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Key Words - the title is ours, not Gleizes’ - is extracted from Gleizes’ Souvenirs 1934- 9, written during the war, but never completed or published. The conversations on which it is based took place in 1934, the year Gleizes described as “the most important in my life”. It was then that he felt he had finally understood in its main features the end to which Cubism had been striving - a painting that would address itself to the three levels of the human hierarchy, in space (the senses), in time (the intellect) and in Eternity (the intelligence). Extracts describing the consequences for the practice of painting are given on this site as Albert Gleizes in 1934.

CONVERSATIONS WITH LOUIS HOYACK

I have already said how appealing he
 was. A remarkable sensibility and intelligence. An exceptional lucidity on all the problems of the age. However, he had a tendency towards pantheism, which gave rise to passionate and endless discussions between us. I attributed this inclination to a lack of practical experience which prevented him from giving the words he used a concrete meaning. A pure intellectual, this philosopher, whose intellectual opinions were often very luminous, nonetheless seemed to me to be quite insensible to the simplest realities - the realities that lie most immediately within reach of our eyes and of our hands. This is a problem which is by no means unique to him. It is characteristic of all those who have received only an intellectual formation, without the hard control of experience. They never examine the foundations, the postulates which have to carry the whole weight of their intellectual constructions, so that, in spite of talent and of occasional fruitful encounters, the building is always held up by the image with feet of clay. Since I am not a professional philosopher, and I have the weakness to believe that one should always begin at the beginning - that is to say, with contact with things or, even better, with the movements by which things are made - I prided myself that I only used words whose reality was clear to me. In the end, I could not accept any line of reasoning unless we were agreed as to the premises, which, consequently, could not be adopted lightly. All our discussions turned on the nature of our premises. 

It was very difficult to keep to this elementary terrain. It is too easy to be led astray and, without knowing it, to start arguing about things whose reality has not been established, whose motives have not been uncovered. Every time I realised that this was happening, I would cry out and bring my fellow worker back to the task in hand. The longer our discussions lasted, the more I realised that they were only being kept going by our points of view, our ways of understanding certain key words, and that they would get nowhere. I was persuaded that there would be no reason for them if only we could start with an agreement as to the meaning of these words. This is the origin of all ideological disagreements. We attach no, or at least too little, importance to our vocabulary. Words quickly turn into synonyms or approximations to which each of us attaches any meaning he likes, hence the impossibility of coming to any agreement. The fault lies in the very foundations. That is why I constantly asked Hoyack what he meant, or what he saw when he pronounced such and such a word.

In fact, the key words are not so numerous that we have to lose a lot of time looking for them. They are the words to do with things and the relations that exist between them. There are primary words, just as there are primary numbers. All the other signs we use in our vocabulary can be made out of them, just as all numerical series can be constituted from the primary numbers. They are the only worthwhile postulates. These words are the words that indicate state, position, action and relations. There would not be so many philosophical systems which contradict or jostle against each other if only we gave words their true value. And it is more than likely that we could then recover the real cultural unity which we lack in these days when, it seems, with all the specialisations of our time, that we want to reduce everything to dust, by a process of analysis.

To this unity in death, in disappearance, I think we need to oppose a unity in life, in unification. Our so-called modern culture is a logomachy; all civilisations are like this when they come to the end of their tether. That is why those that replace them begin by restoring the sacred character of words and immediately situate them as originating in the Word, the Logos-Creator. All the key-words derive from the Word, bearing its image and deriving from it an esemplastic power which they never lose, even in their lowest forms of expression. And that is why, so long as the authority of the Word is maintained, human communities show, in its image, a creative capacity which resembles its own, which restores the primacy of work - of that real work that is act, silent, which does not seek to assert any individual megalomania. When the Word loses its authority, the human act declines, retires, disappears, and writers and orators flourish on the word with which it is replaced.

ABSOLUTE/RELATIVE

It seemed to me that my friend Hoyack’s pantheism resulted precisely from this original sin committed against the key words. Pantheism would not be possible if we began by putting some order into the basic assumptions of our vocabulary. And numerous heresies would likewise cease as soon as an agreement could be reached about these basic words. So, for example, I insisted that, from the start, the exact meaning of absolute and relative should be established. 'Absolute' is used thoughtlessly in various different ways, all of which have the particular characteristic of being relative in their nature. So it is important to re-establish its original meaning, prerogative of the Word and, like the Word, inaccessible and ineffable. We can use the term to indicate omnipresence, but that is all we can do; we tend towards it, insofar as we have the love of our actions, but we know that we will never attain it. Because we are relative and because we act and move in the relative. Is there a numerical relation between absolute and relative ? No, because it is clear that the absolute is not a product of the relative. The difference between them is not a matter of degree but of nature. If one could take away or add a relative from or to the absolute it would no longer be or, rather, it could not ever have been, the absolute. If anyone thinks they can develop the relative into the absolute by using subtle arguments or calculations, they are chasing a chimera, because the relative is not of the same order as the absolute. It would be a crazed notion of another absolute, in the process of being realised, which would result in two. Two absolutes cannot coexist, so the attempt to produce an absolute by adding relatives together is absurd. 

The consequences of these clarifications are immense. They drive away a thousand modern intellectual illusions by rendering them impotent from the very start. They show them up as detours, fit only to lead man further and further away from himself. They prevent man from running after aesthetic will o’ the wisps that exhaust and undermine him. They lead him towards that consciousness of his limits that gives him fresh life and frees him from the sin of pride. They restore the authority of God, Who is the Absolute, transcending carnal man, inaccessible, ineffable. They establish it with ease and, at the same time, relative man is renewed when he understands that his worth depends on the analogy he presents in spirit with the divine absolute. Wherever he is, whatever he does, whatever he knows or does not know intellectually, his dignity lies in the perfection of those acts that are rooted in his own nature; and this perfection is only attained through a continual effort to renounce that which is relative. The opposite of our modern intellectual formation which always pulls us more and more in the direction of that which is relative.

