamemory.”95

Bauermeister’s works feature both the order of thoughts and their retrieval from

storage.Every Lens Box seems like a cornucopia of ideas and not infrequently seems

inscrutable (at first).Theworks result from the commentary systemand enable their

author to develop her own ideas into many-valuedness, to test them, reject them,

drive them forward, and network beyond them via other artistic works. In this way

experimental illustrations become dependent on the nature of the work’s structure

the letters L.H.O.O.Q. on the eponymous work, it is a game with words, writing, and pro-

nunciation that provides the meaning; see Pierre Cabanne, Dialogues with Marcel Duchamp

(London: Thames and Hudson, 1979), 63.

93 See Wolfgang Raible, Kognitive Aspekte des Schreibens, Schriften der Philosophisch-histori-

schen Klasse der Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften 14 (Heidelberg: Winter, 1999),

42–43.

94 Krämer, “Operationsraum Schrift” (see note 24), 42. Elsewhere Krämer has also emphasized

the importance of the medium for this: “We think on paper, with paper”; Sybille Krämer,

“Punkt, Strich, Fläche: Von der Schriftbildlichkeit zur Diagrammatik,” in Cancik-Kirschbaum,

Krämer, and Totzke, Schriftbildlichkeit (see note 28), 79–100, esp. 97.

95 See Wolfgang Schönpflug, “Eigenes und fremdes Gedächtnis: Zur Rolle von Medien in Er-

weiterten Gedächtnissystemen,” in Koch and Krämer, Schrift, Medien, Kognition (see note 60),

169–85, esp. 171–82.
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in which every element contributes a certain amount to the whole. It is a working

with an “ordered copresence” that results from the “spatial arrangement.”96

One can speak here of epistemic effect of notations, since the successive dis-

tribution of writing and drawing on the medium shifts statements made far apart

in time from one another into a new context. In addition, externalization makes

it possible to refer retrospectively to statements that have already been made and

with a few twists completely alter their meaning. Thanks to the commentary sys-

tem this strategy is ubiquitous in her works and is intended to constantly call sup-

posed certainties into question. Bauermeister explicitly spoke of the temporal delay

of statements via retrospective references in her works. In Hommage à Brian O’Do-

herty there is a section that can represent numerous other ones in her oeuvre and

that contains alongside the temporal components and the commentary system as

well: In the grayish areas of the work beneath the words “intelligence and cunning”

two arrows can be seen pointing to each other that are connected by a dotted line.

This drawn component is flanked by a written and drawn comment enriched with

symbols from which one can extract: “the shortest communication between °° [two

points] is = straight line.”This sequence is followedby curved lines anddirectly below

them the sentence “I’m a little bit against straight ‘conventions,’*” and the asterisk is

linked to the sentence: “*‘stupid me’ = commentary 1 year later …”The ellipsis at the

end, which indicates the open or answered status of the statement, transitions into

many small dots that in turn form a structure and transition into additional com-

ments. The statement “1 year later” could be accurate, because Bauermeister often

worked in parallel on several works over long periods. Perhaps she read the sentence

a year later and felt obliged to intervene. It is, however, equally conceivable that she

formulated the individual sections immediately in one phase of work.

This is not crucial for the interpretation of her works, however; what is impor-

tant, rather, is that the dimension of temporality is ensured by the possibility of later

reworking.This small passage shows that the epistemic effects of notational iconic-

ity can play into metaphysical many-valuedness. (Self-)knowledge and the possibil-

ity of contextualization and reworking on a two-dimensional planemeet the general

impossibility of completing an artistic process; all that in the mirror of an effort to

carry out an aesthetic procedure based on networking via reciprocal reference and

the possibility of avoiding dogmas by always including contradiction.

96 Wolfgang Raible, “Über das Entstehen der Gedanken beim Schreiben,” in Performativität und

Medialität, ed. Sybille Krämer (Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 2004), 191–214, esp. 212.
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Handwriting(s)

Such statements are also formulated in Bauermeister’s handwriting(s). With a lit-

tle practice, they can be deciphered relatively well.The artist does not, however, ap-

pear to have tried to make every passage equally accessible. Getting closer and de-

ciphering individual sections are fundamental components of the reception of this

intricate aesthetic.Thecuriosity todecipher individual sections and to connect them

at will with other written characters, drawings, or materials such as straws, photo-

graphic reproductions, and stones or other natural materials seems essential. By

viewing several individual passages, ideally the step to reflecting on higher-order

levels is taken. It is equally possible that in a situation of reception “all possiblemis-

and wrong interpretations” can occur, but this too is just another productive ele-

ment.97 For Hegel, handwriting has a specific existence that dovetails with the sub-

ject in question; “the individual’sBeing—reflected out of its actuality is therefore ob-

served.”98 In this view a subject manages by means of handwritten statements to

insert his or her own essence into a work—a “presumed inner” is manifested by the

specific sweep of the writing instrument.99 In Günther’s adaption of Hegel, it was

“reflection in itself” that leads to the “double reflection in itself” and hence tomany-

valued logic. By constantly employing handwriting Bauermeister inserts herself as

an artist into the work, concretizing with every letter her own identity of reflection.

As the author of her works, she undermined with every stroke the proposition of

identity.

In the samewayBauermeister reflected on the use of her handwriting innumer-

ous places in her oeuvre. A section in the upper right corner of the Lens BoxWriting

III of 1967–68 (fig. 48) is typical of this. Awooden hemisphere is applied to the frame

and completely covered with drawn geometrical patterns. Following its curve and

immediately next to the hemisphere we read first this sentence in uppercase block

letters: “THIS IS NOT MY HANDWRITING,” followed in lowercase cursive by: “this

will be my handwriting.” It is all too obvious that the two sentences contradict each

other; it goes without saying that both are Bauermeister’s handwriting; the cursive

is simply more closely connected to her. This example is also interesting in other

ways:The passage seems like a conscious decision, because the formulation “will be”

was chosen. To connect the works to her own person and make them unmistakably

hers, she has to choose the less formal version of her writing. Every word functions

as a signature; the constant repetition of the same expressions is the context ofmu-

97 Totzke, Buchstaben-Folgen (see note 27), 367.

98 Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit, ed. and trans. Michael Inwood (Ox-

ford: Oxford University Press, 2018), 127.

99 Ibid., 129.
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tual attestation.100 Her name, “Mary Bauermeister,” or her initials, “M.B.,” are often

found on the recto of her works, not infrequentlymore than once. Identifying her in

the jumble of writing is, however, interesting primarily to produce the data sheets

for her catalogue raisonné.The performative act of writing as an indexical sign does

not declare Bauermeister to be the author based on her signature but is generally

expressed already by her handwriting.101

Fig. 48:Writing III, 1967–68, ink, glass, glass lens, wooden sphere, mod-

eling compound, painting tools and painted wood construction, 84 x 84 x

20 cm, Private Collection USA.

The demonstrative pronoun “this” that begins both sentences refers to the writ-

ing style and the object described by Bauermeister. The Lens BoxWriting III is en-

riched by the cursive that Bauermeister identifies as her own, but there are also sev-

100 See Deborah Cherry, “Autorschaft und Signatur: Feministische Leseweisen der Handschrift

von Frauen,” in Mythen von Autorschaft und Weiblichkeit im 20. Jahrhundert, ed. Kathrin Hoff-

mann-Curtius and Silke Wenk (Marburg: Jonas, 1997), 44–57, esp. 50–54.

101 See Karin Gludovatz, “Malerische Worte: Die Künstlersignatur als Schrift-Bild,” in Gru-

be, Kogge, and Krämer, Schrift (see note 24), 313–28, esp. 314–18; Thomas Macho, “Hand-

schrift—Schriftbild: Anmerkungen zu einer Geschichte der Unterschrift,” in Grube, Kogge,

and Krämer, Schrift (see note 24), 413–22, esp. 413ff.
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eral passages in block letters, which the artist described as not hers. The paradox

is not resolved, and the intended effect is an ironic desubjectifying. The individual

connectedness thatBauermeister produces by employinghandwriting offers noway

out; she can merely clearly identify the situation in order to expose the structures:

As an artist shewill always be connected to theworks she has created; an abstraction

from her own person is impossible. Because this status was adopted by Bauermeis-

ter, it is explicitly incorporated. We have already pointed out subjective references

suchas childhood letters andgluing in aphotographofher owneyes.There are,how-

ever, in her works still other examples of self-reference that also include the objects

necessary to produce them or that create a circular connection between the two.102

Integrating her own person happens because the artist cannot exclude herself as a

subject from the many-valued aesthetic. On the other hand, her maxim, repeatedly

written on her works of art, was “include anything,” which is applied here too. It

thus includes both the self and the process ofmaking theworks, thematerials, tech-

niques, and thematic focuses already used for other works, and finished works.

The Association of Scribbling

Just as handwriting and drawing are employed in works of visual art and, as in

Bauermeister’s case, interwoven with one another in a tight symbiosis, the “in-

between” is inevitably part of the result: the scribble.103 This is different from the

effects already described in which either writing in compound can produced some-

thing visual or Bauermeister developed pictorial conventions that at least approach

writing. In handwritten notations a moment of transition results between writing

and image, which includes both the hand holding the pen and the space on the

notational medium.104 The balanced state of this transition, the scribble, can be

found in most of the works in which Bauermeister employed writing or drawing.

Scribbles are initially just the “simple material presence of their lines,” and hence

“subsemiotic,” but this accounts for their potential since precisely for that rea-

son they contain “an essential aspect of experimentation and exploration of new

forms.”105

In Don’t Defend Your Freedom With Poisoned Mushrooms or Hommage à John Cage,

there are several passages in the upper area that cannot be clearly identified as

102 See section 6.2.

103 Christian Driesen, “Die Kritzelei als Ereignis des Formlosen,” in Driesen,Über Kritzeln (see no-

te 50), 23–37, esp. 30.

104 See Bettine Menke, “Kritzel – (Lese-)Gänge,” in Driesen, Über Kritzeln (see note 50), 189–213,

esp. 189–91.

105 Schwerzmann, “Dimensionen des Graphismus” (see note 50), 42–43.
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either writing or image. It appears like a “running hand,” applying a nonobjec-

tive pattern to the surface of the picture and become an embodied mark.106 The

work has many more traces of scribbling on both the macro- and the microlevel. A

nonobjective, curved pattern runs through the entire composition and subdivides

the plane. Bauermeister must have started with these lines because the writing

and drawing are oriented around them. In several places, however, the scribbling

points to an uncertainty. The left side of the work is a fabric of drawn circular

forms that emerge from spontaneously scribbled strokes and written words that

breakdown to such an extent that they can only be identified in the context of the

work’s themes. The scribbling can be described with “lack of reference,” “lack of

edge,” and “dissimilarity”; these three aspects together formmetastable merge that

is in a formative state.107 It seems as the sections of the work have yet to establish a

definitive direction; either the scribbled passages are completely integrated or even

erased, so that only underdrawing remains. It is also conceivable that the tapestry

of writing previously executed in a controlled way and drawing is about to collapse

and transition into a dissolution.

The seemingly freely developed lines in the works initially cause restrictions,

which at the same time start the process of thework’s genesis.108Their uncontrolled

appearance establishes a division aroundwhichBauermeister orient herself contin-

uously. As a result, however, these lines become the starting point for the commen-

tary system, since, having been quickly gathered into circular form, several of them

transition into delicately drawn circular structures or generate the repeated no that

becomes the basis for arranging the notational iconicity.This can go so far that the

spontaneous gesture determines the entire orientation of the work, as it does with

the No Faces Lens Box of 1964. Here, too, the drawn ground is filled with scribbles

fromwhich comments emerge. Several of the elements in the center suggest round

forms, and other spontaneous strokes admit of the possibility that in the process of

perception the viewer can complete them into schematic faces. Once Bauermeister

recognized this, she composed the entire work from round forms, with occasional

106 Richard Shiff, “Charm,” in Cy Twombly: Cycles and Seasons, ed. Nicholas Serota, exh. cat. (Lon-

don: Tate Modern; Munich: Schirmer/Mosel, 2008), 10–31, esp. 28.

107 See Driesen, “Die Kritzelei als Ereignis des Formlosen” (see note 103), 24–29.

108 The art historical discourse on the disegno, in which the line translates visual thinking from

the idea into the form is deliberately not included here, nor the definitions of the line in

that context; see Sabine Mainberger and Wolfram Pichler, “Kunsttheorie und -geschichte,”

in Linienwissen und Liniendenken, ed. Sabine Mainberger and Esther Ramharter (Berlin: de

Gruyter, 2017), 282–424. The same is true of the interpretation of the “line” in scholarship

on notational iconicity; Krämer, Figuration, Anschauung, Erkenntnis (see note 57), 95–122. The

reasons for this are identical: in Bauermeister’s oeuvre there is an enduring in-between in

which markings are at once writing and drawing. Employing the term “line” in a restricted

sense could conceal that potential.
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faces recognizable next to the abstract circular structures. In the lower area on one

of the panes of glass, several stylized faces can also be made out.The title turns the

entire work into a comment on Bauermeister’s oeuvre; it can be read as an allusion

to her ownprinciples of her abstract or nonobjective early period.Only slowly and at

first singly did she include figurative elements in her works, which would still have

been unthinkable in the first years of her artistic career.

The scribble has an epistemological function:The spontaneous creation of semi-

figurative sections bringswith it a check on and transformation of her owndogmas.

It communicates the self-imposed limitation that dominated for such a long time.

That alsomakes it clear that the commentary system is employednot onlywithin one

work but also across works. Networks grow out of the design of individual works in

the context of her oeuvre.On amicrolevel, every curving stroke conveys themeeting

of writing and drawing in the scribble. Initially, it still has the potential of uncer-

tainty and adds new qualities of corporeal expression.The denser they become in a

given area, the greater the likelihood that either something pictorial or written ap-

pears or a hybrid of the two results. It is a gray zone that contains a “neither-nor or

not-only-but-also,” which is a way of avoiding the dichotomy of the written and the

pictorial.109 The fusion of writing, drawing, and scribbling composed in the works

results in something that can be called, following Rainer Totzke, an “associagram”:

“Associagrams are artifacts of notational iconicity or diagrams in which words

or groups of words for concepts are position opposite one another on a play

and connected by graphic elements such as lines or encapsulations.”110

They are “philosophical thought laboratories” that have “epistemic added value.”111

This only happens, however, if individual aspects can be linked to others, separated

again, and grouped differently. Bauermeister worked with such associagrammati-

cal division of the plane, and in the Lens Boxes or with relief-like elements she in-

troduced the third dimension. Transformations via lenses must be considered as

well; some of them produce unpredictable effects because they depend on the view-

ers’ movements.Whereas some of the works grow exclusively out of writing and its

109 See Sabine Mainberger, “Graphismus/Graphismen,” in Bonner Enzyklopädie der Globalität, ed.

Ludger Kühnhardt and Tilman Mayer (Wiesbaden: Springer, 2017), 419–31, esp. 419–20.

110 Rainer Totzke, “‘Assoziationsgrammatik des Denkens’: Zur Rolle nichttextueller Schriftspiele

in philosophischenManuskripten,” in Cancik-Kirschbaum, Krämer, and Totzke, Schriftbildlich-

keit (see note 28), 415–36, esp. 434.

111 See ibid., 417. Associagrams are the multidimensional extension of the concept of the dia-

gram. According to Susanne Leeb, it can assume two essential directions: either “diagram”

is understood to mean “aid to systematization” or the opposite view comes to the fore,

then it is a “projective” concept of the diagram that opens “directions still to be explored”

and a “field of action”; Susanne Leeb, “Einleitung,” in Materialität der Diagramme: Kunst und
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pictorial arrangement, others consist of symbols, arrows, numbers, mathematical

symbols, musical notes, scribbling, and drawings. Associagrammatical notational

iconicity thus empoweredBauermeister to try out new ideas that could result in new

insights. It was also an invitation to viewers to choose a route through the work by

moving their eyes or entire bodies in order to develop something meaningful from

it. Associagramsmake no “truth assertions” but “often function according to a logic

other than the two-valuedonce of yes orno, is or isn’t.”112Theysymbolize the state that

Bauermeister achieved to maximize the challenge to (alleged) certainties through

works of visual art.

Bauermeister’s use of writing and drawing is marked by an approach that gen-

erates an in-between.This is crucial to avoid producing dualisms, to “go beyond bi-

nary machines and do not let [oneself] be dichotomized.”113 It is the incorporation

of all available elements so that ever-new dimensions that constitute the philosoph-

ical concept of the assemblage come together in amultiplicity.114The assemblage is,

however, not a goal that has been achieved as soon as all of its parts are identified

and assembled. On the contrast, it is the “minimum real unit” from which every-

thing else emerges.115 Only when the assemblage has been accepted as fundamental

canattentionbe focusedon theuncertainties,gradations,and the in-between.Writ-

ing and its iconicity is one of the multiplicities in Bauermeister’s work. On the one

hand,her use of it produces connections; on the other hand, they only result because

they already emerge from networking with other multiplicities. Notational iconic-

ity should not be seen as separate from themany-valued aesthetic, the combination

principle, or the aesthetic of materials; they all condition one another and emerge

from one another—it is a “not-only-but-also.”

In the next chapter, new elements will be added to this assemblage that Bauer-

meister’s work as a whole forms; this will permit new additional insights in the mi-

Theorie, ed. Susanne Leeb (Berlin: B_Books, 2012), 7–32. For the second concept of the dia-

gram, Leeb refers to the discussions of Deleuze in his books on Michel Foucault and Francis

Bacon as well as to Deleuze and Guattari, who in Thousand Plateaus describe the diagram

as an element within the assemblage that is responsible for connecting deterritorialized

content; Deleuze and Guattari, Thousand Plateaus (see note 82), 141–43. The concept of the

assemblage will be retained and further developed here to avoid double encodings with

“diagram.” The “diagrammatic” in relation to art and art history is discussed inAstrid Schmidt-

Burkhardt, “Wissen als Bild: Zur diagrammatischen Kunstgeschichte,” in Hessler andMersch,

Logik des Bildlichen (see note 53), 163–87.

112 Totzke, “‘Assoziationsgrammatik des Denkens’” (see note 110), 434.

113 Gilles Deleuze and Claire Parnet, Dialogues II, trans. Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara Habber-

jam (New York: Continuum, 2002), 19.

114 See Deleuze and Guattari, Thousand Plateaus (see note 82), 8–23.

115 Deleuze and Parnet, Dialogues (see note 113), 38. Deleuze and Parnet describe this using

the example of a writer: “The writer invents assemblages starting from assemblages which

have invented him, he makes one multiplicity pass into another.” Ibid., 39.



5. The Use of Writing in Bauermeister’s Oeuvre 199

cro- and macrolevels.The object of study will be a work that is a hybrid of Lens Box

and sculpture. Its title determines not only the reading of this one work but also

the reading of Mary Bauermeister’s oeuvre as a whole: AllThings Involved in All Other

Things.





6. Networking in and between Works

The work All Things Involved in All Other Things was created over a period of four

years—from 1964 to 1968 (fig. 49). This is evident from the signature, which also

specifies that Bauermeister began with the horizontal section in 1964, then added

the vertical one in 1966, and finally completed it in May 1968. The first official

presentation was planned for a gallery exhibition at Bonino in 1967; the work was

not only listed in the exhibition catalog, but the announced exhibition title—“any-

thing anywhere always anyway all things involved in all other things”—refers to

the work and to Bauermeister’s artistic strategy in general, because in sums up

programmatic networking in a statement.1 The title is, by Bauermeister’s own

account, an extension of a sentence by Marshall McLuhan: she has read the study

Understanding Media, published in 1964, and expanded the technological and media

extension of human beings to “things.”2 In Bauermeister’s case, “things” means all

the things or objects that the viewers can possibly imagine.The involvement of the

things should be understood initially as immanent to her oeuvre with respect to

the materials and techniques employed; it is necessary to include as well all aspects

that serve their production, presentation, and distribution. All Things Involved in All

OtherThings was on view from December 1968 in the Annual Exhibition Contemporary

1 It is included in the list of her works in the exhibition catalog and dated 1966; Bauermeister:

paintings and constructions, exh. cat. (New York: Galeria Bonino, 1967), n.p. The work cannot

be identified in the photographs of the exhibition. The title of the exhibition is noted in

Bauermeister’s sketchbook; see Mary Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch, 1965–67 USA,” unpub-

lished source, paginated by the artist, p. 11. Because all the exhibition catalogs of the Ga-

leria Bonino were called Bauermeister paintings and constructions, it cannot be determined

conclusively whether the title was also communicated officially or whether Bauermeister

wrote down for herself the title of the work and four supplemental words in order to make

her own artistic approach clear; see section 2.3.

2 McLuhan writes: “In the electric age, when our central nervous system is technologically

extended to involve us in the whole mankind and to incorporate the whole of mankind in

us, we necessarily participate, in depth, in the consequences of our every action.” Marshall

McLuhan, Understanding Media: The Extensions of Man (New York: McGraw Hill, 1964), 4.
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American Sculpture at the Whitney Museum of American Art.3 It is less remarkable

that Bauermeister’s art was seen as American, since her first participation in the

Whitney Annual Exhibition had been in 1964, as had themuseum’s first purchase. It is

more interesting that the Lens Box was seen in the context of an expanded concept

of sculpture in 1968, since the exhibition was explicitly dedicated to the genre of

sculpture.

