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Criticism (6)
Third Year
In continuing The Republic by Plato:
· In his book The Republic, Plato explains to us why he wants to dismiss the poets from his Republic. He starts by telling us why he dislikes poets. He says he is more interested in and searching for the truth. It’s not that he has a problem with poets; his problem is with what poetry does. He begins to explain to us the facts of poetry. 
· The first thing he says about poetry is that poetry is full of lies, because it copies the appearance, it never gets to the reality, and it tells lies about the gods and about men. So, it doesn’t tell us the real story; it makes up and gives lies, some of which are based on what the poets heard. Sometimes what we hear is false and poetry is based on that. Plato tries to ask what knowledge poets have; if they had knowledge they would become the heroes themselves. That is the first reason why he dismisses the poets. It is because poetry tells lies, it is dangerous, it depends on things as they seem to be or on appearances, and what poets hear from people. Poetry is not based on reality; it is three times moved away from truth or reality. Poetry is based on deceptions and illusions.
· The second reason for dismissing poets is that poetry is useless: he showed us a comparison between the poets who are the imitators and the makers and the users. He did this sort of comparison to prove to us that poets do not function in society. And in his ideal society, people have to function productively. In other words, they have to be productive individuals, and they have to have some sort of work, but the poets are worthless. He asked one more question, to show him or to give him the name of any city that was ever made better by poets. There is no city that has ever been made better or has advanced because of poetry. So, since poetry does not play a vital role in advancing the city or any city, and since poetry does not play a productive role in making people’s lives better, it should be banished or there is no need for poetry in their ideal city. 
· The third reason is: poetry speaks to the inferior part of the soul. If you have something and you speak to it and nourish it, it grows and becomes stronger and powerful. Now, the side of Man that should be powerful is the mind and not the desires. If Plato has a city built on people’s desires, it would be a weak and corrupt city. He left politics because it was corrupt, and he wanted a city where people used their minds and rationalize; a country that is ruled by emotions and desires is a dangerous and chaotic place to live in. he wants a country or a city where people are ruled by their logic and minds. In other words, if we live in a place where mind and logic rules, it isn’t a safe place. He wants to build his ideal city where it is safe; therefore there is no place for anything that does not speak to the mind. Poetry speaks to the emotions, makes them stronger, brings them out and lets them rule. He gives examples of the passions, on page 864, he talks about the idea of pity, laughter and anger. He says that if you see someone on stage that has had some sort of miserable event, according to Plato, you pity for him and you bring out some of the sorrow that’s inside you and you begin to cry; you become more womanly and less manly. And if you see something funny on stage you begin to laugh and sometimes that laughing is unnecessary. Sometimes when someone falls in a movie for example and we laugh at him, when we think about it, it is not really funny, it’s painful but we laugh at it. So, when you’re laughing, according to Plato, you become like monkeys or buffoons laughing ridiculously without using our minds. When you begin to lust is when you want something physically and when you become angry, these are all opposite to the mind; these are all passions representing the inferior part of the soul that make people become more womanly. Plato wants ideal men; he wants warriors, leaders, and guardians. Generally, it’s accepted that women are ruled by their emotions whereas men use their minds and logic. However, when these men go to see these plays and listen to this poetry, they are under the influence of poetry and they become in a sort of trance, inspired, possessed, and the lower or inferior part comes out; these passions come out, they become stronger and they take control. This is the complete opposite of the effect that he wants in the men the rule his country. It is not just the ignorant who become affected; everybody becomes affected, even the best in society gets affected. For Plato, that is very dangerous because even the best in society ultimately cannot escape the effect or charm of poetry. He says that poetry is like a woman who seduces (تغوي) men. 
· On page 864:
Few persons ever reflect, as I should imagine, that from the evil of other men something of evil is communicated to themselves. And so the feeling of sorrow which has gathered strength at the sight of the misfortunes of others is with difficulty repressed in our own.

…

Quite true, he said.  And the same may be said of lust and anger and all the other affections, of desire and pain and pleasure, which are held to be inseparable from every action ---in all of them poetry feeds and waters the passions instead of drying them up; she lets them rule, although they ought to be controlled, if mankind are ever to increase in happiness and virtue.

