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Since the foundation of the visual arts research collective GRAV (Groupe
de Recherche d’Art Visuel) in Paris in , the political dimension of
its work has been downplayed, or outright neglected, as if it were merely
anecdotal in comparison with the visual research carried out by the group.
Both GRAV’s primary gallery representative, Denise René, and closest art
critic, Frank Popper, shunned any discussion of the Marxist rhetoric of
some of its members’ texts. The mid-s collective exhibitions which
propelled GRAV onto the international art scene aligned with this atti-
tude. The MoMA exhibition The Responsive Eye in , Licht und
Bewegung curated by Harald Szeemann the same year and Kunst Licht und
Kunst held the following year at the Stedelijk Van Abbemuseum in
Eindhoven and curated by Popper, overlooked the occasionally con-
trasting political and moral concerns of their exhibits. The approach
adopted by these exhibitions obscured the way in which some artists,
including Equipo  (from Cordoba), the N group (from Padua) and
some members of GRAV attempted to shape a Marxist aesthetics.
Furthermore, such curatorial policies have not been undermined by more
recent exhibitions, which too often restrict their focus to formalistic
aspects, as in the case of the  Grand Palais exhibition in Paris, Dynamo:
Un siècle de lumière et de mouvement dans l’art (-).

GRAV’s writings, and particularly those of its most vocal members,
François Morellet and Julio Le Parc, reveal the crucial shifts that occurred
in French Marxism from the late s to . Their first texts were
replete with references to anti-Stalinist phraseology concerning the refusal
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of “the cult of personality” and Marx’s critique of ideology, evoked by
notions such as “mystification”. Subsequently, the texts mirrored the
group’s exposure to the ideas of Georg Lukács, the humanist Marxism of
the French journal Arguments, the Yugoslavian Marxist journal Praxis
and, not least, Situationist thought. Finally, in the latter part of the s
the emergence of tiers-mondisme (Third Worldism) left a trace on Le Parc,
who called for guerrilla action in the realm of culture upon his return from
a trip to South America. A thorough study of GRAV’s appropriation of
Marxist ideas, as well as the controversies this generated within the group,
is long overdue. What follows represents a contribution to this research.
It will focus on the inception of GRAV, when the group was still a loose
network of artists who exhibited twice under the name “Motus”. In par-
ticular, this essay will concentrate on a set of interrelated issues: the group’s
collective authorship, Morellet’s and the Molnars’ reading of The Destruction
of Reason by Lukács and their attempt to argue for the compatibility of their
production with Marxist aesthetics.

Motus in Gaullist France

Post-war France was in a dire economic situation, which only started
improving after the implementation of the Marshall Plan. American
financial support, however, was not unconditional. Despite the immense
popularity of the French Communist Party (PCF), which had lost thou-
sands of militants in the Resistance, the PCF ministers were forced to
leave the government in  under political pressure from Washington.
This interference marked the beginning of a love-hate relationship with
the United States. The term “American”would come to encode a set of
anxieties associated with rapid economic growth, secularisation and de-
colonisation. In this regard, the political turmoil of the Algerian crisis was
the event that had the most long-lasting consequences in France. Aware
of the threat of a civil war, the government resigned in  and called
General Charles de Gaulle back to power. The adoption of a new con-
stitution would put an end to the Fourth Republic, initiating a decade
marked by de Gaulle’s leadership.
The political and military deadlock of the Cold War relegated France

to a second-rank position. De Gaulle’s government undertook various
strategies to carve out a new role for the country, whose grandeur seemed
irremediably lost. These strategies can be exemplified by the policies
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developed in two sectors: the army and culture. Under de Gaulle, France
constructed a defence force independent of the American-led NATO.
This included nuclear warheads, known as the force de frappe (strike force),
developed with a view to deterring any potential attacks by the USSR and
the unlikely resurgence of the revanchist movement in Germany. More
importantly for this research, de Gaulle founded the Ministry of Cultural
Affairs, appointing the celebrated writer, Resistance fighter and patriot
André Malraux as minister.
Malraux’s portfolio encompassed several agencies relating to cultural mat-

ters and the preservation of museums and monuments. The ministry’s
goals were still heterogeneous at the time of its creation. A presidential
decree clarified that his ministry would play a historic role, making
humanity’s, and particularly France’s, masterpieces accessible to the largest
possible audience, while promoting the production of new artworks.

