First Semester



Criticism (11)
Third Year
· Defense of Poetry by Philip Sidney (summary of previous lecture): 
· Sidney began by showing that poetry was not respected at that time, that people were attacking poetry, and he gave reasons why he is going to defend the work.

· He said that in the same the Italian horseman was going to defend the art of riding horses, he is going to do the same; this was his profession. He told us that he is a poet and he is not going to be able to defend it well. 

· He gave us a few points regarding poetry: he said poetry was the first mother when it came to teaching and educating people. Poetry has been respected in all nations; he gave us the definition of the poets according to the Greeks and the Romans. He spoke about the ability of the poet to write about anything because he is not limited by nature; the only limitation he had was the limitation of his mind. He spoke about the way poets taught people to be virtuous; how they moved them to be good. When it comes to teaching goodness, he said that the poets were the best. 
· He gave us a comparison between the poet, the historian and the philosopher: he tried to show us that the poet has the ability to combine the philosopher’s ability of discussing complex ideas and the historian’s use of specific examples so that he explains to all people, not just the educated like the philosopher in an interesting way; not in a boring way like the historian or the philosopher. So, when it comes to virtue and morals, the best teachers are the poets; they are not enemies of virtue, rather, a sort of teachers or guides towards the meaning of virtue. He then showed us that all the branches of poetry do not have an evil element in it; whether the lyrical poems, the epic or the tragedy, they all try to move people towards goodness in some way or the other. 
· In the next part, he looks at the criticism that was being made at that time by those who attack poetry. He says that there are some people who attack poetry without being specific; they just don’t like poetry.  He said he was not going to waste his time dealing with those critics. But he is going to deal with the specific claims made against poetry. 
· He says there are four specific claims: 
On page (30), line 1040:
Now {63} then go we to the most important imputations laid to the poor poets; for aught I can yet learn, they are these. First, that there being many other more fruitful knowledges, a man might better spend his time in them than in this.
Secondly, that it is the mother of lies.

Thirdly, that it is the nurse of abuse, infecting us with many pestilent desires, with a syren sweetness, drawing the mind to the serpent's tail of sinful fancies; and herein, especially, comedies give the largest field to ear, as Chaucer saith; how, both in other nations and ours, before poets did soften us, we were full of courage, given to martial exercises, the pillars of manlike liberty, and not lulled asleep in shady idleness with poets' pastimes. 

And lastly and chiefly, they cry out with open mouth, as if they had overshot Robin Hood, that Plato banished them out of his commonwealth. Truly this is much, if there be much truth in it.
· What Sidney is going to do now is that he is going to take each attack and show us how it is false; in other words, he is going to refute the attacks made against poetry. 
· The first attack is that poetry is a waste of time: he says that he has already shown us that: 

1. Critics who do not make specific accusations should be ignored for they are confused and incoherent, and do not know what to say; he refers to them as jesters (fools). Sidney here is attacking back the people who attacked poetry; it’s not the poets who are jesters, it’s the critics who attack poetry who are the fools. 
2. “Criticism of verse is the greatest scope to their scornful humors polishes the work, defends its use, regulates its verbal harmony and imparts pleasure, it adds an emotional quality to the work and it is an aid to memory..”              These are some of the reasons why Sidney believes the verse or rhyme is important. He says that it is not essential or what makes real poetry, but it helps; it helps people remember. When you’re reading something that rhymes usually you will remember it. A lot of people at that time thought it were in fashion invoked to write poetry; so what they did was that they wrote poems that rhymed but they were not poetry. Those who were attacking poetry used that bad poetry to say that it simply rhymes like nursery rhymes. So, they accused poetry of being something silly and trivial. So, Sidney says that we can have rhyme, it does add to the beauty of poetry but it is not a complete requirement in poetry. He gives reasons why it should be used: when you read something that rhymes it seems a bit more sophisticated and polished. When you hear lines that rhyme there is a source of pleasure in discovering words that rhyme and the poet’s ability to bring words that rhyme; so poetry has an element of pleasure. Sidney mentioned that the function of poetry was to teach and delight; so, the element of rhyming has some sort of delight or pleasure in it. 
· Sidney gives us his answer to the claim that poetry is a waste of time, and the claim that poets are liars. He also gives us his answer to poems inducing simple fancies, to Plato’s condemnation, and then he gives us a summary of his refutation. 
· In answering this attack, Sidney goes back to the previous argument and says that has already explained and shown the reader that the aim of poetry is to move people towards virtue. So, if the aim of poetry is to move people towards goodness, then how can it be a waste of time?! There is a moral purpose for poetry. When it comes to teaching moralities and truths about life, then poets are the best teachers, therefore, poetry cannot be a waste of time. He also goes back to his comparison between the philosopher and the historian and that poets excel the philosopher and the historian. In other words, poets try to move people towards virtue, to show them images of virtue so that they can be like those people, and they teach them goodness by delighting them and moving them to be better people. 
· Regarding the second attack when they say that poets are liars:

To {66} the second, therefore, that they should be the principal liars, I answer paradoxically, but truly, I think truly, that of all writers under the sun, the poet is the least liar; and though he would, as a poet, can scarcely be a liar… Now for the poet, he nothing affirmeth, and therefore never lieth; for, as I take it, to lie is to affirm that to be true which is false: so as the other artists, and especially the historian, affirmeth many things, can, in the cloudy knowledge of mankind, hardly escape from many lies: but the poet, as I said before, never affirmeth; the poet never maketh any circles about your imagination, to conjure you to believe for true what he writeth: he citeth not authorities of other histories, but even for his entry calleth the sweet Muses to inspire into him a good invention;
· You call a person a liar when they try to convince you that what they’re saying is true. But Sidney here says that the poets never try to convince anyone that what they’re representing is the truth; when people came to the stage they already knew that what they were seeing was made up. Even children who are sitting down and watching the play know that this is not real. So, poets never lie to anyone because they never tell the audience that what they’re presenting to them should be taken as the truth. So, here Sidney is not just answering to the claim of Gossin but also to Plato. Sidney says that it is not the role of the poet to present things exactly as they are; that’s the historian’s job. The poet is supposed to make, to create; even Aristotle said that the poet is the maker of fables. So, he is saying that it all depends on creating or making, and when the audience comes they already are aware that what is being presented is not history, not the truth. No one has affirmed to them that what is being said on the stage is a literal or word to word representation of history. In other words, poets cannot be called liars because they never promised to tell the truth; they want to give their own interpretation of something. 
· The third attack was that poetry is the nurse of abuse: he refutes the idea that poetry creates a sin, or that poetry promotes immorality. He discusses the idea by giving us many examples to show that when we have anything in life we don’t blame the tool or the object when we have to see how it is being used. He says that if you take a sword, it can be used to defend your country when you kill your enemy, and at the same time the same sword can be used by someone to kill his father; the problem lies not with the sword, but with the person who uses that sword. The same applies to poetry; the problem is not with poetry but with those that use poetry incorrectly.  You can write poetry to promote virtue and morals, and you can also write poetry to promote immorality; this doesn’t mean that we should blame poetry, rather, the poets themselves who abused poetry. So, he says poetry does not abuse; it is poetry that has been abused by people. In order to explain that, he gives us the images of a doctor: he says that a doctor can take the medicine and the knowledge that he has to treat patients, and he can also take the same knowledge and use medicine to kill people. So, the fault does not lie in the medicine itself; rather, it lies in the doctor who used it in an evil, corrupt or immoral way. 
· The many comparisons given by Sidney are to assure that the fault lies not within poetry, but with the poets who abuse poetry by using it for their own purposes; whether to gain a reputation or to spread immorality. He says that if critics say poetry promotes immorality or makes men less masculine or less courageous, they are wrong, because he has found that men have gone into battles (e.g. Alexander the Great) with books of poetry. Poetry didn’t make them any less courageous; poetry doesn’t abuse people’s characters. 
· The next point for Sidney is the hardest to refute: 

But {70} now, indeed, my burthen is great, that Plato's name is laid upon me, whom, I must confess, of all philosophers I have ever esteemed most worthy of reverence; and with good reason, since of
all philosophers he is the most poetical; yet if he will defile the fountain out of which his flowing streams have proceeded, let us boldly examine with what reason he did it.