What would remain of pantheism if we recognised how fundamental is the opposition between these two basic realities? The one transcendental, the other contingent. Once these two terms are well defined, we understand that quantity cannot form part of that which is without quantity and, thus, that that which is pure quality cannot be expressed in terms of quantity. So what is it that our sciences, our philosophies claim to be doing? Are they ways of knowledge for its own sake? Are they so drunk with their own fanaticism as to claim that, one fine day, they will reach the point where the absolute and relative come together? Once we have understood that this is an irreducible distinction, we can hardly be surprised to see them collapse, in an act of renunciation that is far from being voluntary, into self destruction, both around us and within us. Nowadays, our sciences and our philosophies have come to the point of death or, rather, to the point of decomposition. What they offer us has nothing to do with that knowledge that is of the nature of consciousness, rather it tends to lead us away from it. By the opposite path from that which leads to everything, to the qualitative absolute, they drag the relative towards its quantitative collapse, to nothingness. And this end is not in contradiction with their much vaunted material conquests which, as they take everything over, so they do away with man, who is responsible for it all. This is how he pays the price of his blind, inordinate pride.

These two clarifications with regard to the absolute and the relative ought to be established in a child’s mind from the very first moment that it begins to be disciplined. And he should be reminded of them periodically throughout the whole course of his studies. In this way, not just mistakes but irreparable catastrophes could be avoided by the adult who is being prepared. From the earliest age, man would thus be conscious of his limits and of his possibilities. He would cease to be this traveller who blindly climbs ever higher in a train whose point of departure and destination are each alike unknown to him; and who pushes his naivete and his trickery to such a degree that when some scruple takes hold of him he can reply that, in his journey, he does not need to bother himself with ‘first causes’ or ‘final causes’. One day, when we have been obliged by the sheer force of events to recover consciousness of the living order, we will be terrified of the evil that has resulted from this aberration. 

CAUSE/EFFECT

Cause is yet another of these key words on which our discussions turned. It is used in so many ways that one never knows what exactly anyone means by it. It is entirely necessary that it should be reduced to its original meaning so that all confusion can be avoided. Intellectual definitions have a tendency to empty words of their creative power. We must, then, restore to them their activity. To put a word into action prior to defining it. That is what I tried to do with Hoyack. ‘Here is a glass’, I said, ’what is its cause?’. Never have I heard so many complicated, specious reasonings, going nowhere. Simplicity is not an intellectual virtue. Hoyack told me that the cause of the glass is thirst, the need to put a liquid into a stable container, to give form to formless matter ... etc. ‘Not at all, quite simply, it is the glassmaker,’ I replied. ‘And the glass has no other cause. What you have called cause is only the motive or motives. Because you failed to distinguish between object and subject.
 The object is the glass, the subject is the motive. The glass being invariable and the motives variable. The cause is linked to the object, the motives are dependent on the subject.’
That got the discussion going because my friend Hoyack found my reply too simple. Of course. ‘Try’, I went on, ‘to verify what I’ve just been saying on something other than the glass. What is the cause of a painting? Isn’t it the painter? What is the cause of the crime? Isn’t it the criminal? What is the cause of tuberculosis? Has the person who has it nothing to do with it? What is the cause of philosophy? Is it not the philosopher? What is the cause of all the objects, all the facts, all the quantities, all the qualities which surround us and are in us? Whatever you try to think or do intellectually to avoid or postpone consideration of the answer, you have to see that, objectively, the cause is inseparable from the act. What is the cause of creation? The creator, without a doubt. Now, turn these questions over again and you will ‘see’ that the act is certainly inseparable from the cause. What is the cause of the glassmaker? Imagine, if you can, a glassmaker without a glass. A painter who does not paint. A criminal who does not commit a crime, a tuberculosis patient without tuberculosis, latent or active, a philosopher who never engages in philosophy. The things, the facts, quantities and qualities. which are in us or which surround us are things, facts, quantities and qualities. If you manage to do this, it means that the whole Universe has vanished from your mind and that you too have disappeared from in front of my eyes. The multiplicity of the definitions given to cause can, in the vague way in which language is used at the present time, be conceived. But not when we come to consider the word in its determinant value. Then it is an image of the Word, and we must catch it in action, creating itself. At that moment, it is unique. And then, cause and effect are simultaneous. Etymology often confirms what we have just found out by other means. Cause and ‘chose’ [French for ‘thing’ - translator's note ] have a common etymological origin, since causa means both ‘thing’ and ‘cause’; which shows that in the beginning there was no mistake about these matters and that the distinctions made later for the purposes of everyday living have ended up in so many complications that the real spirit of the term is obscured to the point where it disappears altogether.’
There too this confusion has had repercussions of incalculable importance. Having called the variable motive or motives cause, we have abandoned the object for the subject. Our intellectual opinions, deprived of unshakeable premises, have been drawn into a mad race that can only end in exhaustion. Our efforts to find the first and last cause in philosophy have got nowhere because we have seen the cause as being independent of the effect. In science, we have avoided compromising ourselves by treating the very idea of first and last causes with scorn, and we have searched the relations of cause and effect through successions of phenomena whose true cause has been ignored while we are only really interested in the motives. We have lost the object and are only capable of being excited by the subject. The absolute, and those of its images that are accessible to us, have become a dead letter; the relative carried all before it and did not allow of any hope. God was inaccessible and, in the confusion, His human image was lost.