Despite appearances, it was not Malraux’s intention to revive the s cul-
tural policies of the Popular Front. The decree defined how the minis-
ter should understand the universal mission of France and the unique
basis of its prestige. If the USA and the USSR were technologically and
militarily unrivalled, France would be the cradle of literature and the
arts, as well as the guarantor of Western cultural and moral supremacy.
Some of the ministry’s most pressing tasks included the promotion of the
country’s image on the international stage and the attempt to unify a
ruptured French society, on the brink of civil war, around shared values
and symbols of identity. This mission can be illustrated by Malraux’s 
official visit to the United States. Malraux travelled to Washington DC
accompanied by the Louvre’s most famous painting, Leonardo da Vinci’s
Mona Lisa, which was transformed into the embodiment of French cul-
tural heritage to which Americans were supposed to pay homage.
Despite Malraux’s vast ambitions, his ministry had to cope with a rel-

atively limited budget and widespread scepticism vis-à-vis the organisa-
tional skills of an intellectual who was seen more as a consummate orator
than an administrator. Nevertheless, during his time in office he intro-
duced several ground-breaking policies. He established the Maisons de la
Culture (Cultural Centres), a key, if controversial, vehicle for the decen-
tralisation and democratisation of culture, as well as the Paris Biennale,
which aimed to endow Paris with a lively artistic event contesting the
ascent of New York as the new capital of the arts. Both the Maisons de
la Culture and the Paris Biennale presented works by GRAV. The latter,
in particular, was of utmost importance for the exposure of GRAV’s
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collective work and the debate that collaborative achievements triggered
in early s Paris.
The first exhibition relating to what would later be called GRAV

took place at the Azimut Gallery in Milan in January . Azimut
hosted the works of Morellet, Jöel Stein, Hector Garcia Miranda, Yvaral
and Servanes, who exhibited under the collective name of Motus.
François Molnar was absent, but one of his paintings was reproduced in
the exhibition leaflet. The Milanese exhibition then toured Padua, and
was shown in a gallery closely connected with the N group. A few weeks
later, Horacio Garcia Rossi organised a show of work by Motus in a
Brussels gallery ; the exhibitors were Garcia Rossi, Hugo Demarco,
Sergio Moyano, Julio Le Parc and Francisco Sobrino. The term “Motus”
is a reference to the French expression motus et bouche cousue meaning
“mum’s the word”. The word emphasised the anonymity of the exhibits,
suggesting two objectives: firstly, to present the artists’ output as being
attributed to the entire group, and, secondly, to argue that their pro-
duction was closer to non-commercial visual research than art. However,
insofar as the exhibitors came from different economic situations, this
choice triggered a somewhat ambivalent response among the artists. At
the openings, some artists stood next to their works so as to silently
indicate which works they had authored. Today, Verá Molnar and
Morellet admit that their own rejection of the art market was far too
easy, since they were able to rely on other sources of income, such as
François Molnar’s position within the CNRS (the French National
Centre for Scientific Research) and Morellet’s managerial role at his
father’s toy factory. By contrast, artists such as Le Parc were expatriates
aspiring to live on their artistic work and needed to sell.
A few months after the Motus exhibitions, this loose network of artists

founded a smaller and more unified group called CRAV (Centre de
Recherche d’Art Visuel). This included the subsequent members of
GRAV (Garcia-Rossi, Le Parc, François Morellet, Francisco Sobrino,
Joël Stein and Yvaral), as well as Vera and François Molnar (both Paris-
based Hungarians), Garcia Miranda and Demarco. Garcia Miranda and
Demarco left CRAV shortly after its inception. The Molnars also quit,
but only after clarifying the reasons for their dissent, which concerned
authorship. According to François Molnar, individual authorship and the
commercialisation of the group’s research would lead his peers to seek
the support of a handful of rich “art lovers”, arguing that if “our aim is
simply to make it in the ‘system’, the group is in no way different from
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other artistic groups and is doomed to fail.” Nonetheless, the path taken
by the artists who would eventually form GRAV in  was not with-
out contradictions. Joël Stein retrospectively observed:

“Morellet, for example, wanted anonymous pieces. For me it was
mainly important to do group work. [This] led to the paradoxical
behaviour of appropriating a collective idea in order to reintegrate it
back into the group with a personal signature […]. Nonetheless […]
I had the feeling that the group was more important for each of us
than the individual participant.”

