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As I was preparing to make a few notes for this article, I came 
by chance across a handwritten letter I wrote on 14 December 1979 
to a young woman painter, Daria Esteva, today a producer, in which  
I referred to what was then already clear evidence of the questioning of 
the avant-garde movements: 

[…] It seems that these days nobody claims the Avant-garde 
as their own. What matters now are the ‘minimums’. I would 
say this has become widespread, like a conservative reflex or 
instinct. A naive romanticism. A resurrection of cultural refer-
ents that soothe us and restore a certain calm. There is a kind 
of fear that cannot be pinpointed when everything is closely 
interrelated. Nothing is alien even though it might seem remote. 
The oil crisis, the Club of Rome’s report recommending an ur-
gent halt to the process and pace of growth, the increasingly 
pervasive economic thinking. […] [The] unbridled growth and 
accelerated environmental imbalance are leading to a cata-
strophist psychosis that is fuelling the spread of a conservative 
response in European communities, as the elections in recent 
years clearly reflect.

From fashion to literature, in which the novel and ‘colloquial’ 
narration are becoming popular again. Film is attempting to  
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focus on resembling itself ever more closely, and craft is mov-
ing right into the spotlight. Craftsmanship is taking a central 
role. A ‘good finish’ is demanded. Exchange value prevails 
over use value. It’s not enough to have an idea and express 
it; it is essential to represent it too. Your radical investment by 
rendering what is invisible visible. Of working based on land-
scapes-infrastructures. […] And your consistent tenacity in not 
moving from an imaginary, oneiric or magical ‘exterior’ world, 
one that is very often unsteady, clumsy, gullible or simply inten-
tional. At the tip of your fingers, you have a specific language 
for abstract concepts and sensations. […] 

•  •  •

In fact, we need to go back to the end of the Second World War, 
when General de Gaulle formed the first conservative government of 
the Republic in the post-war years and added a significant element 
to it: the creation for the first time of a ministry of culture. In order to 
endow it with a particular prominence, he appointed André Malraux 
as its head and minister, his intention being to place ‘culture’ above 
and outside ‘the market’, a situation that continued until the lat-
er socialist government of the eighties, under President François 
Mitterrand, whose minister of culture Jack Lang, surprisingly  
announced a Copernican revolution by stating that ‘what is good 
for the economy is good for culture’ and vice versa.

We have gone from policy aimed at creators to cultural compa-
nies under the subterfuge that policy aimed at creators ends up being 
dirigiste and interventionist, a fact that has led government cultural pol-
icy to confine itself to promoting culture’s industrial aspect, the defence 
of identity, the consolidation of language, the conservation of popular 
and architectural symbolic heritage, and to leave creation on the mar-
gins and exposed. In short, aid goes to results when investment ought 
to be in the process. Today, the process is the result.
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Just the prelude to what was coming, a ‘take it or leave it’.  
If you take it, the periphery is the place for dissent and expansive 
creativity.

In the early eighties, a sea change occurred, especially in the 
European Union and the United States. All the avant-garde move-
ments’ ideas that were still clinging on or came under that description 
were ousted; at the same time the need for single thinking became 
entrenched, the politically correct and artistically appropriate, blocking 
the way for any element that had the whiff of ‘deconstruction’ about 
it. In this sense, and in a more general context, we witnessed a rapid 
and widespread dismantling of the structures of the critical thinking 
espoused notably in the preceding decades. A status quo designed by 
the laws of fashion and the market began to establish itself, seeming 
to confirm the prominence of Guy Debord’s dictatorship of the market 
of the spectacle, which is a perfect instrument for advanced capitalism.

In case there were any doubts about what the intentions were, 
the creation of the ARCOMadrid contemporary art fair, the Reina Sofía 
art museum, the MACBA contemporary art museum in Barcelona, the 
Expo ’92 World’s Fair in Seville and the 1992 Olympic Games in Bar-
celona serve as an example. A veritable knock on the door for the 
radical propositions of the more significant avant-garde movements of 
the past.