Fig. 49: AllThings Involved in All OtherThings, 1964–68, ink, offset print,

glass, glass lens, wooden sphere, straws, wooden objects and painted wood

construction with rotatable elements, 221 x 72.5 x 91 cm, LVR-LandesMu-

seumBonn (2014.186,0-0).

3 See Annual Exhibition Contemporary American Sculpture, exh. cat. (New York, Whitney Mu-

seum of American Art, 1968), n.p.
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The work consists of various components assembled to form a unit measuring

221 by 72.5 by 91 centimeters.Bauermeister beganwith a horizontal Lens Box, corre-

sponding to her first presentations of that group of works in 1963 and 1964. A square

recess has been cut into the back of the Lens Box; into which another, slightly oval,

ground for drawing has been inserted. A kind of roller is found inside the wooden

base of the Lens Box.The roller is completely covered with writing and drawing and

can be rotated by a circular wooden disk on the right side of the work, which is also

decorated with comments and drawings. There is also a square cutout in the front

of the base, so that the roller can also be seen from there. This results in two dif-

ferent reception experiences: Looking from above into the horizontal Lens Box is a

smaller detail that is influenced von the layers of glass with lenses, stones, wooden

spheres, and pencils as well as reproductions of other works and additional written

or drawn comments, so that the composition changes continuously as the roller is

turned. In addition, the section with the roller is also recontextualized. A different

part of the roller is seen when looking at the front. It was Bauermeister’s intention

to allow the viewers to change the composition continuously by turning the wooden

disk attached to the outside,whichwould, on the one hand, activate the disk and, on

the other, constantly challenge their interpretation.4 A number of hands are drawn

on the rotatable wooden disk, representing a direct appeal to the viewers. In addi-

tion, fournames canbe identifiedaswell as a “moi” forBauermeister herself.Eachof

thenames iswrittenononeof thehands and they identify peoplewhocontributed to

making the Lens Box.5 In addition to the appeal to touch the disk in order to change

the composition, the many other hands may also stand for a work of art always be-

ing dependent on numerous helping hands that are not clearly identifiable, as was

shown earlier using the example of Becker’s definition of “art worlds.”

4 Other works in which the viewers can actively determine the composition are Magnetbilder

and Hommage à Mar-bert Du Breer, discussed above, but also Poem Optique; the two Lens

Boxes have, in addition to layers of glass, panes that can be turned to change the com-

position. The Lens Boxes Music Box of 1966–68 and Money Laundering Maschine or Fiat-Clean

Money of 1984–86 are constructed similarly to the lower part of All Things Involved in All

Other Things; each has an integrated roller that can be altered by a construction on the

side. A history of modern art work that encourage the viewer’s physical intervention or for

which it was at least intended when they were made, though it is no longer permitted

today for conservation reasons, was presented in the exhibition Spielobjekte: Die Kunst der

Möglichkeiten at the Museum Tinguely in Basel in 2014. In an interview in the accompanying

exhibition catalog Bauermeister emphasizes the potential for activating when the viewers

can change a composition; Frederik Schikowski, “Interview mit Mary Bauermeister: ‘Was

macht es mit euch, wenn ihr was ändert?,’” in Spielobjekte: Die Kunst der Möglichkeiten, exh.

cat. Basel, Museum Tinguely, 2014 (Heidelberg: Kehrer, 2014), 34–43, esp. 39.

5 “Susi” and “Diter” were Bauermeister’s sister and brother-in-law; both occasionally assisted

her; “Albert” and “Carl” were the names of employees at that time.
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The vertical section begun in 1966 brings together a number of elements that

are central to Bauermeister’s oeuvre. Stones, straws, glass, lenses,wooden pens and

spheres, drawn needles, hands, andmusical notes can bemade out as well as studio

materials such as small containers of paint—many of themare linked by comments.

The concepts for the work can be found in her sketchbook for the years 1965 to 1967:

theymake it clear that Bauermeister originally wanted to include still other aspects,

including fluorescent paint that would react to ultraviolet light and objects on the

outside of the base like a large brush applyingpaint.6 Aswith otherworks planned in

the sketchbook,withAllThings Involved inAllOtherThings the level of conceptionmust

be distinguished from the actual execution; in the process of realizing the work the

artist makes adjustments, which presumably grow out of the commentary system.

Because Bauermeister worked on it over a long period, it represents a merger

of various elements that had been employed previously. At the same time, it is also

the starting point for new things andprogrammatic in particular for the overall con-

nectedness of Bauermeister’s artistic work. First efforts in this direction include the

aforementioned reciprocal references in theNeedlessNeedles series and the insertion

of reproductions of it in new works, but this is just one characteristic of a broader

approach: the networking of works to one another results in the formation of met-

alevels as well as to a comprehensive assemblage, so that all the “things” in her oeu-

vre are networked to one another. Bauermeister referred to this reciprocal reference

and development within her artistic works with a laconic comment directly below

her signature. To the three years 1964, 1966, and 1968 she added “dead of the artist …”

The omission points indicate where the year of her death can be entered. Although

the work is said to have been “completed” inMay 1968, Bauermeister is pointing out

that it continues to develop with every work added to her oeuvre. A process that

ends only when she passes away and no more works of art will follow. This should

be understood to mean that the totality of motifs, techniques, and materials that

had been developed up to the point of its completion will continue to be applied in

the combination principle and commentary system in a general many-valuedness.

This permanent recourse results in a constant refinement of the individual elements

since they always contain (minimal) shifts and new contextualizations. Accordingly,

future works will also have an effect on All Things Involved in All Other Things, since

statements made in them change the overall orientation of the elements employed.

Pencil as Motif

An excellent example of this is the motif of a pencil, which is inserted into the work

by drawing,with comments, and sculpturally as a wooden object.This can be traced

back to the drawn and glued-on needles inNeedless Needlesworks from 1963 to 1964,

6 See Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch, 1965–67 USA” (see note 1), 19.
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since that was the first time Bauermeister thematized the objects she uses in the

production process. In the years that followed she introduced drawings of her own

hands in theprocess of drawingwith apencil.7 In 1966 she created the LensBoxPeng-

cil, inwhich she reflected in drawing on the variations thatwriting instruments, and

in this special case “pencils,” can take, though here no physical objects are inserted

yet.Thewordplay in the title gives themotif first level ofmeaningwith connotations

of violence, though the comic-book-like “peng” seems like a parody.

Different wooden objects in the form of pencils can then be found on the frame

and in the recession of the Lens Box Pen-g-cil Introverted or Hommage à Robert Breer

of 1967. From this point, writing instruments turn up in all variations, as drawing

and as sculptural objects that in Bauermeister’s oeuvre are the equals of the wooden

spheres that were already omnipresent several years earlier.8 After completing All

Things Involved in All OtherThings, she made Absolute Master Piece/Peace in 1969, a Lens

Box in which the writing instruments are attached to the frame so that their tips

point to the viewers (fig. 50). Especially in connection with the title, this can lead to

an aggressive reading: the word “peace” seems like a threat here, since it is intended

to ensure an “absolute master”—the playful interruption of that interpretation is

provided by the word “piece,” which denotes the work a “masterpiece.”

All of these levels now influence the pencilmotifs in AllThings Involved inAllOther

Things, whether or not they were produced before or after that work. This is an es-

sential aspect of the networking between the works. Don’t Defend Your FreedomWith

Poisoned Mushrooms or Hommage à John Cage already made it clear that sociopolitical

events can also be incorporated.They too are elements of the networking and there-

fore shouldnot be seen in adifferent context fromthat of thepencilmotif: themotifs

are appropriated artistically, repeatedly inserted into works, and varied in the pro-

cess—the commentary systemmerely draws on heterogeneous sources.

7 This motif and the tools or instruments of the production process are examined in more

detail in section 6.2.

8 Bauermeister has pointed out that she decided to include pencils as objects because she

heard from an art critic who equated the many round forms in her work with the female lay-

ing of “eggs,” and in response she wanted to create a “male” counterweight. This lends the

pencils an ironic and emancipatory dimension that is at the same time a feminist commen-

tary; Hauke Ohls, “Interview to Mary Bauermeister by Hauke Ohls,” in Mary Bauermeister:

1+1=3, exh. cat. (Milan: Galeria Gariboldi, 2017), 6–44, esp. 18.
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Fig. 50: AbsoluteMaster Piece/Peace, 1969, ink, glass, glass lens, wooden

sphere, wooden object and painted wood construction, 80 x 80 x 45 cm,

Studio Gariboldi, Milan.

Network-Like Networking

The title All Things Involved in All OtherThings already refers explicitly to the status of

comprehensive connectedness. Here we are working with the concept of network-

ing in order to relate it to assemblage theories so that the connections within one

work and between several can be grasped.The concept of the network, by contrast,

should not be applied explicitly to the works of art.Theminimal definition is simply

a “number of points or nodes and their connections or edges.”9 This can, however,

be further specified, so that, among other things, one had to “imagine an unhierar-

chical, acentric, modularly ordered, self-organizing, and communicatively densely

coupled linking of individual elements” in order to obtain a more meaningful con-

9 Arno Schubbach, “Was sich in Bildern alles zeigen kann: Überlegungen mit Blick auf die Vi-

sualisierung von Netzwerken,” in Zeigen: Die Rhetorik des Sichtbaren, ed. Gottfried Boehm, Se-

bastian Egenhofer, and Christian Spies (Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 2010), 207–32, esp. 211.
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cept of the network.10 Beyond that, not only is a “heterogeneous, hybrid, tempor-

alized circulation” necessary but the possibility of identifying net-creating and net-

using entities collapses.11 Itwouldbe conceivable to assumea“networkmetaphor” in

order to juxtapose “metaphysics aimed at unity”with a fundamental “heterogeneity

and connection.”12These approaches, however, relate to Bauermeister’s oeuvre in an

ambiguous way, since, on the one hand, she repeated appears in her works as their

author andmakes herself a theme; on the other hand, the element integrated by her

are transferred into a logical internal to the work that intrinsically functions with

the identity of reflection of the object. It certainly appears at first as if all the possi-

ble themes, techniques,materials, and styles are appropriatedwithout recognizable

hierarchy and are granted a certain contingency. Behind every incorporation and

subsequent development within the overall association of all the works, however,

stands the decision to permit that circulation within the oeuvre.The networking is

therefore more precise, since the connection of “identical elements” across differ-

ent spatial and temporal contexts includes Bauermeister’s approach in the combi-

nation principle and commentary system.13 To avoid the risk of a double codingwith

the concept of the assemblage therefore, the term “networking”will be retained and

further expanded in the epilogue.

Using Latour, however, it is possible to shift the focus in a fruitful way: For him,

a network is “not a thing out there,” but rather explicitly the specificway a text about

a phenomenon is written.14Thenetwork judgment is thus by nomeansmade about

an object; on the contrary, everything can be described in a network-like way, since

that is the way to activate (new) translations of something, for example, of a work of

art or an entire oeuvre. It is simply about give an account of the “trace left behind by

somemoving agent,” in all its facets.15 Latour’s understanding of the term“network”

10 Julia Gelshorn and Tristan Weddigen, “Das Netzwerk: Zu einem Denkbild in Kunst und Wis-

senschaft,” in Grammatik der Kunstgeschichte: Sprachproblem und Regelwerk im Bild-Diskurs; Os-

kar Bätschmann zum 65. Geburtstag, ed. Hubert Locher and Peter J. Schneemann (Emsdetten:

Imorde, 2008), 54–77, esp. 58.

11 Sebastian Giessmann,Die Verbundenheit derDinge: Eine Kulturgeschichte derNetze undNetzwer-

ke (Berlin: Kadmos, 2016), 421.

12 Gelshorn andWeddigen, “Das Netzwerk” (see note 10), 58. In their text Gelshorn und Wed-

digen also speak of the problem of the ubiquitous use of the concept of network, which

they call “network paradigms” this could be “exposed in the future as an ‘ether’ of the turn

of the millennium that explained everything,” but at the time the influence of the network

on cultural theory was impossible to avoid; ibid., 73.

13 See Giessmann, Die Verbundenheit der Dinge (see note 11), 15.

14 Bruno Latour, Reassembling the Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network Theory (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 2005), 131.

15 Ibid., 132. This trace can also be called a “trajectory.” It is a more recent concept from Latour.

See Bruno Latour, An Inquiry into Modes of Existence: An Anthropology of the Moderns, trans.

Catherine Porter (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2013), 38–42.
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is thus better suited to the (descriptive) approach ifwe are trying to give an adequate

account of Bauermeister’s works.

Networking is omnipresent in her oeuvre, not only because she repeatedly takes

up again materials, techniques, or styles or specific elements that refer only to one

work but also and above all bymeans of picture-to-picture references,when already

executed works are integrated into a new one. There is also the reverse case when

Bauermeister refers in a current work to a future one by means of the commentary

system.

6.1 Picture-to-Picture References

There are numerous examples in Bauermeister’s oeuvre of her inserting photo-

graphic reproductions of her ownworks into newworks.They are then commented

on or altered with materials such as wooden spheres, pencils, lenses, writing,

straws, and stones. Photographs of works are not an exclusive way of establishing

connections; sometimesworks are sketched or referred to inwriting.One also finds

individual motifs such as needled or a drawn seam as connecting elements.

In general, Bauermeister used picture-to-picture references to establish links

between them that can then change to another level of connection, resulting in uni-

ties of severalworks.Toapproach this phenomenon, I select fromthemany concepts

that have employed to describe visual connections the term “interpictoriality.”16 Al-

though the term is recognizably close to “intertextuality” and emerged from that

field of research, the theory of intertextuality cannot simply be transferred to visual

artifacts because there is a risk of undermining their pictorial status.17 “Interpicto-

16 Guido Iskenmeier understands interpictoriality to be a concept with potential for inter-

national connectivity and a complementary partner to “intertextuality.” In his view, the

term “interpictoriality” should be preferred over such terms as ““Interikonizität,” “Inter-

bildlichkeit,” and “Interpikturialität”,” because it can be related to the English term “picto-

rial”; Guido Iskenmeier, “Zur Einführung,” in Interpiktorialität: Theorie und Geschichte der Bild-

Bild-Bezüge, ed. Guido Iskenmeier (Bielefeld: transcript, 2013), 7–10, esp. 7. “Interpikturial-

ität” as described by Valeska von Rosen does, however, clearly overlap with Iskenmeier’s un-

derstanding of his concept; Valeska von Rosen, “Interpikturialität,” in Metzler Lexikon Kunst-

wissenschaft: Ideen, Methoden, Begriffe, ed. Ulrich Pfisterer, 2nd ed. (Stuttgart, Weimar 2011),

208–211.

17 Elisabeth-Christine Gamer offers a broader look at the debate on the “intertextuality of

pictures” in her eponymous study. She analyzes intertextuality as well as the attempts to

apply it to images along with a “terminological exploration” of the neologisms developed;

Elisabeth-Christine Gamer, Die Intertextualität der Bilder: Methodendiskussionen zwischen Kun-

stgeschichte und Literaturtheorie (Berlin: Dietrich Reimer, 2018). For a critical assessment of

the application of intertextuality to images, see Hanne Loreck, “Dem Vernehmen nach …:

Kritische Anmerkungen zu einer Theorie der Interpiktorialität,” in Interpiktorialität: Theorie
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rial”will be used to describe any connection between two images, regardless of their

media context and how this connection established can be further refined: they can

bepurely formal or stylistic correspondences ornuances of subjectmatter that evoke

a prior image.18

The special quality of Bauermeister’s oeuvre is that she worked primarily with

self-references, and they are not hidden hints that only an audience familiar with

art can identify but rather photographicminiatures of her ownworks that are clearly

recognizable in the composition. It was necessary for viewers to know Bauermeis-

ter’s previous works; should that not be the case, she often included the title of the

(reproduced) work or parts of it in the new one.

In All Things Involved in All Other Things, for example, the Lens Boxes I’m a Paci-

fist ButWar Pictures Are Too Beautiful of 1964–66 and SomeNice Decorative Colours (… For

Attraction) of 1966 are included on the roller as color photographs, each in a round

cutout. The first of the latter was also integrated into the overall composition as a

drawing, continuing the color scheme of the Lens Box on the roller and placing a

mesh of lines, circles, and letters next to the reproduction. In addition, the word

“Pacifist” in uppercase letters can be read above the inserted detail. The part of I’m

a Pacifist ButWar Pictures Are Too Beautiful that is reproduced already contains an in-

serted work, namely, Trichterrelief (Funnel Relief) of 1963. This represented another

level of interpictoriality since the work that represents a second-order picture-to-

picture reference is also integrated into AllThings Involved in All OtherThings.The nu-

merous drawn circular forms on the roller next to the cutout refer to the round el-

ements in Trichterrelief, a work based on Bauermeister’s point structures and the

round forms ofmodeling compound. In the reference to SomeNiceDecorative Colours

(…ForAttraction), Bauermeisterwas being evenmore explicit since shewrote not just

a single word from the title around the cutout but rather the full title.

There are formal reasonswhy the reproducedworks are usually inserted into the

new works as round cutouts. They are thus integrated as another element into an

overall composition in which round forms are frequent. A drawn hemisphere ap-

plied to the frame or the background of a Lens Box is usually integrated into a com-

mentary system next to it that is also round. The older works inserted thus enter

into a (homogeneous) compound that does not appear to be antithetical on princi-

ple. Nevertheless, because they differ in color the photographic reproductions can

always be recognized as such. On the one hand, this emphasizes the networking of

und Geschichte der Bild-Bild-Bezüge, ed. Guido Iskenmeier (Bielefeld: transcript, 2013), 87–106,

esp. 93–94.

18 In order to do justice to processes of picture-to-picture reference, Iskenmeier described four-

teen concepts, all of which represent a refinement of interpictoriality; Guido Iskenmeier, “In

Richtung einer Theorie der Interpiktorialität,” in Iskenmeier, Interpiktorialität (see note 17),

11–86, esp. 76.



210 Hauke Ohls: Many-Valued Aesthetics

the works—they are not foreign bodies in a new context; rather, there is a general

connectedness of all the works; on the other hand,with this approach Bauermeister

ensured that the Lens Boxes, stone pictures, and point-structure pictures remain

exactly identifiable. The style of the reproduced cutout is in that respect congruent

with its environment also in the way it is inserted so that it seems difficult to imag-

ine that Bauermeister could have used someone else’s artwork here.The recession of

the horizontal Lens Box of AllThings Involved in All OtherThings can serve as an exam-

ple here: in the background,which surrounds the roller in a square, small cutouts of

Some Nice Decorative Colours (… For Attraction), 308,975 Times No … Since … and In Mem-

ory of Your Feelings or Hommage à Jasper Johns have been inserted. The specific works

can probably be recognized only by an eye trained in Bauermeister’s art. In general,

however, the individual elements on the reduced cutouts conformmore to the sur-

roundings into which they have been inserted.

There are alsopicture-to-picture references that remainwithinonework, so that

an artwork has an explicit reference to the samework.There is amodifiedminiature

of All Things Involved in All OtherThings drawn on the roller of All Things Involved in All

OtherThings. It is mirrored and has several additional elements that are not part of

the final work. Among other things, there are clearly more wooden pencils stick-

ing out of the side of the work—that is to say,materials that Bauermeister certainly

could have attached. There are, however, other additions that could not have been

implemented or only with difficulty: In the final work, a narrower and dense field of

straws has been integrated on the right side of the vertical section, whereas on the

left site the straws are spread out more and therefore take up more room. Accord-

ingly, in the drawing on the roller the larger section of straws is on the right, and

several straws extend beyond the termination of the work. It even seems as if they

stick out of the side of the work and keeping getting larger as soon as they have left

the frame of the Lens Box. At some distance from the work, the caricatured drawn

straws are deformed, and at that point at the latest one has the impression that the

straws are meandering through the room.

Bauermeister addedwritten comments to this section, and one sequence can be

decoded as “straws, bigger straws, bigger straws flyin… took off.”The drawing of the

work and the addition of the “bigger straws flyin” clarifies in particular the aspect

that Bauermeister intends for the picture-to-picture references as a way to develop

her works further. The viewers perceive both “versions” of All Things Involved in All

OtherThings simultaneously; one need only shift focus from the drawnminiature to

the Lens Box as awhole.But because the Lens Box is the support of the drawing, and

it is in turn one component of the work as a whole, even if another section is seen,

synchronicity has to be assumed:The visual presence of AllThings Involved inAllOther

Things as it can be seen in the exhibition venue of the LVR-LandesMuseum in Bonn

is not final in character, because as soon as one discovers the drawing on the roller,
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the version with the flying straws is (also) valid according to Bauermeister’s many-

valued aesthetic.

The picture-to-picture references in Bauermeister’s work establish networks to

other works in her own oeuvre,which likewise initiates a constant reinterpretation,

since the works are embedded in new, expanded context.With every reference that

is added, the previous work also changes, much as with the element of the wooden

pencils. That is only the case, however, because Bauermeister does not think of the

components of her oeuvre as solitary—rather, all things are involved in all other

things.