The adjective “anonymous” was ambiguous, and this fostered Motus’s
and CRAV’s internal differences. In the early s, the most widespread
aesthetic paradigm still tended to equate artistry with individual self-
expression. Within this framework, a work defined as anonymous referred
to a work signed by an individual artist, but which nonetheless coun-
tered this paradigm by having no distinctive features conveying the author’s
personality and feelings. Yet, as in the case of Motus, the term “anony-
mous” also applied to works which were ascribed to Motus and owned
by the group ; here the name of the group erased the figure of the indi-
vidual author in a more radical way. The Motus artists agreed on the
importance of the first meaning of the term, but their opinions diverged
on the issues of collective signature and sale. By and large, the dialectic
between the group and individual members was often couched in a lan-
guage that called to mind the unresolved tensions inherent in Jean-Jacques
Rousseau’s notion of “general will”, as illustrated by Sobrino’s retro-
spective remark, “GRAV’s ‘common position’ was also my position. I
may have had divergences with other personal positions, but not with
the common position of which I was integral part.”

The  debates within Motus and CRAV regularly addressed author-
ship. The commercial implications, as Molnar pointed out, were crucial,
but what were the political implications of collective authorship, and
how were they tied to science? The leaflet distributed at the Motus exhi-
bition in Milan offers a means for the understanding of authorship’s sub-
text. The document criticised the use of artists’ signatures as a brand
guaranteeing the intrinsic quality of a commodity. It read:

“MOTUS is more a painting group than a group of painters. A group
of painters would be a group of painters’ NAMES. The names, the
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signatures are very important to the art lover […]. Personality is very
important too, it allows you to make out the signature before you can
read it. MOTUS is against personality. Its research illustrates purely
formal, visual concerns, based on a quasi-scientific, non-artistic
approach.”

On one level, Motus’s research was “purely formal”, but on another,
more substantial level its abolition of names responded to a key dynamic
of the art market and the cultural habitus of “art lovers”, and hence to pre-
occupations exceeding purely visual phenomena. It is important to dis-
cuss the coexistence of these two interrelated levels of interpretation in
order to recalibrate the political implications of Motus’s “quasi-scien-
tific” approach and depersonalised exhibits.
Fuelled by the Cold War rivalries, science and technology aroused

mixed feelings in the s. Hiroshima had illustrated the deadly threats
of science. However, the scientific community also represented a formi-
dable model for democracy, as the scientific method was being built
around, at least in theory, free and open discussion, transparency, can-
dour and a struggle against prejudice. Motus’s “quasi-scientific” approach
is to be understood primarily as a tribute to the collaborative spirit of
scientific laboratories. Working a few years before Thomas Kuhn and
other philosophers began highlighting the limits of scientific consensus,
Motus artists saw the scientific method as both the purveyor of positive
moral values and a crucial component of the technological achievements
wrought by s society. Motus’s appropriation of scientific values and
practices fulfilled the function of, to use Umberto Eco’s term, an “epis-
temological metaphor” ; that is, it evoked an approach to knowledge and
society without actually trying to turn art into a science.

The group’s attempt at mediating scientific resonances was twofold.
On the one hand, it borrowed the notion of authorship typical of the sci-
entific community, in which discoveries and publications are generally
accredited to a team. On the other hand, it engaged with abstract and
process-based works devoid of individual signature. For example, in
Morellet’s  doubles trames, traits minces °- ° - °- °, the title indi-
cates the protocol the artist followed, which was drawing lines with par-
ticular inclinations. The artist’s subjectivity is restricted to an initial
choice (fig. ). This generates an abstract composition that does not seek
an ineffable harmony of shapes, but rather aims for a process of disrup-
tion. In  doubles trames, traits minces °- ° - °- °, displayed at the





MoMA exhibition The Responsive Eye, the perceptual apparatus of the
viewer makes out bubbling spherical forms. However, the title informs
him or her that the grid is made only of straight lines. Such an experi-
ment with perception aspired to address human beings, regardless of
their social status, gender, education or age. This went hand-in-hand
with the potentially endless reproducibility of this kind of work, which
encapsulated the hope of democratising art. According to Motus and
CRAV, artists were to become agents of democratisation, which was
achievable by postulating a different role for themselves – one of inde-
pendent researchers in the service of the general interest. Motus’s aims

