
By personal inclination, because he is French and because he is specially 
gifted as a colorist, Henri-Matisse is apt to lay too much stress on color. Like 
Debussy, he cannot always refrain from conventional beauty; impressionism 
is in his blood. One sees pictures by Matisse which are full of great intemal 
vitality, produced by internal necessity; but also pictures which possess only 
external charm, painted because of an external impulse (how often one is re 
minded of Manet in this). Here we find typical French subtlety and delicacy, 
a melodic quality that is raised from time to time to a summit above the clouds. 

But in the work of another great young artist in Paris, the Spaniard Picasso, 
there is never any suspicion of conventional beauty. Torn by the need for 
self-expression, Picasso hurries from means to means. A gulf appears between 
consecutive modes of expression, because Picasso leaps; he is continually found 
by his bewildered followers at a point different from that where they last saw 
him. No sooner do they think they have caught him than he has changed once 
more. In this way cubism arose, the latest of the French rnovements, which is 
treated in detail in Part II. Here Picasso is trying to arrive at construction by 
way of numerical proportion. In his latest works (1911) he reaches through 
logic an annihilation of materiality, not, however, by dissolution of it, but 
through a kind of fragmentation of its separate parts and a constructive 
dispersal of these fragments over the canvas. But, strangely enough, he seems 
to wish to preserve the appearance of materiality. He shrinks from no innova 
tion, and when color distracts him he throws it overboard, painting a picture 
in ochre and white; these problems constitute his main strength. 
Matisse - color. Picasso - form. Two great signposts pointing toward a 

great end. 

IV: The Pyramid 

At different points along the road are the different arts, each saying what it 
is best able to say, by methods peculiarly its own. Despite differences, or per 
haps even because of thern, the various arts have never been closer to each other 
than in this recent hour of spiritual crisis. 
In each expression is the seed of an effort toward the non-representational, 

abtract and internal structure. Consciously or unconsciously they are obeying 
Socrates' advice: "Know thyself." Consciously or unconsciously, artists are 
studying and investigating their material, weighing the spiritual value o~ 
those elements with which it is their privilege to work. 
The natural result of this work is a comparison of the elements of one art 
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with those of another. Music is found to be the best teacher. For some 
centuries, with few exceptions, music has been the art which has devoted 
itself not to the reproduction of natural phenomena, but to the expression of 
the artist's soul and to the creation of an autonomous life of musical sound. 
A painter who finds no satisfaction in mere representation, however artistic, 

in his longing to express his internal life, cannot but envy the ease with which 
music, the least material of the arts today, achieves this end. He naturally seeks 
to apply the means of music to his own art. And from this results that modern 
desire for rhythm in painting, for mathematical, abstract construction, Ior 
repeated notes of color, for setting color in motion, and so on. 

Comparison of means among the arts and the learning of one art from 
another can only be successful when the application of the lesson is funda 
mental. One art must learn how another uses its method, so that its own means 
may then be used according to the same fundamental principles, but in its 
own medium. The artist must not forget that each means implies its proper 
application, and that it is for him to discover this application. 

In the application of form, music can achieve results which are beyond 
the reach of painting. But painting is ahead of music in several particu 
lars. Music, for example, has at its disposal duration of time; while painting 
can present to the spectator the whole content of its message at one moment.1 
Music, which is outwardly unfettered by nature, needs no external form for 
its expression.t Painting is still almost exclusively dependent on natural forms 
and phenomena. Its business is now to test its strength and means, to know 
itself, as music has done for a lang time, and then to use its powers in a truly 
painterly way, to a creative end. 

Self-examination may divide each art from the rest, while their mutual 
investigation reunites them in their inward effort. Each art has its peculiar 
force, which cannot be replaced by that of any other. Finally, the peculiar 
power of the different arts may be coordinated, and this coordination will 
eventually lead to an art which we may glimpse even now - the truly monu 
mental art. 
Everyone who immerses himself in the hidden internal treasures of his art 

is an enviable co-worker on the spiritual pyramid which will reach to heaven. 

1. These staternents of difference, like everything in the world, are relative; for music can in a 
certain sense dispense with extension of time, and painting make use of it, 

2. How miserably music fails when attempting to express material appearanees is proved by the 
affected absurdity of program music. Quite Jately such experiments have been made. The imita 
tion in sound of croaking frogs, of farmyard noises, of knife-grinding, makes an excellent niaht 
club act and is amusing enough. But in serious music such extravagance is a warning against imlta 
tion of nature. Nature has her own language, and a powerful one; this language cannot be 
irnitated. The sound of a farmyard is never successfully reproduced and is unnecessary waste o( 
time. The mood of nature can be imparted by every art, but only by the artistic rendering of its 
inner spirit. 