Repetitions and Their Differences

In connection with interpictoriality, one can speak of “pictorial memory”: Bauer-

meister secured her own works in the new one and in the process performs a self-

canonization; in addition, interpictorial references should be understood as “‘ma-

chines’ that generatemeaningandproducedifference.”19 Apaintedorphotographed

quotation can never be seen as a direct transfer because differences in thematerial,

medium, and even format reign.This necessary deviation already triggers a process

that is exponentially increased by Bauermeister’s commentary system.Themass of

picture-to-picture references, their different embedding in the works, and Bauer-

meister’s specific aesthetic permit a permanent production of difference.Moreover,

not only do the picture-to-picture references initiate a self-canonization but also,

complementing that, the continuous repetitions also have other productive quali-

ties: they are a “process that creates identity” by which Bauermeister affirms herself

as an artist and in parallel with which a “larger aesthetic unity” is created.20

This “unity” results from the specific nature of the self-repetition which brings

out differences between theworkswhen an olderwork or a specific element (ofwrit-

ing, drawing, or material) is repeated in a current work. The networking works in

both directions; it has a generally transformative influence:

“Repetition is no longer a repetition of successive elements or external parts,

but of totalities which coexist on different levels or degrees. Difference is no

19 See ibid., 39–50.

20 Verena Krieger and Sophia Stang, “Wiederholungstäter: Die Selbstwiederholung als künst-

lerische Praxis in der Moderne,” inWiederholungstäter.: Die Selbstwiederholung als künstlerische

Praxis in der Moderne, ed. Verena Krieger and Sophia Stang (Cologne: Böhlau, 2017), 7–17,

esp. 13ff. Michael Lüthy declares with regard to modern art that it fundamentally leads to

“universal phenomena or repetition”; for him they structure the “art field”; Michael Lüthy,

“Serialität als Selbstreflexion,” in ibid., 19–28, esp. 22.
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longer drawn from an elementary repetition but is between the levels or degrees

of a repetition which is total and totalising every time.”21

In order to understand what happens in works of art, an extended understanding

of the term “repetition” has to be assumed, since difference as a productive element

occurs in the space between the different repetitive movements.There is the literal

repetition of a certain element, for example, of a drawn needle, a glued-on stone,

or the reproduction of a Lens Box and the totality of repetitions that is connected

with the specific repeated element in general—in the case of the latter, Deleuze also

speaks of a “profound repetition of the internal totalities.”22 The recurrent repeti-

tion of the totality also leads to the unfinished past of Bauermeister’s oeuvre, since

at precisely that point, the understanding of difference begins: direct occurs in the

interaction of two repetitions and then continuously changes the already finalized

works. Using the combination principle and the commentary system Bauermeister

produces a situation inwhich a repeatedmaterial,word,or entirework is notmerely

employed again but the difference movements result in an overall aesthetic unity of

the oeuvre in which the works continuously affect one another. For that reason, the

concept of the network is not employed here for the compound of works, since, on

the one hand, that causes one to lose sight of the object itself, since it is substantially

about the connections; on the other hand, it suggests a stability that is not possible

but has to be renegotiated each time: “The things are present; they form arrange-

ments, ensembles, or assemblages without for that reason also being networks in

each case.”23

Bauermeister made it clear that in her work she did not want past and present

to be seen simply as intertwined with each other by addressing future works as well

bymeans of the commentary system in her works: sometimes the exact reference to

the three levels of past, present, and future cannot be distinguished, for example,

in the comment “this is part of another painting,” which occurs frequently in the

notational iconicity of her works.24 Bauermeister was referring to the section that

21 Gilles Deleuze, Difference and Repetition, trans. Paul Patton (London: Continuum, 1997), 287.

22 Ibid.

23 Hans Peter Hahn, “Der Eigensinn der Dinge: Einleitung,” in Vom Eigensinn der Dinge: Für ei-

ne neue Perspektive auf die Welt des Materiellen, ed. Hans Peter Hahn, (Berlin: Neofelis, 2015),

9–56, esp. 27–30. In arguing that a network metaphor loses sight of the objects themselves,

Hahn refers to Graham Harman’s object-oriented philosophy. Harman intends it primarily

as a challenge to Bruno Latour’s actor-network theory; Bruno Latour, Graham Harman, and

Peter Erdélyi, eds., The Prince and the Wolf: Latour and Harman at the LSE (Winchester: ZERO,

2011). This debate is assessed in Hauke Ohls, Objektorientierte Kunsttheorie: Graham Hamans

spekulative Philosophie im Kontext einer (nicht-)relationalen Ästhetik (Hamburg: AVINUS, 2019).

24 The transformation into “this is not this painting” seems to occur with the same frequency;

there is also a Lens Box from 1966–67 with that title. The comment “this is part of another
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contains this comment—but that is not part of the painting. In AllThings Involved in

All Other Things, “this is part of another painting” can be found several times. One

example is placed on the roller, where the comment is written around an inserted

reproduction of SomeNiceDecorative Colours (… For Attraction).The comment seems to

be an obvious statement that is easily understood. “This is part of another painting”

also occurs in the recession of the horizontal Lens Box, and here the sentence does

not refer to an insertedwork; rather, it is positioned in amesh of “ja,” “no,” and circu-

lar structures.This section refers explicitly to another work, but it is not clear which

one it is.

Based on the difference movements running through the oeuvre as a whole, a

not-yet-executed work can be manifested, as is clear from other comments. In the

Lens Box Needless Needles Vol. 5, two retrospective comments can be found written

in the upper left corner: “idea from last painting” and “idea from before last paint-

ing”; with “and/or” Bauermeister connected the statement “idea for last painting.”

This section, which also has a drawn seam, is thus an idea that is supposed to have

been established in the previous work; the statement also contains an ambiguity,

since it could also be read as a reference to Bauermeister’s final painting. That the

word “idea” could refer to that small and arbitrary insight was already described in

the chapter on notational iconicity. Accordingly, the statement need not refer to the

theme of the needle that determines the work; in principle, every element should be

considered.On the right side of the Lens Box, “idea fromnext painting” again refers

to the futuredimension.This time,however, it is a reference to a comingworknot yet

executed, and it is found in a section that wasmade in 1964.The section is separated

by a line, and there are nowritten or drawn elements within it, just a seamwith four

stitches simulated on the upper edge. One should not conclude from that the next

painting by Baumeister contains no idea or that an explicit void is expressed here;

rather, the idea could already be manifested by networking. It could be contained

in the section but it is not yet possible to perceive it, since the Lens Box was in the

process of being executed—it is playing with levels of time.

Bauermeister does not seem to have intended for a future work to be actually

“inscribed”materially into an already existing one. Rather, the possibility exists that

the ideas that aremanifested in otherworkswill find expressionprecisely in this one

section. That can happen if the totality of the oeuvre is conceived as a compound.

The works still to come in which new repetitions are constantly being carried out

permit a production of difference that permits a reference back in both directions

that is also a reference in advance. When something in the future is addressed in

Bauermeister’sworks,a section isdeliberately left free for it,or it is identifiedaspart

of another work, it is a sign of the intended networking that is supposed to unfold.

painting” occurs in every conceivable transformation in Bauermeister’s works, often spelled

“p-art” and “an-other,” in order to activate additional levels of meaning within the words.
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Any use of the combination principle and commentary system in essence has the

potential to add something new to a particular element, which changes its overall

orientation—andBauermeister left room for these changes alreadywhen executing

her works.

Square Tree Commentaries

The picture-to-picture references within a work can be nested between several

others to such an extent that one has to assume an extension of a picture-to-pic-

ture schema; this can be observed in the Lens Box Square Tree Commentaries of 1966

(fig. 51). The work measures 76.8 by 76.5 by 16.2 centimeters, and its title should

definitely be understood literally: it consists of comments on Square Tree of 1965,

and the plural is important. A photographic reproduction of the Lens Box Square

Tree is inserted in the background of the subsequent commentary work (fig. 52).The

initiating work is a square Lens Box composed of (written and drawn) comments,

wooden spheres, and glass lenses. Behind it stands a small wooden dolphin, or

mooring spar, that has been sawn through lengthwise; it is an object from a harbor

to which a ship would have been moored.25 That also explains the title Square Tree,

since it is a square Lens Box with a wooden dolphin that was originally a tree.

25 Bauermeister also employed the other half of the dolphin in 1965 as material for the Lens

Box Half Tree. She was able to take at least two dolphins from Staten Island to her studio

in 1963. The second one was not sawn through and was used for the lens-box ensemble

Three Trees; that dolphin has since been exhibited several times separately as a found object

titled Hafenklotz (Harbor Spar).
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Fig. 51: Square Tree Commentaries, 1966, ink, offset print, glass, glass lens,

wooden sphere and painted wood construction, 76.8 x 76.5 x 16.2 cm, Hirsh-

hornMuseum and Sculpture Garden, Smithsonian Institution,Washing-

ton, DC,The JosephH.Hirshhorn Bequest, 1981 (86.268).

Inside the LensBoxwe canmakeoutnot only thephotographic reproductionbut

also a drawn “paraphrase,” inwhich several sections of the pictoriality of the original

work have been transferred by “formal transposition.”26This paraphrase undergoes

various transformations: For example, at top left Bauermeister has reproduced one

part of Square Tree in a delicate drawing, which is then continued, distorted, on the

wooden spheres or reproduced their again.There are additional distortions caused

by the lens. Starting out from this section, fragmented details of Square Tree can be

identified throughout the recession of Square Tree Commentaries. Some are elements

from the Lens Box that served as amodel, some are suggestions of the wood frays of

the dolphin. Bauermeister composed both drawn and written comments on it, and

even wrote the word “commentaries” in one place.

26 Iskenmeier, “In Richtung einer Theorie der Interpiktorialität” (see note 18), 67.
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Fig. 52: Square Tree, 1965, ink, glass, glass lens, wooden sphere, found har-

bor object and painted wood construction, 32 x 35 x 13 cm, Private Collection

USA.

The word “me-mories,” spelled thus with a hyphen, can be read on a sphere

within the recession. With such small transformations Bauermeister achieved a

minimal shift in meaning: they are explicitly her own memories illustrated in her

own work. This wooden sphere is taken up again in a drawing on the left of the

frame of Square TreeCommentaries,whereby thewriting is permeated by other circles

that transition into lines—simulating that these changes are being caused by the

lenses. This is not the only example of the reference of sections within the reces-

sion that are taken up again on the frame. The drawn lines and the written “me-

mories” are embedded in another mesh of lines that is a distorted reflection of the

photographed frays of the wooden dolphin. The situation is different on the upper

termination of the frame, where a negative form of the already painted outline of

the dolphin is drawn in delicate lines.

This projection from inside the LensBox onto the frame,onwhich there is then a

second-order comment, is foundmost clearly in the work’s lower section: the entire

lower part of the work, from the bottom edge of the recession to the termination of



6. Networking in and between Works 217

the frame,mirrors the area above it. Bauermeister chose the same scale for it and in

part reversed the color scheme so that a positive-negative form results; in addition,

comments on the upper section are worked into the lower one that are already com-

ments on another work. For example, the two sections of the dolphin from Square

Tree above them are reproduced in brownish paint to the left and right of the reces-

sion of Square Tree Commentaries; the reflection below is white on the left and on the

right consists of fine lines, whereas everything outside of the reflection is rendered

with brownish paint.

The delicate lines that are often seen in the Lens Box form the projection here,

the taking up or developing of elements already inserted as references: in the ini-

tial work Square Tree, the upper section of the dolphin is a section that results from

a found object.The photographic reproduction has already introduced the pictorial

reference into the new work; the next level follows in the form of the painted copy

next to the recession; the new reference in the reflection below introduces the ele-

ment in delicately drawn lines into the section as a whole.This can be synchronized

with a perspective of many-valued networking levels, since with this aesthetic ap-

proach by Bauermeister it is legitimate to assume that the delicately drawn lines are

already contained equally on the found dolphin or emerge as a result of the identity

of reflection of the object in the lower,mirrored section of the dolphin.

The picture-to-picture references cause yet another phenomenon in addition to

many-valuedness: the repetitions and the associated production of difference cre-

ate an “active reworking” within the oeuvre, as Mieke Bal has called it: “Hence, the

work performed by later images obliterates the older images as they were before

that intervention and creates new versions of the old images instead.”27 Whereas

Bal is speaking of appropriations by others, in Bauermeister they are self-appropri-

ations. Square Tree Commentaries does not merely paraphrase sections of Square Tree;

rather, the adopted is transformed several times, resulting in a retroactive effect on

the previous work.This too can be reconciled with Deleuze’s view of movements of

difference and repetition.

Subsequent developmentsmake it clear that Bauermeisterwas constantly dove-

tailing the levels in order to reveal many-valuedness and encourage the production

of difference.The reproduced passages in Square Tree Commentaries are by no means

without variance of the originals; rather, they reflect on networking and different

forms illustrating it: On the lower edge of the recession a quarter-sphere of wood

has been attached to the frame. The upper left corner of Square Tree is paraphrased

on it, whereby the elements within the box once again consist of fine lines and the

frayed wood of the dolphin. Inside the drawn box we read “e.g.,” that is, “for exam-

ple.” In the mirroring below it Bauermeister took this up again as a written com-

27 Mieke Bal, Quoting Caravaggio: Contemporary Art, Preposterous History (Chicago: University of

Chicago Press, 1999), 1.
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ment; the spot where the wooden sphere had to be placed is marked; “repeat” also

stands here, and she has indicated as fractions the transformation from a half- to

a quarter-sphere—all framed in a mesh of lines. The “e.g” from the original work

can be found a little further down; it appears to have sunk out of the written com-

ment. On the right side of the recession and at the same height as the written and

attached quarter-sphere, another “e.g.” can be found; here it ismodulated fromdel-

icately drawn lines and strives to break free across the edge of the Lens Box. If we

assume it is to be read from left to right, this is the direction of something that fol-

lows, a networkingwith a comingwork. In all three cases, the abbreviation “e.g.” in-

dicates that it must be assumed that we are being confronted with an (arbitrary) el-

ement from Bauermeister’s standardized approach.The “e.g.” has its starting point

in the drawing of Square Tree on the wooden sphere seen on the frame of Square Tree

Commentaries; this “example,” however, is already standing in for a (drawn or writ-

ten) comment that could also have been placed here; the networking occurs anyway:

Bauermeister built her oeuvre from a standardized use, and in the end everything

refers back to everything else.Which “example” is employed here is less crucial; the

abbreviation “e.g.” already suffices.

One last decisive aspect of SquareTreeCommentaries is the theme of thework pro-

cess, here in the form of time spent working.Themirroring below the recession has

a darker section that in part repeats elements from above and in part contains new

comments. Right next to his section stands “working time,”with a border around it,

and diagonally below it “5 hours,”with an arrowpointing down to the right in the di-

rection of the darker passage. Below that we read “5minutes”; the arrow next to that

points down to a schematic sketch whose position corresponds to the photographic

reproduction of Square Tree in the Lens Box Square TreeCommentaries.The differences

between the executions of the two sections are so striking that the indications of

time seem appropriate, even if it is presumably a generalization based on the con-

trast employed. The time-saving executed part is filled with abbreviations such as

“e.g.,” “etc.,” and “usw.” (and so on); another example of how the written comment is

employed but at the same time the otherwritten and drawn themes and formsmust

be thought of as well.

By using picture-to-picture references in her oeuvre in this way, Bauermeister

created an (inherent) iconic logic. She reproduced for that purpose works that have

already been completed with a signature in order to provoke their finality. Beyond

that, it is above all the individual materials, motifs, and thematic focuses that are

continually cited to achieve networking, further development, and retroactive ef-

fect.Whereas Deleuze emphasizes that artists are not active “in order to reproduce

anobject on the canvas”but always paint “on images that are already there,”28 Bauer-

28 See Gilles Deleuze, Francis Bacon: The Logic of Sensation, trans. Daniel W. Smith (Minneapolis:

University of Minnesota Press, 2004), 61.
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meister’s approach consisted of taking up what she has already completed herself;

shepaintedonherownpictures.This corresponds toher reference toGünther’s non-

Aristotelean logic: the visual language personalized and reproduced by Bauermeis-

ter uses the media conditions of the support, since nondichotomous logics can be

presented in simplified way in the iconic, since both sides of a mutual exclusion are

present simultaneously in the showing; here twoelements are initially only twoposi-

tivities.29 It is this circulation of self-introduced elements that can lead to reflection

on the epistemological makeup of one’s own depiction. Visual critique that ques-

tions and generates knowledge is understood here to be the analysis of “modes of

iconic representation.”30 Bauermeister creatednot only ametaphysical approach via

her aesthetic but also an epistemology that questions the pictorial elements in each

case and their networking to one another as well as circling around their reciprocal

influence. Both levels—the metaphysical and the epistemological—are irreducible

to each other in detail, but they have points of contact in the overall assemblage that

constitutes Bauermeister’s oeuvre.31The connections result from the specific iconic

logic. In addition to the many-valued aesthetic, therefore, one can also speak of an

epistemological aesthetic that is crucially tied to a researching approach:

“Works of art as we want to understand them for an epistemological aesthetic

are, by contrast, not produced objects of use, but rather vehicles of reflection,

media of communication, or catalysts of experience. Crystallization of engage-

ment with the world that has become material.”32

These engagements stand outside of unambiguous categorizations; rather, iconicity

perhaps an “excess of the imaginary” with which a productive visual critique once

29 See Martina Hessler and Dieter Mersch, “Bildlogik oder Was heißt visuelles Denken?,” in

Martina Hessler and Dieter Mersch, Logik des Bildlichen: Zur Kritik der ikonischen Vernunft

(Bielefeld: transcript, 2009), 8–62, esp. 24–26. Uli Richtmeyer goes a step further in this

respect; for him, the possibility of negation can only take the form of a not-showing and

hence of a dissolution; this fundamentally rules out a contradiction in the visual; Uli Richt-

meyer, “Logik und Aisthesis: Wittgenstein über Negation, Variablen und Hypothesen im

Bild,” in ibid., 139–62, esp. 159.

30 Gottfried Boehm, “Ikonische Differenz,” in Rheinsprung 11: Zeitschrift für Bildkritik 11, no. 1

(March 2011): 170–78, esp. 173.

31 It is a process that can also be grasped as “linking” in the sense of “hyperimages,” which are

to be understood as “autonomous images” that can at the same time produce an “image

complex”; Felix Thürlemann, More than One Picture: An Art History of the Hyperimage, trans.

Elizabeth Tucker (Los Angeles, CA: Getty Research Institute, 2021), 1–19.

32 Anke Haarmann, Artistic Research: Eine epistemologische Ästhetik (Bielefeld: transcript, 2019),

65.
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again emerges as a distinctive feature.33 A work of visual art with a specific iconic

logic manages through constant mutual references to annul supposedly simple cer-

tainties—for example, when Bauermeister writes, contrary to arithmetical conven-

tions, “1+1=3.”

6.2 Production Processes between Hand, Eye, and Tools

The interplay of hand, eye, and tools or instruments becomes an essential point of

reference for Bauermeister in her works from 1966 onward. This interest could al-

ready be seen earlier in the repeated theme of needles, since they toowere employed

in the light sheets as objects of artistic work and then reflected on in the works.The

term “tool” is usually avoided in an artistic context and “instrument” used instead.

The reason for this is an idealistic separation that attributes a craft working of ma-

terials to the tool,whereas the instrument is associatedwith intellectual activities.34

The reason that the term “tool” is primarily employed here, however, lies in Bauer-

meister’s use of the term: in her Lens Boxes, drawings, and stone pictures from 1967

onward the writing word “tool” comes up frequently, usually in connection with the

objects of her artistic work; “tool” also occurs repeatedly as part of a title, and there

is a series called the Tool Series. Bauermeister seems to have deliberated chosen the

term as opposed to instrument because she did not want to achieve disembodiment

on an intellectual level.

Making herself a theme in her own works was fundamental for Bauermeister,

but it was usually done in order to refer to the processes of production to which she

is bound as an artist. She was the one who worked the material and needed hand,

eye, and certain tools to do so.The explicitly employed self as theme also permits the

aforementioned expansion ofmany-valuedness to her own subject.The (self-)inter-

pictoriality she employed is thus a confirmation of and challenge to her own per-

son. By means of self-reference she achieved a “self-empowerment as controlling

and creative authority [that] potentially subjugates to itself the entire world as ma-

terial.”35 It has repeatedly been pointed that the formation ofmodern subjectivity as

33 GottfriedBoehm, “IkonischesWissen:DasBild alsModell,” in Boehm,WieBilder Sinn erzeugen:

Die Macht des Zeigens, 4th ed. (Berlin: Berlin University Press, 2015), 114–40.

34 Philippe Cordez, “Werkzeuge und Instrumente in Kunstgeschichte und Technikanthropolo-

gie,” inWerkzeuge und Instrumente, ed. Philippe Cordez andMatthias Krüger, Hamburger For-

schungen zur Kunstgeschichte: Studien Theorien, Quellen 8 (Berlin: Akademie, 2012), 1–19.