 François Morellet,  doubles trames, traits minces °- ° - °- °, ,  ×  cm
© François Morellet
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were partly consonant with those of the Ministry of Cultural Affairs,
but they stood in stark contrast to Malraux’s faith in the leading role
and ethical primacy of the humanities.
Both the concept of collective authorship and their “quasi-scientific”

approach defined the idea of the artist differently. In its indictments against
Piero Manzoni’s Artist’s Shit or painters such as flamboyant Georges
Mathieu, the group contested the figure of the artist as a coherent expres-
sive unity, envisaging the canvas or the art object as an arena in which to
assert his or her singularity. In so doing, Motus countered the dominance
of the type of artist that took centre stage in the s. Western European
art still lacks an examination such as that conducted by Caroline A. Jones
in relation to American artists in the s and early s. It can be
hypothesised that the results of Jones’ research are in large measure also valid
for Western Europe ; in other words, the trope of the artist as an outcast
and inspired “creator”, with all the supernatural implications of the term,
was being constructed and valorised by a variety of media, the most pop-
ular of which was cinema. Films such as Lust for Life (), which por-
trayed the story of Vincent Van Gogh, and Montparnasse  (),
which focused on the final months of Amedeo Modigliani’s tormented
life, reinforced the clichéd image of marginality and heroic individualism.
Similarly, Panorama des arts plastiques contemporains (), written by the
director of the Musée National d’Art Moderne, Jean Cassou, provided an
overarching account of twentieth-century art centred on individual artists,
isolating them from their social and even artistic contexts. In the same
vein, the study of Margot and Rudolf Wittkower, Born under Saturn
(), traced the figure of the melancholic artist until the Renaissance,
although it fell short of a critical analysis of the written sources substan-
tiating its narrative. Malraux’s aesthetic thought was a supreme example
of this attitude. The minister’s impassioned amateurism associated a sort
of worship of French culture with the veneration of the Promethean
power of artists.
These discourses were not banal re-enactments of the myth of the cre-

ative flow intoxicating the divino artista. In the early s, both Cassou
and Malraux helped shape the Congress for Cultural Freedom, the major
anti-communist organisation active in Western Europe. Although their
aesthetic approaches cannot be reduced to a covert form of anti-com-
munist gambit, they were nevertheless consciously in keeping with the
broader political issues related to the Cold War cultural confrontations,
notably the “free world”’s emphasis on individual freedom. This suggests
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that the criticism voiced in Motus’s Milanese statement had a twofold
aim. It was certainly tied to the figure of the genius-like artist, but it
would be wrong to restrict Motus’s proposals to a diatribe limited solely
to the art world. The group addressed the prevalent figure of the artist in
order to attack an entire set of values reigning in the West. Motus’s col-
lectivism, as well as its use of a rhetoric typical among anti-Stalinists,
indicated that Motus saw the cult bestowed upon artists as an avatar of the
“free world”’s distorted idea of freedom.

Motus and Marxism

In the statement issued in Milan, Motus members refused to seek an
“extra-visual” legitimacy. Yet this refusal itself was extra-visual, and some
of the exhibitors searched for its legitimacy. For Morellet and the Molnars,
this source of legitimacy was political. Retrospectively, Morellet wit-
tingly remarked “Our [his and the Molnars’] art, with its confidence in
reason, progress and its mistrust of individualism seemed to us capable
(with all due respect to Zhdanov) of responding to the wishes of true
Marxists.”

In what follows, Morellet and the Molnars’ familiarity with Lukács’s
theories will be utilised to examine a component of the multifaceted
cultural background of Motus and CRAV ; namely, it will be instru-
mental in exploring the ties between collective authorship, abstraction
and scientific materialism. Towards the end of the s, Verá Molnar read
Lukács’s book, The Destruction of Reason, and recommended it to
Morellet. Begun when Hitler was still in power, the book was pub-
lished in German and Hungarian in , but its first French transla-
tion dates from . As Hungarians, the Molnars knew the philosopher
before he became fashionable in Paris. In his twenties, Lukács was on
friendly terms with intellectuals such as Max Weber and Ernst Bloch.

After establishing a conspicuous position in the cultural life of Budapest,
he participated in  in the short-lived Hungarian Republic of
Councils, a self-proclaimed communist state established as a result of
the Hungarian Revolution. Following the crushing of the popular upris-
ing, Lukács went into exile in Austria and was saved from extradition.
A few years later, he published his most controversial book, History and
Class Consciousness, which played a central role in s Marxist debate.
By then, however, Lukács had distanced himself from the book’s theses,
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although he returned to the direct political commitment of his youth.
During the Hungarian Revolution of , he briefly served as a min-
ister in Imre Nagy’s government, which would lead to his deportation
when the Soviet forces took Budapest.
The Destruction of Reason followed on from Lukács’s uncompromising