· He is going to begin his argument to show or prove that Plato did not banish poets from The Republic. We know that Plato was clear about banishing the poets from his Republic. But Sidney here plays with Plato’s ideas to bring him into the camp of the poets. 
· This is the hardest subjection because he reveres Plato who is the most poetic of philosophers. Hatred shown by him towards poets, though they used poetry, names of cities, affect on kings. Plato opposed the abuse of poetry rather than poetry itself : Gods, divine nature of poetry. Aristotle, an important philosopher wrote on poetry. 
· This is the hardest part of Sidney’s whole defense because Plato is the most respected philosopher. He is going to prove that Plato is wrong, so he knows it is not going to be easy to convince people. Sidney knows that Plato is respected and he is trying to get people to believe him as Sidney; he was just a small poet at that time and hadn’t had the respect Plato has. So, he begins by telling us that he has utter respect for Plato, since he is most poetic of all philosophers. Sidney is going to twist Plato’s words: 

First, truly, a man might maliciously object that Plato, being a philosopher, was a natural enemy of poets. For, indeed, after the philosophers had picked out of the sweet mysteries of poetry the right discerning of true points of knowledge, they forthwith, putting it in method, and making a school of art of that which the poets did only teach by a divine delightfulness, beginning to spurn at their guides, like ungrateful apprentices, were not content to set up shop for themselves, but sought by all means to discredit their masters; which, by the force of delight being barred them, the less they could overthrow them, the more they hated them.
· Sidney says that people expect Plato, because he is a philosopher, to be an enemy of poets. The idea of the philosopher being ungrateful towards the poets reminds us of the first point where Sidney talked about those who are ungrateful and compared them to snakes. He says that philosophers are ungrateful; after they learn the art of poetry from the poets, they became ungrateful. The masters here are the poets; the more powerful were the poets, the more they were hated by philosophers. 
· Sidney returns again to the quarrel between philosophy and poetry. He says that the one reason that poets are discredited and hated by the philosophers is that all cities respect poets. He says that there are many cities that are named after poets, but none after philosophers; there are cities that send the philosophers in exile. There are cities that try to banish philosophers, not wanting philosophers living among them. 
· The second point regarding why there’s a sort of enmity between poets and philosophers is that poets have been able to change kings and leaders into more just people, whereas philosophers are usually punished by the leaders, like Socrates. 
Again, a man might ask, out of what Commonwealth Plato doth banish them? In sooth, thence where he himself alloweth community of women. So, as belike this banishment grew not for effeminate
wantonness, since little should poetical sonnets be hurtful, when a man might have what woman he listed. But I honour philosophical instructions, and bless the wits which bred them, so as they be not
abused, which is likewise stretched to poetry. Saint Paul himself sets a watchword upon philosophy, indeed upon the abuse. So doth Plato upon the abuse, not upon poetry. Plato found fault that the
poets of his time filled the world with wrong opinions of the gods, making light tales of that unspotted essence, and therefore would not have the youth depraved with such opinions. Herein may much be
said; let this suffice: the poets did not induce such opinions, but did imitate those opinions already induced.
· Sidney suspects or wonders why Plato banishes the poets, yet allows women to stay in the city; Plato said poetry makes men more womanly like or more feminine. If Plato is afraid of the effect of poetry on people, why does he leave women there?! 