This difference is closely tied to efforts to separate the visual arts from the crafts and to dis-

tinguish among the arts; see Matthias Krüger, Das Relief der Farbe: Pastose Malerei in der fran-

zösischen Kunstkritik, 1850–1890 (Munich: Deutscher Kunstverlag, 2007), 206–8.

35 Verena Krieger, “Sieben Arten, an der Überwindung des Künstlersubjekts zu scheitern: Kri-

tische Anmerkungen zum Mythos vom verschwundenen Autor,” in Was ist ein Künstler? Das
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prototypically productive was first achieved by creativity.36 In Bauermeister’s work,

however, it is specifically a working subject who occurs repeatedly in self-referential

fragments that condition and are nested in one another. It is crucial that she as cre-

ator of the works be a theme of the statement since it is her hands and eyes using

the tools: Winfried Nöth calls this “enunciative self-reference,” and it seems prof-

itable to connect it to “iconic self-reference” as he defined it, which is characterized

by“recursion,”“recurrence,”and“repetition”andalso cases a“circular or loop-like re-

turn to an earlier point.”37 Bauermeister created new levels in this way that together

construct a networked whole.The self-thematization she employed is not, however,

completely reconcilable with a self-reflexivity in which art thematizes itself as art-

work and self-referentiality seems crucial.38 For that reason I employ here the term

“self-reference” and further refine it as “metareference.”Moreover, not only can self-

repetition, that is, recourse to previously executed works, be seen as self-reference

but also the renewed use of already employed elements, “because a repeating same

results.”39 Every “no” formed from curved lines, evenwithout the implications of the

many-valued aesthetic, would thus have a self-reference.

Subjekt dermodernen Kunst, ed. Martin Hellmold et al. (Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 2003), 117–48,

esp. 119. Krieger describes in her text seven strategies that have been applied to undermine

the connectedness of one’s own subject with the production of art; for her, the twentieth

century is a history of failed attempts to achieve this, which in the end only modernized

and strengthened the artist-subject; ibid., 145–48.

36 See Josef Früchtl, “Die Unverschämtheit, Ich zu sagen—ein künstlerisches Projekt der Mo-

derne,” in Subjekt undMedium in der Kunst der Moderne, ed. Michael Lüthy and Christoph Men-

ke (Zurich: Diaphanes, 2006), 37–48, esp. 43–44; Michael Lüthy, “Subjekt und Medium in

der Kunst der Moderne: Delacroix, Fontana, Nauman,” Zeitschrift für Ästhetik und Allgemeine

Kunstwissenschaft 46, no. 2 (2001), 227–54, esp. 229.

37 Winfried Nöth, “Self-Reference in the Media: The Semiotic Framework,” in Self-Reference in

the Media, ed. Winfried Nöth and Nina Bishara (Berlin, New York 2007), 3–30, esp. 20–21.

38 Such processes of a paradigm shift of the representational system of art to a dominant self-

referentiality characterize the theories of Niklas Luhmann and Jacques Rancière, among

others, both of whom saw the upheaval as being introduced with the rise of Romanti-

cism; see Niklas Luhmann, “Die Ausdifferenzierung des Kunstsystems” (1998), in Luhmann,

Schriften zu Kunst und Literatur (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 2008), 316–52, esp. 327–30;

Jacques Rancière, The Politics of Aesthetics: The Distribution of the Sensible, trans. Gabriel Rock-

hill (London, UK: Bloomsbury Academic, 2013), 42–44. Birgit Mersmann describes this as

an elevated standpoint of self-reflection that can be compared to idealistic transcendental

philosophy; it attempts to reach a state of self-knowledge by continually engaging with it-

self; see Birgit Mersmann, Bilderstreit und Büchersturm: Medienkritische Überlegungen zu Über-

malung und Überschreibung im 20. Jahrhundert (Würzburg: Königshausen & Neumann, 1999),

22ff.

39 Winfried Nöth, Nina Bishara, and Britta Neitzel, Mediale Selbstreferenz: Grundlagen und Fall-

studien zuWerbung, Computerspiel und den Comics (Cologne: Herbert von Halem, 2008), 214.
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Tools of A’s Touch

In diverseworksBauermeistermade it clear that the hands, eyes, and tools are those

of the artist herself.One of these is the drawingTheA’s Touch of 1967,whichmeasures

60 by 80 centimeters (fig. 53). The A in the title stands for “artist” and is an allusion

to the work’s subject, since it shows the artist’s hands and eyes with her tools in the

process of creating the drawing. With “artist’s touch” Bauermeister was referring

to the touches that must have occurred to create the works. In addition, she was

commenting on the work of art and its marketing when the name and statue of the

artist are cited as an argument for its sale or quality.40 It is by nomeans the case that

Bauermeister depicted herself painting in a “scenario of production,” which was a

commonmotif in the early modern era.41 In Bauermeister’s work, tools are used to

produce what they and the hand that guides them or the eye that observes them are

also made from.They are the same written and drawn elements of which the result

and the reason for illustrating consist; usually the tools,hands,and eyesproduceone

another.

In the context of Bauermeister’s oeuvre, therefore, the mesh of interwoven and

fragmentedways of depicting the process is crucial.Multiple nesting results: For ex-

ample, one hand is holding what appears to be a lens that is causing the distortions

of the elements in the work, and in it another hand holding a lens can be made out.

The larger hand consists of distorted lines and a small “no” repeated several times.

Another hand in the same style can also be made out, holding a brush and about to

draw the handwith the largest lens.They are joined by two other hands with tools: a

hand with a needle above them, which is itself in part firmly sewn to the drawing’s

ground, so that the drawn seamonone end transforms intomalformedneedles, and

on the other end threads fall down into the largest hand with the lens, forming sev-

eral words such as “si” and “oui.” Another hand is found below and to the right of the

scene; it seems to emerge fromdelicately drawn, slightlywavy lines, and is holding a

pair of scissors with which it is cutting into the lines of the largest hand.This collec-

tion of hands and tools is just one example ofmany, and often Bauermeister had the

elements interactwithoneanother, so that they canno longerbe fully differentiated.

40 Whereas this is a minor aspect in the drawing The A’s Touch and the Lens Boxes with the

same title, in the Studio Fetish series from 1967 to 1971 Bauermeister grappled in more

depth with the phenomenon of the artist’s personality and the possibility of fetishization

by touching. For Hartmut Böhme it is, among other things, the reciprocity of touching and

its prohibition in the status of art that in the interplay with the exhibition situation produce

fetishes that shape our relationship to all objects, even those outside of art; see Hartmut

Böhme, Fetishism and Culture: A Different Theory of Modernity, trans. Anna Galt (Berlin: de

Gruyter, 2014), 279–95.

41 Victor I. Stoichita, The Self-Aware Image: An Insight into Early Modern Metapainting, trans.

Anne-Marie Glasheen (London: Harvey Miller, 2015), 240.
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Fig. 53:The A’s Touch, 1967, pencil, graphite, ink on paper, 60x 80 cm,Mary Bauermeister

Art Estate.

Of the (art) tools that she inserts into her works the most important are lenses,

brushes,writing instruments,compasses,needles,glues,pliers,andmaulsticks.The

last of thesemake it easier to glue stones. Inserting heremeans as a drawing,photo-

graph, object, or written word, with no corresponding hierarchy in the level of sig-

nificance. The understanding of tools in Bauermeister’s oeuvre is very broad. This

is clear from the word “tool” itself, which is used to represent tools directly and is

included several times in the drawingTheA’s Touch, for example, at top left in amesh

of lines and in the center at the bottom edge.There it is seen together with the addi-

tion “series,” since the drawing is part of the Tool Series,was perhaps even its starting

point.

From1967 onward, lithographs of this drawingwere repeatedly used as the back-

ground of Lens Boxes. This resulted in the series The A’s Touch (Artists Touch-Haha),

which refers directly to the drawing in its title.The Lens Box AllThings Involved in All

OtherThings also has a lithograph of this drawing that is further developed by com-

ments.The vertical section of that Lens Box hasTheA’s Touch as background; it was in

part colored, andwooden spheres, straws, and lenses on layers of glass also enhance

the composition. In addition to drawing instruments,whichBauermeister again la-

beled, there are also several wood imitations of pencils in this section, and the word

“tool” is clearly legible on one of them.
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Easels

Every object used to produce works was a tool for Bauermeister and accordingly

was reflected on in her art. This process culminated in her thirty-part Easel Series

from 1969 to 1973. Easels are removed from their ancillary, tool-like, functional con-

text in the artistic process and elevated to works of art. The easels were, however,

transformed by Bauermeister so that their dimensions, proportions, and forms de-

viate from the familiar values. On the one hand, there are miniaturizations; they

are copies of common wooden easels in a handy format; on the other, there are en-

largements, so that only the lower, left-hand side of an easel is executed, standing

in for an oversized large easel. Several of the easels appear to have been modified

based on a coordinate system and are correspondingly narrow, while others have

been widened.42

Bauermeister showed a first realization of theEasel Series in her exhibition at the

GaleriaBonino in 1970.Several of theworkswere created site-specifically for that ex-

hibition space; these are the so-calledCorner Easels; they adapt to the corners, edges,

and pillars in the room. In addition to changing the usual proportions and fitting

them into the dimensions of a space, one also observes variation in the basic formof

the easel as with, for example,BuckledEasel of 1971 (fig. 54). At 182 by 81.5 by 81.5 cen-

timeters, its measurements bring an ordinary easel to mind. But the vertical wood

construction on which a canvas would normally lean is not consistently straight but

rather buckled and bent forward, defeating its function and making it a (fully ade-

quate) work of art in the exhibition space.

42 The modification of a coordinate system to produce a “change in form” was described above

in connection with Bauermeister’s reading of Wolfgang Wieser; see section 2.1.
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Fig. 54: Buckled Easle, 1971, wood, 182 x 81.5 x 81.5 cm,Mary Bauermeister

Art Estate.

To help describe these processes, one can think ofMartinHeidegger’s “tool anal-

ysis” from Sein und Zeit (translated as Being and Time). Heidegger defines the dif-

ference between “readiness-to-hand” and “presence-at-hand,” in which the former

describes an object that is used, has a genuinely serving function, and therefore

vanishes in a “referential totality.”43 This “equipment” escapes our everyday experi-

ence into a “totality of equipment” until a disruptivemoment occurs and a (perhaps

temporary) uselessness occurs, so that the object enters the mode of “presence-at-

43 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson (Oxford:

Blackwell, 1962), 97–99.
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hand.”44 What was not obtainable previously, because there was no process of con-

scious reflection on the object and hence no level of the visible, now reveals itself for

thefirst time.Theprocess inBauermeister’sworks is considerably broader than this:

For her, there was no reason why the tools—that is, everything used to produce the

works—could not themselves become a statement. Moreover, their design is trans-

formed as soon as they are inserted into artworks such as Lens Boxes or stand in

the room as object as with the Easel Series. It follows from that not only that the in-

dividual elements of the combination principle are repeatedly integrated and com-

mented on, but also those objects that Bauermeister needed for production. They

are not ruled out but always have to be considered as well. That too results in their

transformation, since they are another aspect of the many-valued aesthetic. Bauer-

meister was thus continuing her “include anything” method, which was discussed

above.Those twowords are found repeatedly in her works, as well as variations such

as “anything included,” on the frame of the Lens Box Square Tree Commentaries, for

example, and in the drawingTheA’s Touch.

Pictionary’s Checkered Pattern

The connection between that use of the word “tool” and the insertion of tools with

the motifs of hands and eyes can be determined more exactly from the Lens Box

Pictionary (fig. 55).Hands and eyes are also tools in the broadest sense in her oeuvre.

Pictionarywasmade from 1966 to 1967 andmeasures 54 by 100.3 by 23.2 centimeters.

Thework consists of a back that has drawnandwrittenonandobjects attached; at its

upper and its lower termination wooden guiderails with three groves are attached.

Inserted into these grooves are three panes of glass with lenses; each is about half

the width of the Lens Box and can be shoved left or right.

The title is a portmanteau of “picture” and “dictionary.” This should be under-

stood to mean that Bauermeister wanted to provide an overview of the procedure

employed (physically) by her to create the picture.With this Lens Box she was creat-

ing a referencework for translations of the processes employedby the artist: transla-

tions of the actions executed that usually remain hidden into an illustration of these

actions. Pictionary dovetails these individual levels in such an intricate way that it is

difficult to get an overview.45Thework contains aspects that were already described

for The A’s Touch; for example, the way in which tools are visualized in the process

of making something but are themselves made is comparable. The composition is

44 Ibid., 103.

45 Pictionary II is a continuation of the early work and was executed in 1967; its dimensions

are nearly identical at 54.3 by 99.7 by 24.1 centimeters. Its composition is much more in-

tricate and, in contrast to Pictionary, incorporates objects; because of its wealth of detail,

an overview of its imaging processes is nearly impossible.
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striking for its checkered pattern that suggests shirtsleeves from which are emerg-

ing hands formed with the small repeated “no” or with curved lines. Several of the

drawn and drawing hands are also rendered in this pattern; in addition, the check-

ers onwooden spheresundergo illusion-likedistortions.Thecheckeredpatterngoes

back to a series of photographs taken by the photographer PeterMoore in 1964while

Bauermeister was preparing for her exhibition at the Galeria Bonino. It shows the

artist dressed in a checked shirt while working on Howevercall. The photographic

techniquehas capturedanartistic process asBauermeister isworkingon something

with her hands and other tools. In Pictionary, very different work processes are illus-

trated; one essential component, however, is fragments of hands with tools, usually

showing the wrist and part of the lower arm as well. From the checkered pattern it

is possible to infer that Bauermeister was illustrating her own hands with drawings

in her works.

Fig. 55: Pictionary, 1966–67, ink, glass, glass lens, wooden sphere and painted wood construc-

tion, 54 x 100.3 x 23.2 cm, Solomon R. GuggenheimMuseum, New York.

Drawn anddistorted checkers are common in herworks, and they refer first and

foremost to this series of photographs. In her Lens Boxes especially the checkered

pattern occurs repeatedly; it stands for the work process. Even if viewers are not fa-

miliar withMoore’s photographs, a transfer of the checkered pattern can be seen as

representingworking on awork: inHommage àBrianO’Doherty of 1964–65, a (drawn)

line is made by a hand; the attached lower arm is covered by a checked shirt. This

section is a cutout photograph. It is easy to identify it as the artist because a little

lower another cutout from a photograph is inserted that shows Bauermeister’s eyes

and parts of her face.The checkered pattern of the shirt is first continued in a draw-
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ing inHommage à BrianO’Doherty, then an arrow with a questionmark next to it ac-

tively challenges the viewers to consider whose arm it presumably is.The checkered

pattern then spreads to the right and left above the top edge of the work and is dis-

torted by drawing.This is a first step in the introduction of checkers as a metaphor

for her own work process. The shirt Bauermeister was wearing in the photographs

is integrated by her asmaterial into the Lens BoxWhat’s Ahead for the FBI in 1965 and

commented on several times.The lower end of the sleeve even pushes its way out of

the recession on the right side and extends over the edge of the Lens Box.

Hand

The hands of a human body belong to a line of interpretation in cultural theory in

which theyare,on theonehand,describedasmetatools and,on theother,associated

with cognitive abilities.46 Not only are the hands used to produce and use tools but

they are also themselves tools; both make them a “figure of knowledge.”47 “For with

the hand one can realize nearly all possibilities of emotional, social, psychological,

intellectual,musical, and artistic expression of which human beings are capable.”48

Understanding the hand as a figure of knowledge that enables people to realize cer-

tain things is also a constant in the history of art in which Bauermeister took part

by introducing her hands: based on “palpable operations,” aspects of “working and

influence the work of art” become evident.49 As a “slave of the mind,” the hand had

to execute, but it is also responsible for the idea to become visible at all.50 In addi-

tion, the hand can also be creditedwith “epistemic ability,” so that it does not simply

the “recipient of orders from the head” but also results in the “development of new

ideas.”51

Bauermeister did not, however, emphasize one drawing hand as a central mo-

tif; rather, there are a number of hands, all of which belong to her and use differ-

ent tools. Moreover, the hands are composed of the elements that in general deter-

mine her artistic oeuvre, such as the formula “yes, no, perhaps,” curved lines, and

the checkered pattern. This initially links every single line, circle, or point back to

46 See Richard Sennett, The Craftsman (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2009), 149–78.

47 Benjamin Bühler, “Hand,” inKultur: EinMachinariumdesWissens, ed. Benjamin Bühler and Ste-

fan Rieger (Berlin 2014), 60–79.

48 RichardMichaeles, “VomGreifen zumBegreifen?,” inDieHand:WerkzeugdesGeistes, ed.Marco

Wehr and Martin Weinmann (Heidelberg: Spektrum, 1999), 209–25, esp. 210.

49 Susanne Strätling,Die Hand amWerk: Poetik der Poiesis in der russischen Avantgarde (Paderborn:

Wilhelm Fink, 2017), 479.

50 Maike Christadler, “Die Hand des Künstlers,” inWehr andWeinmann,Die Hand (see note 48),

325–38, esp. 327.

51 MonikaWagner, “GelieheneHände: AntonyGormleys Field,” in Cordez and Krüger,Werkzeuge

und Instrumente (see note 34), 185–97, esp. 186–97.
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Bauermeister as the person who executed it, but she too, the artist herself, is com-

posed of elements that reveal amany-valuedness.Depicting hands that are emphat-

ically her own as creating in her works is an effort to mediate between subject and

medium.52 Because it is the subject that advances themany-valuedprocessbymeans

of the identity of reflection, the various hands in Pictionary express the multiplicity

of perspectives that have already been adopted. Because they grow out of the corre-

sponding elements, this can be further developed with the identity of reflection of

the object, since the motifs of hands result from products of many-valuedness. For

that reason, too, categorizing the hand as another tool is important, since between

the hand itself and the objects that Bauermeister needed to produce herworks there

is no qualitative difference; they are all contained in the drawings as if two viewers

were reflecting on the composition at the same time.The components in the works

of art have no hierarchy in terms of an active production and a passive being-pro-

duced but are rather all arranged on a horizontal plane.

Eye

Another aspect that Bauermeister often employed in her works is drawings of her

eyes or parts of the face distorted by lenses.They can also be traced back to a photo-

graph, in this case one takenbyHansNamuth in 1965: In the black-and-white photo-

graph Bauermeister is seen with her head turned slightly to the side, while her gaze

is fixed on the camera’s lens. She is holding in both hands a convex lens that covers

part of the left half of her face, with the lens extend down to her lower lid of her left

eye.The position of Bauermeister’s hands has been posed for the photograph; with

the index, middle, and ring fingers of her right hand she is supporting the left, re-

flective side of the lens,while the thumb andmiddle finger of her left hand are hold-

ing the lens fast at the top and bottom. Aspects of this portrait photograph, which

stylistically recalls photographs from the circles of the Bauhaus, are reproduced of-

ten in drawings in her works from 1965 onward, usually with a suggestion of a lens

and one or more eyes.

In thedrawingTheA’sTouch, the positionof her hands is accurate in its details but

has been drawn in mirror reverse; the eye looking out from just above the lens was

also transferred to this work by Bauermeister. Several reminiscences of Namuth’s

photograph can also be detected in Pictionary: for example, a hand consisting of “no”

writtenmany times is holding a drawn lens in which four fragmented self-portraits

of Bauermeister appear; her eyes andmouth can bemade out several times.Three of

these self-portraits are drawn by Bauermeister; the fourth results from a lens that is

glued to one of the panes of glass above it. It is thus a fleeting impression that results

52 See Michael Lüthy and Christoph Menke, “Einleitung,” in Lüthy and Menke, Subjekt und

Medium (see note 36), 7–11, esp. 8.
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from the specific camera angle with reproducing the work. Very different possibil-

ities result for viewers standing opposite the work at the Solomon R. Guggenheim

Museum inNewYork,approaching thework,moving away from it again, experienc-

ing the lenses distorting effect bymovingone’s ownbody,and viewing the individual

elements from the left or the right.

Lenses andBauermeister’s eye(s) are, like her hands, one part of the artist’s work

process which at the same time includes her personal process of viewing her works.

Every time a lens is placed, she considered which previously drawn, written, and

glued-on components of the work could potentially be altered by it; every layer of

glass that adds a new level with lenses also goes through this process.When Bauer-

meister inserted her drawn hands with a lens that is also drawn in which fragments

of her eyes appear, it illustrates the entire production process.The eye appears as a

tool in a generalized understanding and should be understood to be the equivalent

of Bauermeister’s hands; accordingly, usually their interplay is shown.