criticism of Jean-Paul Sartre and existentialism levelled in Existentialismus
oder Marxismus? In his new book, he developed a philosophical geneal-
ogy of imperialism and fascism ; in short, as he put it, the “line of devel-
opment from Schelling to Hitler”. However, in his lengthy epilogue
Lukács sketched a caustic critique of contemporary bourgeois thought,
evidencing continuities between “post-war irrationalism” and fascism.
The Destruction of Reason provided a compelling, if crude, perspective on
the Cold War order and Western Reason. His examination challenged the
existentialist idea of freedom and its hegemony in the West, maintaining
that it had the same philosophical origins as right-wing authoritarian-
ism. Just as Hitler had embodied a demagogic version of the “irrational
German thought” of the “imperialist period” (which included figures
such as Wilhelm Dilthey, Friedrich Nietzsche, Oswald Spengler, Martin
Heidegger and Carl Schmitt), Lukács contended that philosophers such
as Sartre or Raymond Aron had not broken away from these “dangerous”
thinkers. According to him, this “irrational” philosophical strand had
endeavoured to destroy the notion of Reason, forged by the
Enlightenment, which had taken refuge in Hegel’s dialectic thought and
Marxism. Lukács was based in Moscow during the war and was aware
of the climate of terror under Stalin. He undoubtedly refused to think that
Reason found shelter in the USSR, but he cautiously avoided discussing
the current political situation in the East.
The meta-narrative of The Destruction of Reason provided Morellet, the

Molnars and perhaps other Motus members with key theoretical tools
with which to put their abstract work into a historical and philosophical
perspective. Lukács condemned subjectivism and voluntarism, attitudes
that arguably pervaded the mindset of many informel painters, along with
the figure of the genius cherished by “art lovers”, which was, in Motus’s
parlance, a sardonic way to refer to wealthy collectors. But if these were
instantiations of the free world’s “irrationalism”, Morellet thought, a non-
commercial art characterised by clarity, simplicity and control of chance
would voice the need for Reason, and thus respond to the wishes of true
Marxists. This shift from Lukács’s notion of irrationalism to geometric
abstraction is crucial in order to make sense of the discourse articulated
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by Motus’s most politicised members. This is corroborated by the leaflet
of Motus’s exhibition in Brussels. In the short text written for this show,
François Molnar repeatedly used the concept of reason without capital-
ising the “r”, which would have contradicted his down-to-earth pro-
nouncements. Following in the footsteps of Lukács, he first equated the
“romantic attitude”with that of informel artists, and then likened the lat-
ter to a whimsical absolute monarch. “Let us try to come back to reason”,
quipped Molnar, “we do not have an unlimited confidence in our rea-
son. We know that it is far from being a perfect instrument. However, it
is the best one we have. So, we may as well use it.”

Motus artists were associated with the Denise René Gallery, the cham-
pion of geometric abstract art in Paris. The intellectual exchange that
animated the gallery was reflected in the circulation of ideas between the
leftist art groups related to the gallery, Equipo , GRAV and the N
group. Their members had all read The Destruction of Reason. Attesting to
its exposure to Lukács’s thought, Equipo  decried the supposedly gra-
tuitous anti-conformism of “modern artists” resulting from “progressive
liberations” that had ended up “like the philosophy of bourgeois impe-
rialism, in irrationalism; and this implies an abandonment of reason.”Like
Lukács and Equipo , N group artist Manfredo Massironi detected a
continuity between the nineteenth-century apogee of bourgeois liberal-
ism and contemporary mass culture, both being predicated, in his view,
on an idealist notion of the individual. It is slightly ironic that a philoso-
pher like Lukács, who preferred Thomas Mann’s novels to the experi-
mental works of Franz Kafka and Samuel Beckett, came to be an
intellectual beacon for maverick artists who espoused geometric abstrac-
tion. However, Motus and Equipo ’s esteem for Lukács’s work did not
stem from a creative misunderstanding of his texts. The two groups
showed a keen interest in the philosophical genealogy of The Destruction
of Reason, but not in Lukács’s aesthetic essay The Meaning of Contemporary
Realism, which opposed “critical realism” to socialist realism.
Morellet and Molnar’s most elaborated attempt to lay the ground-

work of a Marxist aesthetics compatible with abstract art was contained
in a  text. On the occasion of the exhibition Nove Tendencije  held
in Zagreb, Molnar and Morellet (only the latter was a GRAV member)
penned a lengthy text that was featured in the exhibition catalogue and
translated into Serbo-Croatian. The original French version remains
unpublished (apart from certain excerpts included in Morellet’s writ-
ings published in ), and this long prevented a detailed analysis of
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the text to scholars who are not conversant in Serbo-Croatian. An
English translation of the document was only published in  in the
volume A Little-Known Story about a Movement, which traces the history
of the New Tendencies movement.

