
    
      
        
          
        
      

    

  
    
      
        [image: image]
      

    

  
    
      
        
          To all seekers of the truth
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        Lord, I am not worthy that thou shouldest come under my roof: but speak the word only, and my servant shall be healed.
      

      MATTHEW 8:8
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      PREFACE TO THE AMERICAN EDITION

      Who Is Speaking?

      
        . . . You must begin by curing the soul; that is the first thing. And the cure, my dear youth, has to be effected by the use of certain charms, and these charms are fair words; and by them temperance is implanted in the soul, and where temperance is, there health is speedily imparted, not only to the head, but to the whole body.
      

      SOCRATES

      
        Without knowing the power of words, it is impossible to know men.
      

      CONFUCIUS

      
        At the beginning of time, words and magic were one and the same.
      

      SIGMUND FREUD

      Why write a new preface? With the French version of this book having been published recently, I continue to ask myself the questions: Who wrote this book—who in me? Who is speaking? Today, the true question remains, extending to all things and becoming more pressing with each step I take along my path. This questioning, allowing those who practice the same in order to discover new, unexplored places within themselves, appears to me as something necessary to share with those who make the effort to read my writings and with all those in whom there persists an unappeased desire to understand and evolve.

      This preface to the American edition of my book Mode d’emploi de la parole magique is intended less to offer “proof,” affirmation, or other attempts at answering and more to open up new paths (unexplored at the time of the French publication of the work) that I leave for readers to follow. It is intended to pose some questions for readers to carry forth and explore further according to their own inner need.

      Above all, this new preface is intended as an exercise impelling readers to preserve a critical view of what they are reading while also maintaining a good idea of who is reading it (regularly compelling them to ask the question “Who is reading this?” just as I always ask myself “Who is speaking?”) so that they can approach the words with double attention: with the goal of being conscious simultaneously of the environment and of ourselves in this environment—in short, conscious of all the impressions that reach us simultaneously, both inwardly and outwardly, from our body and surroundings.

      In this asceticism which is ideally permanent, in this remarkable effort—an act or “state” called, for example, mushin by Zen Buddhists, “stopping the world” by Carlos Castaneda, or “remembering ourselves” by Gurdjieff, generally referring to a state of self-awareness that the Hindus call turya—some see the key to consciousness of ourselves and thus, if we go by Socrates’s famous phrase, to the “universe of the gods.” As René Daumal wrote, this act is “the pivot of work on ourselves.” “In truth,” Meister Eckhart wrote, “if a man abandons a kingdom and the entire world but keeps himself, he has abandoned nothing”—perhaps because, as one yogi said, he has kept his self or, as Christ related, gained access to the kingdom of heaven which is in us, found his original face (Zen), his Buddha nature (Tibetan Buddhism), his transcendental “I” (Husserl), his essence, the innate part of himself which, just like his physical body, desires only to grow. We must therefore observe while preserving ourselves, and taking care not to fall into the traps of identification. “Carried by the eddy of affairs and occupations,” as Seneca said, “each one consumes his life, always anxious of what will happen and bored of what he has. But he who dedicates every moment of his time to growing, who arranges each day as if it were his entire life, will not hopefully wait for tomorrow, nor will he fear it.”

      If we are to believe all the traditions, it is upon this growing that all development of “man” depends—if, as some say, he is truly worthy of this designation. As suggested in the parable of the sower told in the Gospels, perhaps the quality of speech grows in correlation with the growth of the seed—which must die in order to be born and begin to grow. Further, if Seneca insists on “every moment of his time,” it is so that the “awakening,” as René Daumal wrote, may be “not a state but an act.” With practice and conscious effort, this consistent act of dividing our attention will grow in its depth (of what am I conscious?), its duration (for how long?), and its frequency (how many times?). Here, for certain, is the basic criteria allowing us to evaluate our degree of consciousness, which is defined as the faculty to know our own reality, the ability to use our attention in order to have the idea, the sentiment, and the sensation of this reality. Above all else, this action always requires returning to the sensation of our body (every time we remember to do so) without turning away from our exterior activities, a condition without which the rest is not possible. Sri Aurobindo says, “Corporeal consciousness becomes not only a means but a final objective.” Yet, as René Daumal told one of his students, “also, do not forget that the Work is not a simple modification of ordinary life, something that takes its place; it is something added to it, it is something more. The more is what counts. Thus, the sign that your exercise is going in the right direction will be that you are not distracted from your ordinary tasks . . .”

      Although this work explores the powers of speech in light of the Fourth Way, we must above all not lose sight of the fact that this Fourth Way is part of an ancient and nondual path, like the Advaita Vedanta. Consequently, it would be ridiculous and, more important, erroneous to reduce all to a single system that holds the truth. “All is One,” as we are told by the famous anonymous text Ellam Onru, praised and recommended so many times by Ramana Maharshi. Night and day, we contain at the same time the wolf and the lamb, each thing and its opposite, the yin and the yang. Everything thus resides in conciliation, detachment, and transcendence, in this “third force” emerging from double attention. As the Bhagavad Gita tells us in that essential and practical passage relating simultaneously to the why and how of all inner work: “Our being in all things and all things in ourselves, this is what we perceive when we are detached, because at all times we keep an equal eye on all things.” We cannot insist too much on the fact that the differences we perceive among the traditions (Christian, Buddhist, Hindu, Zen, Sufi, and any other faith or spiritual aspiration) are of a purely exoteric and popular nature; that they are due to education, sociocultural influences, and the equally theoretical and experimental misunderstanding of the processes of “realization.” In their esoteric approach, all the traditions teach the importance of work on ourselves; they all arise from a sophia perennis, a “perennial religion,” an eternal philosophy1 coming from what we might call the womb or the primordial source. “The sleepers each live in their own worlds,” writes Heraclitus. “Only the awakened have a world in common.”

      Indeed, to speak of awakening is to refer to a fundamental observation attested to by all traditions: the assumption that we are asleep and that our waking state is in reality a waking sleep. It matters little which metaphor or designation we use—mechanicalness, sleep, state of hypnosis, dream, Maya, illusion, exterior influences, confinement in a cave—the reality is always the same. Also of little importance is the name used for the awakening: moksha, satori, enlightenment, lasting joy, peace of the heart. The goal is always to liberate ourselves, to know ourselves, to evolve, to raise our level of consciousness, to see things as they truly are and not as we imagine or believe them to be or as we wish they would be. Dogma and belief aside, in their essence, the traditional teachings are addressed to all people. “There are no Russians, Englishmen, Jews, or Christians here,” Gurdjieff said in one of his aphorisms. “There are only men pursuing the same goal: to become capable of being.”

