First Semester



Criticism (4)
Third Year
The Republic
· What does Plato means by the theory of the forms?

The forms are the causes or the sources of all things. We have two worlds; one is the superior - higher realm, and the other is inferior to this realm. Our world is the inferior one. The higher world is the world of the gods, truth and reality. One word that describes this world is "the cause". Everything we have in our world is found because we have something in the higher world. Everything in our world is just an imitation. We cannot have something in our world unless there is a form of it in the higher world. The higher world has all the ideas. This is the reason we have them in our world. If they are not in the higher world, we cannot have them in our world. For example, there is honesty in our world. The reason why we have honesty in this world is that there is a form of honesty in the higher world. Anything we have here is because the original is found in the higher world. 

Everything in our world is either a material object or is sensory (related to the senses like hearing and touching). In the world of forms, there are no material objects, things are real and ideal. The forms are not located in time or space. They are transcended. This means that they are not limited by time or space. Yet, in our world, before we are born, God has decided a certain moment in which we die. So, we are limited by time. Also food has expiration date. Things in our world are not transcended; they are affected and changed by time, even mountains - that we may think of as being the most able to resist the effects of time - change. The forms only exemplify one property. In this world for example, something we see as beautiful, can be seen by another person as ugly. The same thing or person can have many different characteristics. Things carry the quality of being beautiful and the quality of being ugly. So, it is not pure. If we compare an ant to us, we find it very small. But when it is compared to a speck of dust, it is very huge. So, the same ant carries the quality of being small and the quality of being big at the same time. But in the world of forms, everything has only one characteristic. Small is small, and big is big. 
This world of forms and truth is not affected by time, however everything in our world changes. A thing of beauty today will not always remain a thing of beauty. People in a certain age are beautiful, and then they get old and lose their beauty. Also if we have a beautiful flower, after few days it will decompose. So, it becomes the opposite of beauty. But in the world of forms, things do not change. They are pure and constant. They are immutable. That is why that world is superior to ours. We cannot have anything in our world unless there is a form of it. Things in our world are "particulars". The table for example is a particular table; it is not the form or the ideal of it. The form or the ideal is located in the higher realm. What we have in our world are objects and objects are particulars. These objects change with time, they are impure, and they do not last for ever. The forms constitute a realm of unchanging being to which the world of individual mutable objects. It is our world. Individual means particular. A shop for example can have tens of particular shirts, but the form of a shirt is in the higher realm. Our world is a subordinate. Subordinate means lower or inferior. Because the forms are immutable, undestroyable and unchangeable, they are more real and more true than the changeable material ones. Because they do not change with time while in our world everything changes. Everything in our world is just a copy of the world of forms. The original is in the world of form. The copy is in our world. We cannot photocopy a book unless we have an original one. This is connected to Plato's theory on poetry and what poetry imitates. Everything in our world is just a copy, not the real, just an imitation; Imitation of an imitation" or "a copy of a copy".
We have the real, true, original in the world of forms. The world of forms have the form of a desk, the form of a table, the form of happiness, the form of truth, heath, etc. at the top of every form is the form of good. There are many levels and the highest level is the form of good. This is one point. 