This text, entitled “For a Progressive Abstract Art”, is occasionally
somewhat schematic , but its argumentative line is nonetheless clear.
The main thesis defended by Morellet and Molnar was that “abstract
art does not necessarily involve abandoning the theory of ‘reflection’ in
Marxist aesthetics.” The authors delved into the works of a wide spec-
trum of thinkers, from Hegel to Marx, Engels, Nietzsche, Lenin, Lukács,
Charles William Morris and Henri Lefebvre. The Marxist notion of
mimesis, they maintained, did not refer to a one-to-one relation ; in
fact, the idea that the world must be reflected into an image in accor-
dance with the principle of verisimilitude was considered naive and even
alienating. As a result, abstraction did not, ipso facto, contradict the
notion of mimesis. What is more, Morellet and Molnar argued with
gravitas that abstract art is the outcome of the history of art and that
“history is incapable of error”. According to them, it was possible to
envisage correspondence between a work of abstract art and the world,
eschewing the didacticism of socialist realism. Given their proclivities, it
is remarkable that Morellet and Molnar omitted to mention Abstraction-
Création, a loose association of artists active in Paris in the s. Through
the Swiss artist Max Bill, Morellet was certainly familiar with this group,
which included artists such as Auguste Herbin, who attempted to merge
abstraction with political concerns while refusing to align with any party
aesthetics. Herbin was named in their essay, but only as an example of
an artist who did not excise all residuals of “resemblance” from his
abstract works. What, then, distinguished reactionary from progressive
abstract art? Morellet and Molnar listed the latter’s main traits as “con-
fidence in rationality”, “the use of modern industrial materials”, “mis-
trust of the cult of individualism”, “participation of the spectator” and
the belief in the “usefulness of collective criticism”. For Morellet and
Molnar, the elements that characterised “progressive abstract art” con-
cerned the processes involved in making art, the material culture to
which artworks referred, the figure of the author they entailed and the
relationship they established with the public.
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The realism of abstract labour

Over the past ten years, numerous books and exhibition catalogues have
explored the way in which the processes involved in the production of art
provide some works with a political dimension. These publications have
focused on the notion of the ready-made and artists working in the late
s and early s. The analysis of GRAV’s early years, as well as an
article about the N group published by the author in , shows that the
anxieties that would make themselves felt in the latter part of the s
already informed politicised artists at the outset of the decade. In the case
of Motus exhibitions in , collective authorship and a distinctive use
of a “quasi-scientific approach”allowed artists to bypass the issue of an intel-
ligible subject-matter. These practices mediated an ethos that was anti-
thetical to both the mainstream figure of the artist in the early s “free
world” and the prevalent idea of individuality in the West. Artists such as
some GRAV members, the N group and Equipo , along with art crit-
ics including Giulio Carlo Argan and Vicente Aguilera Cerni, tried to fash-
ion a Marxist aesthetics that was compatible with works ascribable to the
tradition of abstract art. This occurred within circles, notably the net-
works of the New Tendencies exhibitions, which still had little knowl-
edge, in the early s, of the most political approaches to abstraction
that were developed by Russian artists in the wake of the Revolution.

While it is impossible to attribute this shift to a single factor, it is nec-
essary to observe that Morellet and Molnar’s focus on the materials,
processes and authorship involved in artistic labour was concomitant with
the apogee of Taylorism in Western Europe. Large sectors of the French
economy only embraced Taylorism after the war, following the advent of
the Marshall Plan. By the early s, an increasing number of workers
had lost any tangible and affective link with the final output of their
work, becoming what is defined, in Marxist terms, as abstract labour-
power. The resultant de-skilling fostered a different way of seeing a large
component of the workforce. Factory workers could hardly be regarded
as the creators of goods. Blue-collar workers stood out as something
entirely new, at least to some young leftists. They appeared as providers
of commodities such as basic skills, physical energy and time, which could
be transformed into revenue, and hence acquired a certain degree of
effectuality, once they had been sold on the labour market and put to
work on the assembly line. Thus, it arguably became increasingly clear that
capitalism was not a Moloch, but rather a system of abstract relationships
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that materialise as much in specific individuals and institutions as in pro-
tocols, laws and production relations. To artists wishing to counter the spir-
itualist nuances embedded in the notion of abstraction, the shop floors of
the late s revealed that any redefinition of the concepts of mimesis,
representation and realism – the mainstays of any Marxist aesthetics –
had to incorporate abstraction as a key moment and concrete form through
which capitalism functioned and shaped the world. Early s artists,
such as those of Motus and CRAV, were among those better placed to
challenge the esoteric overtones often associated with non-figurative art
and to complicate the boundaries of their art practice, reinstating abstrac-
tion into the tradition of Marxism.