      Being invited by the man who introduced the teaching of the Fourth Way to the West, we seekers must experiment and verify for ourselves—beginning with the suggestions of the “master” and all he tells himself in his inner babbling—without taking into account anyone else’s opinion, insisting on the necessity of questioning all things, even to the point of taking on a disconcerting perplexity. The only thing accepted as true is that which is lived and experienced with the whole of the being: It alone has the right to think and it alone—because it is sincere—has the right to speak. It is then another story whether one path is better adapted than another for its epoch and context, whether we are to make the choice of isolation or a social life—and each of us must choose to proceed according to his or her own aspirations. Remember only that what is important is consciousness of ourselves. An eternal philosophy, a practical thought traverses the ages, and all authentic teachings—if we are to refer to the etymology of the word religion—are, in a certain manner, linked. In an explanatory letter, René Daumal places emphasis on the unity of traditions: “If we compare the true religions in their inferior aspects of customs, speculative theologies, and popular beliefs, we see only differences, and in this sense all attempts at syncretism . . . are naive and erroneous. But if we consider the real thought, the practical thought (let us say the mystical, in the best sense of this word), we will find the same truths in all of them.”2 Gurdjieff insisted—as, in theory, is unanimously the case in every tradition—on the absolute necessity for cultivating benevolence toward other living beings and respect for “all the religions.”3 As he states many times in his works, “The highest goal and the very meaning of human life is to strive for the good of our fellow man.”4 In any case, no matter whether we are an atheist or a believer, this point of convergence is hard to dispute.

      On the other hand, we should not forget that if books can be useful for our own evolution, they never replace the reality that is indicated. We must not confuse the moon and the finger that points to it. The book is to the reader as a geographical map is to a traveler, the cartographer in this case being the writer. Letters forming words and phrases are simply topographical signs showing roads, towns, mountains, or water. It is thus up to the reader-traveler to set forth, on condition, obviously, that the map must have real meaning. For this, on the one hand, the cartographer must have actually made the voyage whose itinerary he depicts and his words must be charged with true experience—in other words, the cartographer must be a traveler himself, just as a writer must first be a reader who has lived and verified what he has read. On the other hand, the traveler must also actually go on the trip, not contenting himself with the experiences of others and not imagining that he is traveling when really he is only looking at a map or reading a book. Only in action can he verify the validity of his basis and truly understand it with the whole of his being. In order for two people to understand each other truly, for their communication to have meaning, both must have taken the same path, both must have lived through a real and common experience.

      René Daumal expressed these analogies perfectly. “The map is not the territory,” as Alfred Korzybski said, and it is no coincidence that it is also the basis of neuro-linguistic programming (NLP). Yet a map is sometimes necessary—informing us of the destination, the various stages of the journey, the obstacles along the voyage, the possible resources, the exact point at which we currently are (“where am I?”), the path already covered and the path that remains to be taken. The way—especially the way to awakening, to the knowledge of our inner topography—can be found only with our own efforts. No one else can make the voyage for us. We are the only ones responsible for ourselves. “A great deal can be found by reading,” Gurdjieff told Ouspensky.

      For instance, take yourself: You might already know a great deal if you knew how to read. I mean that if you understood everything you have read in your life, you would already know what you are looking for now. . . . But you do not understand either what you read or what you write. You do not even understand what the word understand means. Yet understanding is essential, and reading can be useful only if you understand what you read.5

      If the reason for language to exist is, as some linguists say, “the accomplishment and perfection of communication between human beings,” then is not the reason for communication to exist between human beings, according to initiatory tradition, the transmission of knowledge, the accomplishment and perfection of human beings themselves? Is it not starting at this moment—when it invites us to see into ourselves so that we might be capable of perfecting ourselves—that language gains its whole magical dimension? Driven by this fundamental question, we can now read Roman Jakobson’s (1896–1982) theory of communication and the functions of language with a new, perhaps clearer point of view, especially his “general scheme”6 (1963) inspired by the transmission of messages via telecommunication and consisting of six distinct poles, factors, and specific functions of language. This scheme can be completed in light of the reflections of René Daumal and Gurdjieff on the idea of evolution and a language that is, at the same time, new, clear, and exact.7 We thus observe that what permits properly real understanding between two interlocutors is missing, namely what we might call the seventh factor: common experience. Heraclitus said, “the sleepers each live in their own worlds,” meaning they do not understand each other, although they imagine they do. Each one of them lives in his own world with his subjectivity, and although all use common signifiers, that which is signified is specific to each one of them. This seventh factor, absent from Jakobson’s scheme, can be associated with what we call the initiatory function—which insures the equilibrium between the “lines of knowledge and being,” between theory and practice, between intellectual knowledge and lived experience. In light of the reflections put forward in this book, perhaps we may also associate a quality with each of Jakobson’s factors and functions, with an eye to completing his brilliant scheme.8

      Thus the power of the destinator-emitter (the speaker), which Jakobson associates with the expressive function—manifesting the attitude of the emitter in view of what he relates—depends inextricably on his quality of being, as does the destinatory (listener), with whom the conative function is associated—indicating the will of the destinator to act upon the destinatory, to interpellate him, to influence or excite him depending on his intentions, motivations, and personal goals. Gurdjieff said that “there is a law according to which the quality of what is perceived at the moment of transmission depends, as much for the knowledge as for the understanding, on the quality of the reference points constituted in the person who speaks.”9

      The quality of speech is thus linked inextricably to the quality of being of the speaker (with all that this implies), of the person who speaks (but who or what is speaking in the person who speaks?). All is not revealed in what the speaker knows he wants to say; the manner in which he says it is also important—the degree of sincerity (that which is said must be known, must have been lived and verified) and consciousness, and, above all, the level of attention and awareness. “If you put a human being in a good state of consciousness,” Richard Bandler states, “there is nothing he will not be able to accomplish.” Hypnosis, neuro-linguistic programming (PNL), sophrology, and all verbal therapies are a perfect illustration of this. The property of a speech of power, a “magic” speech, is that it is also an active and acting speech, a speech whose impact and meaning is measured by the effect produced upon the listener, the result obtained, or the reaction induced. “You must begin by curing the soul . . . by using certain charms, and these charms are fair words. By them, temperance (sophrosune) is implanted in the soul, and where temperance is, there health is imparted speedily—not only to the head, but to the whole body.”

      These words from Socrates in the Dialogue of Charmides speak to all the therapeutic power of speech, and in this domain, the efficacy is always dependent as much, if not more, on the “how” as on the “why.” That said, let us not be mistaken: “[T]o want to induce faith by means of words,” Gurdjieff tells us, “is like wanting to fill someone up with bread without ever looking at him.”10 Hence the primordial role of what we have called the initiatory function, implying, through perfect understanding, the personal initiation of the listener—his own work and his own experiences. But even if, once again, we cannot make an effort in someone else’s place, it is possible sometimes for us—in whatever form we may express ourselves—to establish a relationship with someone else by inciting that person to respond, by inviting him or her to action, by making that individual hear a speech with all the force of an appeal.

      As for what is said—that is, the message itself—Jakobson associates it with the poetic or stylistic function that resides in the setting forth of the message through itself with the aid of various processes. Independent from the informative aim, this function is related solely to the form of the message in that it has its own expressive and also artistic value. Further, the poetic quality of the message depends, as we have already seen, on the qualities of the person who constructs it. From this point of view, art—architecture, literature, poetry, the plastic arts, sculpture, theater—is not an end in itself but a means in service of consciousness, the transmission and evolution of the human being. As Alfred Orage, the famous English editor of New Age magazine, said to Margaret Anderson, editor of the avant-garde Little Review, art is a “power tool” that style must render more seductive.11 Relative to communication, the style must serve the meaning and reinforce its impact, and the form (the way in which it is said) must reinforce the basis (content or that which is said), in order to heighten the reception.