By introducing her own eyes, often as fragments, however, Bauermeister was

also participating in another topos,which alternates between gaze, perception, and

knowledge.53 The varied discourse on theories of reception and its epistemological

qualities is less crucial here; rather, by introducing the motif of her eyes the artist

seems to accelerate the many-valuedness in her works.The idea, already addressed

in the discussion of Serres, that the Lens Boxes can be seen as the starting point

for producing multiple images has a close connection to the eyes depicted in them,

since it is “still a box, but now an eye also.”54 The French philosopher is drawing a

connection line here between the inside inwhich ever-new images are produced and

a transitional aspect that ensures its permeability so that perception can take place

at all. The motif of the eye should not be interpreted exclusively as a tool; rather, it

too encourages the production ofmany-valuedness that is essential for an ever-new

recombination of the individual elements within the artworks: “The eye is thus the

representative of the eccentricity of vision in which a genuine power of insight is

always inherent.”55 This “power of insight” can be related to the visualization of her

eyes in Bauermeister’s works.

53 See Hans Belting, “The Gaze in the Image: A Contribution to an Iconology of the Gaze,”

in Dynamics and Performativity of Imagination, ed. Bernd Huppauf and Christoph Wulf (New

York: Routledge, 2009), 93–115.

54 Michel Serres, The Five Senses: A Philosophy of Mingled Bodies, trans. Margaret Sankey and

Peter Cowley (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2018), 147; see also section 2.1.

55 Sabine Flach, “DasAuge:Motiv und Selbstthematisierungdes Sehens in der Kunst derModer-

ne,” in Körperteile: Eine kulturelle Anatomie, ed. Claudia Benthien and ChristophWulf (Reinbek

bei Hamburg: Rowohlt, 2001), 49–65, esp. 49.
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This is closely related to theories of the reciprocal gaze, in which it is not just

viewers who occupy the active position but artistic works, too, have agency.56 In

Jean-Paul Sartre’s analysis of the gaze or look, it need not be a pair of human eyes for

a differentiated reaction to occur in what is being looked at. He defines his “Being-

seen-by-the-Other” as a situation inwhich something or someone else could poten-

tially view the looked-at so that he or she is recognized as a subject, whereupon this

“Other is by definition something that cannot be an object.”57 Eyes are not a “sen-

sible organ of vision” but very generally “the look’s support.”58 In this view the eyes’

being-looked-at results in a situation in which, on the one hand, the viewers un-

dergo a change; a process of becoming aware of their status as subject is initiated.

This is reinforced by the structure of Pictionary, since the three panes of lenses can

be shifted by the viewer, so that they are “explicitly” integrated into the work if its

complete potentiality is to be realized.59 On the other hand, it is even more crucial

with reference to Bauermeister’s works that a transformation of the object occurs.

In the Lens Box Pictionary it is Bauermeister’s eyes that strip the work of art of its

status of a alleged passivity and evoke its own productivity.

This can be synchronized with the identity of reflection of the object, since the

changed status and the“powerof insight” in combinationenable a situation inwhich

the viewers in principle no longer need a doubled reflection: the work of art has the

possibility of producing this itself. In general, “identity of reflection of the object”

has been understood to mean the situation that an object or comment was inte-

grated into the work of art and then commented on in turn; these are already the

two levels of reflection. If Bauermeister’s concept of the tool is considered, it be-

comes possible to refine this: Tools included not just the utensils with which she

worked but also her hands and eyes and in principle everything necessary for the

production of a work. Bauermeister used tools, illustrated their use, and in the pro-

cess reflected on both at the same time.Her gaze,which is depicted in the artworks,

is at the same time that of theperson tryingout thepositionof the lenses.Herhands,

which are shown in the process of drawing, are drawn by her hands, or her (drawn

in the work) hand is drawing a stylized element from her repertoire. It also hap-

pens, however, that nothing can be identified at the tip of the (drawn) pencil. Hence

something is being created here, or the viewers cannot perceive the motif, or the

pencil is responsible for creating the ground. It goes without saying that it is also

56 See Horst Bredekamp, Theorie des Bildakts: Frankfurter Adorno-Vorlesungen 2007, 3rd ed.

(Berlin: Suhrkamp, 2013), 237–41.

57 Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness: An Essay in Phenomenological Ontology, trans. Sarah

Richmond (New York: Routledge, 2020), 347, 367.

58 Ibid., 353.

59 Wolfgang Kemp, Der explizite Betrachter: Zur Rezeption zeitgenössischer Kunst (Konstanz: Kon-

stanz University Press, 2015).
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possible that the creating hand and the seeing eye separated from its specific activ-

ities are autonomous motifs. Even in that case, though, the motif is composed of

the elements of many-valuedness such as “yes, no, perhaps,” the circular forms, the

checkered pattern, or the curved lines.

Setting out fromhermaxim to “include anything,”Bauermeister integrated her-

self into the works of art and thereby constituted her own artist-subject as many-

valued. This is made clear by fragmentation and also by the elements of which the

self-drawings are composed. From that follows, on the one hand, that Bauermeis-

ter was integrating her own subject into the identity of reflection of the object, since

they way she designed the self-references gives them their own potentiality within

the works of art.Thatmeans they are no longer tied exclusively to her as subject but

have the possibility of undergoing a transformation as a result of the commentary,

just like the othermotifs in her oeuvre.On the other hand, the tools are by nomeans

isolated but rather simultaneously connected with all the elements of the artwork.

This symbiosis creates a newmany-valuedness, so that two contradictorymotifs are

contained in a larger motif.

The work of art results from a process in which everything is irreducibly con-

nected to everything else. Bauermeister as author is also integrated into this, just

like her other tools and elements from the combination principle, the aesthetics of

materials, and the commentary system: all together, it is a constantly crisscrossing

“chiasm.”60 Maurice Merleau-Ponty describes this figure as a “reciprocal insertion

and intertwining of one in the other.”61 ForMerleau-Ponty, one’s own body is always

the starting point since it establishes the “first coordinates.”62 But it should by no

means be thought of as solitary; rather, it is integrated into its surroundings. Ev-

ery gaze is already a “dehiscence” into the tissue around the person, into the “flesh of

things.”63 At the same time, for Merleau-Ponty the hand is a “being of two leaves,”

that is, not only a tool to make something but also and equally one’s own body—it

is a being between the categories of subject and object.64 The crucial thing here is

that with Merleau-Ponty one can no longer assume an isolation of the individual

levels. If all of the things depicted in the works can be a tool, then they were all pro-

duced and are at the same time in the mode of production.This clarifies, first, why

Bauermeister uses the word “tool,” defines it so broadly, and integrates these tools

into herworks. It becomes possible to assume that the (many-valued) “involvement”

60 Ludger Schwarte, “Taktisches Sehen: Auge undHand in der Bildtheorie,” in Auge undHand, ed.

Johannes Bilstein and Guido Reuter (Oberhausen: Athena, 2011), 211–27, esp. 226.

61 Maurice Merleau-Ponty, The Visible and the Invisible, trans. Alphonso Lingis (Evanston, IL:

Northwestern University Press, 1968), 138.

62 Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception, trans. Colin Smith (London: Routledge

& Kegan Paul, 1962), 100.

63 Merleau-Ponty, The Visible and the Invisible (see note 61), 132–33.

64 Ibid., 137.
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of the individual elements is fundamental; this also makes connecting the motifs

meaningful—for example, when her hand is composed of the checkered pattern of

the shirt. Moreover, it is another reason for the omnipresent self-thematization in

herworks: the hand employed to create and the viewing eye belong to the artist, and

hence the activity is also part of the work of art; both a caught in a chiastic insepa-

rability.The constant self-reference in Bauermeister’s oeuvre should be understood

from this motivation; her own subject is another aspect of the (many-valued) con-

nectedness.

Work Processes

This inseparability is additionally affirmed by Bauermeister’s explicit thematization

of the production process and a general processuality in her works.This results not

only from the tools but also by means of questions about the works that she writes

into them as comments. Some StonesMissing of 1967 is a workwith stonesmeasuring

101 by 101 by 10.2 centimeters; it also contains several wooden pencils and written

or drawn passages (fig. 56). The central section of the work is largely determined

by a progression of towers of stones, whereby the lower rows consist of individual

small stones. This middle section is on a particle board covered with canvas, which

is mounted on another sanded wooden support.The second sheet of particle board

forms the background for the first and extends several centimeters above its upper

termination so that the progression of stones looks centered. On the right side of

the smaller board covered with stones, several rows have been left free; the ground

is painted white. Here Bauermeister placed three towers of stones, which are also

paintedwhite. Attached to the two smaller towers of stones are two of threewooden

pencils. Because they too are painted completely white, it looks as if these objects

are responsible for the unnatural color of the three piles of stones.The third pencil

is attached to the tower of stones in the upper right corner; here the oval stones still

have their natural colors, but this too could soon change, since the work looks as if it

were in a moment of transition, a process of change that has come to a stop at this

instant.

Against the backdrop of hermany-valued aesthetic, it must be assumed that the

work continues in its process at all times. Individual towers of stones and individ-

ual stones are distributed on the larger board, which otherwise has no components

but sand. It is suggested that these are stones missing from the small board as if

they—also at this very moment—fallen down to the side. That this is a moment of

disruption is clear from the title which refers directly to “missing” stones. On the

white surface there are drawn andwritten comments that refer to thework process.

They are, however, only visible because the stones have come off here. Otherwise,

they remain covered by the found material. The comments are the substructure of
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the work, and we can only speculate about which other aspects the work would ex-

pose if the other stones also fell down.

Fig. 56: Some StonesMissing, 1967, stones, paint, ink, wooden objects and

sandmounted on linen panel and particle board, 101 x 101 x 10.2 cm, Cour-

tesy ofMichael Rosenfeld Gallery LLC, New York, NY.

The drawn comments include hands formed from strokes, curved lines, and the

small repeated “no” as well as a pair of scissors, towers of stones, and tubes of the

glue that Bauermeister used to attach the stones. Among thewritten comments one

can also make out interrogatives, for example, the three tubes seem to be writing

“where…?,”“what…?,”and“how…?”Mostof thewritten comments,however,arenear

the adjoining towers of stones, and their arrangement imitates the oval outlines of

the stones.Those comments consist largely of questions about the work, especially

about the stones employed in it. It seems as if the artist has integrated into thework

questions fromviewers that shehadalreadyheardmany times.Amongother things,

we read: “Wheredidyoufind them,”“Howdidyouglue them?,”“Didyoupolish them?

Do you.”This makes it clear that Bauermeister’s stone works were accompanied by

these questions as they were being made, and they are contained in the works even
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if they were not visible because of a hypothetically intact row of stones.The (drawn)

processes of production have to be reflected on as well—gluing the stones or cut-

ting the canvas—as questions from viewers that accompany the work. The work is

constituted by the totality of this networking.

The suggestion of processes of change happening at that moment in which the

viewers are standing opposite the work is supplemented by Bauermeister by refer-

ring to changes that occur with the passage of time: All Things Involved in All Other

Things has a comment in the upper area of the Lens Box that reads: “this is natural

dirt from 1967 on.”65 Bauermeister thus focused on an arbitrary place in the work

where very probably dirt will collect on the bright background. Equivalent things

are often characteristic of her works, in which a section that usually has not been

drawn on will be given the comment that it is reserved for “future dirt.” In the work

Hommage à Brian O’Doherty, there is even a wood quarter-sphere with “dirt depart-

ment”written on it that has been attached in a way that dust and other deposits will

collect on its surface.Bauermeister explained her intentions here in her sketchbook:

“The clearer, cleaner something gets, themore [it] attracts the uniqueness of dirt.”66

The sections are deliberately left free and demarcated with borders so that they look

“cleaner,” and it becomes possible to use the “uniqueness of dirt.” It is a process that

participates in change and chance, or at least she tries to delegate these small, spe-

cially marked sections to (future) randomness.

In AllThings Involved in All OtherThings, too, Bauermeister addresses another as-

pect of change.On awooden cube in the upper area of the Lens Box the words “kön-

nen be replaced by” are followed by two indications of size: “7 × 7 or 14 × 14.”We can

speculate that it was to be replaced by a LensBox, since the object onwhich it iswrit-

ten has a drawing of a small Lens Box;moreover, it is included in a row inwhich two

Lens Boxeswere attached to the frame of AllThings Involved inAllOtherThings. Bauer-

meister givespermission to changeanelementof thework later if the corresponding

size is available.

In accordance with the leitmotif of this study in which all of the works are

grasped as an assemblage, we can conclude that the objects of production would

also have to be incorporated, which includes the hands and eyes that produce it.

Moreover, the production process and the possibility of changing the work have to

be included as well. For any assemblage, and accordingly an entire artistic oeuvre,

is subject to a constant process of individuation in which differentiation occurs;

65 Below this sentence one sees a line of graphite that curves into itself and seems uncon-

trolled. Bauermeister follows this with the comment “and this is painted dirt,” which can

be understood as an ironic statement about the art world; see section 5.2.

66 Mary Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch/Quaderno, 1961–1963,” unpublished source, paginated by

the artist, p. T4.
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every new element produces increased autonomy.67 Bauermeister incorporates

the production process and changeability into her aesthetic, and they have a status

equal to the other omnipresent components such as the drawn circles and thewords

“yes, no, perhaps.”

6.3 Reflections on Titles and Frames

Two other aspects have a mediating and autonomous dimension in equal measure:

the titles and frames of the works. The two are closely related and their potential

to expand reflection within the works should be incorporated as well. The titles of

works have already been addressed several times, especially because they are often

written on the work in question in ever-new variations.They also come up on other

works of art in order to intensify the networking.The term “frame” is also used re-

peatedly to describe the border of the recession of a Lens Box. Although the term

might seem to be a conservative one for describe the structure of a work, since the

wooden elements on which she writes and draws do not correspond to a normal

frame as the demarcation of the pictorial from the outside, it is nevertheless used

here because Bauermeister herself works with the term. For example, on diverse

Lens Boxes the word “frame” is found on the corresponding section. Title and frame

can also be intertwined, since not only do the titles of severalworks contain theword

“frame” but the title is also written on the frame.

Titles

We have already referred to the connotations for the subject matter of titles such

as Needless Needles, Hommage à Brian O’Doherty, The A’s Touch, and Pictionary. They all

open up an additional level of the work. In Bauermeister’s case, that should be un-

derstood tomean that they guide the reception: in theworks containingwriting, the

title can usually be read directly; it is integrated into Bauermeister’s specific nota-

tional iconicity. Additional statements and also additional titles (of other works) are

always present as well. Because of her intricate aesthetic and networking, it would

therefore be impossible to distill out the primary level of meaning that she would

like to communicate as an artist.The commentary systemwould never end, even the

material limitation of the individual workswould be no obstacle, since the networks

lead via individual works and groups ofworks into the oeuvre as awhole—since this

process appears to be continually expandable, the work titles offer a way to demar-

cate the works from one another.

67 See Manuel DeLanda, Assemblage Theory (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2016), 140.
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In order to categorize the different uses of titles better, John C. Welchman de-

veloped a three-part model: he speaks of a denotative, a connotative, and an unti-

tled paradigm for titles; the model has been repeatedly refined, but the basic struc-

turewas not abandoned.68Thatworks of artwere conceivedwith titles that generate

meaning thatwere,moreover, chosen by the artists themselves began comparatively

late with the exhibition practice of the nineteenth century.69 The title subsequently

took on a dimension that no longer had only a denotative, descriptive level but also

had the potential to expand and alter themeaning. Titles were employed as “frame-

works of associations” in this context, especially with reference to the written word

within awork of art; Duchamp’sworks are oftenmentioned.70 ForWelchman, it was

condensed temporally between Impressionism and the end of Dada, for which the

title was fundamentally redesigned on a connotative level and became a “hyper-sup-

plement”:

“The title is thus a code of hyperspace of the image. It is a plateau that opens

up a thousand interactive possibilities of reading, viewing, and socializing. We

find the title as an identity or as an absence, as a poetic supplement and an

institutional critique, and as a memorial or a detour into absurdity and non-

referentiality.”71

It is important to understand the title as a “plateau” of opening when it is tied to a

connotative approach. In Bauermeister’s case, this led in the direction of an “iden-

tity” of the work, since the title represents at least to some degree a constriction. It

delimits the area inwhich the viewers can try to find their path to an interpretation.

That this already includes “a thousand interactive possibilities of reading,” asWelch-

man expresses it, results in Bauermeister’s case from the permanent many-valued-

ness. In a group of work like Needless Needles, it is the incorporation of statements

that are continually varied in small fragments, so that it no longer seems possible to

determine which is the original starting point and how it is to be understood—with

each new variation, the overallmeaning expands, and the title opens the path to this

broad field.

68 See John C. Welchman, Invisible Colors: A Visual History of Titles (New Haven, CT: Yale Uni-

versity Press, 1997), 2–8 and 323–27.

69 See Natalie Bruch, Der Bildtitel: Struktur, Bedeutung, Referenz,Wirkung und Funktion; eine Typo-

logie (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang, 2005), 10–14.

70 See Katrin Ströbel, Wortreiche Bilder: Zum Verhältnis von Text und Bild in der Zeitgenössischen

Kunst (Bielefeld: transcript, 2013), 57–58; Alexander Streitberger, Ausdruck, Modell, Diskurs:

Sprachreflexion in der Kunst des 20. Jahrhunderts (Berlin: Reimer, 2004), 53.

71 Welchman, Invisible Colors (see note 68), 43.



238 Hauke Ohls: Many-Valued Aesthetics

At the time Bauermeister was living in New York, “a rhetoric of titles expanded

to include irony and quotation” sprang up in the city’s art world.72 This is also re-

flected in her works. Whereas in her early artistic phase she did not assign titles at

all or did so pure denotatively, the years from 1960 to 1962 are marked by a hybrid

of denotative titles with slight connotative qualities. Beginning in 1963 andmore in-

tensely from the following year, Bauermeister worked with all levels of connotation

and used the title as an artistic element. That seems to be connected as well with

switching her language from German to English, because she began working with

literal translations such asHowevercall and double meaning resulting from hyphen-

ation, as with the Lens Box NoMore Pain-ting of 1965. Moreover, in her sketchbooks

from this period Bauermeister noted ideas for titles, several of which she used, such

as Some Nice Decorative Colours (… For Attraction), while others remained unused, like

“only beautiful no idea.”73 It cannot be determined whether she was collecting ideas

and then executing a work connected to the title or whether she had already begun

theseworks and thenafter orduring theprocess tooka suitable title fromthe sketch-

book; both approaches are conceivable.There are also works for which the title was

not written down beforehand but was while working on it, such as Needless Needles.

In that case there was a reference back to an already completed and exhibited light

sheet: not only the title of LinenNähbild (Linen Sewing Picture) was changed but the

work was also reworked.74

The titles that seem to be more denotative In character should in Bauermeis-

ter’s case be located in an in-between space in terms of subject matter: the Lens Box

Writing consists of “writing’ and a good part of its lookwas produced by “writing.” In

addition, the title can be read on the frame. On the one hand, this defuses “the con-

flict in the turning something visual into language” by “loosening” previously “un-

ambiguous media categories.”75 On the other hand, a kind of expansion occurs, so

that not only “the analysis of the text of the title but also of the look of the title” is

equally important.76The titleWriting is intertwinedwith the specific understanding

of notational iconicity in Bauermeister’s oeuvre.The reason a denotative dimension

cannot be assumed even in the case ofWritingwas already clear when analyzing the

work: the curved lines form the word “writing,” but at the same time they are (only)

lines of modeling compound.

72 Tobias Vogt, Untitled: Zur Karriere unbetitelter Kunst in der jüngsten Moderne (Munich: Wilhelm

Fink, 2006), 9.

73 See Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch, 1965–67 USA” (see note 1), n.p.; Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch

Quaderno, 1961–1963” (see note 66), T18–19.

74 See section 2.1.

75 Vogt, Untitled (see note 72), 253.

76 See ibid., 254.
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The combination of title, the notational iconicity in the work, and the levels of

reflection initiated by themandeven contain the combinationprinciple becomes es-

pecially clear with the Lens BoxMyContribution to Light Art isDeadSerious Art (fig. 57).

It was produced in the years from 1966 to 1967, and its four parts in their prescribed

arrangementmeasure 106.7 by 288.3 by 12.7 centimeters.Thework’s title is found in

part on the lower curved wooden elements, where we can recognize the words “my

contribution to light art” and “serious”; they are written from right to left, that is, in

mirror writing. In the recession of the larger of the two Lens Boxes the whole title is

seen, again handwritten andwith an orangish-yellow border, but writing runs from

left to right.

Fig. 57: My Contribution to Light Art is Dead Serious Art, 1966–67, ink,

offset print, glass, glass lens, wooden sphere casein tempera, fluorescent

color and painted wood construction, 106.7 x 288.3 x 12.7 cm, Courtesy of

Michael Rosenfeld Gallery LLC, New York, NY.

