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Hito Steyerl, In Free Fall: A Thought Experiment, in: On Horizons: A
Critical Reader in Contemporary Art, Maria Hlavajova, Simon Sheikh &
Jill Winder (eds.), BAK, Utrecht, 2011, p. 186 and 171, translated by
the author.
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Simon Sheikh, Vectors of the Possible: Art between Spaces of
Experience and Horizons of Expectation, in: On Horizons: A Critical
Reader in Contemporary Art, Maria Hlavajova, Simon Sheikh & Jill
Winder (eds.), BAK, Utrecht, 2011, p. 156, translated by the author.
Hito Steyerl, In Free Fall: A Thought Experiment, 2011, p. 190,
translated by the author.
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This unreachability grants it a temporal meaning. It is a floating sign of
both possibility and impossiblity, of existence and inexistence, of here
and beyond. With no horizon in sight, are Maiberg’s figures flying or
falling? Floating or suspended? Freed or forever trapped in an illusionary,
infinite world? The exhibition’s title, “Pending View”, entails both
suspension and expectation—a causal dependence but also a physical
suspending. In her essay, Steyerl also describes a subjective state between
floating and freefall, a result of the current loss of horizon. However, she
ends with a reservation of the negative implications of this phenomenon,
which may also hold emancipatory possibilities and a “new
representational freedom”: “A fall toward the objects with no reservation,
embracing a world of forces and matter that lacks any original stability
and sparks the sudden shock of the open: a freedom, which is terrifying,
utterly deterritorializing, and always already unknown [ ... ] Falling is
corruption as well as liberation, a condition that turns people into things

and the other way around.”

A freedom, which is both terrifying and liberating, is the one taken
by Maiberg in this series. The horizon’s absence affix the events, while
opening them up. Moreover, it allows fluidity and flexibility not just
in terms of color and matter, but as a possible subjective movement
in space. In this manner, the viewer, like the figures, finds himself
hanging between above and below, here and there, past and future.
The unreachable circular horizon allows a new and different linear

perspective—a time pending view.

Hito Steyerl, In Free Fall: A Thought Experiment, 2011, p. 190.
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of co-givenness”*—relevant not just for a single object, but to the
installation in its entirety. Through this installation, a shared horizon is
formed: a mountain, a rope, and a body of water join together into a new
panoramic landscape. Thus, the exhibition as a whole is an experiment
in horizontality—the horizon might be missing in the works themselves,
but is formed from their joint presentation. For the viewer, itis a
paradoxical horizon—a round horizon, encircling him all around (and to

this point I will return as well).

After quoting the painting “The Raft of the Medusa” by Théodore
Géricault (1819) in the series “Sea of Galliee”, in “Pending View”
Maiberg quotes another masterpiece—“Wanderer above the Sea of Fog”,
painted by Caspar David Friedrich only a year prior to the “The Raft of
the Medusa”. We meet the famous figure of the Eternal Wanderer, leaning
against his walking stick while turning his back to the viewer. However,
Maiberg’s Wanderer is taken out of his Romantic context. He is not
watching over dense fogs, adhering to the trope of the sublime, but rather
over a profane view, in which tiny, unrecognized figures appear. The
paralyzing fear of the sublime is here replaced by a vigilant expectation
of human activity. In a similar manner to the Wanderer, the viewer
himself is also wandering across loose sights while seeking focal points to

determine directions and distances.

However, it is interesting to think of the installation’s horizon through a
different masterpiece, which Steyerl mentions in her essay—*The Slave
Ship (Slavers Throwing Overboard the Dead and Dying—Typhoon
Coming on”) by J. M.W. Turner (1840), which depicts a true situation
in which slaves were cruelly thrown overboard. In the foreground, the
slaves” hands are seen in the water, hopelessly reaching for help, while

the ship is a blurred stain, sailing away in the background. The horizon

Edmund Husser], Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and to a
Phenomenological Philosophy, trans: F. Kersten, The Hague: Nijhoff, 1982
(1913), sec. 44.

60

is obscure, while sky and water are almost indistinguishable. According
to Steyerl, this blurriness is not only an outcome of Turner’s well-
known expressive style. She writes that, “At the sight of these effects

of colonialism and slavery, the central perspective—that position of
mastery, control, and subjecthood—is abandoned and starts tumbling
and tilting. With it goes the idea of space and time as systematic
constructions”’” Meaning, in this painting the question of horizon, as an

indicator of rationality, starts to float.

Maiberg’s paintings also reveal a floating world, which, alongside the
ephemeral installation, might gain an apocalyptic air. However, through
the destabilization of the existing order, a new state emerges, one in
which construction and destruction, or extinction and continuity, exist
side by side. As opposed to the unavoidable fatalism in Turner’s painting,
present in the clear downward motion—toward the depth of the ocean,
Maiberg’s paintings offer a kind of lightness, which grants the body,
whether it is moving through what seems to be water, ground, or air—a
detached essence, but also a floating quality. As opposed to the “Sea of
Galilee” mentioned above, in which the swimmers become survivors
looking for stable land—a safe haven—the figures of “Pending View”
seem to possess a twofold relationship with their fluid environment.

One of the figures falls, or jumps, into expressive stains, in a manner
reminiscent of Yves Klein's famous photograph “Leap into the Void”
(1960). However, while Klein situated his jump in a realistic environment
in order to achieve an illusion of flight, Maiberg’s character challenges the

Law of Gravity, but is doomed to float in an endless vacuum.

“[...] The horizon is only present through its absence, its

disappearance”®—the closer you move toward it the further it seems.

Hito Steyerl, In Free Fall: A Thought Experiment, 2011, p. 177.