      According to this perspective, the poetic in itself—that is, the construction of the message—must have not only a value or objective quality (conforming to reality, to that which truly is, in the sense in which “the beautiful,” as Plato said, “is the splendor of the true”), but also, above all, must have an active quality (on the entire being, not only on the intellect), serving a goal with mathematical precision.12 The message and its function can thus have a subjective quality (when art is experienced as simple recreation or a simple work of aesthetic or social value or when communication is considered solely as an exchange of ordinary information including knowledge) or an objective quality—for the reasons outlined above, with certain privileged forms being poetry, aphorism, myths, theater, symbols, music, dance, koans, or legominisms, with a generally sapiential register.

      Common to the destinator and the destinatory, the code, not necessarily linguistic, is the totality of the conventions permitting us to produce messages or, in other words, the list and the proper use of the signals used. Regarding the code, the metalinguistic function consists of explaining the components and functioning of the code, which is the usual role of dictionaries, grammars, and linguistic works. Gurdjieff uses it abundantly in Beelzebub’s Tales to His Grandson. Further, if we live in what Gurdjieff called the “circle of the confusion of tongues,” and if, as René Daumal writes, humanity has forgotten the “proper use of the spoken word,” it is perhaps above all because we have lost this code or can no longer use it with the relative function. It is certainly easy to communicate on a primary level for the ordinary needs of life (to ask someone to pass you a bottle of water, to set up a meeting place), but things become complicated very quickly when the word is involved in our listening to each other and understanding certain more complex realities; studying a phenomenon with precision; transmitting knowledge, sensation, taste, the flavor of an experience with exactitude (even speaking of something simple, such as the flavor of a lemon)—as Antonin Artaud writes, when it is a matter of making our words agree with the “minutiae of [our] states.”13 Hence, according to Gurdjieff, the necessity for building the structure of language upon the principle of relativity in order to introduce relativity into all concepts and thus make possible “a precise determination of the angle of thought,” explaining “immediately that which is said, from what point of view it is said, and in what context.”14 Moreover, in order to perfect this language, all ideas must be envisaged from the point of view of evolution. The metalinguistic function in a certain way expresses the reflection of the consciousness that the speaker has of his own code. Because human communication requires two beings at a minimum, the quality of this communication depends on the level of consciousness of these beings, the evolution of the human being, according to Gurdjieff, “the evolution of consciousness.”15 Thus an instruction manual for the proper use of communication is designed with a precise language, allowing, among other things, for us to “relate our thoughts to a rigorously mathematical definition of things and events, and to give us the possibility of understanding ourselves and each other.”16

      The channel of linguistic communication, oral or written, is associated with the phatic function that puts to use, establishes, maintains, or interrupts communication before the transmission of useful information. The typical example is the “Hello?” in a telephone communication, and it is also the role of many spoken expressions such as “so,” “well,” “there,” “right,” “you understand,” and so forth, but also the mechanical “how are you?” and all futile, babbling conversations about insignificant subjects such as the weather that serve to introduce a conversation when these are not its actual subject. A conversation’s quality in the framework of initiation might be efficacy and brevity, the condition of keeping to conscious salutations without the addition of automatic and habitual babbling and in the interest of reducing conversation to the essential.

      The context or referent is the object (information in itself) or the group of objects to which the message relates—in other words, “the thing spoken of ” designated by the referential function. When the referent of a communication is, for example, the table in the same room (in the same context), this poses no problem for understanding. But when the referent concerns a precise idea or a more abstract or complex reality such as the world, humans, or God, the understanding—which forever remains the first and principal goal of communication—is less obvious. Regarding the quality of the referent, we can say simply, along with Daumal, that the language must have a “real and possible content,” which implies a common experience of the thing spoken of between the interlocutors. With a common experience and, more generally, the experience of the thing which alone will allow the consciousness to integrate it into the being, we are once again touching upon what has been designated as the seventh factor, the conciliation that is absolutely necessary and determinative not only in terms of understanding between two interlocutors in the framework of communication, but also on a more individual plane, in terms of adequation between the word and the thing, between the signifier and the signified.

      When Charles Duits writes that “it is not the words that are dead, but the people,” meaning—as Daumal wrote—that “we must not accuse the tool,” he clearly gives us the key for what is behind the fault of languages and literature: ourselves, the quality of our experience of the thing spoken of, the consciousness with which the thing is experienced. How can someone who has never eaten a lemon speak of it objectively—that is, knowing what he speaks of? Even if he uses the signifier, even if he knows it, what knowledge can he have of the signified if he has only seen it, an image devoid of flavor? And if he has in fact eaten a lemon, in what manner did he eat it, taste it, appreciate it, assuming that there are at least two or perhaps more ways of absorbing food? And what would be his motivation for speaking of it—to what end and with what requirement, beyond mere babbling, speaking to say nothing while seeing nothing: for example, “the lemon I ate last night was good”? And if he knows the lemon thanks to the experience he has of this fruit, if he wishes to talk about the taste to a listener, how can the listener truly understand what she is speaking of, how can she have the taste herself, how can she have the idea, the sentiment, and the exact sensation connected with this flavor if she has never eaten a lemon herself—in other words, if she has no experience of it, that “gold reserve that confers an exchange value on the currency which words are”?

      Without this common experience, there can be no true understanding.

      In his May 1, 1937, letter to Jean Paulhan, René Daumal wrote:

      “. . . [Y]ou who have never eaten a leg of lamb, you 
once heard me speak of the taste of lamb. Another time you saw me eat lamb. Tell 
me that I am blabbering or that I am eating in a disgusting manner—that is your right—but how can you judge the flavor of the lamb? The restaurant nearby offers you woodcock; woodcock seems more interesting to you than lamb, but still you would have to taste it.”17 The word is to the thing itself as the restaurant’s menu is to the dish, and the simple reading of the menu cannot nourish us, because reading is fundamentally not eating. The map is still not the territory. This said, the menu can awaken hunger and thirst, an irresistible desire to taste. From the sound and reception of words to the flavor and sensation of the content (things), there is a great gap that we can cross only with experience, and it must be observed that the transmission takes place at this price. To be, to understand, is to have the taste of the things that we know, to have the sensation and sentiment of our knowledge, of things both exterior and interior. Being requires necessarily, above all, “a certain taste for experimenting for ourselves . . .”18

      To borrow Daumal’s expression, everything is there: in the taste, in the ability we have to test a reality consciously, trying it out with our being in the simultaneous action of our body, thoughts, and emotions—that is to say, having the precise sensation, sentiment, and idea of this reality, our aptitude to know it (etymologically, conscientia means “knowledge”) and thus to appreciate it objectively with its true flavor, such as it truly is, with its own qualities and defects and not as established sociocultural morals and norms conventionally define it. Gurdjieff said to Ouspensky:

      The chief method of self-study is self-observation. . . . But learning the correct methods for self-observation and self-study requires a precise understanding of the functions and characteristics of the human machine. To observe the functions of the human machine one must understand them in their correct divisions, and be able to define them exactly; the definition does not have to be verbal, but interior: by taste, by sensation, the same way we define for ourselves everything that we experience inwardly.19

      He also insisted on the “taste of consciousness”—in the qualitative, not quantitative sense, as it is defined from the neuro-biological point of view—for the understanding of the various levels and degrees within ourselves. On a menu, we can read a description of the various states of consciousness possible for us, but we can never know their taste by reading alone; we can only imagine it. We are the only book in which we can learn, feel, and understand everything. “Good cooking,” writes the gastronomic author Curnonsky, “is when things taste like what they are.”