· He says that Plato was afraid that poets were using poetry to spread wrong ideas; like when Plato said poetry teaches lies about the gods. Sidney is saying here that there were people who abused poetry and spread lies. But these incorrect ideas that they spread, the poets themselves did not make them up; these ideas were already popular among people in society and the poets wrote them in a poetic language. So, Sidney says that Plato was kind of afraid that poetry (a good thing) would be abused; it wasn’t that he rejected poetry; he was rejecting the mistreatment of poetry. There were men who were abusing poetry by spreading lies; however, these lies were not made up by the poets, rather, the popular opinion. Therefore, according to Sidney, out of fear of poetry, not of hatred or dislike, Plato decided to take poetry out of the city. 
For all the Greek stories can well testify that the very religion of that time stood upon many and many-fashioned gods; not taught so by poets, but followed according to their nature of imitation. Who list may read in Plutarch the discourses of Isis and Osiris, of the cause why oracles ceased, of the Divine providence, and see whether the theology of that nation stood not upon such dreams, which the poets
indeed superstitiously observed; and truly, since they had not the light of Christ, did much better in it than the philosophers, who, shaking off superstition, brought in atheism.
Plato, therefore, whose authority I had much rather justly construe than unjustly resist, meant not in general of poets, in those words of which Julius Scaliger saith, "qua authoritate, barbari quidam
atque insipidi, abuti velint ad poetas e republica exigendos {71}:" but only meant to drive out those wrong opinions of the Deity, whereof now, without farther law, Christianity hath taken away all the hurtful belief, perchance as he thought nourished by then esteemed poets. And a man need go no farther than to Plato himself to know his meaning; who, in his dialogue called "Ion," {72} giveth
high, and rightly, divine commendation unto poetry.
· It is not the poets who talked to people about the gods; the simply imitated the stories that were already known. Sidney is saying that the problem at that time was the misconceptions about the gods, and there were people who spread these misconceptions through poetry; poetry kind of spread the lies. In order to stop the lies you have to stop the spread of poetry, since poetry was being abused; in order to stop the abuse, Plato had to get rid of poetry. But Sidney says that the times have changed now; Christianity has appeared. So, the rules that applied at that time does not apply now because now we have Christianity and a sort of text that we go back to so people can’t spread lies about the gods; we are not afraid of the abuse of poetry anymore. 
· In order to prove what he is saying he ends up by going back to Plato. In order to prove that Plato had a respect for poetry and knew that it was something that was divine, he goes back to Ion. In Ion, Plato said that poets were half prophets; the theory of inspiration and how poetry comes from the gods. Sidney says that Plato himself gave poetry a divine nature or something godly. He is going to use Plato’s word to prove and justify that Plato was not an enemy of poetry; Plato gave poetry the highest level of respect by saying that poetry was godly or divine. 
So as Plato, banishing the abuse, not the thing, not banishing it, but giving due honour to it, shall be our patron, and not our adversary. For, indeed, I had much rather, since truly I may do it, show their
mistaking of Plato, under whose lion's skin they would make an ass-like braying against poesy, than go about to overthrow his authority; whom, the wiser a man is, the more just cause he shall
find to have in admiration; especially since he attributeth unto poesy more than myself do, namely, to be a very inspiring of a divine force, far above man's wit, as in the fore-named dialogue is apparent.

· Sidney means that Plato banished the abuse of poetry, not poetry itself; he honored poetry so much. So, because of what he has done to poetry, we have to regard Plato, no longer as an enemy but as our patron. So, according to Sidney, Plato is not an enemy, not just a friend, rather, he is someone who supports poets and honors them. So, Sidney twisted Plato’s words in order to get Plato on his side of the argument. 
· Sidney says he is not going to go against the words of Plato but he is trying to show people how they misunderstood Plato. He concludes by saying that if poetry was indeed that dangerous and if philosophers such as Plato banished it, we wouldn’t have other philosophers interested in poetry. He gives us the name of philosophers who wrote about poetry, like Aristotle. 
On page 37, line 1332:

So that since the excellences of it may be so easily and so justly confirmed, and the low creeping objections so soon trodden down {74}; it not being an art of lies, but of true doctrine; not of
effeminateness, but of notable stirring of courage; not of abusing man's wit, but of strengthening man's wit; not banished, but honoured by Plato; let us rather plant more laurels for to ingarland
the poets' heads (which honour of being laureate, as besides them only triumphant captains were, is a sufficient authority to show the price they ought to be held in) than suffer the ill-favoured breath
of such wrong speakers once to blow upon the clear springs of poesy.
· Here Sidney is summarizing each objection and his refute to it. When Sidney wrote this text we had two groups of people; those who attacked poetry and those who defended it. So, he gives us the claim and immediately gives us his refute. So, Poetry spreads a true doctrine because it teaches morality and truth. It doesn’t make people less manly or men less brave; it makes them courageous. Therefore, Sidney says, we should plant more garland on the heads of poets because they’ve shown they deserve the honor and respect they should receive. 
· The next part begins by Sidney’s questioning why England has become so harsh on poets:
But {75} since I have run so long a career in this matter, methinks, before I give my pen a full stop, it shall be but a little more lost time to inquire, why England, the mother of excellent minds, should
be grown so hard a step-mother to poets, who certainly in wit ought to pass all others, since all only proceeds from their wit, being, indeed, makers of themselves, not takers of others. How can I but
exclaim,

· He says England is like a mother who has turned into a step-mother and became cruel to its poets. He gives us examples of poets and begins to show the defects of poetry.  
· John Dryden’s Essay of Dramatic Poesy
· When we talk about Sidney or Dryden we talk about the background of the age itself. But when talk about Dryden we talk about him as a real critic, whereas when we talk about Sidney, he was a poet and had the work as a critical work, but his main function was not a critic. Sidney was regarded as a poet because at the time when Sidney was writing they didn’t have the role of the critic. People were writing down their ideas, but the genre itself was not established. With Dryden we have the beginning of the tradition of writing literary criticism. He is the father of English literary criticism. 
· Dryden was a dramatist, a poet, a critic, and even a translator. This means when he writes he does so from a firsthand experience of reading the text in the original language itself. This is important because the work we’re going to deal with is a comparative study. He is going to compare the modern to the ancients, the French with the English. So, he needs to be able to understand the text in the original language. He also wrote many prologues and epilogues. We regard him as a critic because in addition to his creative work he wrote extensively on criticism. 
The drift of the ensuing Discourse was chiefly to vindicate the honour of our English Writers, from the censure of those who unjustly prefer the French before them. This I intimate, least any should think me so exceeding vain, as to teach others an Art which they understand much better than my self. But if this incorrect Essay, written in the Country without the help of Books, or advice of Friends, shall find any acceptance in the world, I promise to my self a better success of the second part, wherein the Vertues and Faults of the English Poets, who have written either in this, the Epique, or the Lyrique way, will be more fully treated of, and their several styles impartially imitated.
· He is trying to say that the reason why he wrote this text is that he wanted to bring back the honor of English writers. During the time he was writing there were people who disliked the English writers and favored the French writers; they attacked, criticized and were harsh on the English poets. Dryden felt it was his role and duty, as he himself was a poet, to try to get back their position in society. Writers were greatly respected during the time of Shakespeare. 
· There are critics who say that the text itself came as a sort of result of a public dispute with his brother in law; they had an argument on whether drama should be written in verse or not. There were those who favored blank verse and those who favored the rhymed. Dryden believed that drama should be written in Rhyme, whereas his brother in law believed that it should be written in blank verse. So in the text, Dryden examines the nature of drama; comparing English drama to French drama and classical drama. It’s an exploration of drama, how it should be written and who writes it better.

· At the time Dryden was writing it was the Renaissance when they had many ideas form different cultures and countries. There were those who rejected the new styles of writing and the new way of thinking; they called for a return back to the classical writers or the classical age, going back to rules and logic. We have the old school that called for returning to the ancient classics (the neoclassical); they believe in following the rules of classical writers and view modern literature as a dangerous and corruptive way that would slowly eat away at religion and morals. On the other hand, we have the group of writers who did not believe we should stick to the ancient or the classical way of writing. They say that writing should reflect the new of thinking, the different cultures, and different styles should be incorporated into writing. This debate between the old and the new school is brought out in the character of Crites (the ancients) and Eugenius (the moderns). 
· Platonic method: a dialogue between critics of the day who have different viewpoints about the strengths and weaknesses, and influences on British poesy.
· The benefit of this debate is to mount an argument which takes a variety of positions into consideration. 