The idea of the forms is available in the book of The Republic. One of the clearest explanations of it is available in the Allegory of the Cave. In order to explain his idea of the forms, Plato talks about a story about prisoners that are tied in a cave since they were born. They are tied tight so they cannot look backwards. They can only look in front of them. When they look in front of them they see the wall of the cave and there are shadows on the wall. These shadows are moving. Shadows come from something behind and there is a source of light. But they cannot turn around and see that the guards behind them were moving puppets. They cannot see the source; all they can see is the shadow. So, they think that the shadow is real; however it is only a reflection of the real. One day, the prisoners are released and they see that the shadows come originally from the puppet. So they believe that the puppet is real. When they get out of the cave and they see people, they believe that the people are the real and the allegory continues. What Plato is trying to say is that people believe that what they see is the real but it is not. It is just a reflection. In our world, we think that this is all real, but it is not real, it is just a copy, the real is available in the world of the forms. We are accustomed to believe that the things around us are the real and we do not question. We think that whatever is presented to us is the real, but it is not.
Then Plato connects all this to the poetry. Poetry represents an imitation, copy or shadow, not real. The prisoners were deceived. Also we are deceived by the world of poetry. The rhapsodes' job depends on deception. What Plato thinks is that the world that we read about when we read poetry is not the real. What we read about is an illusion and it deceives us. When we read poetry, we are like the prisoners in the allegory of the cave because the shadows that we see are what are given to us in the poetry. And we think it is real. 
 The Republic does not talk immediately about poets, it talks about painters and he uses painters as an analogy for poets. In Ion, he never spoke directly about poetry, he gave other examples. Here also he talks about arts and painters in specific, he means poets. All art represent what is already an inferior imitation. What art tackles is the world that we live in. poetry write about the inferior world; the world of particulars. This world is only a copy or a reflection of the higher world. So, poetry does not take us to the world of truth, it takes us away from it. It gives us imitation of something which is already a copy and inferior that is why he does not trust it. Plato does not think of poetry as favorable because he distrusts the concept of imitation.  
What combines all of Plato's ideas about poetry is distrust of the imitation. Poetry is supposed to be an imitation of what we see in life. Plato does not trust this imitation. He finds it unreal imitation. All art, including poetry, is an imitation of nature. The immutable copies are in the world of forms. In the higher world there are timeless universals and in our world there are changing particulars. Poetry is merely a copy of a copy leading away from the truth rather than towards it. The truth is in the world of the forms. But poetry does not represent the world of the forms. It represents the copy and so it moves us away from the truth rather than towards it. This is why we say that it is deceptive and illusion. 

Why did Plato write The Republic?

The Republic is a book that talks about a type of government. The republic is a political term. Plato was not interested in politics. However, he was expected to become a Politian because his family was aristocratic and they had people in the government so they expected that Plato would become a political leader but he became disillusioned because of many reasons; one of them is that his teacher Socrates was executed. He had a great impact on Plato. Also corruption of political leaders made him disillusion. The role of government in any country is supposed to be that they make life better and easier for the people of this country. The government could not fulfill this objective in Plato's time. So, as a philosopher, he started to write this book about what an ideal republic would be, where life would be really better for the citizens of that country. And one of the things that was most important to him is that everything in this country should promote virtue. He categorized people into different jobs and everyone was for example a soldier, warrior, philosopher or a guardian, etc and if that person could not add or contribute for the better of the society, then they would be banned from the republic. So, people in his city should lead to the creating of better life. One of the points related to the creating of that better life is that people who are good and try to teach morals should be rewarded, not punished. For example, Socrates was a teacher and philosopher but he was executed. So, in Plato's world, good people who promote virtue should be rewarded, not punished. 

The Republic talks about many issues, not only poetry. Poetry comes in book ten. It begins with the discussion of the definition of justice and what justice means. He talked about many terms. He also talked about the ideal state and leader and how he should be educated, what should be taught to the leaders; literature, poetry, math, etc. This is because what children learn in their young age is what lasts with them forever. So, the ideal state starts with what should be taught to children, and who should teach them. Now we are going to talk about these children's education. This is one of the reasons why he says that poetry is not allowed in his republic. Students should not be taught poetry. 

"The work itself represents some sort of coral between philosophy and poetry" it is like in Ion, we had Socrates who represented philosophy and Ion who represented poetry. Here we are going to have the same thing here; the coral between philosophy and poetry. The first point then discusses the role that literature or stories should play in the education of the future rulers or guardians of his ideal republic. All of these points are related to the effect of poetry and how poetry is dangerous to the mind of these young citizens who would become the ideal rulers. He wanted everything in this city to become ideal and perfect.
Why is Plato afraid of teaching poetry to children? Poetry is going to teach them something that is not real. It is going to provide an illusion and it might deceive them. What children learn about life does not only come from their parents. It may come from television for example; the images that children see in cartoons may last with them forever. These images are not always real. They bring them away from the truth. Children grow up sometimes believing that what they saw in these cartoons was true. For example, what a lot of American adults think of Arabs today has been formed already when they were children from the things they saw on TV, and they were unconsciously storing it. Many adults, after many years of watching these cartoons, think of Arabs as terrorist (after 11 September). Before, they thought of Arabs as men usually have breads, evil, riding camels, after women, dressing like Indians, women are slave, always dancing like they have nothing else to do, etc. This is the type of image that comes to their mind when they hear the word "Arab". This image was formed when they were children from media. The image that was presented to them was illusionary. It was deception. The person who made these cartoons has probably never visited an Arab country. So what was presented to these children was a shadow, not the real. This is why Plato said that poetry is dangerous to children. It is dangerous because the world that is presented to them from poetry is only a deception. It is not real but they believe it is real. 