      Another problem, as Daumal pointed out: “People are much more rarely awake than their words attempt to make us believe.” We are always more severe with others than with ourselves, we always see the straw in our neighbor’s eye without seeing the beam in our own. Thus it is of no use to think, “I am awake” or I am “this” or “that.” In this case, it is always the ego speaking. Therefore, the only truly objective and palpable criterion—if we wish to prove something to others—is to speak but to embody our words. Simply, we must be an example. A teaching is true only when it is embodied. There is an enormous difference between calling ourselves something and being that thing. As Christ said to his disciples, “love one another as I love you, and in this way, everyone will recognize you as my disciples.” There is no more correct evaluation and no more objective criterion than this: Evolution and progress are measured truly only by the attitude and quality of being. This is also the entire meaning of the myth of Hiram and the lost word. Here, we are touching upon the central question and key to Freemasonry. The initiatory function mentioned earlier explains this fundamental myth, which allows us in turn to understand—via the symbolic approach—all that is interesting in work on ourselves, the idea of death, birth into knowledge, and evolution.

      The brilliant artisan Hiram Abi, recognized by Freemasonry as its master founder, is mentioned in the Bible in the first Book of Kings: “King Solomon sent and fetched Hiram out of Tyre. . . . He was filled with wisdom, and understanding, and cunning to work all works in brass. And he came to King Solomon, and wrought all his work.”20 Though he disappears from the Bible’s succinct history after the reporting of his major deeds, Masonic legend latched onto him and made his existence, especially the assassination of Hiram (Adoniram or Adoram) by three evil brothers, an initiatory myth serving as the principal element in certain rituals developed in the eighteenth century. In 1850, Gérard de Nerval related a version of the story considered one of the finest in his Voyage en Orient, thus bestowing one of his best texts upon Freemasonry.

      Seeking to obtain from Hiram by force “the password of the masters” in order to enter the Temple, three of his brothers, who had not been initiated to the secrets, assassinated him in the following manner: The first hit him on the head with a hammer (or the forehead, according to some versions), the second stabbed him in the side with a chisel (or dealt him a blow on the neck with his ruler), and the third plunged the point of a compass (or a square) into his heart. Then Hiram—a cosmic man—collapsed, his body covering three flagstones on the floor, the number three symbolizing the totality and unity of the world. After realizing that none of them had obtained the master’s word, they were distraught at their useless crime. They hid the body, then buried it at nighttime near a forest and planted an acacia branch over the grave. Masonic ritual has made this murder into a symbolic drama inspired by ancient mysteries, and it is reenacted at initiatory ceremonies. Like Hiram, the initiate (to the degree of Master) must first die of his own will in order to “know.” He must kill the “old man” in himself, on the mental, physical, and emotional planes.

      This “triple death” symbolized the three blows dealt to Hiram in the legend. Such is the spiritual law: awaken, die, be born, grow, learn, and do. Thus it is possible to be reborn as a new man, replete with the qualities attributed to Hiram in the Bible: intelligence, knowledge, and wisdom. “Initiation is a process of individuation,” note Chevalier and Gheerbrant. “Hiram’s secret, the desired word of the master, resides precisely in this law of inner becoming. In a spiritual transformation and in the search for personal integrity invested with the qualities of Hiram, the initiate becomes master in his turn. We return to the symbol in the allegory, recalling that the three assassins represent ignorance, hypocrisy or fanaticism, and ambition or envy, to which are opposed Hiram’s antithetic qualities: knowledge, tolerance, and detachment or generosity.”21 Concretely, the triple death—in other words, the awakening to ourselves that precedes birth into knowledge—is not a state, but an action in each moment that passes through conscious effort, through the sacrifice of our imaginary suffering (identification with obsessive thoughts, negative emotions) and the voluntary acceptance of our real suffering, as Hiram or Christ on the cross accepted.

      The triple death is not merely the death of one of our functions, but the death of all our mechanical reactions together. When Adoniram (the speaker) tells his assassin (his listener), “You have not had your seven years of apprenticeship,” it is because he knows that due to lack of experience (initiatory function), the man cannot understand his words (message), cannot have the taste and consciousness of his referent, which is symbolized in the legend by the triple death. Communication can be established only once the brother actually has the experience acquired through his seven years. In fact, Hiram does not need to speak, because he embodies his words. The traditional teachings tell us that it is not talking but being that counts. Hiram’s brothers were asleep, just like Christ’s disciples in the garden of Gethsemane. The ordinary traits of their personalities prevented them from understanding. We must awaken in order to die, and we must die in order to be born into knowledge. We must first awaken from sleep—that is, see that we are asleep. Then we must die of our own accord, leaving the body that we believe to be the self, leaving our negative emotions and mechanical thoughts. This is the meaning of the blows to the throat, side, and forehead. Then we can be reborn to a responsible life. But first, we must become our own master. Speech is not lost in nature; it is lost in ourselves. The desired word must be found in ourselves, then embodied by our actions. We are the architects of our being. Inner becoming, spiritual transformation, the alchemy of being: such is the secret of Hiram.

      Finally, Hiram tells initiates to die just as he has died, for this word, the password of the masters, this secret, is to be found in ourselves, in our inner Temple. Letting himself be killed in this way, Hiram revealed to them—paying with his life—the path of initiation leading to knowledge and awakening. And for this, it is necessary to learn the new language, to be initiated into what Gurdjieff called the “lines of knowledge and being,” to become our own architect working on our own construction, on our integral and total education. Hiram’s words came from the totality of his being but were received by only the intellects of his assassins.

      Gérard de Nerval’s version of the myth of Hiram conveys magnificently all the things that characterize sleeping and mechanical humanity, all the things that drag our qualities downward, all that Gurdjieff called “negative emotions” or, more broadly, as in Beelzebub’s Tales to His Grandson, the “crystallization of the consequences of the properties of the organ Kundabuffer”: passion, fanaticism, envy, jealousy, hypocrisy, self-love, egoism, pride, and cowardice, but also all that characterize a person who merits the name “master”—that is, the quality of being, including tolerance, detachment, generosity, compassion. This individual differs from his blind assassins by reason of their ignorance, fanaticism, ambition, hypocrisy, envy, and their inability to understand the secret word. The goal of the initiatory path in the myth of Hiram, as well as in the Beelzebub myth, is to gather together human beings, whatever their strengths and weaknesses, to help them to grow inwardly, to divest themselves of their negative sentiments and to help their quality of being grow. “One man alone [and without goal(s)] can do nothing,” Gurdjieff said. Through work on the self and through the perpetual examination of all that we believe ourselves to know, the initiatory path invites us to observe ourselves, to know and rule our own nature in order to use it to its full potential, and to use communication as a means of perfecting it.