With the term “Light Art” Bauermeister was referring simultaneously to several

trends in contemporaneous art because light’s qualities were employed in very dif-

ferent contexts. First, it can be traced back to her intersections with the Zeromove-

ment, in which light as an artistic means was one of the primary sources of refer-

ence.77 Second, it was, however, primarily the artist with whom Bauermeister was

77 See Heike van den Valentyn, “Utopische, reale und lichtkinetische Räume der Zero-Zeit,”

in Zero: Internationale Künstler-Avantgarde der 50er/60er Jahre, exh. cat. Düsseldorf, Museum

Kunstpalast (Ostfildern: Hatje Cantz, 2006), 56–67. The experiments with light art from

the circles of the Bauhaus and Russian Constructivism may also have attracted her atten-

tion; in her sketchbook she herself recalls that she had to obtain information about those
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being exhibited in the mid-1960s, such as Dan Flavin, Larry Bell, or even Thomas

Tadlock, who worked with light’s qualities and who are associated with terms such

as “Light Art” or “Light and Space.”78 Bauermeister used the possible connotations

of theword “light,” both as a noun and an adjective, also in the senses of “lightmeal,”

“light weight,” and “light work.” Because she had to think in a foreign language and

accordingly often had to search for an adequate translation, she took the approach

of working with different contexts of meanings.

Her “contribution” to Light Art, as announced in the title, is “deadly serious

art.” This is, first, an ironic commentary on contemporaneous art using light. It is

associated with a certain lack of content, whereas her “deadly serious” art works

with metaphysical questions. The comment is ironic because she is inserting two

set pieces of Light Art from her own oeuvre: she could also have integrated light

sheets into this work but she chose two details from point structures designed

with fluorescent paint. The red semicircle at top left and the red, curved wooden

element below imitate Bauermeister’s aforementioned Phosphorous Pictures from

around 1960. By directly addressing the phenomenon “Light Art” in the work’s title

and referring at the same time to an existing group of works of her own, she was

positioning herself, at least peripherally, as an (early) exponent of this art move-

ment. This could also be related to the “cunning” that Brian O’Doherty said in his

review would be needed in the art world. In addition, it is another example of how

Bauermeister tries to take up her own oeuvre and its development in more recent

works. By incorporating the Phosphorous Pictures into a Lens Box, Bauermeister

artists; Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch Quaderno, 1961–1963” (see note 66), 63. Because in her

works and titles she often worked with immediate contemporaneous reference, however, it

is more probable to assume it was the light art of the 1960s in her American environment.

78 Bauermeister was, for example, represented in the exhibition Art in Process: The Visual De-

velopment of a Structure at the Finch College Museum of Art in 1966, in which Flavin also

participated; Art in Process: The Visual Development of a Structure, exh. cat. (New York: Finch

College Museum of Art, 1966). Also in 1966 Bell was represented with a transparent cube

of glass in the Annual Exhibition 1966: Contemporary Sculpture and Prints of the Whitney Mu-

seum, in which a Lens Box by Bauermeister was shown; see Annual Exhibition 1966: Contem-

porary Sculpture and Prints, exh. cat. (New York: Whitney Museum of American Art, 1966).

The light object by Tadlock was shown a year earlier at the Whitney Museum in the exhi-

bition Young America 1965: Thirty American Artists under Thirty-Five, in which four works by

Bauermeister were also seen; see Young America 1965: Thirty American Artists Under Thirty-

Five, exh. cat. (New York: Whitney Museum of American Art, 1965). On the history of the de-

velopment and concept of Light Art, see Peter Weibel, “The Development of Light Art/Zur

Entwicklung der Lichtkunst,” in Lichtkunst aus Kunstlicht: Licht als Medium der Kunst im 20.

und 21. Jahrhundert/Light Art from Artificial Light: Light as a Medium in 20th and 21th Century

Art, exh. cat. Karlsruhe, ZKM, 2005–6 (Ostfildern: Hatje Cantz, 2006), 86–222. The usually

marginalized history of women artists of Light Art is addressed in Elizabeth Marie Gollnick,

Diffusion: Women Light Artists in Postwar California (New York: n.p., 2018).
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has recourse to the combination principle: the fluorescent effect that was still the

focus of the early group of works is now just one aspect with which to make a new

statement.

Frames in Connection with Titles

Bauermeister integrated the frames of her Lens Boxes completely into the composi-

tions, also bymeans of the title.On the 60 by 60 by 20-centimeter Lens BoxTheFrame

Should at Least Have Something to DoWith the Unnecessary Detail (In theMiddle) of 1966,

the title of the work is written on the frame in a spiral (fig. 58). Only the parentheti-

cal addition ismissing,which appears in themesh of notational iconicity inside the

Lens Box’s recession.The frame is designed to correspond to the inside of the Lens

Box.Wooden hemispheres withwriting and drawing have been attached in both ar-

eas; there are also variations on the drawing elements, also arranged in circles. It is

striking that the frame has been worked far less than the recession. The “unneces-

sary detail” is the center of the composition, or at least that iswhere it is located, and

most of the time was spent on it.With the explicit contradiction that Bauermeister

achieved with the title, shemanages to open up a higher-order level within her oeu-

vre.Her emphasis that her usual approach of filling up the entire recession with the

commentary system is “unnecessary”makes this approach explicit in the first place.

The expression “unnecessary” should not be understood literally; rather, because on

the frame and in the context of the word “frame” it refers to the actual main part of

the composition, it is possible to recognize connections.The elementswithin the re-

cession are networkedwith others on another plane.Bauermeister’s aesthetic needs

both the frame and the emphasis that it is a frame to produce demarcations from

other works: “The frame as edge and border, as boundary and limit.”79These demar-

cations are then explicitly integrated into order to transition to another work.This

is closely related to the discussions of picture-to-picture references, since the refer-

ences to other works in Needless Needles Vol. 5 and the phrase “this is part of another

painting” are (usually) found on the frames of the works.With regard to the media-

tions that can be initiated by the frames, two aspects are decisive: first, a frame has

self-referential characteristics, especially when thewrittenword “frame” refers to it;

in addition, it has a “meta-referential function.”80

79 Louis Marin, “The Frame of Representation and Some of Its Figures,” in The Rhetoric of the

Frame: Essays on the Boundaries of the Artwork, ed. Paul Duro (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-

versity Press, 1996), 79–95, esp. 81.

80 Werner Wolf, “Introduction: Frames, Framings and Framing Borders in Literature and Other

Media,” in Framing Borders in Literature and Other Media, ed. Walter Bernhart and Werner

Wolf (Amsterdam, New York 2006), 1–40, esp. 31.
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Fig. 58:The Frame Should at Least Have Something to DoWith the Unnec-

essary Detail (In theMiddle), 1966, ink, glass, glass lens, wooden sphere and

painted wood construction, 60 x 60 x 20 cm, Private Collection USA.

The latter is clear from the way the word “unnecessary” is written inThe Frame

Should at LeastHave Something toDoWith theUnnecessaryDetail (In theMiddle).Thefirst

part—“unnece”—iswritten from right to left and separates the lower left edge of the

recession of the Lens Box from the second part. The “ssary” is then written to the

left of the recession and from bottom to top. Bauermeister placed the entire word

in quotation marks, as if she wanted to relativize the statement, because the main

composition does not seem entirely “unnecessary” to her.This also draws attention

to the center and encourages reflection on what characterizes this area. Connect-

ing to the lower left corner of the recession, and as an element that hyphenates the

word “unnecessary,” is a painted square that is composed chromatically of individ-

ually drawn lines in dark red at the edge by way of orange to yellow in its interior.

The lines frame a white square; Bauermeister is thus simulating a frame for a white

paintingwith no elementswhatsoever in its center.The colors from red to yellow can

bemade out inside the recession; several of the curved lines on the wooden spheres

are bordered by them. Blue can also be found there; it refers to another color square

in the upper right corner of the frame area. Together they establish another con-
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nection from the frame to the “unnecessary detail,” since both share one color, but

whereas they are arranged geometrically on the frame, the colors in the recession

unite with the lines that exemplify many-valuedness.

That the red-orange-yellow square is meant to be understood as a frame with-

out a (finished) painting is made clear by the three letters Bauermeister has written

directly under it: “V.I.P.”The abbreviation “V.I.P.” stands, in Bauermeister’s case, for

“very important picture,” a series of works she began in 1966 or 1967, so after mak-

ing the mark onThe Frame Should at Least Have Something to Do With the Unnecessary

Detail (In the Middle). The wordplay with “V.I.P.,” changing “person” to “picture,” can

be found earlier—written out and as an abbreviation—in the notational iconicity of

Bauermeister’s art.There are seven works in her oeuvre that can be assigned to the

V.I.P. group.

One of these is the Lens Box V.I.P. (Very Important Picture) of 1967, which mea-

sures 162.6 by 162.6 by 20 centimeters (fig. 59).The center of theworks,much like the

“unnecessary detail,” was left blank; a square cutout there shows the white gallery

wall. Everything outside of that square is all the more richly detailed: Bauermeister

applied four curved wooden elements whose outer corners result in a nearly square

plane; they are loosely arranged in a checkered form. Because the edges of the

(empty) recession are arranged either vertically or horizontally, the work as a whole

appears to be slightly shifted. The four wooden elements that have been joined to

make the frame have drawings, writing, photographic reproductions, and wooden

spheres. Many of the motifs already discussed (repeatedly) can also be found here,

such as circular structures, curved lines, drawings of “yes, no, perhaps,” series of

numbers, sections with fluorescent paint, the themes of tools and Bauermeister’s

hands and eyes. Two photographic reproductions of the works Pst…WhoKnowsWh…

of 1966 on the left and Peng-cil from the same year—both are reflected on in drawn

and written comments. The chromatic gradation of red-orange-yellow that makes

up the small drawing with “V.I.P.” written below it inThe Frame Should at Least Have

Something to DoWith the Unnecessary Detail (In the Middle) can be found again repeat-

edly. Here the colors are used in combination to color spheres, circles, and other

drawn elements or to connect to them; the correspondence of colors is another

level of networking. The work’s frame, on which all the (executed) aspects of the

composition are found, has two layers of lenses over it. The panes of glass to which

the lenses are glued are also curved but they are different from each other; more-

over, they did not terminate together with the edges of the four wooden parts.This

reinforces the impression that the frame has beenmultiply shifted,while the center

of the picture remains stable. The basic idea for the compositions can be dated to

1961. At the time Bauermeister made an entry in her sketchbook titled “Ausserbild”

(Outer Image): the description and associated drawing reveal a pictorial idea that
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contrasts a “blank” square center with a frame filled with details.81 Here, too, the

composed frame is square; with the V.I.P.works, Bauermeister refined the original

concept and applied it to Lens Boxes.

Fig. 59: V.I.P. (Very Important Picture), 1967, ink, offset print, glass, glass

lens, wooden sphere and painted wood construction, 162.6 x 162.6 x 20 cm,

Private Collection USA.

The V.I.P. works belong to the period of the late 1960s in which the frames of

works of are no longer (solely) part of the works but increasingly became their main

statement.82 In that context,however,not only can thepicture framesbe regardedas

an emphasized termination of a work of art, but so are the frames of the supporting

wall, of the room of the gallery space ormuseum, and the social framework of art.83

81 Bauermeister, “Skizzenbuch Quaderno, 1961–1963” (see note 66), 10.

82 See John C. Welchman, “In and around the ‘Second Frame,’” in Duro, The Rhetoric of the Frame

(see note 79), 203–22, esp. 219–20.

83 See ibid., 206; Alexander Alberro, “Institutions, Critique, and Institutional Critique,” in Insti-

tutional Critique: An Anthology of Artists’ Writings, ed. Alexander Alberro and Blake Stimson

(Cambridge Mass., London 2009), 2–19.
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TheworkV.I.P. (Very Important Picture)participates in these developments with com-

mentary that reflects on art: Bauermeister in general stuck to the elements of which

her work is composed.The arrangement is simply reversed, so that the white wall,

which is normally completely outside the work of art,moves to the center.The com-

posed frame becomes denser, and this is further heightened with glass and lenses.

This makes it clear that in general the frame is integrated into the composition. It

is also a reference to the theme of the frame in contemporaneous art. Bauermeis-

ter could continue to execute all of the compositional unities of her aesthetic and at

the same time reflect on the “esthetic potency” of the gallery wall by explicitly fram-

ing it.84 This is not, however, an ongoing and exclusive reflection on or critique of

the supporting system of art and its institutions, as could be found in the work of

Daniel Buren andMichael Asher at this time.85

V.I.P. (Very ImportantPicture) and the otherworks of that series are logical contin-

uations of the theme of the frame in her work. Bauermeister once again employed

the title to that end: the common abbreviation is first given a perplexing aspect with

the change to “picture.”This shift in meaning is reinforced by leaving out the actual

picture.This inevitably provokes the viewer to examine what can still be considered

a “picture” and what the boundaries are, since even though Bauermeister declares

everything outside of the recessions of the Lens Boxes to be the frame, this area is

completely integrated into the composition or is even the only part of the work that

is composed.86

Working with the commentary system encourages a networked genesis of works,

and reflections on the frame are part of that. For example, on the left side and below

the recession of the Lens Box St. One’s II, which wasmade in the years 1965 and 1966,

we read “frame wanted” (fig. 60). In addition to this thematization of the frame on

the frame, there is another comment on the right side that is embedded in a struc-

ture of drawn lines: “frame for framewanted.” It is the next level of reflection,which

grows out of the commentary system: whereas initially a frame is needed to make

the status of the work of art, this is transgress by the new thematization, which de-

84 Brian O’Doherty, Inside the White Cube (Santa Monica: Lapis, 1986), 29.

85 See Daniel Buren, Limites critiques (Paris: Yvon Lambert, 1970); Michael Asher, Writings,

1973–1983, on Works, 1969–1979, Written in Collaboration with Benjamin H. D. Buchloh, ed. Ben-

jamin H. D. Buchloh (Halifax: Press of the Nova Scotia College of Art and Design; The Mu-

seum of Contemporary Art Los Angeles, 1984).

86 Even among the Lens Boxes with no frame but only a small border of wood or stainless

steel or whose recession has no back wall, there are examples in which the (absent) frame

is nevertheless incorporated. The drawings of the Lens Boxes Palette and Tiny Palette, for

example, extended beyond the termination of the reception; in the case of Weeping Pen,

spheres with drawings are also glued to the frame.
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mands another framing.87 In Bauermeister’s work, there are small references that

offer components that are critical of the image or reflect on art and its institutions,

and together they form the horizon of her oeuvre when they are added to the other

aspects.

Fig. 60: St. One’s II, 1965–66, ink, offset print, glass, glass lens, wooden

sphere and painted wood construction, 42.2 x 41.9 x 16.8 cm, Charles

Yassky, New York, USA.

This is a Museums-Piece/Peace of 1966 can serve as another example (fig. 61). The

work consists of a frame for a LensBox but it has no recession. It is instead placed on

an ordinary commercially available easel painted white, which is incorporated into

the work by means of drawings: the white pattern on the otherwise very intricately

composedundergroundof drawing corresponds exactly to the structure of the easel,

if the wood cutout that was actually conceived as a frame for a Lens Box had been

placed on the lower, adjustable, bearing surface.The few centimeters that the frame

has been shifted upward result in distortions.

87 See Vera Beyer, Rahmenbestimmungen: Funktionen von Rahmen bei Goya, Velázquez, van Eyck und

Degas (Munich: Wilhelm Fink, 2008), 235.
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Fig. 61:This is aMuseums-Piece/Peace, 1966, ink, wooden sphere, easel,

170 x 90 x 16 cm,Mary Bauermeister Art Estate.

This is aMuseums-Piece/Peace is the work that led to the transformed easels of the

Easel Seriesproduced from1969 to 1973.Once again, the tools used to create theworks

have been integrated into them.Not only a helpful utensil, like an easel, is integrated

into the finished work of art; the work is also complemented by an object that was

actually intended to be its frame and was at least used as such in other works. The

structure of the work is at the same time a comment on the contemporaneous ten-

dency to (over)emphasize the frame, on the one hand, and on the still dominant art

of Abstract Expressionism and its art criticism, on the other.88The title both thema-

88 With reference to the frame in Abstract Expressionism, Richard Phelan has written how

it was repressed more and more to eliminate illusionism and at the same time make the

viewer’s presence possible; Richard Phelan, “The Picture Frame in Question: American Art,

1945–2000,” in Framing Borders in Literature and Other Media, ed. Walter Bernhart andWerner
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tizes themuseumas a frame for art and affirms the quality of thework itself. Finally,

the wordplay of “Piece” and “Peace” need not be related literally to the museum; it is

another shifting of a supposedly unambiguous reading.

Networks and Autonomies of Title and Frame

For Tobias Vogt, the title and frame belong in a shared context, because they both

take on a “mediating function” between the work and its surroundings and each

must be thought of in a specific interstice.89 This is also true of Bauermeister, who

also employs both title and framewithmultiple functions. Both should certainly in-

troduce a demarcation, to lend awork a certain degree of autonomy and at the same

time mediate within the oeuvre in a way that brings things together. On the one

hand, the title refers to the work in question, opens up various directions for in-

terpretation, and generates an area of tension ofmore precise determination by the

viewers.On theotherhand, the same title also contains a level of networking, since it

can be found as a comment inmany other works, sometimes inmodified form, and

evokes a connection to the original work. In addition, Bauermeister has repeatedly

worked in series, sometimes far apart in time, so that it cannot be assumed that a

title was refinedwithin a short span of time. It is to same degree equivalent with the

frame: it forms the termination of a work and declares it to be an aesthetic unity.

Bauermeister actively integrates this demarcation in that the frames represent an

equally valid part of the composition; the elements in the recession refer to every-

thing lying outside it, and vice versa. Moreover, the frame can be explicitly address

or be the primary designed aspect of a work.The crucial thing is that the networks

are repeatedly taken up on the frame of the works as well, in which small cutouts

from a previous or subsequent work are identified as belonging to it.

Bauermeister’s specific use of title and frame canbedefinedusingDerrida’s the-

oretical figure of the “parergon”: “A parergon comes against, beside, and in addition

to the ergon, the work done [fait], the fact [le fait], the work, but it does not fall to

one side, it touches and cooperates within the operation, from a certain outside.

Wolf (Amsterdam, New York 2006), 159–75. Bauermeister’s allusion to the art criticism on

Abstract Expressionism should be reconciled with the oft-cited article “The Crisis of the

Easel Picture.” In it Greenberg describes how the easel painting “as a vehicle of ambi-

tious art has become problematical,” so that its destruction must inevitably come; Clement

Greenberg, “The Crisis of the Easel Picture” (1948), in Greenberg, The Collected Essays and Crit-

icism, vol. 2, Arrogant Purpose, 1945–1949, ed. John O’Brian (Chicago: University of Chicago

Press, 198), 221–24, esp. 224. Bauermeister declares the easel itself and a picture that is

actually a frame to be a museum work.

89 Vogt, Untitled (see note 72), 21.
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Neither simply outside nor simply inside.”90The “parergon” is a hybrid supplement,

since, on the one hand, it belongs inevitably to the work of art and cannot be de-

tached from it; on the other hand, it cannot be seen as one and the same as the

artwork either. If one attempts one or the other—that is, complete identification

or detachment—the “parergon” is closer to the other, in each case—“an ill-detach-

able detachment.”91 With this concept Derrida is referring to Kant, who in his Kri-

tik der Urteilskraft (Critique of Judgment) writes of “ornaments” or “parerga,” by which

he means something external that does not become entirely the inside of the object

and therefore should be judged to be negative.92 Derrida expands the meaning of

“parergon,” since it is no longer regarded to be something decidedly negative. The

“parergon” even becomes something necessary in order to provide a balance for the

constantly occurring “internal lack”; this “parergonal” state of suspense is at once

contrasting and disappearing.93 Bauermeister’s title and frame have a function in

her oeuvre that can neither be detached from one another, since both persist in the

same interstice, nor inseparably connected with the corresponding work, because

then it would negate its own autonomy.

The synchronicity of amalgamation and autonomy is an essential feature that

will be regarded as fundamental in the next and final section of this chapter. The

different elements in Bauermeister’s oeuvre, which she repeatedly recombined and

commentedon, formmetalevels in combination forwhich theworks strive together.

Thenewunities that result have in turn implications for the individualworks.To that

end, the focus will turn to a drawn structure that can presumably be traced back to

the checkeredpattern and that seemsparadigmatic for this aspect ofBauermeister’s

art.

90 Jacques Derrida, The Truth in Painting, trans. Geoffrey Bennington and Ian McCleod

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978), 54.

91 Ibid., 59.

92 Immanuel Kant, Critique of the Power of Judgment, ed. Paul Guyer, trans. Paul Guyer and Eric

Matthews (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 110–11. Kant cites as examples

frames of paintings, draperies on statues, and colonnades.

93 Derrida, The Truth in Painting (see note 90), 59.
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6.4 The (Many-Valued) Metalevels

Since metareference can also be used

for comments on the aesthetics of one’s

own work, or on other works, or on

aesthetics in general, authors may also

employ it as a means of educating the

recipients, or of providing

interpretational clues and cognitive

frames to their own works.94

Werner Wolf, 2009

The constant incorporation ofmetareferences in her works is another aspect of net-

working in Bauermeister’s oeuvre and at the same time crucial for unfurling the

many-valued aesthetic. In order for many-valuedness to be accepted in the works

of art and for two contradictory elements to be interpreted accurately as equivalent,

the viewers’ activity is necessary. The “meta-experience of the picture” is a “cogni-

tive frame” that leads to ageneral “meta-awareness.”95This“meta-awareness” results

from thework reflecting on the elements ofwhich it is composedor that are inserted

into other artistic works.96 In Bauermeister’s case, a graduated system is recogniz-

able: First, there is the singular object level of the work of art; it has all of the com-

positional elements that together produce the work. From several of these elements

that participate in the metareferences, metalevels emerge, because they reflect on

themselves or on the work.Themetalevels can for their part be joined again, which

then should still be worked out as a metaimage. Also embedded into the bringing

together of levels of reflection that always form a large unity are the many-valued

aesthetic and its possibility. It can at the same time be possible to identify them on

the first level, that of the object, resulting in a circular reconnection of the system.

