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GLEIZES, COOMARASWAMY AND GUÉNON

Albert Gleizes is best known among art historians as the author - together with his fellow painter Jean Metzinger - of Du
 "Cubisme", published in 1912 and widely seen at the time as an authoritative 'manifesto' of Cubism.
 In fact, though, there is little in the book that refers to practices that could be described as specifically 'Cubist'. It is more a general argument for the right of painters to free themselves from having to copy the external appearance of things in nature; and it evokes non-European - in particular Chinese - art to argue that painting need not be bound by the laws of single point perspective.

In 1923/4, however, Gleizes published La Peinture et ses lois which did outline a specific method of painting derived from practices developed by the Cubists, most especially the work of Metzinger and Juan Gris done in Paris during the war (Gleizes himself, after a short spell in the army, spent most of the war in the United States).
  Gleizes argued that the Cubism of 1912 had been intuitive - the painters had sensed possibilities that could not be realised under the conventional perspective mechanism. By 1924, however, it was possible to have a much clearer idea.

'Painting and its laws' argues that through the researches of the Cubists a principle of mobility or 'rhythm' had been introduced into painting. Instead of being drawn into the depth of an illusionary third dimension, the eye was invited to circle from one thing to another round the surface of the painting. Gleizes called the new method 'translation' and 'rotation'. Translation was the organisation of space and as such remained essentially static, a matter of relative proportions. With 'rotation' however the eye was launched into movement and therefore into time. The whole at this stage was worked on the basis of plane surfaces standing in an intelligible relation to the overall proportions of the painting. Ultimately, in his later work, the 'translation' would still be understood as planar but the 'rotation' would be understood as linear.

The description of this method, though, only takes up a small part of 'Painting and its laws' - almost an appendix. Most of the book consists of an historical argument: that this approach to painting is not a novelty, not 'modern'. It is in fact a principle that can be seen in other times and other places. In the art of western Europe it is particularly characteristic of Romanesque art. Romanesque art was not - as was widely thought at the time - a 'primitive' art, the art of people who had lost the ability to represent realistically the external appearances of things, or the art of a people groping their way towards the precise scientific knowledge that was to be developed in the Renaissance. It was an art which had its own principle which was to do, not with the imitation of external appearances, but with rhythmic movement. If the faces and the folds of the garments in a Romanesque sculpture appear unrealistic it is because both are subject to a common logic which is dictated by the needs of a purely pictorial rhythm. And entering into that rhythm becomes, for the spectator as well as for the artist, an act of contemplation.

Gleizes went on to argue that the transition from the Romanesque to the Renaissance represented a change in the 'state of mind' or of spirit (état d'esprit) of the whole society which could be traced in all other areas of human intellectual and cultural endeavour, from an essentially religious mind frame which he identified as 'rhythmic' to one that was essentially materialist, or, in Gleizes's terminology, 'spatial', obsessed with observation of the material world and not with the internal life of the spirit. This is where his thinking joined up with that of Ananda Coomaraswamy.

In his essay Spiritualité rythme forme, published in 1945, Gleizes says that Coomaraswamy had contacted him after reading his book La Forme et l'histoire, published in 1932. The earliest correspondence I have seen between Gleizes and Coomaraswamy is a letter of Coomaraswamy's dated June 1936 but it refers to earlier correspondence. Gleizes mentions Coomaraswamy in his Homocentrisme, published in 1937. Gleizes took the view that spiritually useful knowledge could only be acquired through the practise of a manual craft and generally in his published writings he regarded pure intellectuals with contempt. But in Homocentrisme he makes exceptions of René Guénon and Coomaraswamy.

The linking of Coomaraswamy's name with Guénon is hardly accidental.  We know that Gleizes and Guénon met in Paris prior to Guénon's departure for Cairo in 1930 but it seems to be only in the 1930s that, largely encouraged by his pupil Robert Pouyaud, Gleizes began to read Guénon seriously.
 There is a letter from Guénon to Gleizes dated November 1931 thanking him for sending him a copy of Vie et mort de l'occident chrétien which Gleizes had published in book form in 1930. Roger Lipsey quotes Coomaraswamy in the preface to his own translation of a chapter of Guénon's Crise du monde moderne saying 'The translator holds that no living writer in modern Europe is more significant than René Guénon whose task has been to expound the universal metaphysical tradition that has been the essential foundation of every past culture ...'

