Infrathin montage
In the age of digital communication two of the most wretched nuisances  are reception disturbances– though light ones, or maybe because of this, inexorable and fatally inevitable and impossible to correct. Disturbances on the radio, which do not really make you lose the thread of what is being said but break continuity, deflect attention, mar time; and also the sudden appearance of pixels in images, for example on television or in web videos, which have the same effect on a spatial, surface level. They are similar to flaws, cracks, small psychopathology accidents of daily technology, amnesias and slips from our technological unconscious which are, in a way, the opposite of montage – unwanted interruptions – but nonetheless obtain the same result, on a different level. In fact they take place at an inner, intrinsic level, as if montage occurred by itself, inevitably contained in its medium, sudden, casual, without construction. The effect is that even if we don’t move or get away from the flow, we perceive another dimension, another story, as if somebody were peeping out through those fissures. It’s the opposite of analogue broadcasting disturbances, which come from outside interferences or changes. Here images or sounds are different and even if they are not composed, as in collage or montage, by different materials, they appear nonetheless “other” and can’t be dealt with as they were before, without interruptions and pixels. It’s a twinkling of an eye, a shaking of ears…a photo snap, a readymade: the same but different, a moment later, a delay. 
I apologize for the reference to Duchamp, I know it makes somebody nervous, but I’d like to propose the idea of a montage which is not related to sequence or assembling, i.e. with the best tested effects of montage itself – analogy, linkage, disorientation..- but to something else, maybe. To be true, I’m asking myself what its current possible development might be. I can’t find related examples in exhibitions or publications, so I know I’m hazarding a purely theoretical attempt, but I’ll just sketch it out – and then somebody might find examples and be inspired by it.
Something similar in the analogue field could have been that circle of the so-called experimental cinema, from Andy Warhol to Hollis Frampton, which exploited the gaps between reels, the sliding of teeth in film holes, the difference in development, the lighting defects or similar things, shot mainly with a fixed camera, to point out exactly the relationship between the supposed continuity and its disturbances, which in reality unveiled it, and still do. We are used to fit those works in the meta-linguistic conception which characterized that period, highlighting the medium and deconstructing it, but what  I’d like to suggest with the reference to Duchamp is a different dimension, the one Duchamp called “infrathin”. As everybody knows, it refers to an almost imperceptible difference which alludes to another dimension, related to a different way of seeing – retinal but always perceptive, just to be clear – and thinking. I like to think Warhol thought the same, that, in reality, he spent 8 hours seeing his Empire or 24 hours seeing his Four Stars because he was seeing something else, like Giacometti who sculpted to see in a different way. Photography is closely related to this, it is through its use that the other dimension of the image has arrived.
So I’d assume an infrathin montage, made up of the nuisances I started from, an internal montage, which barely touches the normality of things, their usual and correct way of being, which doesn’t create combinations, contrasts, oppositions, but opens up a new vision of the same things, of reality. What I mean is that this infrathin way considers things literally, inviting us to look at – not only to see – what we would otherwise move aside as a disturbance, an accident, a trifle, and at the same time it shows them in another way, maybe the way in which they really are, or are thought or thinkable. A montage as something which takes place autonomously inside what is being done, an internal intervention of fate which would almost go unnoticed and that reveals a different dimension of reality and vision once it has been noticed. A dimension which is actually of reality and vision at the same time, of attention, of that strange thing we call “image”, i.e. the idea of transforming reality  into a material or imaginative reproduction. I’m inviting you to look at what already exists in a different way, but you need to put together words, or images or sounds or something else, in order to do that. So, an example would be useful. And I might try one, forcing a bit, but just a bit, I hope, the work of the artist I’m drawing into this. I think that in some of the recent collages of Luca Scarabelli, and in his attitude towards art, there seem to be something similar. In these cases, Scarabelli combines two images he finds, or an image and a caption, or two copies of the same image arranged or cut or torn differently, in a simple way, without any special emphasis. The result borders minimum, sometimes it is almost indistinguishable, but it is deep. I like the tranquillity, the discretion, sometimes even the pathetic, melancholy and dreamy side Scarabelli works with. With a metaphor from cycle racing, which he loves, he talks about “sur place”, balancing still, on the spot. It’s an extreme montage, flowering on itself, being watched as it happens rather than realized, which doesn’t recall matching, or a third element born from two, but a different internal dimension, which makes data sink deeper rather than move on the surface or take wing through associations.
I’m sure other people work with this attitude; in this way I consider blurs in photography, or what is commonly called errors, overexposures, underexposures, wrong shots, images caught as if unthinkingly. This already exists, the point is that, as I said at the beginning, we have to make up other ways, following the change of medium and the change of reality.
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