FATHER AND SON 

And yet, simply re-establishing this simultaneity of cause and effect had important consequences for me. I found the demonstration and proof of the argument in the unity of the three distinct Persons of the Christian Trinity. I opened myself up to Hoyack and told him that I had spoken of this to certain friends who were priests and that I had asked them what we ought to think about the Trinity: ‘Can you explain the Trinity to me’, I asked them, ‘this God in three persons whose Unity is unimpaired?’ The replies were always the same: ‘It is a mystery beyond our strength; we must believe what we are commanded by the Church.’ ‘Are you sure that there is nothing but mystery in the Trinity? Don’t you think rather that this mystery could be a sort of reward for profitable effort? God gave us intelligence and reason. Logos means reason; surely we are meant to use them. The terms in which the Trinity is clothed - father, son, spirit - are so simple and general that they seem to me to invite us - not just scholars but, most importantly, all men of good will - to engage in an effort of understanding. Christian esotericism is like a mist in a river, crossed by all the fires of a Summer morning’s sun. It disperses in a few seconds. The Trinity is transcendental in the eye of God, absolute, ineffable. But for us, in its expressions, in its key words, it is His image, if only we would understand.’ My priestly friends looked at me with suspicion, a little afraid, although they were used to my outbursts. ‘I believe in the efficacy of Christian doctrine; which is to say that I believe it to be as practical as it is true. To live as a Christian, then, implies a teaching; this teaching is part of the doctrine. To bear fruit, it must be heard, understood, assimilated; that is what Revelation means. I think that this word is badly used. It is yet another of those key words whose meaning has to be recovered. We have given it a meaning which puts it into a hopeless opposition to reason and therefore contradicts the Word, the Logos, which is reason. How many scholars and intellectuals have lost their religion or turned against religion only because they were persuaded that Revelation can never be reconciled with reason, even less transcend its limits. The Catholic clergy, and the clergy of the other denominations, seem to me to have done little or nothing to enlighten them in this regard. Could it be that they themselves are mistaken to the point of adopting this error? In an age such as ours, when the falling away from Christianity is an evil that is making disturbing inroads, should we not try the impossible to remedy this state of affairs as a matter of urgency? The renovation of the key-words is the first act to be accomplished. The Trinity rightly understood could be the remedy to be applied to everything. It is the Catholic panacea. Through it, we quickly begin to understand that there is no contradiction between faith and reason, between Revelation and reason.’
What does the Trinity tell us? First, that it is made up of three hypostases: the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit. Next, that the Father and the Son are consubstantial and co-eternal, and that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the one and from the other. Finally, that these three distinct Persons are One. If we re-establish the words in their original meaning, linked to the object and not to the subject, the divine Trinity does not in any way contradict its human image. And using our reason to show it is no more a sacrilege than using that same reason to understand what is meant by this admirable statement: ‘God made man in his image and resemblance’. For, if man is the image of God, there can be no objection to his being an image of the Trinity, which is God. St Augustine himself has said it.

Looking at the three hypostases attentively, the meanings of the words by which they are named, their relations and their positions, and turning towards ourselves, or towards what surrounds us in the course of our daily lives, we find no reason to object to what those who are wiser than we have told us about the Trinity. We can easily see that Jack’s father and Jack are of the same flesh and blood; father and son are certainly consubstantial as, we are told, are the Father and Son of the Most Holy Trinity. Are they co-eternal? That is to say, is there any relation of time between them? Is the one before or after the other? Did Jack’s father have any existence prior to his son, Jack? To reply to these questions we have to give to the words ‘father’ and ‘son’ their real meaning, their meaning in action, consequently their objective meaning. What is a father? It is a man who has a son. What is a son? It is a man who has a father. No son, no father; no father, no son. No time separates them in their nature as father or son; for the very instant of the appearance of Jack is the instant when his father appears. So long as Jack was but a virtuality, the father too was only virtual. Jack’s birth and the father’s appearance were simultaneous. Now, is it possible to situate, exactly, absolutely, in time, this phenomenon that is at once double and unique? We may call upon our cleverest mathematicians, we may use the most wonderful instruments perfected with a view to cutting seconds into infinite numbers of nths, but we will never reach anything other than an approximation. As far as the absolute is concerned, there is no difference between the result of this refined calculation and the approximate instant which is all that is needed by the civil registry office. What do we deduce from this? That all simultaneity of cause and effect is produced outside space and time. We, miserable creatures whose natures are differentiated, we only know what comes to us from eternity in the world of space and time, based as it is on the principle of succession. Every birth comes from Eternity,
 even our own, even those that we ourselves provoke in those true acts of our life in which the cause cannot be mistaken for the motive. The glassmaker is the cause of the glass. 
Now let us return to the Spirit which, according to what the Most Holy Trinity tells us, proceeds from the Father and from the Son. Is it the same in the case of Jack and his father? Exactly. Who is the Spirit? Ineffable love. The father’s love for his son, Jack, is reciprocated in the love of Jack for his father; that is part of the normal, elementary order. And it is that love that was the determining factor in the ‘creation of the father’ and the ’begetting of the son’. For it is well said that ‘the Father is created’
 when ‘the Son is begotten’. Again we can find its image in and around us. What was Jack’s father before Jack was born? A son, quite simply, who, at a certain moment in his life, wanted to beget a son, through love for his son, through love for himself. When Jack was born, the son who begot him thus created himself as a father, renouncing the son that he was to find him again in Jack. No-one has ever seen the birth of a father; but we always see the birth of a son. Fatherhood is an auto-creation, sonship the result of a conception. 

From what has been said, we may conclude that we cannot grasp the Most Holy Trinity intelligibly in its transcendental nature, which is eternity, any more than we can grasp the one God, though the Trinity nonetheless expresses His creative gesture with regard to the creation. But we are still the image and resemblance of the Trinity, as we are of God, from Whom the Trinity is inseparable. And, intelligibly, we are not only allowed, we are positively ordered to become aware of this image. I have said that the mystery is a reward for our effort. Where does it lie? Precisely in this revelation of Eternity which we feel in the simultaneity without location of the creative act, even when it is only done by the image, a question of cause and effect. That is the nature of the creative act which, tirelessly and ceaselessly, we repeat all the length of our earthly pilgrimage, which brings us the life of Eternity which we derive from the Most Holy Trinity; the three distinct persons who are one can be found in everybody - each man being son and father by the flesh or by vocation, being begotten and creating himself; each man being a vessel of love proceeding from the son that he was when he was born to the father he can be if he knows how to avoid mistaking object and subject, cause and motive. Let us add, if he is taught by good masters or if, being touched by grace, his real experience teaches him about himself.