That was in 1935 and according to Lipsey is the first reference to Guénon in Coomaraswamy's writings but he thinks Coomaraswamy must have started reading Guénon around 1930 and that his influence is very great from 1932 onwards. We might summarise the effect crudely by saying it represents a transition from art historian passionately interested in religion to theologian, or metaphysician, passionately interested in art. From 1936 onwards, when the journal Le Voile d'Isis changed its name under Guénon's influence to the more objective and scholarly Études traditionnelles, Coomaraswamy becomes, after Guénon himself, the principle contributor.

COOMARASWAMY AND GUÉNON

Études traditionnelles had a particular character determined by Guénon and obviously very congenial to Coomaraswamy. Its central idea was that underlying all the major religions was a common metaphysical doctrine, an original revelation, known only to initiates. The religion as experienced by its ordinary adherents was the exoteric form of this esoteric doctrine. The orthodoxy of the religion could be judged by the extent to which the esoteric doctrine remained implicit in in the exoteric form. Roman Catholicism was more orthodox than Protestantism, Hinduism was more orthodox than Buddhism (though Lipsey, p.170, says Guénon revised his views on Buddhism in agreement with Coomaraswamy), Sunni Islam was more orthodox than Shi'i Islam (leading to tensions between the Guénonian school and the specialist in Iranian religion - Shi'i Muslim and Zoroastrian - Henry Corbin
).

The esoteric tradition had, Guénon believed, been maintained in 'the East', especially in Hinduism, but was largely lost in 'the West'. The aim of Études Traditionnelles was to recover it, and this work was regarded as strictly intellectual. Using a traditional Hindu understanding of religious paths, Guénon followed the way of knowledge (jñāna), not the way of devotion (bhakti) or the way of asceticism and practise (karma). Guénon, however, did not write as an academic. He presented the result of his researches in a rather blunt, take it or leave it, manner. Coomaraswamy on the other hand saw it as his particular role to influence the western intelligentsia, to correct the ideas of the 'orientalists', and therefore used all the machinery of his wide-ranging erudition across several different religious traditions, with detailed footnotes often reinforcing an argument derived from one particular religious tradition with quotations from central figures in other religious traditions. Within Christianity he had a special fondness for the scholastic philosophers.

Gleizes himself was surprisingly well-read in these matters. He had access to a large theological library formerly belonging to his wife's great uncle, a Roman Catholic Bishop. But the esoteric truth that interested Gleizes was, he believed, expressed in the plastic act of the artist and craftsman, not in the arguments of the philosophers and theologians. In particular he distrusted scholastic philosophy, associating it with the art of the 'early Renaissance', when imitation of the external appearance of things in nature began to assert itself against the rhythmic spirals and arabesques of the Romanesque. La Forme et l'histoire almost seems to regard the emergence of any sort of literary culture as in itself a decadence of the religious mind, and insists that the new and necessary theologian will have to be formed not in the University but in the desert: 'the Theologian needs to be remade like everything else ... it is in the desert that he must forget rhetoric and philosophy, in the desert that he will once again find the simplicity to speak, simply and mysteriously ...' ('Forme et histoire', p.322).

Nonetheless, he could not help but be impressed by the quotations Coomaraswamy found in the scholastics, especially Thomas Aquinas's: 'Art does not imitate nature in its effects but in its mode of operation.' Both Gleizes and Coomaraswamy repeat this endlessly like a mantra through the 1930s but I do not think it appears in Gleizes's writings prior to his encounter with Coomaraswamy. We might also note the scholastic slogan Ars sine scientia nihil which appears as the motto to his essay written in homage to Coomaraswamy, Active tradition of East and West. Coomaraswamy also uses it, for example in his essay The Christian and oriental, or true, philosophy of art (p.29).