· He does not merely take a position and advocate it; instead, he seems to be on all sides of each issue. 
· Rather than attempting to create a new set of rules for drama or comedy or verse, he chooses instead to review the existing generally accepted conventions and decide in what respect they are being followed, or whether they should be followed by English writers. 
· Through the use of the four-way dialogue, he is able to provide some insight on the prevailing notions of the day. 
· Dryden doesn’t tell the reader what to think; he lets him look at it from different views and angles and then asks the reader to make up his own point of view. This is what is unique about Dryden as if he tries to speak to the reader. He writes in Plato’s style where we have a sort of dialogue. Dryden wants you to see all the sides of the argument then make up your own conclusion or point of view. 
· We have four speakers and each time we hear one speaker we’re convinced that what he’s saying is true. The next speaker then shows us how the previous speaker was false. The fourth speaker is what critics believe to be the voice of Dryden himself. 
The questions that are raised by the work:

· What are the merits and demerits of English writing at the time? (the weaknesses and the strengths)
· What are the influences for English writing?

· Can the English writing during that time be compared favorably to the writings of antiquity? (who wrote better? The moderns or the classical writers?)

· Are French drama and verse superior to English? 

· What is the value of the three unities? Are they consistently applied by the ancients? Did they stick to the rules they themselves made? Did the French follow those rules better than the ancients? If they did not follow the rules, why not? (they all talk about the three unities)
· Is it more important to stick to rules (the three unities), or is the content more important? Sometimes when sticking to the rules the play becomes ridiculous. 
· What is the value of verse and drama?
· The first debate was between the ancients (the old school, the neoclassical, and the traditionalists) and the moderns (the new school). The debates they have relate to the unity of time and who follows it better. Is there such a thing as tragic comedy, or should tragedy be different from comedy? Are they the same? Is it ok to bring elements of the tragic and the comic in one play? What should be shown on the stage and what should not? 
· The same points are taken in the debate between the French and the English. We have four characters: 
· Crites (criticism) stands for the Greek notion or believe in the classical works. He is supposed to represent the man Dryden had his argument with. 
· Eugenius (wellborn) believes the moderns are superior to the ancients.
· Lisideius (patron) believes the French are superior to the English.

· Neander (taken from new man) is the voice of Dryden himself, according to the critics. 
· The text starts like a play where we have a setting (at sea), the English army is at war with the Deutsch army, and the English are victorious. As a result of this war, there are going to be many poems written to gain the favor of the leader. So the speakers know that as a result of this there is going to be a lot of bad poetry because there are people who are looking for financial return. So they start talking about poetry and what it means to write good and bad poetry. They say we need to limit ourselves to dramatic poetry. They say before we can have a sort of discussion we need to define the meaning of drama. 
· We’re going to have three dialogues: the first is between Crites and Eugenius regarding the ancients versus the moderns. The second is between Lisideius and Neander about the French versus the English. The third dialogue is going to be between Crites and Neander over the use of rhyme in drama. 
· The first dialogue: on page (55) 
A just and lively Image of Humane Nature, representing its Passions and Humours, and the Changes of Fortune to which it is subject; for the Delight and Instruction of Mankind.
· This reminds us of Aristotle’s “a representation of serious action). However the definition builds upon what Aristotle says, they are here discussing the passions and the humors. Passions are emotions and humors are a person’s character. Aristotle also said that a play should include a reversal or a change of fortune. 
· The purpose of drama, just like with Sidney, is to teach and delight. Dryden and Aristotle agree on the purpose that it is not simply to amuse people; to amuse and teach them. However, Aristotle was more concerned with the teaching function because he is a philosopher. With Sidney, we had an emphasis with teaching and delighting. 
· Dryden is going to look at the different eras in order to see if they delight or teach. Does drama teach or delight? If it doesn’t teach or delight then it does not fulfill the function of drama. 