      Magic language—in the transcendental, divine meaning of the term—goes far beyond simple language in that it is in the beginning of all things, it bears all possibilities within itself, forming part of the miraculous logic of life. “Today we truly need to let go of all that hampers us, of all that tires us,” writes Rudolf Steiner. “It is hard to want to see clearly. We must wait no longer to use ancient methods to see clearly. It is truly necessary that we develop the enthusiasm for it. Enthusiasm will do it all. It is from this that the following phrase acquires its meaning: Enthusiasm carries the spirit in itself; it is something entirely natural. We need enthusiasm; enthusiasm has something divine in it. It is the divine element of speech.”

      Speech has the power to transport us toward something higher, greater, and more true, namely to that part of ourselves that, in our blindness, we do not know. Yet in order for the words to contain the thing, perhaps the words themselves must be contained by something superior to us, by a force that pervades us and goes beyond us but for which we alone can be the vector, the channel. “Whatever you say you are capable of doing; wherever your dreams say you are capable of going, undertake it. Audacity has genius, power, and magic in it.” These words from Goethe say a great deal. Before setting out on a path finally, whatever path it may be, before making a choice without return, the masters that rule are hesitation, the tendency to turn back, doubt, ineffectiveness, immobility, fear, and failure. In all domains and in all actions requiring initiative, determination, creation, boldness, and pertinence, there seems to exist a fundamental law that, through ignorance of it, has aborted innumerable ideas and caused fabulous projects and extraordinary lives to fail. This miraculous logic of life can be summarized: The moment we commit ourselves to the good, a superior energy—call it Providence, the absolute, conscious force, help from above, or whatever you like—comes into play, producing and manifesting all sorts of favorable circumstances that are definitely beyond chance and accident. Conscious decision appears to generate a positive current of events resulting in a variety of happenings, meetings, synchronicities, and supports as unexpected as they are beneficial and which no one would have dared to dream of or imagine. “It is not because things are difficult that we do not dare,” said Seneca, “it is because we do not dare to see that things are difficult.” Did not Christ tell us, “Ask, and it shall be given you; seek, and ye shall find; knock, and it shall be opened unto you”? He adds, “For every one that asketh receiveth; and he that seeketh findeth; and to him that knocketh it shall be opened.”22

      Now all that remains is to dare to do anything, to resolutely believe in all miracles.

      In a letter to a friend, René Daumal mentioned a Hasidic story relating to the powers of speech: “. . . [A] St. Zaddik remained silent for long years, and everyone knew that he was in the glory of God. Because he was old, they begged him to speak, to say only one word of the wisdom to which he adhered, and he always refused. Finally, all the members of the community having pressed him to say one word, he made a sign that he was about to speak. He said only ‘Fire,’ and the whole house burst into flames and all was destroyed in the conflagration.”23

      It remains for each of us to seek out the speech we wish, pervading many and varied realities that are always relative and most certainly overlapping. It remains for each of us to gather together the scattered pieces of life, to create and use good glue to make them hold together. Each one of us, like a bee, must harvest artfully and transform many different pollens to make them into a single honey. “A landscape that preserves memory,”24 speech can be an ear that sees much farther than the eye.

      For the theoretical exposition of a proper use of the spoken word, there is most certainly a practical aspect, a concrete path leading to being, a nondualistic way which I will call the “yoga of speech” (including a “yoga of writing”)—a way that searches beyond dualism for the union of the speaker and the thing he says, with the speaker’s body and with the real part of himself, with each thing as well as with the All, for without union, without work, there can be no inner growth.

      This work, which all traditions demand, is not only reserved for those who wish to evolve spiritually, as some put it, but also is for all people who aspire to knowledge of themselves and the universe, who aspire simply to see themselves as they are and to see the world as it is, without a prioris and prejudices, outside Plato’s cave, beyond the prefabricated filters that blind us. It is for all people who aspire to create or, more simply, for all those who aspire to understand and to be, setting forth on the quest for reality. Jean-Yves Pouilloux writes:

      Swept up in the uninterrupted flood of impressions, we never cease to name the objects in the world. Without thinking of it, we attribute to them an identity, a form, a color, and we perceive ourselves only when we compose a fictitious world for ourselves in this manner, organized according to networks that do not belong to us even when we adhere to them spontaneously. I require accidents in order to become conscious of the somnambulism in which I live; I need ruptures, grief, in order that I may lose confidence in what I believe I see. I need accidents or else patient, calm, and exacting work in order to free myself from ready-made images.25

      Let us not forget, finally, that beyond all systematization (which may turn out to be harmful and mistaken in that it has the desire and pretense of solidifying and imposing that which it imagines to be an absolute truth), whoever its auditor may be, whatever its quality of attention and consciousness, speech, which links beings to one another, remains a sharing. Thus we must always be vigilant of what the words are, half to the speaker, half to the listener, without letting ourselves be carried away by our own movement, our own enthusiasm, and the power of the energy we may feel in ourselves on certain occasions when the word is given to us. Others have touched upon being, and we must also arrive at understanding with the humility, attentiveness, and listening that are necessary, if others are available to listen to what we have to say to them.

      In order to understand the mechanisms of speech as all human mechanisms, we must observe ourselves—body, emotions, and thoughts simultaneously, which implies necessarily observing our words and ourselves speaking, interrogating ourselves unceasingly as to the natures of the speaker and questioner. The question “Who am I?” implies necessarily being present in ourselves. Who is speaking? Who is reading? The energy of the question, which cannot crystallize into an answer, returns to the questioner (the little “I” of the false personality who is questioning in this case), and dissolves us, perhaps leaving the necessary space for seeing, feeling, and sensing the emergence of that which Hindus call the self. Perhaps it is then possible, for a few magic moments, to hear a fourth speech coming from the depths of what Zen Buddhists call the original face. This is a fourth voice coming from our essence on condition of pacifying our head, heart, and body for a few moments, on condition of first creating this sacred space within ourselves in order to see to its depths as we might peer into a lake that has become perfectly transparent, and moreover, see like a child, without prejudice, as if for the first time every time. This, without doubt, is one of the most important things: the taste of ourselves and the taste of the self, fundamentally difficult to separate. Above all and in all circumstances, let us therefore take the time to turn our view inward toward ourselves, and perhaps to listen there—as a result of conscious effort—for the speech that is offered as a gift by silence.

      
        PIERRE BONNASSE 
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      Preface to the First Edition

      
        See, here is an open door; narrow and hard to access, but a door, and it is the only one for you.
      

      ALEXANDRE DE SALZMANN,

ADDRESSING RENÉ DAUMAL (1930)

      Why this book?