In the 1940s something resembling a schism appeared in Gleizes's immediate circle between what we might call Guénonians and anti-Guénonians. Pouyaud helped to found the journal L'Atelier de la rose as an equivalent of Études traditionnelles for the use of artists and craftsmen.
 But the Benedictine monk, Dom Angelico Surchamp, who had joined up with Gleizes shortly after the end of the war, founded Zodiaque to give a more mainstream Roman Catholic viewpoint.
 Zodiaque evolved into the great series of books celebrating Romanesque art throughout Europe but especially in France. Both sides claimed Gleizes for their own. The Australian potter Anne Dangar was very much on the Catholic side of the division and very hostile to the influence of Guénon which, she thought, was producing an atmosphere of intellectual and spiritual arrogance among those who claimed some knowledge of the true esoteric doctrine. She continued, however, to use and admire the writings of Coomaraswamy, especially those concerned with the need for a revival of craftsmanship.

WHAT GUÉNON SAW IN GLEIZES

I do not know exactly how Coomaraswamy was introduced to La Forme et l'histoire but it is easy to see why he would have been at least intrigued by it. The second and third chapters of the book are concerned with right and wrong approaches to understanding the art produced by religious cultures. The wrong approach is typified by Emil Mâle, the great French historian of Romanesque art. Gleizes accuses him of treating this art as if it had the same ambitions as Renaissance art but was less successful in achieving them. Mâle, Gleizes believed, had failed to enter into and to understand the state of mind of the society that had produced these works. The right approach, by contrast, was typified by the English orientalist E.B.Havell, in his Ideals of Indian Art: 'We do not have in France a work which, from far or from near, even touches on the question of form which E.B.Havell clearly reveals (tranche) in the essence of its principles.'
 It happens that Coomaraswamy's career as a writer on art could almost be said to have started around 1907-8 as part of a movement whose leading spokesman at the time was Havell, defending the integrity and artistic value of Indian art.
 

Guénon too, though he several times disclaims any great personal feeling for art, thought highly of Gleizes and saw him as an ally. Favourable reviews of Vie et mort de l'occident chrétien and Homocentrisme appeared in Études traditionnelles under the pen of Guénon's collaborator (on the Roman Catholic side of the venture) Pierre Pulby.
 Guénon himself wrote short accounts in his 'comptes rendus' of Gleizes's Signification humaine du Cubisme (Feb 1939) and Tradition et modernisme (April 1937) as well as of Pouyaud's Du "Cubisme" à la peinture traditionnelle (July-August 1949) and the first issue of L'Atelier de la rose (Oct-Nov 1950).

In so doing he was taking seriously Gleizes's view that Cubism was capable of evolving into a renewal of traditional art. This is such an extraordinary development in the thinking of the great despiser of all things modern that it may be worth quoting his review of Signification humaine at length:

'This pamphlet is the reproduction of a talk in which the author sets out to show that Cubism - known first and foremost as an aesthetic manifestation - has in reality exercised an influence in a much wider, more truly 'human' field, first because it was "a work faithful to the true nature of the painter, a manual craftsman" (un travail de peintre véridique, de manuel), and then because it led the painter, in order to resolve certain difficulties, to reflect "not on images of the outside world, but on himself, on his natural tendencies, on what he wanted to do, on his active faculties." It was, then, at least for certain of them, a starting point for researches that were bound to lead them further, "reintroducing (through the multiplicity of points of view) time, in a human mode of expression, in an art which, so people thought, couldn't take account of it" and leading them to understand that "the geometrical figure was a means and not an end." We shan't dwell on the more specifically "technical" considerations, nor on the theory of the "rainbow", which the author has already developed elsewhere, but we will notice as particularly interesting the idea that "Cubism has forced us to question the one sided idea of the importance of sensation (la notion unilaterale sensible) which we got from the Renaissance" and thus to come closer to the artistic notions of the middle ages, which could bring about "the rebirth of a religious expression."' (Guénon 1973, pp.30-31)