The consequences of the teaching of good masters who know the adorable teaching of the Most Holy Trinity are immediate and they give a community basic principles that are indestructible. Each of its members can experience its good effects. Through it, everyone’s work recovers its sacred nature. In the humblest act, realised under the authority of the object, in which cause and effect have primacy over motives, reasons, fantasies, a light that comes from God Himself, from the absolute, from eternal life, can be seen and shines on the worker and his work. For twelve centuries the Christian Church had ’overseers’ who were good teachers. They maintained the divine instruction in the communities under their care. They prevented any confusion between the object and the subject. They knew how to put the great lesson embodied in the Most Holy Trinity within everyone’s reach. I have spoken of work. It was understood as something holy, as the act which allows us to ‘gain your life by the sweat of your brow’, according to the word that redeems and saves. ‘Gain your life’, understood objectively, actively, which is to say: ‘to go in the direction of life’. ‘By the sweat of your brow’, which is equally to be understood objectively, actively: ‘by an effort of the spirit’. Work for man was an integration, a participation, a prayer. It was the human act in the image of the Act of Creation, in which cause and effect reflect each other; it was the image of the realisation in unity of each of the operations of the Persons of the Trinity. That is what, beyond its utilitarian and social nature, explains the action of the Church on the work of men; that is what explains the quality, which nowadays we find astonishing, with which the works of the craftsmanship of those times, no matter how modest, are marked, each stamped with the seal of beauty. Those productions which, by their nature, have left no trace must equally have been ‘overseen’, since all came from the same authority, that of the Most Holy Trinity, in action everywhere. All the ‘acts’ which have come down to us and which slumber in the archives always begin with ‘In the name of the Most Holy Trinity’. The statutes of corporations, works that were reserved for people called to a particular craft - such as Cennino Cennini’s Treatise on Painting, dating from the fourteenth century (which shows a faithfulness to tradition among the craftsmen which was lacking on the part of the pure intellectuals) - always repeat, before giving up their secrets; ‘In the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit’ or ‘In the name of the Most Holy Trinity’. These are not just pious formulae without effect. They are professions of faith, active, objective, guarantees of the obedience and submission of the writers.

THE PAINTER AND THE PAINTING

Since I have just recalled the Treatise on Painting by Cennino Cennini, a painter, I will retain the notion of ‘the painter’ to justify this reference to the Most Holy Trinity. We will recognise the same relations, the same positions as those which exist in the Trinity, in its letter and in its spirit: Father, Son and Holy Ghost.

The painter, who is the cause of the painting understood as work, is the father of the painting, which is his son, or his daughter.
 The consubstantiality is clear: since a painter must be recognised in his nature as a painter, his flesh is the painting itself. That is what we can see in the painted work. The co-eternity of the painter and the painted work is of the same order as that of the father and son: no painting, no painter; no painter, no painting - a relation of cause to effect, simultaneity of the agent and of the act. Nothing before the other, nothing after the other. Impossibility of situating the precise time of the phenomenon which is thus produced and which, by reason of our distinct natures, we experience in space and time. A little thought, and we understand that it is produced outside space and time and thus ... Eternity, divine prerogative which may be felt even when the act is only in the image and resemblance. God is more faithful to us than we are to Him. Revelation, mystery. The Holy Spirit too can be found proceeding from the painter and from the painted work, in the painter’s love for the painting, and in the painting which reflects the painter’s love. Love that was the determining factor of the ‘creation of the painting’ and ‘the conception of the painted work’. For no-one has ever seen the birth of a painter, but we always see the birth of a painting. The painter is an auto-creation, the painting a production ...

In this example, and in others that we could choose indifferently from all the crafts and activities to which men devote themselves, can you see what benefits the Holy Trinity, rightly understood, can confer on the community? The order that it brings? The control it imposes on everyone’s work and on the quality of the gestures by which it is performed? The critical perception it conveys by which the good grain and the chaff, the good work and the bad, can immediately be distinguished? The protection it gives to the individual? The obstacle it poses to heresies whose tendency is to undermine life itself? Cause confused with motive, the principal with the accessory, authority and slavery. Work is a blessing and not, as it has become today, a curse. Work is not a matter of economics, a waste of time engaged in to obtain a salary that gives a poor guarantee of a precarious existence; it isn’t just any old subterfuge for obtaining a more or less legitimate profit; it isn’t an obligation imposed by confused circumstances, a servitude to which most of us are constrained by social injustice, an affliction from which we are destined to be released by the progress of machines. Work understood in its objective meaning and not diverted into the subject is, for man, image of his creator, the grace that is given to him for his redemption and salvation. That is where he finds his dignity, his greatness, his confidence and his immortality. And this is true for all kinds of work, whether it is apparently modest or spectacular, so long as it is conditioned by love. Not all of us have exceptional gifts or faculties, but we all have the capacity for love, to be employed in the first instance on ourselves. The Holy Spirit is immanent in us. It is only a matter of our being enabled to know it. That is the rôle of the overseers. It was the rôle of the overseers for the first twelve centuries of the history of the Church.

[ ... ]

RELIGIOUS INSTRUCTION

Only the Church is in a position to preserve or transmit these fundamental principles that are not changed by space or time. But a Church that has been the first to be willing to die to be reborn to life. Not a Church, however worthy of respect it may still be, which, and we must recognise this as a fact, was the first to depart from those life-giving principles, to turn away from sovereign Authority, to be attached to dangerous particularities, to turn towards reasons that are interchangeable. Even when I felt more than I understood, I declared myself astonished to see no fundamental difference between the instruction given in religious establishments and that given in schools and colleges. It seemed to me that there were certain distinctions that ought to be drawn.

A religious formation is something other than instruction in the catechism, which, however indispensable it may be, is usually only addressed to the memory, never to the spirit which needs to be awakened. What is the instruction in the seminaries worth? You only have to see the inadequacies of so many priests with regard to religious questions to be able to form a judgment. In the Catholic universities, the teachers, even when they are teaching theology, only teach the philosophy of the secular university. And these teachers boast of degrees, of diplomas, of doctorates obtained from the Alma Mater. How many the Princes of the Church who have come from its schools! How many the religious orders, Jesuit and Dominican, burdened with intellectuals taken from this secular formation, whose fatal error is that it is in total opposition to the traditional religious formation, just as the subject is to the object.

When I understood the importance of these distinctions, I was able to measure the harm done by this evil, and I understood that the Church, by distancing itself from what is specific to it - the initiation into origins - had itself given the first impulse to this rush towards death, the end of all material things. It was, then, normal that its highest authorities should be subjected to a lay instruction, tortuous, glittering, since the other, authentically religious, was only a letter and all we had to do with it was to believe it blindly - reason being the property of the University, and faith an article in contradiction with intelligence and criticism. Once they were engaged in these blind alleys, it is easy to understand how this clergy, which has lost the gift of tongues and all the other gifts of the Holy Spirit, are so mistaken as to the nature of culture and how they came to break their links with the people, links which cannot be formed in the schools but only in the workshops and in the fields. Only a culture of this kind, I say it yet again, is an objective culture, the only culture that answers to what has been said: ‘God made man in His image and resemblance’, since the Creator is not intellectual but active. And His only Son, Jesus Christ, when He assumed human shape, passed thirty years of His earthly existence, without saying a word, in the workshop of His earthly father, the holy carpenter, and that is where He learnt the teaching that He was to spread for three years to the deaf, the blind, the paralysed so as to unblock their ears, open their eyes, and set them in movement once again. ‘I am the Bread of Life ...’ That is what, some day, the Church, risen again from the grave, will oppose to the expedients that the Prince of Shadows, the intellectual prince, suggests these days to men who are in pain and who, for a long time yet to come, will live under the evil charm of ‘progress’.