 The Responsive Eye, ed. William C. Seitz, exh.
cat. New York, MoMA, New York, MoMA,
 ; Kunst und Bewegung = lumière et mou-
vement = luce e movimento = light and move-
ment: kinetische Kunst, ed. Harald Szeemann,
exh. cat. Kunsthalle, Bern, Kunsthalle, Bern,
 ; Kunst Licht Kunst, ed. Frank Popper,
exh. cat. Eindhoven, Stedelijk van Abbe-
museum, Eindhoven, Stedelijk van Abbe-
museum, .

 Dynamo: Un siècle de lumière et de mouvement
dans l’art (-), ed. Serge Lemoine, exh.
cat. Paris, Grand Palais, Paris, Réunion des
musées nationaux, . Two recent articles
have sought to take into account the politi-
cal and moral complexity of GRAV’s work,
see Lily Woodruff, “The Groupe de
Recherche d’Art Visuel against the
Technocrats”, Art Journal, Vol. , No. ,
, pp. -; Larry Busbea, “Kineticism-
Spectacle-Environment”, October, No. ,
, pp. -.

 GRAV, “Transforming the current situation
of plastic art”, reproduced in Horacio Garcia
Rossi, Julio Le Parc, François Morellet, Francisco
Sobrino, Joël Stein, Yvaral: stratégies de partici-
pation, GRAV-groupe de recherche d’art visuel,
-, ed. Yves Aupetitallot, exh. cat.
Grenoble, Le Magasin centre d’art contem-
porain, , pp.  and .

 Julio Le Parc, “Guerilla culturelle”, in Robho,
No. , , n. pag.

 See Richard Kuisel, Seducing the French: the
Dilemma of Americanisation, Berkeley,
University of California Press, .

 See the French Decree No. - dated 
July  ; see also Philippe Urfalino,
L’Invention de la politique culturelle, Fayard,
 ; Herman Lebovics, Mona Lisa’s Escort:
André Malraux and the Reinvention of French
Culture, Ithaca, Cornell University Press,
 ; Philippe Douste-Blazy, Augustin
Girard, Geneviève Gentil, (eds.), Les Affaires
culturelles au temps d’André Malraux, -
, Paris, La Documentation Française,
.

 Vera Molnar’s interview with the author (
January ).

 Vera Molnar’s interview with the author (
January ) and François Morellet’s inter-
view with the author ( December ).

 François Molnar, “Lettre de démission”, 
November , in Aupetitallot, 
(note ), pp. -.

 “Interview with Joël Stein”, in Die neuen
Tendenzen: eine europäische Künstlerbewegung
-, ed. Tobias Hoffmann, exh.
cat. Ingolstadt, Museum für Konkrete Kunst,
Heidelberg, Braus, , p. .

 “La ‘posizione comune’del GRAV era anche
la mia. Potevo aver divergenze solo con altre
posizioni personali, ma non con una posi-
zione comune di cui ero parte integrante”,
“Questionario ”, in ed. Luciano Caramel,
Groupe de recherche d’art visuel, -,
Milan, Electa, , p. .

 Leaflet of the exhibition, reproduced in
Aupetitallot,  (note ), p. .

 For the figure of the s “art lover”,
see Raymonde Moulin, Le Marché de la pein-
ture en France, Paris, Éditions de Minuit, ,
pp. -.

 Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific
Revolutions, Chicago, University of Chicago
Press, .

 Umberto Eco, The Open Work [],
trans. Anna Cancogni, Cambridge, Mass.,
Harvard University Press, , p.  (orig-
inal Italian title: Opera Aperta).

 Caroline A. Jones, Machine in the Studio:
Constructing the Postwar American Artist,
Chicago, University of Chicago Press, ,
see Chapters  and .

 Jean Cassou, Panorama des arts plastiques
contemporains, Paris, Gallimard, .