If Guénon does not deal here with the 'more specifically "technical" considerations' his 1949 review of Pouyaud's Du "Cubisme" à la peinture traditionnelle indicates his approval. Pouyaud's account of the technique developed out of Cubism is largely based on Gleizes's La Peinture et ses lois, and Guénon has this to say about it: 'he [Pouyaud] has been able to summarise in a few pages, with a clarity that cannot be too highly praised, a certain number of essential ideas concerning painting envisaged from the traditional point of view: laws relative to the plane and to its movements (the moderns have forgotten too easily that a painting is a flat surface) ...' (ibid, p.108)

In a compte rendu written for the 1940 edition of Études traditionnelles (which in the event did not appear, though the article was published in 1945) Guénon severely criticised Pouyaud for saying that the collapse of the religious tradition of the west could be seen in the transition from the Romanesque round arch to the Gothic pointed arch (ibid, p.45). Was he aware that this was a central argument of Gleizes? In any case he discussed the transition from Romanesque to Gothic in correspondence with Gleizes in 1947 and in the 1949 review of L'Atelier de la rose he quotes Pouyaud on the transition from round arch to pointed arch without adverse comment (p.230). Guénon has a reputation for rigidity and dogmatism but in this case he showed himself to be quite flexible and willing to consider ideas that challenged even quite fundamental parts of his own argument (he had situated the collapse of the religious tradition of the West in the fourteenth century).

WHAT COOMARASWAMY SAW IN GLEIZES

I know of no source in which Coomaraswamy engages with the details of Gleizes's thought but there are several letters in which he recommends his books - notably Vie et mort and La Forme et l'histoire - to his correspondents, and they appear in the footnotes and bibliographies of several of his essays.
 He tried to arrange reviews of Gleizes's books in the New York based Art Bulletin.
 At one point he was proposing to send his teenage son Rama to stay with Gleizes as well as with Walter Shewring and Eric Gill at Ditchling but in the event Rama went travelling in the Himalayas with the principle Buddhist member of the 'traditionalist' circle, Marco Pallis.

Perhaps the most interesting of Coomaraswamy's references to Gleizes comes in his essay Philosophy of Mediaeval and Oriental Art, published in Mircea Eliade's shortlived journal Zalmoxis in 1938. Giving La Forme et l'histoire as his reference he says: 'We hail the shift from form to figure that marked the "Renaissance" out of which our own materialism and sentimentality are only the inevitable and more complete development ... '

The distinction between 'form' and 'figure' is central to Gleizes's thought - it can be seen quite clearly in the way he uses the words in Active Tradition. For Gleizes, the 'figure' is a geometrical expression, entirely static and spatial, while the 'form' is ultimately sensed in the whole rhythmic movement of the work. 'Form' is a word to be used in the singular - there is only one Form, it is universal and is best expressed by the circle. The variety of our works of art is only possible because the absolute circular Form is unattainable - happily, he says, for the artist!
 Gleizes does not pose a choice between form and figure as two mutually incompatible entities. The figure has its proper place in the work of art but it is, so to speak, the lowest place. The painting, the painter and the person contemplating the work rise from the figure (the appearance of the Buddha, of Christ or whatever) through the spiralling cadence to the overall circular completeness of the Form, 'the truth of the rhythm, form-light, perfectly incorporeal yet nonetheless complete ...'
 

But we may wonder if Coomaraswamy and Gleizes understood these terms in quite the same way. Coomaraswamy understood 'form' in a Platonic sense as the artist's apprehension of a divine idea. The 'figure' on the other hand is the external, one might say 'photographic', appearance of an object we encounter in the world about us. In this understanding most of the 'forms' admired by Coomaraswamy may be only figures. The artist's apprehension of the divine idea may not be a copy of the external appearances in nature but it is still 'figurative', the appearance of the Buddha, Christ or whatever remains its most important feature.