To formmetalevels it is necessary todetermine agenericmetareference.Aquan-

titative increase in metareferences in works of visual art since the 1950s and at the

latest with the rise of Pop Art has been described.97 Carla Taban, too, assumes an

94 Werner Wolf, “Metareference across Media: The Concept, Its Transmedial Potentials and

Problems, Main Forms and Functions,” in Metareference across Media: Theory and Case Studies,

ed. Werner Wolf with Katharina Bantleon and Jeff Thoss (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2009), 1–85,

esp. 66.

95 Bruno Trentini, “The Meta as an Aesthetic Category,” Journal of Aesthetics & Culture 6, no. 1

(2014): 1–9, esp. 8; Wolf, “Metareference across Media” (see note 94), 27.

96 See Wolf, “Metareference across Media” (see note 94), 30–31.

97 See Katharina Bantleon, “From Readymade to ’Meta2 ’: Metareference in Appropriation Art,”

in The Metareferential Turn in Contemporary Arts and Media: Forms, Functions, Attempts at Ex-

planation, ed. Werner Wolf (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2011), 305–37, esp. 307ff.
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art-immanent development of metaphenomena in the period from 1950 to 1970, al-

though they must be viewed as present since time immemorial, they were usually

implicit processes that were underdeveloped for the work of art as a whole.98 Taban

describes metareferences as a “cluster of interactive dimensions which constitute

the artwork as such.”99This goes beyond the self-reference that exists, for example,

when Bauermeister inserts her own hand or eyes into a work of art or writes the

word “art” in a Lens Box. It is a step of reflection and network that leads further to

metareference. It is crucially important that the viewers not linger in the internal

events of a work; rather, theymust take this step to a general level that opens things

up.Themetareferencemakes it possible to formulate statements about iconicity that

address both the specific work and other works at once.100These include written or

drawn elements or written comments on them and the placement of the specific

elements that reflect on the makeup of the artwork itself, on the specific features

of its medium or specifics of its genre, and on the system of art in general.101 For

Wolf, the different metareferences within a work inevitably constitute an overarch-

ing metalevel. This effect will be studied in relation to Bauermeister’s oeuvre. Wolf

also describesmetareferences as a phenomenonof “transmediality”; this concentra-

tionon transgressionsof themediumcanonlybepursued ina limitedwayhere.102 In

Bauermeister’s art, shifts inmedium are omnipresent; her picture-to-picture refer-

ences, for example, can be traced back to such processes. Nevertheless, the nesting

of different media or the transfer of representation from one medium to another

does not appear to be a primary factor behind the metareferences in her works.

Accordingly, her use of them can be understood more clearly using Mitchell’s

term “metapicture,” if it is understood as structurally equivalent to metareference:

If one artwork were to be inserted into another, even if it involves a transposition of

media, it is initially (merely) a “picture-within-a-picture,” that is, just as significant

as any other object in a picture.103 The metapicture, by contrast, needs a “nesting”

98 See Carla Taban, “Meta- and Inter-Images in Contemporary Art and Culture,” inMeta- and In-

ter-Images in Contemporary Art and Culture, ed. Carla Taban (Leuven: Leuven University Press,

2013), 11–40, esp. 24–25. René Michaelsen likewise observes in his study: “Where there is a

metalevel, there is also modernity”; René Michaelsen, Der komponierte Zweifel: Robert Schu-

mann und die Selbstreflexion in der Musik (Paderborn: Wilhelm Fink, 2015), 27.

99 Taban, “Meta- and Inter-Images” (see note 98), 25.

100 See Marina Grishakova, “Intermedial Metarepresentations,” in Intermediality and Storytelling,

ed. Marina Grishakova and Marie-Laure Ryan (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2010), 312–31, esp. 314.

101 See Wolf, “Metareference across Media” (see note 94), 43–44.

102 Ibid., 14 and 64.

103 W. J. T. Mitchell, “Metapictures,” in Mitchell, Picture Theory: Essays on Verbal and Visual Repre-

sentation (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1995), 35–82, esp. 42. So that the individual

steps that lead to metalevels will not be ignored, I will continue to use the term “metarefer-

ence.” It permits more precise analysis of the individual aspects within a work than speak-

ing directly of a “metapicture” would.
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of references, thus dissolving “the boundary between inside and outside, first- and

second-order representation, onwhich themetapictorial structure depends.”104The

Needless Needlesworks could be cited as a suitable example, in which every reference

is commented on anew and the demarcations of one work from another are chal-

lenged.This is not an extreme case in Bauermeister’s oeuvre: her anticipations and

recourses are alwayspresent.Moreover, there arenomere adoptions fromonework,

a concept, or a drawing for a new one; it is always subject to commentary, which re-

sults in nesting. There is constant reflection on where a work begins, when it can

be regarded as completed, and how it relates to other works, because the individual

commentsmustbe seenas freelymobile.At the same time, theworks areobjects that

make a statement about art and aesthetics—all these references produce potentials

that can be described here as metalevels. Bauermeister’s repeated use of humorous

comments or parodies must be understood in this context as well; their purpose is

“destabilizing” the reception of the work through the “display of pictorial paradox

and forms of nonsense.”105

In Bauermeister’s oeuvre there are numerous passages that could be called, fol-

lowingWinfried Nöth, “self-referential metapictures.” He assumes that works with

metareferences usually have self-referential aspects as well.106 Examples that could

be cited include Bauermeister’s illustrations of her own hand in the process of cre-

ating, which are simultaneously being drawn by another drawn hand that is also

intended to symbolize her own—the levels are composed of elements of many-val-

uedness. Such sections can be found, among other places, in Some Stones Missing;

hands that are applying glue to attach stones draw other hands with that glue.The

A’s Touch and Pictionary, too, also have such nesting, so that theworks represent their

own creation, although representation is the reason for creating them in the first

place.107 This “act of meta-referential self-appropriation” can lead to a hypostasis

that gives rise to “meta-meta-art,” that is, when something metareferential is rein-

troduced into a metareference.108

The Checkered Pattern as Metareference

Onemetareferential element that occurs often in Bauermeister’s works is the trans-

formation of the checkered pattern into a nested structure.The Lens BoxWhoKnows

Why/What to Paint Anymore of 1966 is characterized by this process (fig. 62).Thework

104 See ibid., 42 and 189.

105 See ibid., 57.

106 Winfried Nöth, “Metapictures and Self-Referential Pictures,” in Self-Reference in the Media

(see note 37), 61–78, esp. 76.

107 See ibid., 64.

108 Bantleon, “From Readymade to ’Meta2 ’” (see note 97), 326–27.
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is structured in a way that a Lens Box that consists of a recession and a frame has

another surface attached at bottom left that is in turn drawn on and has wooden

spheres attached to it. This square place has the same dimensions as the original

frame and increases the size of the frame that can be employed for the composition,

resulting in an overall size of 123.2 by 124.5 by 17.8 centimeters. The overall look of

the composition ofWhoKnowsWhy/What to Paint Anymore amplifies this reference to

the frame because most of the written and drawn comments cover just one section

of the work. It forms a semicircle around the recession of the Lens Box, extending

downward and to the left; the adjoining plane is completely covered with the com-

mentary system—it looks as if Bauermeister created an extension of the frame in

order to continue the comments.

In several places there are asymmetrical borders containing the checkered pat-

tern; it also extends across a drawn arm in the upper right corner of the work and

on the wooden spheres in the recession. The checkered pattern runs through the

work in different phases of distortion: Whereas at first the individual squares are

warped, in several sections they transform into connected cubes that produce a new

pattern. Bauermeister introduced the work’s title here as another level that points

to the modification of the checkered pattern.The question reflecting on art—“why”

and “what” one is supposed to paint at all—is answered by the artist in this and

other works from this period. For her they are transformations of the checkered

pattern into structures that Bauermeister called “unsculptable sculptures.”109 The

climax of the distortions of the checkered pattern as “unsculptable sculptures” can

be found repeatedly inWho Knows Why/What to Paint Anymore: above all they cover

the drawn section of the frame and the adjoining plane. For example, a pattern of

cubes begins in the upper left corner of the added drawing surface. The distorted

cubes initially look like produces of a non-Euclidian geometry and transition grad-

ually into a new structure. They also recall cubes, but the twelve edges are empha-

sized because Bauermeister simulated by drawing the omission of the six squares

as sides.The next step of development produces the “unsculptable sculptures”; they

still have twelve edges but they are nested, so that there are multiple intersections

of the edges.The formation of six congruent squares that together produce a cube is

no longer possible.The idea that the “unsculptable sculptures” provide an answer to

the question “why” and “what” should still be produced as art, specifically what can

be “painted,” hadmany consequences for Bauermeister’s oeuvre.

109 Hauke Ohls, “Interview to Mary Bauermeister by Hauke Ohls,” in Mary Bauermeister: 1+1=3,

exh. cat. (Milan: Galeria Gariboldi, 2017), 6–44, esp. 8. The question “why/what to paint?” is

also written into the work Poster (1967 Pittsburgh Exhibition of Painting and Sculpture, Museum

of Art, Carnegie Institute) and directly below it answered “paint some unsculptable sculp-

tures.”
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Fig. 62:Who KnowsWhy/What to Paint Anymore, 1966, ink, glass, glass

lens, wooden sphere and painted wood construction, 123.2 x 124.5 x 17.8 cm,

HirshhornMuseum and Sculpture Garden, Smithsonian Institution,

Washington, DC,The JosephH.Hirshhorn Bequest, 1981 (86.266).

Thesnaking structures offer points of contact to themany-valued aesthetic.One

work that can be regarded as exemplary in that respect, and which further clar-

ifies the idea of “unsculptable sculptures,” is Put-Out (Escaping From the 4th Dimen-

sion) of 1969 with the dimensions 142.9 by 102.9 by 17.8 centimeters (fig. 63). This

Lens Box has an asymmetrical form and is constructed to simulate an “unsculptable

sculpture.”Three small Lens Boxes have been inserted into the dominant frame.The

twelve edges of the “unsculptable sculpture” are arranged so that a hypothetical ob-

ject results that could not exist in three dimensions. Bauermeister in part employed

her point structure to simulate the form, to which end she had recourse to her com-

bination principle. A drawn arm of curved lines snakes through the edges; the hand

is holding a drawn sphere onwhich an “unsculptable sculpture” is depicted.Directly

below that follow several three-dimensionalwooden spheres that are attached to the

frameof the LensBox; eachof themhas an “unsculptable sculpture.”The same is true

of the two hemispheres attached to the gallery wall and the individual spheres dis-

tributed on a small white pedestal.The “unsculptable sculptures” seem to be “falling”

out of the frame, and the work “produces” these forms. The spheres change size in
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the process; first, there are very small ones, which are still attached to the Lens Box;

then their size grows exponentially as soon as they leave the work, only to become

gradually smaller again when they are more distant from it.

The subtitle of Put-Out (Escaping From the 4th Dimension) seems to refer to the ori-

gin of the “unsculptable sculptures”: the work itself and the individual spheres have

a geometrical form that, viewed speculatively, could be imagined present in a fourth

dimension. The drawn arm ensures that several of these “unsculptable sculptures”

also reveal in the three-dimensional world as if they have “escaped” from the work.

It is suggested that the Lens Box is a four-dimensional figure in which correspond-

ing geometries exist. Bauermeister thus formulates a comment that reflects on art

on several levels. It can be connected to an aspect of the paragone debate, in which

painting simulates the three-dimensionality that is inherent in sculpture,which led

to reciprocal valorization and devalorization and became potent again in the twen-

tieth century in altered form.110 Bauermeister’s Lens Box, by contrast, has onemore

dimension. It is also possible to see the fourth dimension as a challenge to state-

ments made about Abstract Expressionism: among other things, interpretation of

Abstract Expressionism emphasized “flatness” as a characteristic feature specific to

themediumofpainting andcalled for artists to concentrate on that quality.111 Bauer-

meister took the opposite position here: not only is the third dimension integrated

here but yet another one.

110 See Andreas Schnitzler, Der Wettstreit der Künste: Die Relevanz der Paragone-Frage im 20.

Jahrhundert Phil.Diss. Graz 2003. Berlin 2007.

111 Clement Greenberg, “Modernist Painting” (1960), in Greenberg, The Collected Essays and Crit-

icism, vol. 4, Modernism with a Vengeance, 1957–1969, ed. John O’Brian (Chicago: University

of Chicago Press, 1995), 85–93, esp. 90.
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Fig. 63: Put-Out (Escaping From the 4th Dimension), 1969, ink, glass,

glass lens, wooden sphere, casein tempera and painted wood construction,

142.9 x 102.9 x 17.8 cm, Collection Santa BarbaraMuseum of Art, Gift of

Mr. SamuelMetzger 1977.251 (1977.251-jj).

The understanding of four-dimensionality that dominated in Bauermeister’s

oeuvre at the time of this work has not been precisely documented. It may be

referring to time as an additional level, which would permit a connection to Bauer-
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meister’s reading of von Weizsäcker’s writing, since he challenged the concept

of time. For von Weizsäcker, time does not have a successive order but has to be

determined proleptically: “It is the direction of the gaze that determines the direc-

tion of time—not vice versa.”112 He understands that to mean a “form of time,” in

which the form does not emerge within time but the other way around: time only

on the basis of the form; these “forms” thus make time and knowledge possible.113

Von Weizsäcker also attributes to perception the ability to “offer a clear account of

geometric and mechanical laws,” which anticipates a possible theory; he believes

that artists are among those who can take over this task, that is, offer stimuli to

perception to adopt a changed view of time in the first place.114 In this view, works

of art are not illustrations of theory but themselves the breeding ground for un-

derstanding phenomena and then formulating theories. If it is assumed that time

is a freely available determinant in a fourth dimension, then it is not necessarily

responsible in a successive order for creating a geometric object; rather, the “un-

sculptable sculpture” can develop completely separately from the influence of time.

What results from this becomes fully understandable only fromanother publication

to which Bauermeister repeatedly referred: it is the connection of changes in time

with changes in form, in which a new complex unity is created, as described by

Wieser; he too speaks of “forms of time” that grow out of it.115 The “unsculptable

sculptures” on the spheres and the overall look of the Lens Box Put-Out (Escaping

From the 4th Dimension) are a form that makes it possible to imagine the challenged

concept of time in an additional dimension.

Bauermeister’s integration of the fourth dimension into her works is not an

isolated case. Among others, Duchamp, to whom the artist has repeatedly referred,

spoke of phenomena of a fourth dimension and integrated it into his work. For

Duchamp, objects should be understood in their dimensionality as analogies to cast

shadows. When a three-dimensional object cases a two two-dimensional shadow,

then three-dimensionality is the projection of an object with another dimension.116

It is conceivable that Bauermeister was familiar with Duchamp’s statements or had

112 Viktor von Weizsäcker, Gestalt und Zeit (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1960), 13.

113 See ibid., 42–48.

114 See ibid., 47–48.

115 WolfgangWieser,Organismen, Strukturen,Maschinen: Zu einer Lehre vomOrganismus (Frankfurt

am Main: Fischer, 1959), 149.

116 Marcel Duchamp, “À l’infinitif,” The Writings of Marcel Duchamp, ed. Michel Sanouillet and

Elmer Peterson (New York: Da Capo, 1989), 74–101, esp. 88–101; Herbert Molderings, Marcel

Duchamp: Parawissenschaft, das Ephemere und der Skeptizismus, 3rd ed. (Düsseldorf: Richter,

1997), 34 and 46–49. Section 2.1 already cited the art critic Holland Cotter, who described

the reception of Bauermeister’s Lens Boxes as looking into the fourth dimension, which

could also be cited here as a horizon.
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exchanges with him about these speculations that influenced her approach to the

fourth dimension in the “unsculptable sculptures.”

Curved geometric forms are a constant in Bauermeister’s oeuvre from 1966 on-

ward. They can be understood, following Nöth, as part of an “ambiguous picture”;

they are objects that cannot exist in space, so that they open up a metareferential

level.117 The “unsculptable sculptures” thus reflect on the (im)possibility of forms of

artistic expression and on the epistemic power that can come from them.This “im-

possible border-crossing,” according to which something paradoxical is expressed

as a given, is a characteristic of metareference.118

Meta-Image

Bauermeister’s works are permeated by these aspects of the metareferential: in ad-

dition to the nesting of picture-to-picture references, the circular properties of the

producing and being produced ofmotifs such as hands and eyes, and the “unsculpt-

able sculptures” and their reflection on the dimensionality of art, the elements of

many-valuedness have to be reconciledwithmetareference: every “yes, no, perhaps”

or circular structure that isdissolvedproducesa“thinking image,” in that theworkof

art reflects on its conditional nature and also formulates statements about higher-

order qualities.119These statements can concern groups of works or her own oeuvre

but can also include genre- or art-specific questions. Parts of the commentary sys-

tem and the combination principle can also have an effect on the metalevels if they

connect all the works to one another and formulate statements about art in general.

One crucial reason for emphasizing the ubiquitous use of metareferential as-

pects in works of visual art since the mid-twentieth century is that metareference

can be understood as a reaction to “binary opposition.”120 Wolf is speaking here of

an ontological level that is transgressed in works of art such that paradoxical yet

actual statements are made.121 For Bauermeister’s oeuvre, the term “metaphysical”

is more apt, since Gotthard Günther wanted to establish his many-valuedness as

a metaphysics without ontology. Leaving that aside, it seems to explain accurately

Bauermeister’s recurring use of metareferential elements: it is the questioning and

transgression of binarity that leads to her many-valued aesthetic. The paradoxical

should not be grasped as such in the works; there are, rather,many statements that

117 Nöth, “Metapictures and Self-Referential Pictures” (see note 106), 63.

118 Wolf, “Metareference across Media” (see note 94), 52.

119 Vangelis Athanassopoulos, “The Image by Itself: Photography and Its Double,” in Taban,

Meta- and Inter-Images (see note 98), 133–48, esp. 135.

120 Werner Wolf, “Is There a Metareferential Turn, and If So, How Can It Be Explained?,” in

Wolf, The Metareferential Turn in Contemporary Arts and Media (see note 97), 1–47, esp. 36.

121 See Wolf, “Metareference across Media” (see note 94), 53.
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exist side by side and are of equal value and can be brought together. This contin-

uous taking up again of individual elements in her works produces the metalevels.

Connections result not only within but also between works, which in turn leads to

higher-order levels of reflection. Every metareferential element contributes to the

constitution of metalevels.This reciprocal networking can also be found inWieser’s

biologically oriented approach: “Elements combine with other elements into higher

unities”; in the process, the “effects of the elements on one another” and “the prop-

erties of totalities” reach a higher-order position.122

Themerger of individual levels can be expandedmore andmore so that not only

explicit groups or works or, for example, all of the works that contain an “unsculpt-

able sculpture,” form a network, but also every Lens Box and, ultimately, the entire

oeuvre. It is the concept of the “metaimage” inwhich this ultimate conflation results.

Themetaimage embraces not only the self- andmetareferential elements and the re-

sultingmetalevels but also disciplines with the prefix “meta-.”123Themetaphysics in

the works is enclosed in themetaimage. Amajority of the processes inMary Bauer-

meister’s oeuvre can be related to the many-valued aesthetic and the metaimage;

they are in turn a component of the totality of manifold networks—amore compre-

hensive assemblage.

122 Wieser, Organismen, Strukturen, Maschinen (see note 115), 12.

123 Taban, “Meta- and Inter-Images” (see note 98), 20–21.
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The Oeuvre as (Agential) Assemblage

Thefirst epigraph to theprologue of this bookwas intended to establish a basic tenor

for the study. In it Günther affirms that the “dichotomic distinctions of subject and

object” and of other categories that have formed bivalent thinking are finally over.1

As has been shown, for himmany-valued logic first leads back to an additional per-

spective of reflection of another subject and then leads to an intensification of re-

flection within a subject. The rejection of “dichotomic distinctions” is for Günther

still completely subject-centered; thus he does not challenge the principal distinc-

tion of subject and object as separated spheres.The crucial thing for him, rather, is

a breaking up of a strict antithesis of identity and nonidentity that leads to logic-

based extensions. From her specific appropriation of Günther’s theory, Bauermeis-

ter formed her own approach, which we have described as many-valued aesthetics:

reciprocal networking is fundamental to it; moreover, there is an extension relative

to the subject-object separation in which processes are shifted to the objects or in

their merger—both aspects were discussed based on identity of reflection of the

object and theories of the assemblage. Challenging distinctions such as “true” and

“false” also opened up a space in between in which image-based statements adopt a

mediating position.