      I shall answer this question straight away by defining this book’s goal and necessity with a logic—as we will see—already developed by René Daumal in A Night of Serious Drinking and in some of his other marvelous texts, such as “Poetry Black, Poetry White.” Bearing in mind the increasing “terror of the situation” at the dismal beginning of this new millennium, it is the writer’s duty to offer a response to the prevailing mediocrity.

      The fundamental task of this book is simple: to encourage the blossoming in the mentation and feelings of the reader of a veritable, non-fantastic representation of real language—the proper use of the spoken word in place of those illusory representations, the consequences of the crystallization of maleficent properties that we now perceive.

      The goal of this book, then, is to open, for a few readers, a door leading to a more profound study of the teachings from which this text draws its essence, and possibly, by this approach, to restore hope. This syncretic book, intended as a study of art and language, condenses and crystallizes Gurdjieff’s thoughts with the aid of objective reflections from certain initiates. I intend, with all my heart, to remain faithful to his “ideas” (as he wished them to be called), endeavoring to apply them as rigorously and as honestly as possible and as pertinently to this reflection on language. This is the aim and the objective of this work. This book has no other pretenses. It is solely an invitation to drink at the source. It is simply a taste of true hope, an initiation into esoteric wisdom, a reminder that the basis of all evolution is rooted in consciously guided self-observation.

      At the beginning of this millennium, this work appears necessary in order to denounce the propagation of “word prostitution” while, at the same time, reframing what has been achieved by the greatness (and smallness) of literature and art in general since the dawn of time. The goal must not be fragmented or multiple: It is necessarily focused, concentrated on the essential—which is the essence of heaven and supreme meaning inherent to all “clear discourse.” The tone of clear discourse which is that of blame, aims to give consistency and life to a theoretical language that is intended to be targeted, forming part of the great “objectively impartial criticism of the life of man.” I hope that this book will answer truthfully to the logic of the goal for which it aims, itself inherent to all objective work. Perhaps it will add something more to the edifice of understanding. This is my dearest wish.

      I also wish to pay homage to Charles Duits, who was the first to awaken my curiosity regarding the teachings, and to Michel Waldberg, who gave me the initial elements of my answer. These two were my guides, pointing to a path whose entrance I would never have found otherwise. Then, naturally, there were Ouspensky and Gurdjieff—but there was another guide: René Daumal, who, in light of the “system,” lit up the regions that had remained dark for me previously. “There are many authors more famous than René Daumal,” writes Jean Biès; “but few of them are so essential.”1 This statement is a striking truth.

      In 1930, René Daumal, with the encouragement of his friend Luc Dietrich, was initiated into Gurdjieff ’s teachings by Alexandre de Salzmann, and later, after the latter’s death on May 3, 1933, by Madame de Salzmann—who transmitted to him the essential elements of the Work prior to his episodic meetings with Gurdjieff in 1938, which gave him less of a teaching than he had already acquired and more of a confirmation of certain truths.2 Daumal’s major works—initiatory tales, true myths impelling readers to think for themselves—bear witness to this teaching: Mount Analogue is an “entirely transparent transposition of the inner experience that Daumal and his friends pursued,” an initiation to the Work, while A Night of Serious Drinking (1938) is an “objectively impartial criticism of the life of man.”3 Although plagued by a terrible illness—tuberculosis—Daumal continued to write many fundamental texts, including “Poetry Black, Poetry White,” in which he defines his concept of true poetry, and the “The Holy War,” in which he employs all his means to attain his goal. He met Lanza del Vasto in 1939 and worked on various translations, including D. T. Suzuki’s Zen Buddhism and the Teachings of Ramakrishna. René Daumal, the awakener suffering from “an incurable need to understand,”4 died in Paris on May 21, 1944, at the age of thirty-six—perhaps knowing, as he writes in Mount Analogue, why he had lived.

      My intent here is not to write more biographies of the many characters who populate this book; this has already been done perfectly well by Jean-Philippe de Tonnac for Daumal and by James Moore for Gurdjieff.5 Biographical references are inserted only as significant examples in order to support my reflections. For other seekers of the truth, all things will come in good time, for there is no such thing as chance, and recognition always comes to those who deserve it. Ask, and it shall be given you; seek, and ye shall find; knock, and it shall be opened unto you.6 Have patience, then, in this regard.

      My main task—de Tonnac having helped to make “the intentions of this father [Daumal]” more accessible and understandable by retracing his “terrestrial journey” carefully—is to throw a little more light on the question of the powers of language with the aid of this extraordinary work whose meaning and scope are simultaneously infinite and oriented toward the realization of being as Gurdjieff taught it to the West. This book, then, is not truly a commentary on his work or a critique in the generally accepted sense; this text is an exercise, an application of his work, or to be more precise, a continuation of the work. This is also what is accomplished by the incomparable grandeur of the texts that serve as references for this book: These works are living and active; they are invaluable tools for penetrating or at least grasping the secrets of knowledge. As for the main influences that fueled René Daumal’s work, they are quite clear: Gurdjieff ’s teaching occupied the last fifteen years of his life and inspired his greatest texts. Thus, Gurdjieff must be given his proper place in the setting which concerns us here—and this has been well done by the magnificent biography cited earlier. Daumal was a writer and instructor, an archangel-poet, a warrior of silence, a bearer of speech who always knew how to set the record straight. This book is intended as a modest continuation of his work, an extension that, rendering unto Caesar that which is Caesar’s, hopes to be significant.

      “It is evident in my view,” writes Charles Duits, “that if we need a ‘guide,’ we must necessarily turn to Gurdjieff.” The master did not stop with a simple observation; he proposed a solution whereby we can exit this prison in which our consciousness is so horribly underdeveloped; he proposed that we should become independent, take our lives in hand, become our own masters. Therein lies his entire teaching. When Gurdjieff said that he had come to bring us knowledge, he was not joking—we need only note the attention his work has received in order to be persuaded of this. We need only start out upon the Fourth Way in order to transform our doubts conclusively into salvational certainties. Or almost . . .

      The Fourth Way—that of the sly man—is the way of sincerity and true life (slyness does not preclude authenticity): the way by which we are no longer a passive machine subject to the “laws of accident and chance,” but a conscious being liberated from the circle of the confusion of tongues, master of our life and all our actions, determined by a single goal and a single necessity at all times. Those of the Fourth Way aim for perfect control of life. It is the way of realization and bliss. From the moment we understand “with our being” that chance does not exist for those who are conscious, that it is only a pure invention of the ordinary person who attributes this word to exterior laws that are controllable, although laziness prevents such a person from controlling these exterior laws—we will have made a great step. Starting from this moment, it is truly possible to progress in our spirituality (in our “art of achieving union with God,” according to Aldous Huxley’s definition); life is a formidable challenge that we will then be ready to take on and, of course, to overcome.

      When we truly understand why anything is possible, all dreams can become realities. It all depends on our degree of consciousness and on how far we have mastered esoteric wisdom. It is enough to create our life in the power of our words in order to take it in hand objectively—body, thoughts, and emotions together. This is the entire magic of the mystery. On the famous marble tablet, these words were inscribed: “Faith of consciousness is freedom.”7

      Happy is he who understands these words.