•  •  •

In order to address the issue of art, we need to go back to the turn 
of the nineteenth into the twentieth century, when an unprecedented 
radical reaction was triggered in cultural, intellectual and artistic 
spheres: myriad manifestos in the field of art and poetic and philo-
sophical thinking. I personally incline towards movements that fiercely 
question the sanctification and the exchange value of art. Any everyday 
object can take on its ephemeral materiality and occupy the artistic 
space as a use value.
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Provocative, unembellished and hostile to the habits, customs, 
rules and conventions imposed by the Romantic and self-interested 
concept of art of the ruling classes, these movements undoubtedly 
marked the moment of the transition from modernism to postmodernity. 
The questioning once and for all of the plenitude of the past. The ex-
istence of a science of history in the modern sense of this term, which 
Heidegger defined as the science that explores and administers the 
past for the benefit of the present.

Languages are essentially for thinking: they enable us to under-
stand and understand ourselves and the world. Art is everything that 
we can come to feel or intuit in an abstract way by using paradoxes, 
metaphors and allegories to advance or open up areas of knowledge in 
art as well as in science and politics.

Metaphors are not just a device used by the poetic imagination 
and rhetorical forms to simplify the complexity of reality by means of  
an all-encompassing image, potentially falling into reductionism, but an 
account using powerful images and metaphors that make political 
discourse intelligible and credible, capable of gaining the support of  
citizens. Metaphors formulated not only in colloquial communication 
but also – and especially – in thinking.

If we talk about art, let us do so with an open mind and without 
compartmentalising; let us talk while remaining receptive to everything 
that is not planned, always alert to random chance.

•  •  •

While on the subject of chance and the unexpected, a few years 
earlier, in 1960–61, as a result of my presence in Cannes where I 
had been invited by the festival’s Selection Committee to participate 
in the presentation of my first production, Carlos Saura’s Los golfos 
(released in English as The Delinquents), an extraordinary event oc-
curred when the unexpected and chance conspired to bring us face 
to face with Luis Buñuel the moment we arrived in the hotel lobby. The 
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consequences of this fortuitous encounter are well known. I was the 
producer of Viridiana and the following year, 1961, we won the Palme 
d’Or for best film. Better still, it caused a media scandal that set the 
regime at sixes and sevens when they were condemned for having 
authorised such a defamatory and sacrilegious brainchild, according to 
the editorial of the Vatican’s official newspaper L’Osservatore Romano. 
Another failed attempt on the part of the dictatorship to manipulate the 
figure of Luis Buñuel. The film was declared non-existent, they denied 
it was Spanish and there was an implied threat of excommunication, 
which I am still awaiting, by the way. Another attempt by the regime to 
cover its shame.

Along the same line, Opus Dei’s initiatives represented an at-
tempt to improve the regime’s image in a climate of timid advances in 
cultural and economic policy. To this end, a Joan Miró exhibition was 
mounted in Barcelona in 1968 with the aim of exploiting the good name 
of the painter by organising a first exhibition of an official nature. At the 
last moment, it opened in Miró’s absence, as the artist refused to go de-
spite the fact that he was in Barcelona. It should be remembered that in 
1927, Joan Miró proclaimed his intentions: ‘I want to murder painting.’ 
In 1975, he explained why: ‘I burn paintings on artistic grounds and 
for reasons to do with the craft, something which produces a beautiful 
result; […] and also to say “shit” in reply to everyone who says these 
paintings are worth a fortune. I burn them.’

A year later, in 1969, the Association of Architects of Catalonia 
and the Balearic Islands, in response to a proposal received from a 
group of young architects, pondered on giving a forthright retort to 
the official exhibition, denouncing the manipulation of the name of the 
painter, who this time gave his full support and contributed to the pro-
ject. I was a member of the interdisciplinary committee, which com-
missioned me to make three short films to be shown during the exhibi-
tion. Miró proposed to paint the large windows on the ground floor of  
the association’s premises to entice people into the exhibition. One of the 
commissions consisted of shooting a documentary of the painting of 
the mural. My immediate response was that I was not interested in 
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shooting a documentary, in all honesty, and that there were others who 
could do it better than me. A few hours later, I called to propose film-
ing the painting on condition that on the day the exhibition closed, we 
would also shoot its destruction by Joan Miró himself: that was the only 
way that it would make sense to shoot the painting. I wanted to draw 
attention to the importance of the process and the ephemeral nature of 
the action. A certain brouhaha kicked up over whether it was appropri-
ate, both politically and artistically, to destroy a work by someone like 
Miró. In the end, I agreed to suggest it to him myself and I made my 
way towards the Hotel Colón with the idea of carrying out the action. 
Joan Miró enthusiastically agreed to it immediately, totally in accord and 
keen to play his part. Thus we set about working on the basis of our 
visions, his as a painter and mine as a film-maker.

