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Carlo Benatti's work originates from a series of unanswered questions, such as:
which is the artists space? What are the limits which establish “how art must be
presented to the observer, to the wiiter world? In what way should he propose the
languages of vision and dispaly?”. ) |
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The Torinese artist goes on to state: “The finality of this work consists in evoking
the idea of a continuous evolving of a possible space”. In suggesting something which
is not yet outlined, proposed, displayed. _ _

For Benatti instead it is a question of concentrating on the primary meaning of ac-
tion and expression, of applying himself to the buildir?g up of the image, until the |at-
ter reaches a physical fulness, a structural evidence. H!s process of reversing the picto-
rial language is done “a posteriori”, using every possible implement (even if they are
always minimal, almost paradigmatic implements: the wooden borders of frames, a ve-
ry aseptic if not altogether covering painting). .

The observer is inclined to wonder what the picture contains, what is going on in
“the sacred enclosure” of art. Well, to simply state that we are faced with a deviation
of sign and meaning, an overturning of the parts, a movement of the outer towards
the inner is restricting and perhaps misleading. It is sufficient to analyse the provocati-
ve statement of Peter Handke: “the interior from the exterior of the interior”, to realise
that today the notion of space is at least fluctuating if not altogether indefinite and
undefinable. :

Already Heidegger in his text “Art and space”, maintained that to form is equiva-
lent to circumscribe, like including or excluding with reference to the limit”. And Be-
natti seems to wonder whether what matters is that which limits the work of art or that
which is limited in it. Only he goes no further than the question, without offering solu-
tions. And should there be a solution it would be the one proposed by Duchamp in
“Door: Il, rue Larrey”, a door which is always closed and at the same time always open
- a symbolic transition which leads nowhere if no to the limit, to the passage, to the
threshold.

Besides observing carefully these works of ari, we notice that they are all permea-
ted by a sort of “esprit de géometrie” which shoulid iead us to a precise and circum-
scribed spacial definition. One realises instead that what matters is not the location but
the structural course, its invariable starting anew from zero to combine itself according
to mobile and indefinable models. A closed construction which appears open. Almost
a representation of absence in so far as it proceeds by subtraction, by eliminating the
location. An Atopos - a non location, which R. Barthes would describe as: “something
unclassificable, absolutely original and inaccessible”.

In Benatti’s works in fact we no longer know what the surface is nor where it is
and the limits (the border lines) like the Atopie or the Tombeaux of the Belgian Jan
Vercruysse, no longer divide but unite and above all create an “energetic confronta-
tion” with space and with the observer. |

All we have to do is to follow the course of these lines and we shall find ourselves
inA the open. But if the sacredness of the frame disappears how can we identify the arti-
stic fétiche? And on the contrary if all is frame where is the image? '

Piero Manzoni invented the “socle du monde”, an empty pedestal to be used by
any one. Perhaps Benatti suggests “le cadre de la surface”, an empty picture which ho-

Wever, to quote Paolini, “gives space to the power of imagination which every oné of
us possesses”,
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