People, at a certain stage of their lives, are interested in poetry and they are full of emotions when they read it, but when they grow older and have more experience, they lose interest in it because they realize that it is illusionary. 

All in all, Plato was afraid of teaching children poetry because the world that poetry presents to them is not the real it is just a copy of a copy and it depends of deception and illusion, not the real. 
Plato did not want these poets in his republic; but not all poets. His problem is in poetry that depends on imitation. Poetry that is religious and spoke well about the gods was allowed because that would promote virtues, and everything in the ideal city should promote vitreous deeds, actions and thinking. So poetry will not all be banished. Some poetry will be allowed; virtuous poetry which is religious poetry. 
Poetry that promotes virtue and teaches lessons is called didactic poetry. Plato believes that if poetry is to be taught to the young people, who would later rule the country, should promote virtue and teaches lessons. Because the stories that are fictional are dangerous; for example, TV and cartoons. At the time of Plato, there was no TV, there was poetry. 
Because poetry gives us a copy of the inferior world (copy), poetry takes its listeners away rather than towards the reality. When ion said if they cry, then I will laugh and if they laugh then I will cry and Socrates said that they are not in their minds because they are not aware of truth they've gone away from reality. This is what Plato means by poetry reading is dangerous, but poetry reciting is even more dangerous because people lose their ability to distinguish between reality and deception. If we sit down and watch something, if we are really aware that this is fake, then we would never cry or be scared or have an affect on us. It affects us because it takes us away from the truth and we enter the world of deception and illusions. 

 Truth is found in the higher world that represents truth. Our world is a copy of that world and there is a third world which is the world of poetry and art. So the world of forms is the first place, our world is the second place and the world of poetry is in the third place. That is why it is twice removed from the truth.  

One of the reasons why Plato criticizes poetry is because of what poetry does. It speaks to our soul and makes us lose our emotions. When ion spoke, he made the audience cry (men and women). A man who cries while watching TV is not a man. Plato is training his men to be ideal and to be guardians and warriors to protect this state and rule this state. Men that are rulers and guardians have to have complete control over their emotions. A soldier goes through intensive training and he is supposed to control his feelings.  Poetry makes them lose control and express their emotions, that is why it is dangerous. 
Notice:

· Many of these ideas conflict with our beliefs as Muslims. But when it comes to the dangerous of poetry, Islam agrees with this idea. 

In Ion, poets were described as interpreters. And now in The Republic, they are being described as imitators. The word interpreter is more positive than imitators. So Plato's ideas are changing and becoming more negative about poets. For him, poets are not creative, they do not make, and they are just imitators. For example, the person who drew cartoons about the Arab world while he never been in an Arab country. Also some poets write about the hardship of living in the desert, while they never really lived in the desert. 
Plato believes that the soul is divided into three parts and the poets address a specific level or part of the soul. Poetry corrupts the best souls. It does not only affect children or men but even the best people in society. 

The Republic
Plato gives his ideas about poetry in book two and book three but the idea of imitation is found in book ten. 
"Of he many excellences which I perceive in the order of our State, there is none which upon reflection pleases me better than the rule about poetry. 

To what do you refer? 
To the rejection of imitative poetry, which certainly ought not to be received; as I see far more clearly now that the parts of the soul have been distinguished. 

What do you mean? 
Speaking in confidence, for I should not like to have my words repeated to the tragedians and the rest of the imitative tribe --but I do not mind saying to you, that all poetical imitations are ruinous to the understanding of the hearers, and that the knowledge of their true nature is the only antidote to them. 

Explain the purport of your remark. 
Well, I will tell you, although I have always from my earliest youth had an awe and love of Homer, which even now makes the words falter on my lips, for he is the great captain and teacher of the whole of that charming tragic company; but a man is not to be reverenced more than the truth, and therefore I will speak out. 

Very good, he said. 
Listen to me then, or rather, answer me."