The epilogue will now aim to synthesize all of the theoretical sections as well as

their characteristics within the corresponding works of art into a comprehensive

understanding; this will achieve the overcoming of dichotomies already addressed

by Günther. In addition, the connection of the theoretical sections will be supple-

mented by a speculative extension that will make the artistic processes in Bauer-

meister’s creativework completely visible for thefirst time: the use of the philosoph-

ical concept of the assemblage was cited in various places in this study and these

strands will be pulled together in what follows. The approaches of artistic research

and of NewMaterialism are especially productive to that end, and within the latter

the agential metaphysics of the philosopher Karen Barad is especially crucial.

1 Gotthard Günther, Idee und Grundriss einer nicht-Aristotelischen Logik: Die Idee und ihre philoso-

phischen Voraussetzungen, 3rd ed. (Hamburg: Fritz Meiner, 1991; orig. pub. 1959), 334.
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In the effort to get as close as possible to Bauermeister’s oeuvre from 1955 to

1975, the specifics of important groups of works were worked out in the chapters.

Several works could be cited repeatedly as reference points for this study; the se-

lectionmade could have been different, resulting from the different compositional,

thematic, technical, and media elements that are continuously combined with one

another—this is essential for the networking in her oeuvre. In the second epigraph

of the prologue, Bergson explains how the partial already points to the “real whole,”

since every aspect bearswithin it thepotential of thewhole.2 Bauermeister’s art con-

sists of a web of elements that relate to one another, which is why it also seems le-

gitimate to pick out individual elements in order to open up overarching insights.

Based on the networks that exist between works and all the conditions that make

them possible, the present study also adopts a network-like form: the simple addi-

tion of different elements within the works and the levels they produce have to be

constantly reconnected to make it possible to understand the events.

The integration of the identity of reflection of the object has already show that it

was not enough to stick to Günther’s notion of many-valuedness, since Bauermeis-

ter’s artworks openup their ownpotentiality.Art cannot be roped in to illustrate the-

ories and expand themby implementing them.Rather, the transformation ofmany-

valued logic into many-valued aesthetics results a decided change in status: Bauer-

meister began in the early 1960s to integrate stimuli frommany-valued logic into the

composition of her artworks.This led to premises that she continued to bring along.

The oeuvre that developed from this is, however, its own field and offers manymore

possibilities than Günther’s written study. The many-valued aesthetic opens up a

horizon that can only be partially described with words, since every artistic element

integrated has the potential to condition an effect on another, and all of the result-

ing changes are equally important as the previous unchanged status and all of the

contradictions. Based on the continual references between the elements employed

aswell as between entireworks of the entire oeuvre, andbasedon the intricacy of the

compositions, it is absolutely impossible to grasp all of the eventualities, especially

since the choice of the viewers who observe given sections and corresponding have

to be networked with one another possesses an unmanageably large number of po-

tential variables.Theworks showwithout the (definitive) possibility of expressing in

language a surplus of imaging that employs writing, drawing, scribbling, (artificial

and natural) objects, photographic reproductions, and lenses.

By shifting reflection into the object, the works participate in an (epistemolog-

ical) artistic research into the aesthetic: “Creative research deals in matter that sig-

nifies. It is a discourse of material signs [...]. Matter that signifies is matter capa-

2 Henri Bergson, Creative Evolution, trans. Arthur Mitchell (New York: Holt, 1911; orig. pub.

Paris, 1907), 36 (italics original).
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ble of transforming itself.”3 Becausematerial andmateriality are integrated into the

meaning-generation practices of showing, they also have the opportunity to change

that was described above for the identity of reflection of the object. It is thinking

in aesthetic dimensions that leads to a linking of epistemology and metaphysics.

In this context, epistemology can be described as an effort “to reflect the perceiv-

able through perception, and the experiential through experience” and is accord-

ingly necessary for the autonomy of an approach to artistic research.4Theextension

of strict dichotomies can also be derived from the understanding that comes from

artistic research because it avoids strict separations of “subject and object, mate-

rial and form, investigation and presentation, theory and practice.”5 The processes

initiated within the works and their networks are a “constitution of forms of non-

subjective reflexivity that operate exclusively in the realm of the senses.”6They form

an “interstice of knowledge” that can no longer be completely controlled by subjects

and also not exhaustively described.7 The only possibility to gain insight is thus to

understand the implicationswithin thework in their ownhorizon ofmeaning, since

in them and their combination an expressive power develops: “The sculptural work-

world seems like an action by means of which one can speak effectively.”8 The sim-

plest element of this action is the obvious contradiction of “yes, no, perhaps,” which

results from all three words being equally apt. The metaphysical implications con-

tained in this triad as a result of themany-valuedaesthetic canalsobe supplemented

by an epistemological level: in artistic research, the “as well as” and “also” dominate,

so that antitheses do not become disjunctions but rather dominant conjunctions

achieve in principle an equal “validity.”9

Theubiquitous interconnections in her oeuvreweremade accessible by concepts

of the assemblage because they cannot be understood without a theoretical frame-

work. The assemblage goes beyond the metalevels and the metaimage, or they are

parts of a more comprehensive interconnection that constitutes an assemblage. As

already demonstrated, the assemblage is just as active in the smallest unit as in the

3 Paul Carter, Material Thinking: The Theory and Practice of Creative Research (Melbourne 2004),

182.

4 Dieter Mersch, Epistemologies of Aesthetics, trans. Laura Radosh (Zurich: Diaphanes, 2015),

46.

5 Elke Bippus, “Einleitung,” in Kunst des Forschens: Praxis eines ästhetischen Denkens, ed. Elke Bip-

pus, 2nd ed. (Zurich: Diaphanes, 2012), 7–23, esp. 16.

6 Mersch, Epistemologies of Aesthetics (see note 4), 169.

7 Kathrin Busch, “Wissenskünste: Künstlerische Forschung und Ästhetisches Denken,” in Bip-

pus, Kunst des Forschens (see note 5), 142–158, esp. 158.

8 Anke Haarmann, Artistic Research: Eine epistemologische Ästhetik (Bielefeld: transcript, 2019),

61.

9 Mersch, Epistemologies of Aesthetics (see note 4), 196–97.



264 Hauke Ohls: Many-Valued Aesthetics

largest possible one. According to Deleuze and Guattari, the multiplicity of an as-

semblage has to be actively produced, not by continuously adding new levels but the

other way around: by freeing up and observing one level of all the available ones so

that it always hasmultiplicity as origin, and every level analyzed in this way changes

the totality again.10 For that reason aswell,none of the examined levels canbeplaced

in the absolute center; even dominant tendencies, such as the integration of one’s

own subject or the many-valued aesthetic, should not be named here. Rather, it is

about connections that together form an “acentered multiplicity.”11 In this merge

without a hierarchy and center something results that can be described with pro-

cesses of “territoriality”: Every assemblage is based first on a territorial effect, that

is to say, it begins by drawing a boundary with the outside.This “territorialization,”

however, soon draws “lines of deterritorialization”; they “cut across” the assemblage

and in the process establish transitions to other assemblages, so that the next step

can also result in a “reterritorialization,” that is, a return to the starting point.12 An

assemblage must therefore be described as a “concrete historical individual.”13 De-

Landa assumes that the individual aspects of an assemblage exist in the here and

now, from which it follows, first, that in the next moment changes can occur and,

second, it is possible that real components are assumed as given but have not yet

been formed.

Understanding an artistic oeuvre as an assemblage focuses on the multiplici-

ties of networking in its reception. It cannot be assumed, however, that these inter-

connections are grasped completely, since, on the one hand, a temporal or method-

ological restriction limits the totality of the assemblage; on the other hand, every as-

semblage has “dispositions, tendencies and capacities that are virtual,” thoughmost

of the possible formations remain under the surface.14 For example, an interpre-

tative approach that makes neither many-valued logic nor Bauermeister’s specific

appropriation of it as many-valued aesthetics one of its main strands would gain

entirely different insights. Nevertheless, the networking in the oeuvre—the refer-

ences ahead and back and the resulting development—remain the decisive trends

inBauermeister’sworks; the continual integrationof the artistic elementsdescribed

produces constant change without hierarchy; within it every circular structure and

every “no” is equally important for the totality. In this context, repetitions merely

reinforce the assemblage. A tendency to territorialization certainly exists in Bauer-

meister’s work, in that demarcations from other art movements are created with

10 See Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans.

Brian Massumi (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), 6–9.

11 Ibid., 17.

12 Ibid., 325 and 504.

13 Manuel DeLanda, Assemblage Theory (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2016), 108.

14 Ibid., 108–10.
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written comments references to other works within her own oeuvre. The territori-

alization as the starting point of any assemblage transitions in Bauermeister’s case

into the potentials of deterritorialization, since the numerous aspects that consti-

tuteheroeuvre cannotbeexclusively interpreted for that: the integrationof thematic

fields asdifferent as art criticism,sewing, tools,ornaturalmaterials—toname just a

few—makes it possible toundertakeadeterritorial expansionof theassemblage that

would theoretically permit a transition toanotherone.Bauermeister reconnects this

in a next comment back to her as an artist or to her work, a reterritorialization re-

sults that is just as decisive for the assemblage-like differentiation of an oeuvre.The

works should always be thought of in this alternating movement.

After the forgoing discussions of the assemblage in relation to Bauermeister’s

oeuvre and the potentials of the identity of reflection of the object, it cannot be as-

sumed that the assemblage has to bemade active as described byDeleuze andGuat-

tari. JaneBennett offers an interpretationclose toNewMaterialismwhenshewrites:

“In this assemblage, objects appeared as things, that is, as vivid entities not entirely re-

ducible to the context in which (human) subjects set them.”15 She is thus referring

back to the ontological boundary between subject and object, since the later cannot

be understood as a passive and clearly outlined category. Rather, Bennett assumes

“humans” and “non-humans” that can gather in assemblages and tend to influence

one another.16 In order to describe this “vibrant” quality of the material world she

emphatically introduces individual elements of an anthropomorphism that is in-

tended to challenge thinking in dichotomies, since the connections are meant to be

understood as “resonances and resemblances.”17Theresult is an assemblage that can

be understood as a temporary merger. It can be related to material and material-

ity since both are described by New Materialism as “an excess, force, vitality, rela-

tionality, or difference that renders matter active, self-creative, productive, unpre-

dictable.”18 In Günther’s theory of polycontextuality, there are repeated suggestions

15 Jane Bennett, Vibrant Matter: A Political Ecology of Things (Durham, NC: Duke University

Press, 2010), 5. In this context Ian Buchanan criticizes Bennett for focusing exclusively on

the substance of the assemblage and not considering the form and argues that it must

always be ensured that both are taken into account; see Ian Buchanan, Assemblage Theory

and Method (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2021), 114–15.

16 Bennett, Vibrant Matter (see note 15), 115–16.

17 Ibid., 99.

18 Diana Coole and Samantha Frost, “Introducing the New Materialisms,” in New Materialisms:

Ontology, Agency, and Politics, ed. Diana Coole and Samantha Frost (Durham, NC: Duke Uni-

versity Press, 2010), 1–43, esp. 9. A similar argument is also made by Susanne Witzgall, for

whom the material is nothing passive but rather “possesses intrinsic self-transformative po-

tentials and is in constant metamorphosis and morphogenesis.” Susanne Witzgall, “Macht

des Materials/Politik der Materialität – eine Einführung,” in Macht des Materials/Politik der

Materialität, ed. Kerstin Stakemeier and Susanne Witzgall (Zurich: Diaphanes, 2014), 13–27,

esp. 14.
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that describe an extended agency; in his case it is the context that has an essential

influence: “It is quite legitimate to say that something may be alive relative to one

environment and dead relative to another.”19 Nevertheless, he does not take the step

of attributing a productive dimension to objects or matter.

Bauermeister’s oeuvre is enriched with such processes; not only do the combi-

nation principle and the commentary system create a permanent development and

retrospective connection, and sometimes even anticipations, but the intricacy also

creates a continuity of altered references, since one element can occur again and

again in a new grouping with others, so that a reciprocal influence inevitably oc-

curs. Another intensification is the use of lenses, which make it possible to add an-

other level of an actively influentialmaterial to the aforementioned aspects.Viewing

Bauermeister’s oeuvre as an assemblage is thus less about actively producing that

assemblage bymeans of continual description but rather understanding the process

of active production in order to gain insights.

In conclusion,Barad’s “agential realism”will be used to describe how this special

form of assemblage should be precisely categorized. She developed a posthuman-

ist, performative approach in which matter possesses “agency”; the latter is “inex-

haustible, exuberant, and prolific.”20 In addition tomatter, she addresses discursive

practices that limit statements and behavior patterns and become possible in the

first place in that way. If both are taken together, what Barad calls “material-dis-

cursive phenomena,” it results in the foundation to which every process and every

entity can be traced back.21 This merger of matter and discourse occurs by means

of “intra-activity”; it is a central concept in her thinking since only through it can

phenomena form and achieve effectiveness: “Agency is doing/being in its intra-ac-

tivity.”22 In Barad’s agential approach, continuous intra-actions are responsible for

all causes and their effects. They are “nonarbitrary, nondeterministic causal enact-

ments” whose fusion produces (material-discursive) phenomena and their quali-

ties.23 Neither exists before intra-action; the “universe is agential intra-activity in

its becoming.”24

19 Gotthard Günther, “Life as Poly-Contexturality” (1973), in Beiträge zur Grundlegung einer opera-

tionsfähigen Dialektik, vol. 2 (Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1979), 283–306, esp. 305.

20 See Karen Barad, Meeting the Universe Halfway: Quantum Physics and the Entanglement of

Matter and Meaning (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2007), 132–85, esp. 170. The term

“posthumanist” should be interpreted here as a critical question of subject-centered think-

ing that is intended to lead to its dissolution; Rosi Braidotti, The Posthuman (Cambridge:

Polity, 2013), 50–54.

21 Karen Barad, “Verschränkungen und Politik: Karen Barad im Gespräch mit Jennifer Sophia

Theodor,” in Barad, Verschränkungen (Berlin: Merve, 2015), 174–212, esp. 181.

22 Barad, Meeting the Universe Halfway (see note 20), 235.

23 Ibid., 179.

24 Ibid., 141.
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For these interpretations, Barad has recourse to quantum physics, especially

“quantum entanglement” and the writings of the German physicist Nils Bohr.25 In

her agential realism, she draws conclusions that go back to her work on theoretical

physics; this leads to a new metaphysics. The crucial thing is that phenomena are

no longer separable; their mutual entanglements are comprehensive and exist on

“all length, time, andmass scales.”26 Supposed constants such as space and time are

not preexisting containers to which phenomena can relate and then differentiate;

everything derives from entanglements: “Space, time, andmatter are intra-actively

produced in the ongoing differential articulation of the world.”27 Accordingly, the

extension of metaphysics includes a rejection of the separation of the reflecting

person and the reflected object,which for Günther existed at every time. Barad calls

this an “alternativemeta/physics that entails a reworking of the notions of causality

and agency.”28 To achieve this “alternative meta/physics,” its understanding of

apparatuses is just as crucial as that of material-discursive intra-activity. Appara-

tuses should not be understood as technical devices that watch over an experiment

without participating. They are “boundary-drawing practices” that iteratively re-

work material-discursive phenomena intra-actively.29 As the “material conditions of

possibility” of the boundaries of phenomena, they cause “agential cuts,”with each cut

being a temporary separation of an entangled material-discursive practice.30 The

apparatuses are themselves phenomena that can be constantly expanded without

boundaries. A change to the apparatus wouldmean a new agential cut, changing in

turn the phenomenon produced.

For Barad, the focus is not so much on the equal value of subject and object;

rather, both terms belong generally to an (outdated) ontology that cannot be sup-

ported by agential realism. She repeatedly emphasizes that the material plays an

active part in the overall assembly of meaning but primarily in order to affirm that

point. Discursive practices and their possibility of prompting actions or behaviors

are equally important. Both are constantly in an entangled intra-action of phenom-

ena.The agential cuts of the apparatus now provide for a formulation of these phe-

25 Barad has a PhD in theoretical particle physics and is Distinguished Professor of Femi-

nist Studies, Philosophy, and History of Consciousness at the University of California, Santa

Cruz. She describes quantum entanglement as an idea that exists since the mid-1930 but

only recently became essential for quantum physics; see Barad,Meeting the Universe Halfway

(see note 20), 386. Günther’s brief reference to quantum physics is mentioned in section

2.2.

26 See Barad, “Verschränkungen und Politik” (see note 21), 189.

27 Barad, Meeting the Universe Halfway (see note 20), 234.

28 Ibid., 393.

29 Barad, “Verschränkungen und Politik” (see note 21), 185.

30 Barad, Meeting the Universe Halfway (see note 20), 148 (italics original).
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nomena, which is why Barad sometimes also calls them “diffractive apparatuses.”31

Humanbeings need not be involved in the “causal intra-actions”; the phenomena al-

ready have “primitive relations” through intra-activity; in addition, subjects are also

formed materially-discursively.32 Because phenomena are constantly relating, any

entity can get involved in potential (discursive-material) new formation that is pro-

duced by means of an apparatus. With every intra-action, the totality of manifold

phenomena is reconfigured.33 This now includes space and time as well, and Barad

speaks of an “enfolding” inwhich the past, present, and future are no longer author-

ities of exclusion: “Neither the past nor the future is ever closed.”34

Bauermeister’s oeuvre as awhole canbeunderstood as this agential assemblage:

The individual artistic elements seem to float freely between theworks, revealing the

connectedness, on the one hand, and causing constant change in the development,

on the other.The impression that her oeuvre is unfinished comes frompassages that

formulate references forward and backward or where a space is left free for an in-

scription that will only come from one of the next works. As already demonstrated

with the pencilmotif, a retrospective reference candecidedly cause changes.Theon-

going connectionswithin the artworks produce newmeanings; they have amaterial

level and a content level at the same time. As the study of materiality made clear, it

is necessary to grant it a power of its own that causes it to generate meaning. The

discursive aspects are just as critical, since every inserted element “constructs itself,

only on the basis of a complex field of discourse.”35 The oeuvre as agential assem-

blage contains elements that expand itsmeaning by occurring repeatedlywithin the

works. Intra-activity is crucial to this, since thematerial-discursivephenomenaonly

conveymeaning fullywithin themerger: for example,when the straws are contextu-

alized with honeycomb and their round forms recall the dissolving (drawn) circular

structures; or when the Fibonacci sequence is written in a work while at the same a

composition principle provides the basis for a Stone Picture; much the same is true

of the picture-to-picture references,which are not produced solely by inserting pho-

tographic reproductionsbut are also reworkedwithmaterials that are also employed

in the original work and ensure subsequent integration into the next context.

The viewers can in a limited sense be regarded as the ones who carry out the

agential cut and thus achieve a temporary separation of several entities. In a limited

sense because they are not in the privileged situation to carry out such a procedure;

31 Ibid., 384.

32 Ibid., 170 and 180.

33 Ibid., 393–94.

34 See ibid., 383.

35 See Michel Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge, in Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowl-

edge and The Discourse on Language, trans. A. M. Sheridan Smith (New York: Pantheon, 1972),

1–211, esp. 23.
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that would confirm again the asymmetry between subject and object. The agential

cut is insteadcarriedout inequalmeasureby theviewersandby theprocesseswithin

the works.The processes provoke a reciprocal influence of the anticipations and re-

courses. For this entire process,Bennett’s understanding of the assemblagemust be

cited, according towhich an assemblage is produced by human andnonhuman con-

nections that continuously affect one another reciprocally. When an aspect is sin-

gled out in awork of art by Bauermeister, for example, a seam integrated into a light

sheetwithneedle and thread,and interpreted in the context of thework, thendrawn

seams, comments on the practice of sewing, and drawn needles or needles inserted

as objects are soon also present as a result of agential networking. At the same time,

the seamexecutedwith a thread, the seamsimulated bydrawing,and the drawn line

are also associated, so that their distortions,provokedby themany-valued aesthetic,

become apparent.

Finally, it could be speculated that the complete agential cut is realized by a Lens

Box. As an apparatus, it carries out an exclusion of several discursive-material phe-

nomena,but it does soonly for a limited time,since thenext separation—in the form

of a new work—changes the totality and consequentially also the individual parts.

This is not by means saying that Bauermeister’s oeuvre is a visualization of Barad’s

metaphysics; that would be as incorrect as the view that the works individually il-

lustrate many-valued logic. It can be regarded as crucial that looking at her oeu-

vre as an assemblage already permits an extension of the many-valued aesthetic to

higher-order interconnectedness and their processes that in the course of the study

have repeatedly been identified as multiplicities. With the additional extension to

an agential assemblage, these networks become discontinuous “manifolds of space-

timematter relations.”36The identity of reflection of the object and themany-valued

aesthetic, as well as the metareferential elements and the metaimage, thus appear

to be only an intermediate step. The movements of reflection are contained in the

entire oeuvre, on every level and through all entities. They share, however, a tiny,

common nucleus in which everything else is already inherent: “yes, no, perhaps.”

36 Barad, Meeting the Universe Halfway (see note 20), 178.
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