· He says that the parts of evil that we see on the stage are ultimately transferred to us; a little bit of the evil that we see stays with us when we watch a play. These are some of the evils that he is referring to. He is saying that instead of drying these passions up by using the mind, poetry waters these passions and makes them grow. When we have pleasure, desire and pain, we lose our minds, we lose virtue and we lose happiness. You can’t have happiness and virtue with desire and pleasure. A world where we have happiness, virtue and truth is a world of reason, and reason represents mind. Here we have a conflict between poetry and philosophy because the world of philosophy is the world of reason, logic and truth; in that world we find happiness and we find virtue. On the other hand, in the world of poetry, we have pain, pleasure, desire, and evil. This is the reason why he wrote this text; he is going to show us and pose his argument and we see the whole purpose of writing the text. 
Therefore, Glaucon, I said, whenever you meet with any of the eulogists of Homer declaring that he has been the educator of Hellas, and that he is profitable for education and for the ordering of human things, and that you should take him up again and again and get to know him and regulate your whole life according to him, we may love and honour those who say these things --they are excellent people, as far as their lights extend; and we are ready to acknowledge that Homer is the greatest of poets and first of tragedy writers; but we must remain firm in our conviction that hymns to the gods and praises of famous men are the only poetry which ought to be admitted into our State. For if you go beyond this and allow the honeyed muse to enter, either in epic or lyric verse, not law and the reason of mankind, which by common consent have ever been deemed best, but pleasure and pain will be the rulers in our State.

· He says that the only type of poetry that is allowed is the hymns to the gods and praise of famous men. However, Plato does not have a problem with poets themselves; he does not banish poetry because of the poets, rather the effects of poetry. He shows that his problem is not with the poets when he says he had respect for Homer, and that he is more interested in truth. He shows his respect for poets when he says “Homer is the greatest of poets and first of tragedy writers”. He is not trying to take away Homer’s place or his standing among other poets, he knows that Homer is the greatest poet; he also says here that he knows people enjoy and love listening to poetry. However, even though poetry is delightful, people have to be aware of the effects of poetry. In the beginning he said that the only way to stop poetry is to tell people about it; he said that the antidote was to teach people of poetry’s dangers. He is rephrasing his previous words by saying that he is aware that poetry is enjoyed by many people and that it has a charming effect. Yet, at the same time, people have to know about the truth; they need to know that if they listen to poetry and let it rule and affect them, they will live in a city of pleasure and pain. 
· In the next paragraph, he starts to speak to poetry:

And now since we have reverted to the subject of poetry, let this our defence serve to show the reasonableness of our former judgment in sending away out of our State an art having the tendencies which we have described; for reason constrained us. But that she may impute to us any harshness or want of politeness, let us tell her that there is an ancient quarrel between philosophy and poetry; of which there are many proofs, such as the saying of 'the yelping hound howling at her lord,' or of one 'mighty in the vain talk of fools,' and 'the mob of sages circumventing Zeus,' and the 'subtle thinkers who are beggars after all'; and there are innumerable other signs of ancient enmity between them. Notwithstanding this, let us assure our sweet friend and the sister arts of imitation that if she will only prove her title to exist in a well-ordered State we shall be delighted to receive her --we are very conscious of her charms; but we may not on that account betray the truth. I dare say, Glaucon, that you are as much charmed by her as I am, especially when she appears in Homer?

· He says that there has always been a conflict or quarrel between philosophy and poetry; in his book Ion, there had been a conflict between philosophy and poetry. He uses the word “her” to refer to poetry; he calls poetry a woman who is the sister of imitation, because poetry depends on imitation. He calls poetry a sweet friend like a sweet talker (الكلام المعسول); poetry has the same effects of a woman who sweet talks and seduces the audience and makes them love her. So, poetry to him is a woman, a seducer who sweet talks and depends on imitation; he describes poetry as a woman because women let their emotions lead them and they are usually the ones who seduce, and because the god of poetry is usually a woman. The things that Plato associates with philosophy like law, reason, and mind are associated with the masculine. He says that if you let these things rule you become more of a woman. He started in the beginning with the idea of charming by calling poetry the charming company; this again brings the idea of seduction, possession and magic. He is admitting that even though he knows her dangers, he himself is charmed by her; no one can escape the charm of poetry. He is asking poetry to defend herself in the form of the poets. Either a poet should come and defend poetry or write a poem in response to what Plato has written to defend and justify having poetry in the ideal society, or someone else can justify it. 
Yes, indeed, I am greatly charmed.  Shall I propose, then, that she be allowed to return from exile, but upon this condition only --that she make a defence of herself in lyrical or some other metre? Certainly.
And we may further grant to those of her defenders who are lovers of poetry and yet not poets the permission to speak in prose on her behalf: let them show not only that she is pleasant but also useful to States and to human life, and we will listen in a kindly spirit; for if this can be proved we shall surely be the gainers --I mean, if there is a use in poetry as well as a delight?