The passage in Philosophy of Mediaeval and Oriental Art continues:

'We do not realise that the ideas which he ["primitive man" - PB] expressed with such austere precision by means of his spirals, for example ... are only meaningless to us because we no longer understand them.'  
I do not know Coomaraswamy's earlier writings sufficiently well to be able to say with certainty that he never before evoked 'spirals' in quite this way before but a central argument of La Forme et l'histoire is that the spirals and concentric curved lines which characterise the drapery in early mediaeval and much oriental statuary have the same role - of propelling the viewer into a state of contemplation in time and movement - as the similar spirals and concentric curved lines to be found on the megaliths of Ireland and Brittany - again the argument can be found in Active Tradition. Coomaraswamy also evokes the spiral in his essay The Christian and oriental, or true, philosophy of art: 'The artist's spirals are the forms of life, and not only of this or that life; the form of the crozier was not suggested by that of a fern frond. The superficial resemblances of art to "nature" are accidental; and when they are deliberately sought, the art is already in its anecdotage.'

The punning word 'anecdotage' is notable in this context. 'Anecdote' is the word Gleizes uses, nearly always dismissively, to refer to the subject matter of the work of art, the story it tells. I feel pretty confident that Coomaraswamy in this passage has Gleizes's use of the word in mind but again I am not sure that the two men understood it in quite the same way. The 'story' behind the painting is precisely what interested Coomaraswamy and Guénon. Gleizes, Guénon and Coomaraswamy were all agreed that it was only as religious, and from within a religious mind-frame, that religious art could be understood. But for the writers of Études Traditionnelles, religion was to be understood first and foremost as doctrine. For Gleizes the religious meaning or inner life of the painting was essentially non-representational. It was through the organisation of planes, lines, colours, not through the iconography, that the painting became a 'support for contemplation'. 

WHAT GLEIZES SAW IN GUÉNON AND COOMARASWAMY

In the passage we have already quoted, Coomaraswamy says that the early non-representational spiral has a meaning that is lost to us. The implication is that that meaning is symbolic of a religious mystery. But for Gleizes the meaning of the spiral lies in an act that propels the person making it, or the person contemplating it, into movement, or time. Since this capacity for movement and time is inscribed in our nature as human beings it cannot ultimately be lost - though we can lose intelligent consciousness of it. Again, Coomaraswamy, after evoking the spiral of the bishop's crozier in The Christian and oriental, or true, philosophy of art, continues: 'It is not by the looks of existing things but as Augustine says by their ideas that we know what we proposed to make should be like.' This is essentially the central idea of The Transformation of nature in art: the form is not copied from nature but it is copied from a divine original seen in vision as the result of a process of contemplation or meditation. It is still a representational art but in practise the representation becomes a highly stylised version of the forms found in nature.

That this is indeed how Coomaraswamy saw things is suggested in a letter he wrote in 1938 to Gleizes's pupil and colleague, Jean Chevalier, in which he refers to Eric Gill as 'the most important representative of that point of view which, in common with Mr Gleizes, interests you.' Gill is also associated with Gleizes in a note added to Coomaraswamy's essay 'Is Art a superstition or a way of life' when it was published in the collection Why exhibit works of art? grouping 'Gill, Gleizes, Carey and me' together as people assumed to be 'Mediaevalists'.

Indeed we might suggest that those aspects of Gleizes's thinking that Coomaraswamy understood and appreciated were precisely the aspects in which his thought resembled Gill. In a footnote to his essay The Interpretation of symbols (not published in his lifetime) Coomaraswamy quotes Gleizes attacking the idea that history is a progress from 'barbarism' to 'civilisation' and continues:

'I cite these remarks not so much in confirmation as to call attention to the works of M. Gleizes, himself a painter but who says of himself: "mon art je l'ai voulu métier ... Ainsi je pense ne pas être humainement inutile"' (I have wanted my art to be a craft ... In this way I do not feel that I have been useless from a human point of view - my translation, PB).