· Crites is the first speaker (p. 56): he represents the classical view and he is a representation of the ancients:
· The first point he talks about is that the ancients laid the foundations. He is saying that English literature was built on the foundations of the ancient. If there is anything they have available now it is because they had strong foundations from the classical writers. He says the ancients were the models (the ones you try to imitate). He says the modern writers have not contributed anything; they simply imitate the classical writers. Everything that is needed had been put down and established by the classical writers. 
[15] Add to this the more than common emulation that was in those times of writing well; which though it be found in all Ages and all Persons that pretend to the same Reputation; yet Poesie being then in more esteem than now it is, had greater Honours decreed to the Professors of it; and consequently the Rivalship was more high between them; they had Judges ordain'd to decide their Merit, and Prizes to reward it… 
· In the second point he is going to compare between the environments in which the poets found themselves; in the classical age and the modern age. In order for someone to do well he needs someone to motivate him. Crites says that at the time of classical writings people respected poets, honored and rewarded them. They had competitions in poetry and motivation from society to do well. In a climate like that people tried to bring out their best. But, at the current time, they had poets looked down upon; not admired or respected, and judges were very hard on them. This climate hindered poets because they were going to be attacked. He says that those who attack poetry are those who cannot write poetry. The modern environment is not a healthy environment and it doesn’t promote writers to write poetry. Therefore, the poetry of the classical age is much better. 
[16] But now since the Rewards of Honour are taken away, that Vertuous Emulation is turn'd into direct Malice; yet so slothful, that it contents it self to condemn and cry down others, without attempting to do better: 'Tis a Reputation too unprofitable, to take the necessary pains for it; yet wishing they had it, is incitement enough to hinder others from it…
· Instead of admiring the poets, the people attacked them. Why should people be poets if it is unprofitable?! There are only pains involved in being a poet during the modern time. 
And this, in short, Eugenius, is the reason, why you have now so few good Poets; and so many severe Judges: Certainly, to imitate the Antients well, much labour and long study is required: which pains, I have already shown, our Poets would want incouragement to take, if yet they had ability to go through with it. Those Ancients have been faithful Imitators and wise Observers of that Nature, which is so torn and ill represented in our Plays, they have handed down to us a perfect resemblance of her; which we, like ill Copyers, neglecting to look on, have rendred monstrous and disfigur'd.
·  The time they were in was a time when they had bad poets that society did not encourage them to do well; they judged them harshly and criticized them, and so they stopped them from being poets. 
· Here is a comparison between the moderns and the ancients: he says the ancients imitate nature truthfully and perfectly; what they presented was an exact copy of nature. Nature here means life in general. He says the moderns did not represent real life, rather, a grim picture; they do not truly imitate nature, according to Crites. 
· In the next point he is going to talk about the unities: the rules that were given to us by the ancients. He gives examples of the foundations: line 287
I must remember you that all the Rules by which we practise the Drama at this day, either such as relate to the justness and symmetry of the Plot; or the Episodical Ornaments, such as Descriptions, Narrations, and other Beauties, which are not essential to the Play; were delivered to us from the Observations that Aristotle made, of those Poets, which either liv'd before him, or were his Contemporaries: we have added nothing of our own, except we have the confidence to say our wit is better… 
· Aristotle’s work was a sort of manual where he tried to define and make categories. Everything that we have comes from the definitions and the guidelines that were given to us by the ancients. Aristotle said the playwright should give the same attention to the development of the play as he gives to the ending. Crites is saying that all the rules that we know today such as the elements of the play were given to us by Aristotle. 
· One guideline he is going to refer to is the unities (time, place, and action). 