    

  
    
      INTRODUCTION

      The Enneagram, Master Symbol of the Fourth Way

      
        Everything can be included and read in the enneagram. A man may be quite alone in the desert, and he can trace the enneagram in the sand and in it read the eternal laws of the universe.
      

      G. I. GURDJIEFF, IN 
SEARCH OF THE MIRACULOUS: FRAGMENTS 
OF AN UNKNOWN TEACHING

      The goal of this work is to present a new theory on language, which people have established “by means of intentionally producing from themselves corresponding consonants . . . or mutual intercourse.”1 I will explain this theory particularly with the aid of an ancient symbol that probably originated in Sufism and was introduced to the West by G. I. Gurdjieff: the enneagram, a sacred geometric figure and “master symbol” of the Fourth Way.

      Let us first remember that it is a symbol used since the dawn of time by various occult and esoteric sciences, as well as by religions. The key to understanding it resides in the correct manipulation of those tools that alone can open to us the doors of certain truths, certain fundamental laws. Because a symbol has the ability to transmit everything that ordinary language cannot transmit, it is therefore an effective aid in the quest for a universal language. Yet the understanding of symbols is correlative to the level of consciousness of those who seek to interpret them: “At first sight, a symbol is always a mystery, particularly for a man or woman whose inner senses are not yet sufficiently awakened, so that they perceive only that which is external, terrestrial, tangible, and material, and this only with the aid of the sensory organs of the human body.”2 A symbol permits us to test an individual or group’s stage of evolution relative to something experienced. It has the power of unification and is therefore opposed to the ordinary and separative consciousness. “Finally, it is very important to know without any doubt and always to remember that a symbol’s only life is borrowed from the person who works with it. Without human effort and will directed toward understanding and circumscribing it, any symbol—even the most ancient and most famous—has no reality by itself, means nothing, and has no power in and of itself. It is dead and remains so until it is animated and vivified by man.”3

      The enneagram, revealed by Gurdjieff, is a unique symbol that contains a multitude of meanings and uses. From the Greek ennea (nine) and gramma (letter, model), the enneagram is an extremely effective system for human development, allowing us to develop our consciousness. It is a master symbol in that it has the ability to show or demonstrate a single image and synthesize effectively a group of universal laws, embracing all other systems:

      Everything can be included and read in the enneagram. A man may be quite alone in the desert and he can trace the enneagram in the sand and in it read the eternal laws of the universe. And every time he can learn something new, something he did not know before. If two men who have been in different schools meet, they will draw the enneagram and with its help they will be able at once to establish which of them knows more and which, consequently, stands upon which step, that is to say, which is the elder, which is the teacher and which the pupil. The enneagram is the fundamental hieroglyph of a universal language which has as many different meanings as there are levels of men.4

      The “different levels of men” referred to should be understood as different levels of consciousness, bearing in mind that, as Gurdjieff said, “the evolution of man is the evolution of his consciousness.” This great quotation says it all. Let us go a step further: this universal law of consciousness does not spare us from the use of language. Far from it. Because it has become banal and conventional to speculate on the powerlessness of language, we must learn how to set the record straight. After Boileau’s example, René Daumal refuses “to accept that a clear thought can ever be inexpressible.”5 And as Théophile Gautier said to Baudelaire: “Any man who cannot express an idea, however elusive or unexpected it may be, is not a writer. The inexpressible does not exist.”

      The powerlessness of language is revealed as nothing but an apparition, a maleficent illusion which the writer likes to evoke when, by reason of an unconfessed deficiency, he finds himself incapable of saying something that in fact he does not understand: “If human discourse is capable of expressing perfectly no more than a mean level of thought, it is because the mean of humankind thinks with this degree of intensity; it is to this level that it assents, it is to this measure of exactness that it agrees.”6 In other words, let us not chastise language (“we should not blame the tool we use”), but rather chastise the mediocre level of consciousness and therefore the reality in which the ordinary among us live. “As with magic,” writes René Daumal, “poetry is black or white, depending on whether it serves the subhuman or the superhuman.”7 We should not be shocked by his use of subhuman and superhuman, nor should we hasten to draw false interpretations from it. It is clear that in “subhuman,” Daumal means what Duits calls the “pseudoanthrope” or, more simply and relevantly to the source (Gurdjieff), the “average ordinary man”—whether a writer or an artist. There is no elitism in this; here we must see—however difficult it may appear—a correct and objective observation of reality, specifically the terror of the situation. In “superhuman,” Daumal therefore means the man who has attained a level of consciousness elevated enough for him to claim that title that has no value but in that which it represents—namely, a reality.

      Let us return, however, to the enneagram. Notes Tereshchenko, “The enneagram, although it is a symbol, is also a tool that permits us to test everyone’s ideas, hypotheses, and reflections. Only that which is true and real can be placed upon the enneagram without distortion and without constraint. It is therefore a highly valuable and immensely valid test for our ideas.” This is the new starting point for our studies, the basic postulate: If “everything can be included and read in the enneagram,” why not read in it the laws ruling language? How can the powers of speech be translated with this ancient tool?

      If we are lost and we draw the enneagram on a blank page—that great desert of creation—perhaps we will see there, in light of the texts of Gurdjieff, René Daumal, and a few other initiates, the eternal laws of language. This is a proposition, a hypothesis and a test that, at our own level of understanding, we modestly seek to explore. In my line of work, I have therefore developed specifically an “enneagram of language,” crystallizing my theories on the powers of speech. This schematization attempts to show clearly the reasons why language is all too often powerless and, conversely, what makes its many-sided force and power. This illustration would not have been possible without the prior study of certain books of power, certain fundamental works that allow us to materialize the essence of this thought today.

      “What do you look for in a book? A pocket tutor: all the advantages of a teacher with none of the disadvantages.”8 Thus we pay legitimate homage to G. I. Gurdjieff as well as to René Daumal and all the other authors cited in this book for the quality and strength of their writings, which bear witness to the crystallization of certain properties of their psyches—and this could not be any more positive.

      Having now drafted a dismal report bearing witness to the increasing terror of the situation, I will now attempt to regain the “proper use of the spoken word” referred to by René Daumal, in order to leave its free usage to the good will of the reader.

      “The first water always gives birth to the vessel that must contain it.”9

    

  
    
      
        
          PART ONE
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            The Terror of the Situation
          

          
            DEVASTATION AND OBLIVION
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            . . . The rhetorical, technical, philosophical, algebraic, logistic, journalic, romanic, artistic, and aesthetishoo usages of language have led humankind to forget the proper use of the spoken word.
          

          RENÉ DAUMAL

          
            But there should be some restraint of law against foolish and impertinent scribblers, as well as against vagabonds and idle persons. . . . [S]cribbling seems to be a symptom of a disordered and licentious age.
          

          MONTAIGNE, ESSAYS, 
III, 9

          
            Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do.
          

