


Its size and physical presence are overwhelming, but even at a
distance it does not diminish in intensity. The viewer has no way to
escape. The forms in tension are on a startling new scale, Contradictory
structures run throughout. The painting is colorful but within a narrow
range of colors. It contains more than one picture, more than one
thought. Batuz wanted to express the full range of his ideas, to fix them in
the conflicting forms without selecting or suppressing them, a process of
invention that has been described by the British biologist Francis Galton
in reference to his own field:

When | am engaged in trying to think anything out, the process
of doing so appears to me to be this: The ideas that lie at any
moment within my full consciousness seem to attract, of their
own accord, the most appropriate out of a number of other ideas
that are lying close at hand, but imperfectly within the range of
my consciousness. There seems to be a presence-chamber in my
mind where full consciousness holds court, and where two or
three ideas are at the same time in audience, and an antechamber
full of more or less allied ideas, which is situated just beyond the
full ken of consciousness. Qut of this antechamber the ideas
most nearly allied to those in the presence-chamber appear to be
summoned in a mechanically logical way, and to have their turn
of audience.”

There are a number of immediate possible associations the painting
evokes: a primordial landscape, a geological formation, the desert, cave
paintings, the monochromatic paintings of Rembrandt or the Cubists.
But the first impression is of a big map. It seems not to be painted, but as
real as the objects in a science museum. One becomes aware of an inner,
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mental landscape, alandscape of pure invention constructed by the spirit
of man, the artist's spirit, one’s own spirit. But the size is all-encompassing
and the turn from the horizontal of a landscape to the vertical of the
painting brings it into direct confrontation with the viewer. There is no
distance, no foreground and background; everything is contained in the
surface, the materials themselves, We are in the picture as we are in nature
and we search for places to stop and find our places along and around the
cataclysmic line that splits the picture in two. There is no beginning and
no end. Within a large, partly hidden oval that almost contains the
compaosition, the picture circulates into itself continuously. It is an entity
unto itself, paralleling the experience of nature’s forces and textures
without imitating nature. The surface is complete but nevertheless
wounded by its own internal conflicts, protective but vulnerable and
open,

The colors in themselves are not bearers of expression. Rather they
activate the dialectic of lines and forms in tension. The central axisis nota
focus of quietness but of activity, a multiplier of feelings and remem-
brance. Omen is neither beautiful nor ugly. As carefully as Batuz has
constructed the painting in terms of craftsmanship, form, color, and line,
he has also attacked it, depriving it of beauty and charging it with new
and disturbing life. It simply exists, a powerful web of associations that
run beyond the confines of the spaces Batuz has created. Pascal once
pointed out that our knowledge is like a circle—the bigzer the circumnfer-
ence, the greater the connections with the unknown. An innovative artist
works exactly in this tangential sphere between known and unknown.
The more the picture contains of the unknown within its own structure,
the closer it comes to true originality, and to origins.

In Omen Batuz reaches the most advanced point in hisart. He draws
a drama of thousands of unknown ciphers. There is neither security nor



satisfactory resolution. It is as destructive as it is constructive, as full of
pessimism as it is of optimism. The work is not finished, and yet there is
no possibility of going further, as in the late works of Cézanne. It finds its
continuity in the intellectual and existential structures of the artist and the
viewer. It does not persuade, it imposes, as Rafael Squirru has written
elsewhere in this volume. Omen is its own cosmos with its own rules
where historical roots are remembered and then forgotten. It is outside
habitual knowledge, posing a new knowledge that can only be under-
stood in an ongoing dialogue with the painting.

Omen is anicon of our life, Itis full of a spirituality that differs from
that of Rothko's work in that it does not aim for inner certainty but
creates excitement and rebellion. As an allegory of human existence it
moves from life to being, through countless contradictory motifs,
through intervals of action and contemplation. Omen seems to me one of
the great pictures of our time—and a picture of our time, because our
time is the sum of all other times. It contains every possibility of
misunderstanding as well as every chance of new experience.
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