The emphasis on the artist as a craftsman, certainly central to Gleizes's thinking, is reminiscent of Gill, as is the importance Gleizes attached to a specifically religious motivation. Gill also shared Gleizes's interest in Romanesque art, and his hostility to the innovations of the Renaissance - all very much in line with both Gleizes and Coomaraswamy. But what Gill derived from Romanesque art was the stylised representation, not the rigour of construction, the manipulation of the purely non-representational power of vertical - horizontal - diagonal - spiral - arabesque - circle that Gleizes admired. Insofar as all that is present in Gill's work it is present as decoration, the essence lies in the stylised 'figure'. Neither Gleizes nor Chevalier were aware of Gill's work. After receiving Coomaraswamy's letter, Chevalier wrote to him and Gill sent him one of his books but it does not seem to have made a large impact in the Gleizes circle. We could imagine though that Gleizes would have found much to please him in Gill's writings, but he would certainly have felt that his art was still sentimental, still too firmly attached to the 'anecdote'.

Nonetheless, in his tribute to Coomaraswamy published in Krishna Bharatha Iyer's anthology Art and thought, Gleizes presents his own technique as if he is elaborating on Coomaraswamy's thought. Here and in his essay Spiritualité rythme forme he speaks as if he and Coomaraswamy had the same idea but that Coomaraswamy had seized it before Gleizes joined him and that it was only through Coomaraswamy that he realised that this idea was an integral part of a single world-embracing 'tradition'. But if my argument is accepted, Active Tradition of the East and West can be read as a criticism of Coomaraswamy's limitations, or at least an attempt to nudge him further in a direction Gleizes believed he was already headed. 'Ananda K. Coomaraswamy has severely condemned this aberration', he says, referring to the 'enslavement ... which gives all credit to sensible appearances to the point of depriving them of their symbolic value and of their power as images.' Thus far there is indeed a correspondence between Gleizes and Coomaraswamy. But Gleizes insists that the origin of the deviation lies in the 'iconographic figures' themselves: 'having wished to possess a significance of their own, they will have broken loose from their own interior structure of which, in fact, they should be only modalities.'
 I see no sign that Coomaraswamy would have agreed with this or even would have understood what exactly Gleizes meant by 'their own internal structure'.

What, then, was the basis of Gleizes's obviously very sincere admiration for Guénon and Coomaraswamy? What did he find in Coomaraswamy that he did not already have from other sources and from his own thinking? He had already argued at some length in La Forme et l'histoire - before the encounter with Coomaraswamy - that the principle he was defending could be found in many other cultures, that it was indeed the basis of all the productions of societies that were guided by a truly religious idea, implying what one might think is the basic contention of the traditionalists that the 'truth' in question was an objective truth common to all men at particular moments of history, whatever its local form of expression (Islamic, Hindu, Christian ...). 

I think that what Gleizes found exciting in both Coomaraswamy and Guénon was indeed this air of 'objectivity'. He had already had dealings with the esoteric philosopher René Schwaller de Lubicz and his friend, the poet Oscar Vladislas de Lubicz Milosz.
 His most important intellectual influences were, I believe, the poet René Ghil and the 'psycho-physicist' mathematician Charles Henry. In the 1930s, at the time of his first contacts with Coomaraswamy, he was closely associated with the Theosophist and 'Naturist' Jacques Demarquette (who later met Coomaraswamy and contributed to Art and thought). But these were all impressive individuals expressing original ideas which could be interpreted as resulting from their own personal psychological development. Both Guénon and Coomaraswamy had the same impersonal character Gleizes himself was aiming for in his painting. Both repudiated any suggestion of 'originality' except in a strict etymological sense of a return to the origins. Gleizes told Coomaraswamy in 1945 that rereading The Transformation of nature in art he was 'verifying my own modest observations as a painter ... It is rather strange that my research, without specific guidance, has led me to the terrain of tradition. I was led to it without knowing that it existed. I thank Heaven for having introduced me to these regions and having permitted me to find there men like you and René Guénon. Your works give me great joy ...'
  He was not searching for individuals who might agree with him, he was searching for verification, for an objective criterion. And that in turn reflected the need, both as painter and as thinker, for a truth that existed independently of his own psychology, a truth of human nature other than and greater than his awareness of his own immediate selfhood, something to which he could aspire, a consciousness that the 'spiritual ' is something other than the psychological.