The resurrection of the power of key words! We have indicated some of them. They have that creative force which, starting from the seed, is revealed in the fulfilment of everything that bears witness to burgeoning life - the opposite to those words that are like so many diseases, that exhaust, that sterilise and kill. Look at the difference between the potter who, with a little clay, realises the form of a pot, and the physicist, who cuts and chisels his way into a body, reducing it to dust in an effort to surprise the life that is in it. On the one hand, the simplicity that enables us to understand every real beginning; on the other hand, complications that cannot even account for the dissipation and loss of consciousness they themselves induce. With our scientific methods, supposedly founded on facts, on observation and analysis, how can we explain the pot without referring to the potter? Unable to understand it simply as a pot, the physicist will break it, reduce it to particles, study its reactions to different stimuli. Then what will be his conclusion at the end of it all? The demand that impotence always makes. He will ask for judgment to be deferred.

SPACE AND TIME

We have lost our identity’, Paul Langevin
 said to me one day. They have lost everything, even themselves. In the course of the black work of destruction in which they are engaged, following so many others who have gone before them, they have rediscovered, and correctly named, the two categories space and time. But have they understood their natures and their positions? Have they imagined what they are dependent on? What is their cause? Space without a cause! Time without a cause! Just like the pot without a cause! The physicist has wanted to justify the pot in itself. Up until now, his explanation has been empty. We cannot explain created things if we expel the Creator from His creation, even when we pursue them through orders of magnitude that go well beyond our human proportions. Any more than the pot can be explained without the potter.

We had come, Hoyack and I, to discuss those key-words, space and time, which have been much in demand these last few years. I think they must be given their real meaning, stripped of attributes that deform their nature, and restored in their purity and simplicity to their proper owner, man, the man who does not use them intellectually, but objectively, as a necessity of everyday life. 

What is space? We will never be able to reply objectively to this question if we do not immediately refer to the primary distinction we have made between absolute and relative. We will not know our own limits, and we will have a mistaken notion of our possibilities. We will talk of space as if it was accessible to us, and we will think that we have conquered new territory merely by enlarging our field of action and of intellectual investigation. In reality, the word space is a sign that is as inexpressible as the word God. It is God designated by a different sign, revealed in a metaphor. Space is absolute. We tend towards it, but we must never forget that it is transcendental to this place in which the body - our own, taken individually, to begin with - finds itself. This was once understood in different terms when it was said: ‘the microcosm resembles the macrocosm’; or, to put it more simply: ‘Man is like the creation’, which is a way of returning to the common ground: ‘God made man in His own image’. Absolute and relative. Space is absolute body; carnal man and his whole environment, relative body or bodies. There is no bridge to be thrown, materially or intellectually, between the absolute body and the relative bodies. Quantity can never aspire to quality. For all the ingenuity or heroic effort of our calculations, they cannot bring the frontiers of space closer by an inch, because those frontiers are not of a nature that is within our possibilities. Note that we have dawn the idea of space from our own body, as an extension in a place which we have baptised with the name of 'space'. It is our senses, nothing else, which, identified as corporeity, are the cause of the body - the body understood in the relative condition that we call immobility. As the glassmaker is the cause of the glass, corporeity is the cause of the body. Without the body, no corporeity; without corporeity, no body. Between them is to be found the same tie of love that binds the glassmaker to the glass. Space is the absolute, found again, thanks to its image and resemblance, the object, realised by corporeity, cause of the body.

But corporeity, cause of the body, is only one aspect of the phenomenon we wish to study - man, who has two natures that are quite distinct. In this case, we see him by means of the senses, in a state of relative immobility. Space is the absolute which can be deduced from relative, corporeal, material immobility. Time corresponds to the relative mobility of memory.

What is time? Do not forget those postulates that cannot be attacked - absolute and relative. Otherwise, we will immediately start thinking about time in itself, and looking for it, forgetting that it is only in ourselves that it has any reality. The disputes about time that divide philosophers and physicists can only give rise to an endless partisan war. They lead to the heresy of an accessible absolute time that we try to seize, like the child who has been told that all he has to do to catch a bird is to put a pinch of salt on its tail. In reality, absolute time is only another metaphor to indicate the Absolute, God, the Creator. We tend towards this absolute time but precisely because it is absolute, it is inaccessible to us. We would do better to turn towards relative time, which we will find inside ourselves, a result of that nature that is complementary to the nature of space. Just as the idea of space derives from our senses whose totality is the body, so the idea of time derives from our faculties of memory and anticipation. To remember and anticipate are the necessary conditions of all action, consequently of all movement. Such a suppression of memory and anticipation is realised in sensation, which is immediate, instantaneous; it suspends movement - hence the sentiment which it gives of immobility. Memory is the negative phase of movement which is, nonetheless, its point of departure, the spring that enables a leap into the future, into the positive phase of movement, into action. 

It is because we remember and anticipate that we have made time - that is its cause, its origin. But in our intellectual speculations we have searched elsewhere to explain it. We have tried to explain the appearance of a child without taking account of the mother’s womb which held it. We have explained it by the cradle, where it was laid by the midwife. We have explained time through astronomical movements - among others, the rising and the setting of the sun; without ever thinking that if man were not there to see it, the sun would not rise and, consequently, would have no reason to set - if the memory of man had not retained a succession of images which enable him to anticipate the development of a regular phenomenon. The fact that we can register certain astronomical periods is only an application of our faculty for remembering and for anticipating, the source of time, which is not at all mysterious once we place it where it is. Just as the glassmaker is the cause of the glass, this faculty is the only cause of time. Without it, there would be no time. Without time, there would be no memory and anticipation. Relative time, I mean, whether it is expressed in the clocks of the physicists or in the psychological explanations of the philosophers. In fact, relative time results from our need to reduce movement to successions of periods. Whether these periods are slow or fast, short or long, changes nothing; we must not forget our limits. It is in vain that we set up an opposition between the continuous and the discontinuous - these are only changing levels of intensity in the practical applications of movement. So, this relative time is only a way of speaking. We have become so used to it that we never question it. But it would be better to reduce this relative time to periodicity and frankly recognise time itself to be absolute in its essence. Time, thus restored, would be the absolute recovered thanks to its image and resemblance, the object, in this case, periodicity, realised by the memory, negative and positive.