[17] Out of these two has been extracted the Famous Rules which the French call, Des Trois Vnitez, or, The Three Unities, which ought to be observ'd in every Regular Play; namely, of Time, Place, and Action.
· The unity of time:

[18] The unity of Time they comprehend in 24 hours, the compass of a Natural Day; or as near it as can be contriv'd: and the reason of it is obvious to every one, that the time of the feigned action, or fable of the Play, should be proportion'd as near as can be to the duration of that time in which it is represented; since therefore all Playes are acted on the Theater in a space of time much within the compass of 24 hours, that Play is to be thought the nearest imitation of Nature, whose Plot or Action is confin'd within that time; and, by the same Rule which concludes this general proportion of time, it follows, that all the parts of it are to be equally subdivided; as namely, that one act take not up the suppos'd time of half a day; which is out of proportion to the rest: since the other four are then to be straightned within the compas of the remaining half… 
· Since we have said that the classics were faithful imitators of nature, they represented only action that can happen within 24 hours. The 24 hours were equally divided into five acts. Because they only wanted to show the action within 24 hours they had the chorus who narrated things that happened before or cannot be shown on stage; they didn’t bother the audience by showing them irrelevant things. They would narrate to the audience, bringing them to the moment of action and then starting the play. in other words, when the audience came, they would listen, hear, understand what the background was and then the play would start, whereas the modern drama has so many things that could be narrated. 
· The unity of place:

20] For the Second Unity, which is that of place, the Antients meant by it, That the Scene ought to be continu'd through the Play, in the same place where it was laid in the beginning: for the Stage, on which it is represented, being but one and the same place, it is unnatural to conceive it many; and those far distant from one another. I will not deny but by the variation of painted Scenes, the Fancy (which in these cases will contribute to its own deceit) may sometimes imagine it several places, with some appearance of probability; yet it still carries the greater likelihood of truth, if those places be suppos'd so near each other, as in the same Town or City; which may all be comprehended under the larger Denomination of one place: for a greater distance will bear no proportion to the shortness of time, which is allotted in the acting,
· He is saying that when the classical dramatists presented the play they would usually stay in the same city or town; they can change the paintings in the back while staying in the same city. On the other hand, the English writers broke the unity of place. So he says the classics were better for sticking to the unity of place. 
· He also says that the French are even better than the classical because they stayed in the same spot. 
· The unity of action: 

[22] As for the third Unity which is that of Action, the Ancients meant no other by it then what the Logicians do by their Finis, the end or scope of an action: that which is the first in Intention, and last in Execution: now the Poet is to aim at one great and compleat action, to the carrying on of which all things in his Play, even the very obstacles, are to be subservient; and the reason of this is as evident as any of the former.

[23] For two Actions equally labour'd and driven on by the Writer, would destroy the unity of the Poem; it would be no longer one Play, but two: not but that there may be many actions in a Play, as Ben. Johnson has observ'd in his discoveries;… There ought to be one action, sayes Corneile, that is one compleat action which leaves the mind of the Audience in a full repose: But this cannot be brought to pas but by many other imperfect ones which conduce to it, and hold the Audience in a delightful suspence of what will be.
· He is saying that each play should be about one main action; one plot. He returns to the idea of Aristotle where we should have only one plot so that the audience does not use their focus. Crites believes this is a grave mistake to create two plots because they are going to create two plays. 
· If we want the audience to concentrate and create different effects on them (pity or fear), we need to capture their attention, which would not be the case if we give them two plots. 

[24] If by these Rules (to omit many other drawn from the Precepts and Practice of the Ancients) we should judge our modern Playes; 'tis probable, that few of them would endure the tryal: that which should be the business of a day, takes up in some of them an age; instead of one action they are the Epitomes of a mans life; and for one spot of ground (which the Stage should represent) we are sometimes in more Countries then the Map can show us.

· Here Crites is showing us how the classical writers stick and observe the rules of the unities, whereas the modern writers do not stick to the rules or the unities. Regarding the unity of time, instead of representing in one day they take an age. Regarding the action, the moderns would say everything in the man’s life; an exaggeration. They show everything and not selecting. Regarding the unity of place, the moderns use too many countries breaking the unity of place. 
   End …
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