 Margot Wittkower, Rudolf Wittkower, Born
under Saturn: the Character and Conduct of
Artists: A Documented History from Antiquity to
the French Revolution, New York, Random
House, . This book was not translated
into French until . For a criticism of this
methodology, see Nathalie Heinich, L’Élite
artiste. Excellence et singularité en régime démo-
cratique, Paris, Gallimard, , p. .

 Pierre Grémion, Intelligence de l’anticommu-
nisme: le Congrès pour la liberté de la culture à
Paris (-), Paris, Fayard, , p. .

 “Notre forme d’art, avec, entre autre, sa
confiance dans la raison, le progrès, et sa
défiance envers l’individualisme nous sem-
blaient (n’en déplaise à Jdanov) répondre au
vœu des vrais marxistes”, François Morellet,
“Mes systèmes à travestir. Résister à
Descartes”, Alliage, No.  (Autumn ):
pp. -, reproduced in François Morellet,
Mais comment taire mes commentaires, Paris,
ENSBA, , pp. -.

 Georg Lukács, The Destruction of Reason

OWNREALITY (), J. GALIMBERTI



(original German title: Die Zerstörung der
Vernunft) [], transl. Peter Palmer, Atlantic
Highlands, Humanities Press, . The
French edition, entitled La Destruction de la
raison, comprised two volumes published by
L’Arche in -.

 Vera Molnar’s interview with the author (
January ).

 For Lukács’ life, see Arpad Kadarkay, Georg
Lukács: Life, Thought, and Politics, Cambridge,
Mass., Blackwell, .

 Georg Lukács, Existentialismus oder
Marxismus?, Berlin, Aufbau-Verlag, .

 Lukács,  (note ), p. . This also the
subtitle of the book in German.

 Lukács’ argument was starkly antithetical to
Adorno and Horkheimer’s The Dialectic of
Enlightenment, a book first published in ,
which offered a bleak vision of Western
Reason. Adorno famously ridiculed The
Destruction of Reason, affirming that it only
illustrated the destruction of Lukács’ reason.
See Theodor W. Adorno, Notes to Literature,
Vol. I, trans. Rolf Tiedmann, New York,
Columbia University Press, , p. .

 François Molnar, untitled, leaflet of the exhi-
bition, reproduced inGRAV, ed. Aupetitallot
(note ), p. .

 Equipo , “Reflexiones sobre la exposición
‘les sources du XXe siècle’”, Praxis, No. ,
, reproduced in Equipo , ed. González
Orbegozo, Belén Díaz de Rábago, exh.
cat. Madrid, Museo Nacional Centro de Arte
Reina Sofía, , p. .

 Manfredo Massironi, “La ricerca estetica di
gruppo”, in Marcatré, No. -, , p. .

 Nove tendencije , exh. cat. Zagreb, Galerija
suvremene umjetnosti, Zagreb, Galerija suvre-
mene umjetnosti, . I wish to thank

Armin Medosch for sending me a reproduc-
tion of the original French version of the text.

 Morellet,  (note ), p. .
 Margit Rosen et al. (eds.), A Little-Known

Story about a Movement, a Magazine and the
Computer’s Arrival in Art: New Tendencies and
Bit International, -, Cambridge, Mass.,
MIT Press, , pp. -.

 François Molnar, François Morellet, “For a
Progressive Abstract Art”, in Margit Rosen
et al., ed.,  (note ), p. .

 Ibid., p. .
 Ibid., p. .
 John Roberts, The Intangibilities of Form: Skill

and Diskilling in Art after the Ready-Made,
London, Verso, , Julia Bryan-Wilson,
Art Workers: Berkeley, University of
California Press, , Work Ethic, Helen
Anne Molesworth et al. (eds.), Baltimore,
Baltimore Museum of Art, University Park,
Pennsylvania State University Press, .

 Jacopo Galimberti, “The N Group and the
Operaisti: Art and Class Struggle in the Italian
Economic Boom”,Grey Room, No. , .

 The forthcoming essay by Paula Barreiro
López and the author, entitled “Southern
Networks”, will focus on Argan’s and
Aguilera Cerni’s politicisation of abstraction
in the early s.

 See, Maria Gough, The Artist as Producer:
Russian Constructivism in Revolution, Berkeley,
University of California Press, ; Christina
Kiaer, Imagine No Possessions: The Socialistth
Objects of Russian Constructivism, Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press, . For the New
Tendencies exhibitions, see Rubino, Giovanni,
“Italian Art in Yugoslavia from  to :
An Overlooked Chronicle”, Artl@s Bulletin,
Vol. , No. , , pp. -.

OWNREALITY (), J. GALIMBERTI