Miró made no bones about it when he recalled the events: ‘It had 
to be done like that.’ They were exceptional moments of connection 
between the two of us in the subversive radicalism that drew on, and 
fed into, the dynamics of conceptual art of the time.

•  •  •

In the early hours of 28 April, Miró appeared in overalls like those 
often worn in drugstores, a broom in one hand and a decorator’s paint-
brush in the other, ready to paint the 44-metre-long windows of the 
association’s offices.

Two months later, at noon one late June day, Miró, spatula in 
hand, and I began to erase the mural. It should be said that we had the 
invaluable help of the maintenance and cleaning team who completed 
the task professionally and competently, leaving no trace of the mural.

Having reached this point in the tale, it is essential to quote Miró 
when he says ‘needing to work very slowly with the professional dignity of 
an old labourer is the only way I’ll achieve beauty and a consistency  
of matter’.
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Moreover, I was in no doubt about the singular nature of the con-
tribution craftsmen make when they occupy a non-transferable place 
in the realisation of the aesthetic materiality of the artist’s original idea. 
Hence the fact that in the films Miró tapiz and Miró la forja, both made 
in 1974, Miró’s presence would have been meaningless.

In this brief account, and prompted by the surprise factor of the 
unforeseeables, I cannot ignore one of these films, Miró tapiz, in which 
we witness the making of a Miró tapestry under the supervision of the 
craftsman Josep Royo in a studio fitted out for the purpose in Tarra- 
gona. Five people worked on it for eight months, and it took 1,200 kilos 
of wool and another 600 for the warp. In total, it weighed 3,500 kilos 
and measured 6 metres wide by 11 metres long. It went on to hang in 
the lobby of the North Tower of the World Trade Center in New York, 
where it was buried on 11 September 2001 under the tons of rubble 
that was all that was left of the towers following the brutal terrorist  
attack in which thousands of people died. 

The mural and the tapestry are today two films.

•  •  •

Manuel Borja-Villel, director of the Reina Sofía art museum, sug-
gested to me that I should do another retrospective of my films in order 
to initiate a debate on the functions of contemporary art museums and 
the need to formulate their raison d’être, with serious proposals on 
providing a place for the more sensitive and dynamic social trends and 
movements in line with historical changes. While I agreed with his view, 
it wasn’t clear to me that there was any need for the retrospective in the 
light of the central question of culture’s political dimension.

It would be a matter of turning his proposal around and address-
ing the issue on the basis of the location and presence of the Reina 
Sofía as an iconic flagship of state-run national museums. With the 
singularity of a building that is the result of the merging of two incon-
gruities – the Hospital Sabatini (seventeenth century) and Nouvel’s 
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transparent structure typical of multinationals, centres or multipurpose 
service areas (2005) – to create a joint space. Let’s imagine it empty 
and ask ourselves what purpose it might serve, how it is used in the 
public cultural sphere. The outcome: in December 2015, the screening 
in the Reina Sofía auditorium of

Informe general II. El nuevo rapto de Europa.

During the long period of gestation and shooting, the fact that the 
Reina Sofía and MACBA were members of L’Internationale – a platform 
made up of six European museums and four partner institutions, within 
the framework of The Uses of Art initiative – was a decisive factor in 
expanding the space and content of the film over the course of The 
new abduction of Europe: debt, war, democratic revolutions forum. A 
new non-hierarchical and decentralised artistic internationalism found-
ed on the value of difference and horizontal exchange between a num-
ber of locally rooted and globally connected cultural agents mindful of  
the changes to the system and the end of traditional public spheres The 
new abduction of Europe calls for the emergence of new actors that 
spring from collective intelligence and from the transformation of muse-
ums and cultural institutions and their recognition.