The work here starts with Socrates and another character; Glaucon. This character was mentioned before in Ion because it is the name of Plato's brother.  They began talking about the rules they are going to make for the ideal state. They have talked about the state and justice, and what rules they should have. Whenever you're going to start anything, you first state the rules of it. So there is one rule that Socrates particularly likes which is the rule concerning poetry and poets. He says that the rule about poetry is the rule that I really agree to and think it is going to make our state ideal and better. 
Then they started talking about the poets. Before starting attacking the poets, he made an indirect apology in which he explains why he is writing this. He is going to banish poetry from society so he needs to explain to them before he starts why he is so harsh on poetry, and why does he dislike and distrust poetry. What kind of apology did he make? He says here that it is dangerous and it ruins persons and that the only way to protect yourself from the harm of danger is to know the reality and truth about it. He says here that the knowledge of the true nature is the only antidote to this. Antidote is like an antibiotic. It is a cure for harmful effect. So the only way to stop the dangerous effects of poetry is to know the harmful effects of it. This is a sort of indirect apology. He says that I have loved and respected Homer when I was young. Plato started writing poetry and tragedy. So here he says here I do respect Homer, but there is something that I respect more than Homer; that is truth. 

but a man is not to be reverenced more than the truth
Here he says the reason why I'm writing this is not because I disrespect Homer, but because I respect truth more than Homer. So he starts by making some sort of apology and by explaining that his interest is not in attacking the poets, but in finding the truth, and the truth is that poetry is dangerous and the only way to protect ourselves from the danger of poetry is to be aware of it. Plato spoke also about truth and his love to truth in Ion when he said that he is just a simple man and the difference between you and me is that I only speak of truth. He is going back to this idea here. He says that the only reason that he says what he says about poetry is because he looks for the truth.
 Plato here is trying to make a sort of common ground between him and the audience by showing his respect and admiration for Homer. At the same time, he is giving an indirect apology. It is very tricky. He is making fun and playing with words. He calls the poets "charming tragic company", he calls them "the imitative tribe". So, from the very first line he is speaking about imitative poetry. Plato is not rejecting all poetry; his rejection of poets is only towards the imitative poets and imitative poetry. In "charming tragic company ", the word charming is a pun. It has a surface level and an inner level. Surface level in charming is used to compliment someone. But it has another meaning; charming also mean like magic this reminds us of possession. So here he says that poetry depends on some sort of magic and that sort of magic is what he meant by the audience are possessed by the rhapsodes, and the rhapsodes is possessed by the poet in Ion. In the chain, what connects them together is the power of inspiration and possession. So, in the surface meaning he is complimenting them but he is actually criticizing them. 

Plato does not write this to attack all the poets, only the imitative poets and the reason why he is writing this is that he respects truth more that anything else and the only way to protect people from the harmful effects of poetry is to tell them the true nature of poetry. And then he begins 

Can you tell me what imitation is? for I really do not know.

Here he reminds us with Socrates because he is the one who used to go and ask people for definitions of things. 

A likely thing, then, that I should know. 
Why not? for the duller eye may often see a thing sooner than the keener. 

Very true, he said; but in your presence, even if I had any faint notion, I could not muster courage to utter it. Will you enquire yourself? 

Well then, shall we begin the enquiry in our usual manner: Whenever a number of individuals have a common name, we assume them to have also a corresponding idea or form. Do you understand me? 

I do. 
Let us take any common instance; there are beds and tables in the world --plenty of them, are there not? 

Yes. 
But there are only two ideas or forms of them --one the idea of a bed, the other of a table.
Here he is beginning to explain the idea of the forms. When he says " there are beds and tables in the world --plenty of them" he is referring  here to the particulars in our world and when he says; " But there are only two ideas or forms of them" . He is refereeing to the universals. So he says in this world we have many beds and chairs but there is one idea of a table and one idea of a chair and this idea is in the world of form. 

True. 
And the maker of either of them makes a bed or he makes a table for our use, in accordance with the idea --that is our way of speaking in this and similar instances --but no artificer makes the ideas themselves: how could he?
Here he says that we have people who are makers and they make the particulars but they never make the idea. Only god can make the idea. People cannot make a new idea because ideas are already found in the world of forms. 

Impossible. 
And there is another artist,

So the first artist we have is the creator, the person who makes the original ideas. This is the god. And then we have makers (of beds, chairs, etc) who make the particular and there is the third person. 

And there is another artist, --I should like to know what you would say of him. 

Who is he? 
One who is the maker of all the works of all other workmen. 
What an extraordinary man!

Plato says that there is a third man who makes everything that all other men do. We have carpenters who make beds and tables and we have sculptures that make sculpts and we have many different workers and we have one man who is able to produce or make the work of all the other men. So, this should be an extraordinary man like a magician. 