Gleizes occupies something of an anomalous position in the history of twentieth century painting - too traditionalist for the modernists, too modernist for the traditionalists. For Gleizes, as we have said, the great achievement of Cubism had been to restore the capacity of the eye to enter into an ordered contemplative movement, independent of the figurative iconography. This can be seen clearly in most of the work of the best known Cubist painters until the 1920s. Thereafter the course of modern painting spins off in a quite different direction. Only Gleizes and his immediate circle remain faithful to this idea of the mobility of form. I have had some contact with that circle and share their sense of its importance, both as the central idea that makes sense of the disruption of the post-Renaissance illusionist ideal of painting; and as a restoration of contact with an earlier, religious art; but for the moment it - and consequently the greatness of Gleizes's achievement - remains invisible to modernist (a term that I think embraces what goes under the heading 'post-modernist') and traditionalist alike.
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� There is an account of the early history of Zodiaque in Surchamp 2001. For the view of Surchamp's friend and supporter Anne Dangar that it was a reaction to L'Atelier de la rose see Brooke 2001 p.261.


� Gleizes 1932, p.24.


� Lipsey 1977, p.60 et seq.


� Pulby 1936 (for review of Vie et mort) and 1938.


� These comptes rendus have been reprinted in Guénon 1973.


� Letters to Dr James Marshall Plumer, 36/1/1937 (Singam 1976); Miss Ad'e Bethune, 22/11/1939 (Singam 1972); Robin Field, April 1945 (Singam 1975). Footnotes in The Philosophy of Mediaeval and Oriental Art, Lipsey 1977, vol i, p.53; Le Symbolisme de l'épée, English translation in Lipsey 1977, vol i. p.438. For a more detailed account see the bibliography. See also Symbols and The Interpretation of Symbols, not published in Coomaraswamy's lifetime but available in Coomaraswamy (ed) 2004 and widely available on the internet.


� Coomaraswamy to Gleizes 20/12/1936 includes a letter from A.Philip McMahon, Chairman of the Dept of Fine Arts, New York University saying he knows Gleizes's books and hopes to publish an article for the Art Bulletin. The only article I have seen in the Art Bulletin is Shapley 1937.


� Coomaraswamy to Walter Shewring, 19/3/1946 in Singam 1974.


� Lipsey 1977, vol i, p.53.


� Gleizes 1998, p. 85.


� Gleizes 1937, p. 180.


� Coomaraswamy 1956, pp.34-5.


� Jean Chevalier to Albert Gleizes 4/8/38 (Coomaraswamy's reply) and 4/9/38 (Gill's reply). Note on 'Gill, Gleizes, Carey and me' in Coomaraswamy 1956, p.86.


� See note [13] above.


� Iyer 1947, p.250. I should perhaps note that Gleizes also says (p.246): 'Coomaraswamy, by giving me perfect enlightenment, by inviting me to share the fruit of his great learning, helped me to a better understanding of the treasures of my own heritage. Thanks to him the Christian rediscovered himself in a mood of integral understanding of the magnificence of the letter, of the telling power of the iconographic figures, borne out by what his own discoveries concerning the traditional act had in part allowed him to see.' I do not have the French original but here Gleizes seems to be saying fairly clearly that it is the ideological meaning ('the letter') not 'the technique of traditional act' that he found in Coomaraswamy That being the case the rest of the essay is about Gleizes's own discovery of the technique, not attributing any of it to Coomaraswamy. He concludes (p.250): 'If this has been my task, it is to Coomaraswamy that I owe the enlightenment without which I should not have been able really to turn to account this technique of the pure act ...' It may be that what Gleizes is saying is simply that Coomaraswamy enabled him to marry the 'technique' and the 'letter' ie to use a more or less conventional Christian figuration (as he did from the mid-1930s onwards) with a clear conscience.


� There is a brief account of the relations with Schwaller de Lubicz in Adams 2004, p.37. Alibert 1990 p.207 says the meeting between Gleizes and Guénon took place in the home of Mme René de Brimonte, a close friend of Milosz.


� Gleizes to Coomaraswamy 5/11/1945, translated in Lipsey vol iii, pp.222-3.
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