· He says that we will allow poetry to return from exile but upon this condition only, that she makes a defense of herself in lyrical or some other meter. There has to be a poem written about her to justify the return of poetry, or people who love poetry but they’re not poets can write in prose to justify her return; like critics and philosophers. At that time they had only philosophers, so he challenges any poet or any other philosopher, or any other person in general to come and defend poetry. He says he has given his reasons as to why he sent poetry out of his ideal city and he tried to justify his reasons by clarifying that it is dangerous, built on lies and appearances, that it is useless and speaks to the inferior part, that it waters the passions and affects the best of us, which to him was the most dangerous reason. After giving his justification he calls on anyone else whether he is a poet, philosopher, or any other writer, to prove him wrong and show him that poetry has a place in their society. 
If her defence fails, then, my dear friend, like other persons who are enamoured of something, but put a restraint upon themselves when they think their desires are opposed to their interests, so too must we after the manner of lovers give her up, though not without a struggle. We too are inspired by that love of poetry which the education of noble States has implanted in us, and therefore we would have her appear at her best and truest; but so long as she is unable to make good her defence, this argument of ours shall be a charm to us, which we will repeat to ourselves while we listen to her strains; that we may not fall away into the childish love of her which captivates the many. At all events we are well aware that poetry being such as we have described is not to be regarded seriously as attaining to the truth; and he who listens to her, fearing for the safety of the city which is within him, should be on his guard against her seductions and make our words his law.

· He knows that poetry delights and that it has a charming effect, but that is not enough. He wants someone to show that in addition to delight and charming poetry serves a useful and moral function. He wants to see if poetry can teach and is useful to state and human life. So, he wants to see if there’s a use in poetry as well as delight. We’re going to see with Aristotle how poetry delights and at the same time teaches. Even though we may love poetry just like all our desires, when our desires conflict with our interests we restrain it and put in under control; we may love poetry and it becomes a struggle to let poetry leave, but we have to do it. He says that if there’s no critic or philosopher who could come to poetry’s defense, we have to give it up. So, he is very well that it’s not going to be easy to give poetry, but we have to keep in mind the safety of the city. It’s a choice people have to make; either they’re going to allow poetry into their city, and at the same time, when poetry comes she comes with many other things. It brings pain, pleasure, desire, evil and danger. Or, we have to control our desire and struggle or resist the seduction of poetry because there’s something higher that we’re looking for; higher than pleasure and desire. And the only way to get to the truth is to use our minds our logic and reason. Once we do that we will have a state that is safe to live in, that is a happy state where virtue controls. 
· That’s why he banished the poets, not because he has a problem with poets themselves, but because he is looking for something beyond, for truth, for creating a place where people can live happily where it is safe. When we first started we said that when he was writing it was a time of war, corruption and chaos. It was a world where they executed a philosopher because they don’t want reason and logic to rule. That’s why he wrote The Republic. He didn’t want to rule or become a political leader, but he wanted to suggest through his writing a solution to the state that they found themselves in. 
Poetics by Aristotle