Wait a little, and there will be more reason for your saying so. For this is he who is able to make not only vessels of every kind, but plants and animals, himself and all other things --the earth and heaven, and the things which are in heaven or under the earth; he makes the gods also. 

He must be a wizard and no mistake. 
Oh! you are incredulous, are you? Do you mean that there is no such maker or creator, or that in one sense there might be a maker of all these things but in another not? Do you see that there is a way in which you could make them all yourself?

Here Plato says I can teach you a way in which you can make them yourself, and the man says show me, Plato says simple; take a mirror and move it and you've just made everything. In the mirror you're going to see yourself, the desks, table, etc. but you did not make all of them, you only show their appearance. So poets do not make, they only give us reflection. But before he says poets, Plato is going to mention painters first. When painters draw, they look at something and give the reflection of it, but they do not do it. 
Yes, he said; but they would be appearances only. 
Very good, I said, you are coming to the point now. And the painter too is, as I conceive, just such another --a creator of appearances, is he not? 

Of course. 
But then I suppose you will say that what he creates is untrue. And yet there is a sense in which the painter also creates a bed? 

Yes, he said, but not a real bed. 
And what of the maker of the bed? Were you not saying that he too makes, not the idea which, according to our view, is the essence of the bed, but only a particular bed? 

Yes, I did. 
Then if he does not make that which exists he cannot make true existence, but only some semblance of existence; and if any one were to say that the work of the maker of the bed, or of any other workman, has real existence, he could hardly be supposed to be speaking the truth. 

At any rate, he replied, philosophers would say that he was not speaking the truth. 

No wonder, then, that his work too is an indistinct expression of truth. 

No wonder. 
Suppose now that by the light of the examples just offered we enquire who this imitator is?
He is doing an analogy now. The analogy is between the painter and the poet and he is trying to show us that they have different types of artist. 
If you please. 
Well then, here are three beds:

He says that there are three levels of representations of beds; the bed that is the idea of the form (only one bed because it is ideal and true). This is made by god, then the particular bed, which is made by the carpenter, and then the painting of a bed which is made by the painter.  

Well then, here are three beds: one existing in nature, which is made by God, as I think that we may say --for no one else can be the maker? 

No. 
There is another which is the work of the carpenter? 
Yes. 
And the work of the painter is a third? 
Yes. 
Beds, then, are of three kinds, and there are three artists who superintend them: God, the maker of the bed, and the painter?

So, there are three levels of representations of a bed and there are three artists as well. The first artist is God who is called the creator, then the carpenter who is called the maker and the painter who is called an imitator. 

Yes, there are three of them. 
God, whether from choice or from necessity, made one bed in nature and one only; two or more such ideal beds neither ever have been nor ever will be made by God. 

Why is that? 
Because even if He had made but two, a third would still appear behind them which both of them would have for their idea, and that would be the ideal bed and the two others. 

Very true, he said. 
God knew this, and He desired to be the real maker of a real bed, not a particular maker of a particular bed, and therefore He created a bed which is essentially and by nature one only.

Here he is trying to say that in the world of forms and ideals there is one of everything because what is found in that world is perfect, it does not need to be improved or changed, it is already perfect the way it is. But in our world, we have many copies because each copy and be improved and made better. For example, the iPod is good, but is missing the camera then the newer iPod will have a camera and then the newer one may include a camera and a telephone and so on, every product is improved because a product is not perfect. But in the higher world, everything is perfect and does not need to be improved. 

So we believe. 
Shall we, then, speak of Him as the natural author or maker of the bed?

So, God is called the natural author or the nature maker.  

And what shall we say of the carpenter --is not he also the maker of the bed?

Here they started talking about our world. 

And what shall we say of the carpenter --is not he also the maker of the bed? 

Yes. 
But would you call the painter a creator and maker? 
Certainly not. 
Yet if he is not the maker, what is he in relation to the bed? 
I think, he said, that we may fairly designate him as the imitator of that which the others make. 

Good, I said; then you call him who is third in the descent from nature an imitator?

Here they speak about the third level of truth. 

Certainly, he said. 
And the tragic poet is an imitator, and therefore, like all other imitators, he is thrice removed from the king and from the truth?

Now he begins to speak about poetry. So it starts with an analogy. It does not start with poetry right away in order to make his idea clear. 

That appears to be so.

Now, they've reached an agreement that the poet and the painter can be called imitators. And that they are in the third place from the truth. As imitators, they are going to imitate the things that appear to be reality.