Once we have situated precisely the causes of space and time and distinguished their natures, which are none other than the two essential natures of man, we no longer run the risk of falling into heresies with regard to them - heresies of which the least we can say is that they give rise to confusion. The most common of them is the juxtaposition of three words which, given their proper meaning, cannot logically be interconnected one with the other: past, present, future. The present - in the relative sense of the word, of course - belongs to space, to extension, to corporeity, to the body. So it is immobile, relatively. Past and future are of the order of memory and of anticipation; they belong, incontestably, to time, to periodicity, to relative movement. It shows a strange ignorance of words, a total inability to recognise the object, on the part of our contemporaries that they place an immobile extension in between two periods whose regular succession realises movement. The immobile present placed between the mobile past and future is a barrier placed in front of an intention which prevents it from ever being fulfilled. That may be why we used to talk about intentions, often good, which only end up as paving stones in Hell.

ON THE 'SPACE-TIME CONTINUUM'

This observation, critical of a phrase which is often used and which seems to have little importance, nonetheless has consequences in those high intellectual spheres where we use a language that is no longer supervised to express hypotheses and observations of a supposedly scientific nature that are in reality built, with talent and with subtle ingenuity, on improbable postulates that strike them with impotence even before they have begun. There was a particular point in my life at which I began to be unpleasantly surprised by reading the ‘Prefaces’ of works written by scientific specialists, even by those of very great talent, builders of theories that are supposed to have overthrown those of the day before. In these prefaces, the scientist makes a statement in simple language with a view to establishing his position, his way of interpreting the words he will use, his understanding of certain everyday phenomena, and the consequences he will draw from them, hoping to raise them to further heights. In fact, he is trying to win his reader’s confidence by showing him, on a level which is not reserved to specialists, the rightness of his thought, the care he takes to consider the facts. But I, for my part, was shocked by the feebleness of reasoning and argument these great scholars revealed in this way. Although it would have been very difficult for me to follow them in the field of their specialised knowledge, I was still quite able to understand when they spoke a language that was supposed to be human. To confine my remarks simply to their understanding of time, I have to confess that I found it absolutely wrong, at once primitive and intellectual, deprived of all living truth. It could give rise to a mechanical theory or application but this, whether intentionally or not, can only be a piece of trickery that has nothing to do with life. So, for example, they have laboriously put together a space-time continuum, which is certainly the most paradoxical mind-game one could imagine. The paradox - space/time - has come from the unconscious, from unconsciousness of the value of words and of what they enclose. Let us try to show where they have gone wrong.

Space-time’ may be translated ‘immobility-mobility’. It is the merest mechanics to place on the same level, alternatively following each other, an immobility and a mobility, a mass drawn by an energy, a static state pushed by a dynamic factor. Things do not happen like that in the living man. If relative immobility comes from his body, relative mobility comes from his memory, which is passive, and from its complementary - action. In man, relative image of the absolute Creator, there is no simultaneity of space and time. That is the prerogative of the absolute, in which they are combined ineffably. Equally, there is no succession. They are natures that are autonomous and different. Body is space; memory and its action are time. When it is a question of the body, it is not yet a question of the memory and of its action; when it is a question of the memory and of its action, it is no longer a question of the body. The memory and its action are independent of the body. The resonances of the experience of the senses on the objective nature of memory and of action are only motives, variable and accidental, subjective contingencies. The space-time of the physicists is a subjective construction. It implies a relative and artificial space interwoven with a periodicity which does nothing to destroy its static character. A space like that of a room, for example, empty of all furniture or objects, bounded by its walls. These walls, however, do not define the room as a space, but rather as a figure - a rectangle or a square or whatever you want. If the common run of mortals can say that the room is or isn’t 'spacious', the philosopher ought to attach more importance to the meaning of his vocabulary and, instead of space, use the term extension - geometry demands it. But, before being anything else, the extension in itself is a body, it is not a place, even if it can become one through being filled with other bodies. This room, this extension, this body are inert; their property is relative immobility. But if a person, opening a door in the wall, crosses the extension of the room - then periodicity enters on the scene. Taking the step as the unit of measurement, each step is a period in the succession of steps which are going to take place. An observer will count the number of steps needed to cover the distance and will conclude: ‘So many steps are needed to pass from one wall to another, to cross the field of the room.’ This periodicity belongs to memory and to action. It is relative movement. We calculated its passing by using the step but we could equally well have referred to another unit of duration - a chronometre, for example, or an hourglass. The instant is a mere convention that cannot be defined. Here, then, is an experiment in which, as seen from the common point of view, a space-time continuum was realised: the space of the room and the time - the totality of the steps - that was needed to cross it. Superficially and for all practical purposes, space and time have never ceased to live with each other, their association seems obvious. Superficially and for all practical purposes, it is with time-periods that we evaluate an extension in space - metres, steps, seconds. Also for practical purposes, and superficially, something that is inert is put into movement when either its properties or its magnitude are changed. The physicists, confined as they are to the practical level, can transpose indifferently geometry into numbers and numbers into geometry. But this does not give us the slightest idea as to the living nature of the operation that occurs. And yet it is this nature that matters, life being of much greater interest than its mechanical substitutes, however amazing these may be. Is it possible that the aim of science is to hide life from us behind certain long elaborated caricatures that seize our attention, seduce us, cause us to forget? And was the imperative warning - ‘Do not cultivate the tree of science’ - uttered because of this appalling curse? As a result of ignoring it, man has intellectualised himself beyond all measure and finished by disappearing altogether in the midst of his delights. 