          LUKE 23:34
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      The Man-Machine and the Circle of the Confusion of Tongues

      
        Awake thou that sleepest . . .
      

      EPHESIANS 5:14

      In ancient times, near the beginning of Creation, words possessed strange magical powers that, when they were pronounced, could lead to astonishing consequences. Today, however, language is presented generally as powerless by the great majority of writers. Yet have they truly questioned the causes of this powerlessness? This question must be posed at the start, before any serious investigation begins. René Daumal notes that “. . . the rhetorical, technical, philosophical, algebraic, logistic, journalic, romanic, artistic, and aesthetishoo usages of language have led mankind to forget the proper use of the spoken word.”1 The mechanicalness of humans is the principal cause of this forgetting. We must acknowledge the evidence and draw an objective report, here at the beginning of this book: Indeed, man is a machine—sheeplike, asleep, blind, conformist—incorporating as many synonyms and pleonasms as are necessary to express the full terror of the situation.

      Man as Machine (as described in the title of the work Man a Machine by the physician and philosopher La Mettrie) lives in a quasi-permanent lethargy, a paralyzing sleep, involutive for his being. Part 3 of A Night of Serious Drinking explains this topic pertinently, as the narrator awakens from his follies and finally sees, or almost sees, “the cold light of day.” The night of drinking is like this sleep: We know not what we do and cannot take charge of our actions; we live from vanity to vanity, and anything can happen to us at any time—because we are inexorably subject to the laws of chance and accident. Everything is mere falsehood, machinery, and multiple “I”s, because “all people are machines governed by external influences.”2 Those who doubt this terrible statement need only look around in newspapers and television in order not only to find sufficient examples to legitimize these scandalous statements, but also to disgust themselves with this dramatic situation. The evidence rises before the eyes of the “drinker” the morning after his great binge: “the drinking party had not just been a dream.”3 Alas, far from it! It is no less than the wars, bloody revolutions, and all the atrocities committed by unconscious man.

      Awakening is very rare and often difficult, because it throws us violently “in the face of the facts,” leading us to the rude reality to be grasped and the dreadful hostility of things. Since the time of the Tower of Babel, we have well and truly been prisoners of the circle of the confusion of tongues, as Gurdjieff calls it. Such is the reality: We suffer from incomprehension due to our sleep, and we cannot truly communicate. “Fidgeting, fabricating, or clarificating”4—such is our daily lot: an immense babbling. “Be quiet,” says the ancient sage in an authoritative tone. To close our mouth and open our consciousness: Therein lies salvation. We, like the narrator, are “held as fast as a bee in a strongbox.”5 Because it is not enough simply to awaken, we must also know what to do and where to go once our eyes are wide open. We are prisoners of our condition, as Gurdjieff said: “You do not realize your own situation. You are in prison. All you can wish for, if you are sensible, is to escape.” We must first become aware of our “nullity” (in other words, our incapacity to do, to act), and finally attempt to be objective with ourselves: “And I, who had believed myself to be a poet, could not find words with which to call the Sun.”6 This is a terrible recognition, for what use is a poet who does not know how to use the magic powers of speech? In fact, he is not a poet. Such is the meaning Daumal intended to transmit regarding art and the objective approach:

      As I was burning my trousers, thread by thread, stirring them constantly with the poker to maintain the unburnt parts of the cloth in contact with the reluctant flames, I saw the fire turn curiously pale. I felt a light cool breeze caressing my naked shoulders. A milky glimmer melted the shadows around me. I raked together the still glowing embers and covered them with cinders so that the fire would last for some time yet. I went to the window and saw in the depths of the bluish air teeming masses of pink clouds and suddenly, flushing on the horizon, a beam of gold, a tiny burning dome slowly rising into a blinding scream.7

      Daumal’s poetic power is a testimony to this great incineration of ordinary consciousness, the prelude to all true learning in which glimmers hope on the horizon. While discussing the powers of language, Daumal gives an excellent illustration of what language should be: clear and purified of all useless dross. The narrator necessarily passes through the various states of dreaming, drowsy quiescence, and waking,8 drawing in and inviting the reader’s total participation with him in the levels of evolution. Literature is the art of serving the thing to be said, the art of circumscribing our target with words before striking it right in the heart. But art, poetry, and thought are phenomena of the same order as those who claim to pursue these: “These activities,” Gurdjieff explains to Ouspensky, “are just as mechanical as everything else. Men are machines and nothing but mechanical actions can be expected of machines.”9 The same goes for actions, words, habits, opinions, and sentiments. This is why we should speak not of psychology, but rather of mechanics. Psychology can come only too late. What humanity needs, above all, are some mechanics that are able to repair broken machines, and God knows there is work to be done there. We all must become the master of ourselves, but for this, we must first learn to know ourselves. Then we must become responsible and take charge of our actions entirely—because they are performed consciously. Yet in order to act, we first must understand; understanding is essential. Understanding requires studying everything in depth, setting aside all desire for superficiality. Only then does it become possible to speak, to exchange, to communicate—truly to transmit an idea to the very heart of another. As Gurdjieff said to Ouspensky: “When you understand this it will be easier for us to talk.”10 What is urgent is therefore to exit the circle of confusion—as is so magnificently materialized by Daumal’s narrative. Herein lies all our hope. Nihilistic and materialistic thought destroys every chance of freedom: Even if it begins with an objective recognition—namely, that of a cancerous humanity—it ignores the hope that is the entire subject of Gurdjieff ’s teachings. In this dismal circle, “nobody here is capable of staying awake for two seconds together.”11 The narrator asks, “How can I get out of this vicious circle? What would it be like if I woke up?”12

      Sometimes, Homo ignorantus pretends to make art, giving evidence of the blind subjectivity of, at best, a “half sleep.” This is the height of suggestibility of the masses.
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      Necessary Digressions on Art

      
        Let them alone: they be blind leaders of the blind. And if the blind lead the blind, both shall fall into the ditch.
      

      MATTHEW 15:14

      The question of art is unavoidable for those who wish truly to understand the laws of speech, and consequently to attempt to understand what we call conventionally “literature” or “poetry.” It is necessary to be aware that most of the time, art, which includes those activities known to be “creative,” can lead us only further—often to a very great degree—into in confusion and blindness. True art, useful art, is entirely different.

      Like everything connected with the man-machine, art can be only mechanical, an inevitable projection of what is perceived in the state of sleep. On the occasion of their first meetings, Gurdjieff and Ouspensky had “several interesting talks”1 on the subject of art. As was his tendency, Gurdjieff shattered the conventional reflections that had crystallized in Ouspensky. Once again, the reality was difficult for Ouespensky to accept: “Just as there are very different levels of men, so there are different levels of art.”2 Yet ordinary men are not conscious of it, although they say generally that they are capable of seeing and understanding these differences in levels. How ironic! Reality is aligned with the vertical and not, as Ouspensky had believed, with the horizontal—a grave illusion. True art has nothing to do with the art we call “modern” or “contemporary,” which is all too often detached from the source, from the sacred. True, objective art is distinct from subjective art, a Manichaeism whose precise legitimization comes from the mouth of Gurdjieff:
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