In the era in which the terrain of culture is exploited in such 
a way as to make it ornamental and that of policy that turns it into 
an instrument at the service of the financial economy.

Paul Krugman gives a good description of the relationship and 
the role of the most eminent economists of that time, John Maynard 
Keynes and Milton Friedman. Keynes published his General Theory of 
Employment, Interest and Money in 1936, when economic theory in the 
Anglo-American world was completely dominated by the orthodoxy of 
the free market. In fact, Keynes had the effect of saving capitalism, not 
burying it, by stating that free markets could not be expected to provide 
employment. This represented a huge shift in economic thinking. Milton 
Friedman, with his strict orthodoxy, was able to detect the weak points 
in Keynesian economics and as a result became extremely influential.
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But it was a third book, The Constitution of Liberty by Friedrich 
Hayek, which arrived in Washington thanks to Margaret Thatcher and 
was waved in Ronald Reagan’s face as the most convincing approach, 
as far as the Conservative Party was concerned, and immediately be-
came a veritable radical and trailblazing manual in the hands of the 
most and stubborn neocons who reduced democratic institutions to 
the bare bones and dehumanised humanity.

Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher were not ideologists, but 
during the Washington Consensus, they enthusiastically formalised 
what had already begun in the seventies: the brutal liberalisation of the 
financial economy to the detriment of democracy as the real obstacle to 
the growth of a savage and devastating capitalism, following the rules 
of the Hayek code to the letter.

 
 So, I wish to suggest you read slowly and carefully the article 
by George Monbiot published in The Guardian newspaper on 14 No-
vember 2016 entitled ‘Neoliberalism: the deep story that lies beneath 
Donald Trump’s triumph’. 

The events that led to Donald Trump’s election started in 
England in 1975. At a meeting a few months after Margaret 
Thatcher became leader of the Conservative party, one of her 
colleagues, or so the story goes, was explaining what he saw 
as the core beliefs of conservatism. She snapped open her 
handbag, pulled out a dog-eared book, and slammed it on the 
table. ‘This is what we believe’, she said. A political revolution 
that would sweep the world had begun.

The book was The Constitution of Liberty by Frederick Hayek. 
Its publication, in 1960, marked the transition from an honest, if 
extreme, philosophy to an outright racket. The philosophy was 
called neoliberalism. It saw competition as the defining charac-
teristic of human relations. The market would discover a natural 
hierarchy of winners and losers […] Anything that impeded this 
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process, such as significant tax, regulation, trade union activity 
or state provision, was counter-productive.

[…] But by the time Hayek came to write The Constitution  
of Liberty, the network of lobbyists and thinkers he had founded 
was being lavishly funded by multimillionaires who saw the doc-
trine as a means of defending themselves against democ-
racy. Not every aspect of the neoliberal programme advanced 
their interests. Hayek, it seems, set out to close the gap.

He begins the book by advancing the narrowest possible con-
ception of liberty: an absence of coercion. He rejects such 
notions as political freedom, universal rights, human equality 
and the distribution of wealth, all of which, by restricting the 
behaviour of the wealthy and powerful, intrude on the absolute 
freedom from coercion he demands.

Democracy, by contrast, is not an ultimate or absolute value. 
[...] In fact, liberty depends on preventing the majority from 
exercising choice over the direction that politics and society  
might take.

[…] All that is good and useful, therefore, arises from inequality.

[…] It should come as no surprise to those who follow such 
matters that he was awarded the Nobel prize for economics.

[…] Hayek told us who we are, and he was wrong. Our first 
step is to reclaim our humanity.

That was George Monbiot of The Guardian.

 
•  •  •
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 The affirmation of European ties, albeit weak ones, of the order 
of attitudes, of the kind of relationship with thinking and with creation, 
is very important if we are to be able to continue making progress in 
shaping a true European demos. In other words, political Europe will 
not be plausible without a European pluricultural space that brings the 
continent’s cultural diversity together.
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