When we bring this ‘space-time’ back to life, that is to say, to the man who is responsible for it, the distinctions of nature between these two terms, space and time, become clear. If they coexist as natures, they can never come together as a couple. They are not linked horizontally, but space resonates, vertically, on time. Space disappears the moment that time intervenes negatively, as memory, and it reappears the moment that time acts positively, to reveal as being of the nature of space whatever does not yet exist. That is the very essence of the two natures. If mechanical science can adopt orders of magnitude so subtle that they have become wholly hypothetical, why should life, asserting its primacy, not oblige man to consider himself as active, not only in great things, but also subtly, to touch that reality that is inseparable from his own reality? There is today a very marked tendency towards introspection. Since subjectivism has brought nothing but trouble, since no certitude has resulted from it, it has finished by going back to its cause - the subject, in this case, subjective man, dominated and deformed by sensation. This psychological introspection has concentrated its attention on subjective rubbish, swamps, things in a state of decomposition. We search the cause for what are only motives, or points of view. This tendency to introspection is a sign. It could only become a true remedy if it worked on the object - on objective, active man. To the present psychological introspection, we must oppose a biological introspection which rests on cause and effect, which builds, which gives birth to the real. Space and time, before they exist anywhere else, exist in the microcosm, man. Relative space is the consequence of his body as it is experienced by the senses. So long as it is simply a question of that, it is space that is. To conjugate a verb in the present indicative is to bear witness to space, the immobility of extension: ‘I am’. Affirmation that is relative but precise, exact, real. It is time stopped. Time stopped? A strange expression, but we know what it means. The other presents - imperative, subjunctive, infinitive and participle - are impure. ‘I am’. Subtly, in an introspective manner, I am, which implies corporeity, is instantaneous. What calculator, what inspired geometer, could tell us the magnitude, as a quantity, of this instant, ‘I am'? Relative time, the result of memory and action, suddenly picks up its ears. It awakens and gives forth sound. ‘I am’ does not evoke an echo in it, but a reply. The verb is conjugated in time; imperfect, past, all ‘the pasts’, near or far, conditional, subordinate, indeterminate, participle: ‘I used to be’, ‘I was’, ‘I have been’, ‘I could have been’, ‘I had been’, ‘I would have been’, ‘I ought to have been’, ‘If only I had been’, ‘to have been’, ‘having been’ - ‘I am’, ‘I was’, space and time, immobility. Mobility stirs. Action begins. The future opens. ‘I will be’, ‘Let us be’, ‘If only I were’. And once again, at the next stage, the affirmation reappears: ‘I am’. Let the inspired geometer, the calculator on whom I called, tell us what the instant of the past or the instant of the future are worth. While we wait for our reply, one thing is clear. That is that space and time, in any order of magnitude, do not enter one into the other in their living action; each has its own nature, and when I say ‘I am’, it is clear that I am not in time; and when I say ‘I was’ or ‘I will be’, it is clear that I am no longer in space. When I am stopped I do not walk, and when I walk, I am no longer stopped. That is the living principle that none of the magnitudes or appearances that have been raised up in the practical order can gainsay. ‘Space-time’, which subjects a certain space to the annihilating and creative action of time, may be practical, but it is not real in the living sense of the word. It may lead to a mechanical realisation; it cannot enable the formulation of a scientific theory. It is subjective and, consequently, it is only a mirage deprived of life and soul. 

SOLID GROUND

Today more than ever we need to get our feet back onto solid ground. The abyss is beginning to open beneath us and the majority of men will fall into it. That is why at this moment the most important thing is once again to become conscious of ourselves, as I have already said, to recognise what is forbidden to us and what is allowed. The source of everything which, by an aberration, we have ended up by considering as external, can be found only in ourselves. All the laws of physics and of chemistry depend much more on ourselves than we might think. Our destiny is much more our own work than the result of chance. We gather the fruits of the seed we have sown. When man knew his limits and his possibilities - the distinction between the absolute and the relative; when he recognised it through his experience and through the instruction he received from guides who had a sense of their responsibility towards him; then he had within his reach the means to recover after his moments of failure. All that was needed was a simple phrase coming to his lips with a profound and life-giving meaning: ‘mea culpa’, and, instead of complaining against other people or against bad luck, it was towards himself that he turned, himself that he accused, himself that he punished.

We need principles that are impregnable, postulates that are not subject to discussion, the clear vision of our acts. Following enticing ways that reveal only mirages seen in a perspective that can never be grasped, we have forgotten the great rough way that is marked by realities which are at once accessible to the senses and full of delight for the soul. The subjective deception has seemed to us to be a progress on the objective truth. From one fall to another, we have finally arrived at our present brutalised state. There are many who are quite happy with it. There are few who try to recover themselves. One or two, but that is enough: a little yeast lifts plenty of dough. As far as space and time are concerned, we have tried to understand them in their natures and reciprocal reactions. We can sum it up simply by saying: ‘We must die to space to be reborn to time, and die to time to be reborn in space.’ But that only takes account of the action of these two natures in the relative life of man. It is a postulate of a constructive order which can be adapted to anything, a rule which enables the realisation of any sort of object. We can complete this circular movement and bring it to an accomplishment if we say: ‘We must die to space to be reborn to time, and die to time to be reborn to Eternity.’ In renouncing itself, the relative becomes one with the absolute. Perhaps it is in these two formulae, the second completing the first,that ‘the express terms in which the act of living can be conceived’ can be found, definitively. The first formula is especially concerned with earthly acts, of whatever order. The second gives us a glimpse of the sole condition that is demanded of relative man, if he is to gain his eternal salvation. But that is a field that goes far beyond that to which I have confined myself so far, in which I have obliged myself not to use any term that is too specifically metaphysical.

[ ... ]

Subject and Object
Extract from a letter to André Lhote, September 1943

Subject - everything whose existence can be registered by the individual's senses, or every line of thought based on the same, comes under its dominion. Every point of view, all perspective, everything that is of the nature of perception whether with the senses or with the intellect. Originality and personality belong to the subjective mode.

Again, put in other terms, all figures, whether prettified or reduced to their essentials, such as they appear before us in natural history or in geometry, all images of the world that we can perceive, imagine or express. And we mustn't forget all the philosophical or scientific systems that have been built solely on the subject, on what has been observed and on the act of observation which, consequently, can never be anything other than analytical, constructions only capable of seeing things in partial, particular ways, which is what explains their diversities and their instability. In sum "I" consider as subject this "I", this "me", which confers the ability to speak about space and time, extensions and instants, extensions that may be small or great, instants that may be long or short. Plurality, multiplicity, divisibility, subtraction and addition, that is what determines the subject. To the subject belongs variety and variability.