Then about the imitator we are agreed. And what about the painter? --I would like to know whether he may be thought to imitate that which originally exists in nature, or only the creations of artists? 

The latter.

The poet and the painter imitate what the second artist (carpenter) created. They imitate the bed in this world, which is a copy, not the real.

As they are or as they appear? You have still to determine this. 
What do you mean? 
I mean, that you may look at a bed from different points of view, obliquely or directly or from any other point of view, and the bed will appear different, but there is no difference in reality. And the same of all things. 
Yes, he said, the difference is only apparent. 
Now let me ask you another question: Which is the art of painting designed to be --an imitation of things as they are, or as they appear --of appearance or of reality? 
Of appearance.

Poetry imitates appearance, not reality. Different painter may come up with different paintings of the same object because they see it from different angles. So, the reality is one but the appearances are different.

Then the imitator, I said, is a long way off the truth, and can do all things because he lightly touches on a small part of them, and that part an image. For example: A painter will paint a cobbler, carpenter, or any other artist, though he knows nothing of their arts; and, if he is a good artist, he may deceive children or simple persons, when he shows them his picture of a carpenter from a distance, and they will fancy that they are looking at a real carpenter.

He says that a painter may draw a carpenter though he knows no knowledge and he will deceive children to think that this is the real, but in fact it is only deception and illusion (like the prisoner in the cave when they saw the shadows and they thought that the shadows are real). 

Certainly. 
And whenever any one informs us that he has found a man knows all the arts, and all things else that anybody knows, and every single thing with a higher degree of accuracy than any other man --whoever tells us this, I think that we can only imagine to be a simple creature who is likely to have been deceived by some wizard or actor whom he met, and whom he thought all-knowing, because he himself was unable to analyse the nature of knowledge and ignorance and imitation.

Here he refers to Ion whom he met and thought that he knows all, and the relationship between ion and homer. Ion thought that homer is perfect and he is incomparable to anybody but he could not explain why. Homer talked about many arts; like riding and fishing, but it is not possible that homer knows all these arts. But ions believe homer knows all of these arts because ion does not have enough knowledge. What homer did is imitate only. So ion lacks knowledge and also Homer lacks the knowledge of the skills. What he writes is built on imitation. 
Most true. 
And so, when we hear persons saying that the tragedians, and Homer

Now he named who he is talking about (Homer). Few lines before, it was general and about people who try to deceive other into thinking that they know all skills and fields, these people are the poets (imitators), and anyone who believed them is called ( a simple creature)

… and Homer, who is at their head,…

He says this because Homer is supposed to be the best of the tragedians and the best poet.
..and Homer, who is at their head, know all the arts and all things human, virtue as well as vice, and divine things too, for that the good poet cannot compose well unless he knows his subject, and that he who has not this knowledge can never be a poet, we ought to consider whether here also there may not be a similar illusion….

Here he goes back to the allegory of the cave. All that is presented to us in the world of poetry is just an illusion because the poets never really know the arts that they are talking about. They make us think that they know but in the actual reality they do not know. Like the poet who write about the hardship of living in the desert but he never really been in the desert. If a Bedouin, who spent all his life in the desert, wrote about the hardship of living in the desert, then this would be real. But if that poetry is written by someone who lives in a mansion, it will depend only on imagination and imagination is not real. He may also depend on what he hears about the desert. So the painter depends on what he sees and the poet depends on what he hears. Both of these experiences are not real. 

Perhaps they may have come across imitators and been deceived by them; they may not have remembered when they saw their works that these were but imitations thrice removed from the truth, and could easily be made without any knowledge of the truth, because they are appearances only and not realities? Or, after all, they may be in the right, and poets do really know the things about which they seem to the many to speak so well? 
The question, he said, should by all means be considered.

Here he is trying to ask; when poets write, they write without any experience so what is presented to the reader is not the real because the poet himself did not go through that experience. Someone may have said it to him and that person may have lied to him. So, the poet is deceived and he is deceiving us. So, when the poet talk about war or heroism, were the poet themselves the heroes, or did someone who went to war tell him? Someone went to war and told the poetry about it. The story that this person told to the poet may not be true. So, the poet does not depend on the actual or the real, he depends on something that was told to him. That is why there is a distrust of imitation. The poet gives us what he believes happened in the war, but he was not there to see it really happening.  
End …[image: image1.png]
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