Simon Sheikh, Vectors of the Possible: Art between Spaces of Experience and
Horizons of Expectation, in: On Horizons: A Critical Reader in Contemporary
Art, Maria Hlavajova, Simon Sheikh & Jill Winder (eds.), BAK, Utrecht, 2011,
p- 156.



This blurred being, of figures and of space, relates intensely to the
painting process. While addressing the “Sea” paintings from 2007, Naomi
Aviv did well to point out that, “Orly Maiberg’s work is well situated in
the nature of the artistic act [ ... ] Her work process is gradually revealed
as ritualistic, a kind of hypnotized state of trance, reaching toward the
universal and the timeless.”” Here, this ritualistic process is manifested
through a specific working method whose traces are clearly visible.
Rough, crumpled canvases are dipped in diluted ink. Their un-unified
absorption dictates the surface—hills and mountains, streams and
bodies of water, spread across a total composition. The paint clears its
way and paves the direction; the creases of the canvas outline a space.
Upon this almost ready-made backdrop, Maiberg completes, adds and
subtracts—with ink, pastel, pencils and chalk—what already exists: a

body’s reflection, a view’s outline, the slightest silhouette of an event.

Not only the figures’ outlines are blurred in these works. The ultimate
outline—the horizon—is also absent. In a way, the horizon is the basic
element distinguishing between a realist landscape painting and an
abstract painting, since it dictates a clear division between near and far,
up and down, and foreground and background. In these paintings, which
melt together objects and context, such divisions are missing. Territories
float, and ground is multiplied. Sky, land, and water merge into a single,
borderless, and unclassed view, in which images are dissembled and
dismantled. In a similar manner, the format itself breaks loose from its
restricting frames, as the vertical canvases descend from the ceiling like

screens.

In her essay In Free Fall: A Thought Experiment, Hito Steyerl states that,

“A horizon is a device to suggest stability in an unstable situation”, such

Naomi Aviv, The Sea, in: We will Not Walk together toward the Horizon, 2000,
translated by the author.
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as historic maritime navigation.’ Steyerl describes a loss of horizon, that
which happens in today’s dominant vertical perspectives, such as Google
Maps and drones’ views. In Maiberg’s paintings, although the horizon

is missing and the perspective is at times a bird’s-eye view, the layered
composition creates a new space—one which is both open and enclosed.
Thus, the horizon is lost not through a technological point of view, but

from a human, almost dream-like perspective.

At Noga Gallery, the works are installed as a painting installation, which
stresses their unified continuity. They hang from the ceiling, while
creating an inner, circular structure in the middle of the gallery—a
makeshift construction into which the viewer is welcomed to enter.
There, surrounded by the large canvases, the viewer might find what he
wished for—a balance, a focal point. This constellation is reminiscent of
Edmund Husserl’s phenomenological definition of the horizon.* Husserl
distinguishes between an “internal horizon” and an “external horizon”
The first includes the visible aspects of a given object—in this case, the
inner sides of the canvases—the carriers of the image. The latter refers
to the invisible aspects of the object—the outer sides of the canvases.

A given perception may include horizons that relate to other possible
points of view—possible perceptions® (for Husserl, the horizon always

already entails an intention, or expectation, to which I will return).

The canvases are not merely hung next to one another, but also depend
on one another. Thus, they cannot be perceived as individual objects.
Together, they create an autonomous environment, an encompassing

phenomenological experience, or, to use Husserl’s term—a “horizon

Hito Steyerl, In Free Fall: A Thought Experiment, in: On Horizons: A Critical
Reader in Contemporary Art, Maria Hlavajova, Simon Sheikh & Jill Winder
(eds.), BAK, Utrecht, 2011, p. 171.

In Phenomenology, horizon is a key term, dealt by, among rest: Martin
Heidegger, Maurice Merleau-Ponty and Hans-Georg Gadamer.

Edmund Husserl, Cartesian Meditations: An Introduction to Phenomenology,
trans: Dorion Cairns, The Hague: Nijhoff, 1960 (1931), sec. 19.
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FREE FALL

Keren Goldberg

A tightrope walker struggles to keep his balance; a figure falls-dives into a
sea of monochrome void; men walk knee-deep in water; two Mowgli-like
figures hang from long ropes, swinging in an abstract jungle; a group gathers
around a tent; a figure bends down to pick up something from the ground,
as is reflected in the water at her feet. These are some of the figures visible in
the large, loose, canvases composing “Pending View”, a painting installation
by Orly Maiberg. Their present is uncertain, as they momentarily flicker
between stains and drips and submerge back in the canvas, absorbed in the
colors and brush strokes. They are small, detached, together and isolated,
echoing body parts—“pending in the view”.

These figures differ greatly from the ones that appear in Maiberg’s previous
works. In “Sea of Galilee” (2012) the Cezanne-style figures moved in a single
group, stretching bright limbs, densely occupying the composition. In a later
show, “White Ink” (2015), the figure began to spring out of its substance
and medium, but remained clearly separated and delineated from its white
surface. Writing about “Sea of Galilee”, Noam Segal states that “Maiberg’s gaze,
always involved, always situated in the painterly situation, has changed from
a disturbing assimilation into increased individualism, to a pressing presence
within a group [ ... ] It seems that for the first time, Maibergs figures decided
to join together, instead of remaining separated in the center of the frame”!
In the current series, this togetherness is again deconstructed. However, in
these paintings it is not the result of the figures’ isolation, but rather their

assimilation into their landscape—a disturbed, abstract, spreading view.

Noam Segal, The Land is not a Process, ErevRav, 2012, https://www.erev-rav.com/
archives/ 18450, translated by the author.
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