The subject, for us, comes "from outside" and also "from within", because it is uniquely dependent on the "self", on the "self" as experienced by the senses, emotional, subject to feelings, intellectual and thus, because of all these characteristics, disturbing whatever it tries to seize from within itself or outside itself, whether because its movement is stopped in an arbitrary way, or in being unable, because of this movement experienced as agitation, to give it a precise location.

What particularly characterises the subject and the "subjective", in its inability to arrive at the conclusion it seeks, is the fact that it remains inescapably in the realm of the relative. You don't need to be a great philosopher to understand that. You can understand it easily, simply by being aware of your own limits. But what throws everything into confusion at the present time is precisely that we have lost the consciousness of our limits. This can be seen alarmingly in all the fields of activity in which human bipeds are engaged. At a time when all the resistances are giving way, there are very few who are trying to pull themselves together, or even showing any signs of wanting to pull themselves together. We do not see the limits, and the subjective supports the illusion which is already more than just marked with the outward appearances of death.

[...] 

Object: what is. Being. In it is resolved the contradiction that seems to exist between the appearances that are accessible to the senses, apparently in a state of immobility, and the changes they undergo, growing or withering away, in the memory. The object is the very realisation of reason, as opposed to the various processes of reasoning. Pure effusion, it is perfection and so it reduces originality and personality to irrelevance. In principle it is transcendent. Whether understood in an affirmative or in a negative way. If we acquire the notion of the subject through our senses or through our reasoning, we acquire intelligence of the object through our act. Against observation we must affirm experience. The subject is acquired within us from the outside, even when it seems to come from within, because it only comes from the intellect; the object is manifested outside us from within. It is the seed as it unfolds.

To the object belongs "form". Exclusively. It is by a deviation that we say "forms". We should say "figures". For the object is one, unity itself. All figures and all combinations of figures are resolved in the object. They come from the object and they return to the object. At the human level, only theology takes account of the object, and that is why theology is not subject to change. Space and time, extensions and instants, are simultaneous in the object.

The object is realised through love, And this love is absolute. In fact it is unlimited, infinite, infinitely living.

The object is transcendent. Beyond our reach, beyond us. Does that mean that it cannot be expressed? And that it is a futile endeavour to want to touch it or to want to represent it in one of the plastic arts, in our case, painting? Do the relativities that are an essential part of our nature not immediately put up barriers that cannot be crossed?

Doubtless, if we do not have the wisdom to recognise our limits.

But an awareness of our limits immediately opens up the way of truth which, infinite, shows us that it is by renouncing ourselves that we can aspire towards an authentic reality, that of the unity of the object. And, if we cannot claim to reach the object in itself, we are free, at any moment of time, using any figure of space, to enter into a unity with the object. For the object is hierarchical, and at all levels of awareness it is possible to have a glimpse of it - by making it ...

The carpenter who makes a cupboard, the potter who makes a jug, the blacksmith who makes a horseshoe, are objective. These are not subjects which they develop through making commentaries; they are not observations that they record, they are objects that they realise with wood, with clay, with iron. They, all of them, obey the same natural laws which manifest themselves differently depending on whether they are imprinted in iron, in clay or in wood.

To what material laws do we have to turn to look for them? Not at all to those laws of analysis, always lagging behind, that are proclaimed by physicists and university professors. But rather in those essential laws which regulate the living processes of growth and which - measure, cadence and rhythm - go from the seed to the organism in its fulness, afterwards abandoning it to itself so that it can return to a state of potentiality with all its possibilities of renewal. It is by an ordered series of movements that the inertia of the extension of the wood, of the clay, of the iron takes life, expands, becomes rhythmic, acquires direction, reaches the limits that have been assigned to it, is stabilised in an equilibrium of forces and suspends - long enough for the period in which it is to serve its practical purpose - its falling apart and its return to a state of of potentiality. This is how a cupboard, a jug or a horseshoe "grow". They are true objects which, within the limits of what is humanly possible, are a solution to the problem of subjectivism, which has nothing to do with their reality. These material objects are at the bottom of the hierarchy of objects but undeniable images of the object that is their archetype, ineffable and transcendent.

[...]

The religious ages, alone, are able to understand and to realise at every moment of their life, on every possible occasion, objective works. Imbued with unity - I don't say "synthesis" - they don't feel any need to lose themselves in analysis, of whose weaknesses, of whose dangerous attractions, they are very well aware. Man, in his unity, is their object and, once this unity is attained, he has to unite himself to the transcendent object, which is called God. Don't jump. They didn't imagine God as a subjective personality with a beard and all sorts of anthropomorphic appearances, the sort of figure that might appear in a picture. They knew Him as a transcendental form that could only be expressed allusively.
� Louis Hoyack was a follower of the Sufi teacher Inayat Khan and was the executor of his will. He wrote several books on religious and esoteric themes during the 1930s, including Le Symbolisme de l’Univers (1931), Spiritualisme Historique - Etude critique sur l’idée de progrès and Où va le Machinisme? (1933) - translator's note


� For 'object' and 'subject' as key words see the extract from correspondence with André Lhote which follows this extract from the Souvenirs.


� Lao-Tze would say; ‘From the permanence that is not without movement.’ Impermanence is the result of our natures that are differentiated, divided into space and time. All our sciences and philosophies are founded on space and time uniquely. That is why they can get nowhere as far as knowledge is concerned - Note by Gleizes.


� The word 'created' here is awkward. The doctrine of the Christian Trinity emphasises that the three Persons of the Trinity are uncreated. But since the Son is coeternal with the Father there is, contrary to an earthly father, never a moment when God the Father wasn't a father.


� In the original, the ‘painting’ (feminine in French) is characterised as the painter’s ‘daughter’ - translator's note.


� Paul Langevin, an eminent French physicist based in the Sorbonne, is best known for the 'Langevin paradox' - that an astronaut, outside the Earth’s atmosphere, would age more slowly than he would if he remained on Earth. Langevin played an important part in introducing the Theory of Relativity into France shortly after the First World War, at a time when he was a close friend of the Gleizes’. Together with the Gleizes, he was later active in the Prince de Rohan’s movement of ‘European Intellectual Unions’ - translator's note.
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