· Aristotle spoke about many different subjects and areas of life. That’s why we call Aristotle and Plato philosophers, because they didn’t deal with just one branch of knowledge. Aristotle was a student of Plato and he didn’t agree with Plato on everything; he differed with him. It’s important to understand the differences between Aristotle and Plato. Aristotle writes in a way that is much simpler than the way Plato writes; he doesn’t write in the dialogue form of Plato. The way he writes is very logical and scientific; he tries to categories, to classify and to put things in groups. Aristotle speaks as if giving a lecture; the reason for this is what we read is a collection of his lectures. Certain thinkers and scholars collected the works of Plato and Aristotle and translated them. That’s why we find differences in translation from one scholar to another; the meanings are the same but the words are a little bit different. 
· When Aristotle wrote his Poetics he didn’t intend for it to be a work of criticism; he originally intended it to be a sort of a guidebook or a manual for dramatists or tragedians who wanted to write tragedy. Today we consider Poetics a work of criticism, especially when it comes to the genre of tragic drama. So, his Poetics has instructions, rules and definitions for tragedians who wanted to write drama. 
· Aristotle is just like Plato in believing that all art is an imitation; however, Plato said that art imitated an appearance, whereas Aristotle said that art imitated an action. So, for Aristotle, all art is an imitation, and he gives us the different types of poetry, tragedy, comedy, and epics; all of them have one function which is to imitate, but they differ according to the medium, the object, and the man. For example, in the epic, all we have is someone saying a story, so they’re using words. In tragedy, it is still an imitation and there are some parts where they sing and there’s music, and some parts where there’s a dialogue and they use words. So, the function is the same which is imitation. 
· The object is what is being imitated. The medium is how we are imitating; are we imitating by words, singing, or rhythm? The second one is what are we imitating? Or what is our object of imitation? Sometimes the thing we’re imitating is an action; someone did a sort of action and we imitate it. Sometimes we’re imitating someone’s character or the way someone thinks. For Aristotle, in his Poetics, he is concerned with the imitation of a certain action. If you imitate a character then that’s a comedy (the comedy of manners); because you’re imitating the way people act. In a tragedy, the imitation is of an action, and in a comedy, the imitation is of a character. 
· Aristotle explains the imitation of the action or the manner, and how we present it to the audience. If it’s presented by acting then it’s a tragedy; whereas if it’s presented by narrating a story then it’s an epic. So, in poetry, we are imitating human life, but when we’re dealing with tragedy we are imitating human actions. Human actions differ in character, and that’s the difference between tragedy and comedy. People act differently, and because of the way they act they are either happy people or sad people. He believes that in a tragedy we usually find men who are better than the men we find in real life. For example, Shakespeare presents noblemen who are heroes. So, in a tragedy, the character is usually someone who is more noble, who is better than the man that we find in everyday life. In a comedy, it’s the opposite; the men are usually foolish or worse than men we meet in everyday life. 
· In part I, Aristotle begins with the definition of a tragedy. The definition can be divided into two parts: the first part of the definition is the main elements of a tragedy, and the second part is the function or the purpose or the role of a tragedy. 

Tragedy, then, is an imitation of an action that is serious, complete, and of a certain magnitude; in language embellished with each kind of artistic ornament, the several kinds being found in separate parts of the play; in the form of action, not of narrative; through pity and fear effecting the proper purgation of these emotions. By 'language embellished,' I mean language into which rhythm, 'harmony' and song enter. By 'the several kinds in separate parts,' I mean, that some parts are rendered through the medium of verse alone, others again with the aid of song.

· So, the first part is that tragedy then is an imitation of an action not of an appearance. This action is a serious action, because if it was not a serious action then we would have a comedy. That action must be also complete, as he’s going to explain to us. The action must have a certain magnitude (length); not very short or very long. The action must be presented in a special and decorated or ornamental language. Embellished language means verse when it comes to dialogue, the music, and the chorus. It’s not the everyday language we speak. So, we have two types in a tragedy: in the dialogue we have verse, and in the chorus we have songs, rhythm and harmony. All of these don’t have to be found in the same part, but in different parts of the play. He shows us the difference between a tragedy and an epic. An epic is narrated, whereas a tragedy is acted out or performed, not just told to the audience. 
· The second part gives us the function or the role or the purpose of tragedy. The purpose of tragedy is to create two feelings or emotions. The first emotion is pity; when you feel pity you feel sorry for someone and you move forward or closer to this someone. The second emotion is fear; if someone scares you, you move backward. This movement forward and backward creates a balance. It is called Catharsis. Catharsis involves an act of purification. Pity and fear are the emotions that are supposed to be created within the audience. 
“Hence all tragedy must necessarily contain six parts, which together constitute its peculiar character or quality: fable, manners, diction, sentiments, decoration, and music.”
· The six elements of a tragedy, according to Aristotle, are: 

· Plot (fable) – Character (manner) – Thought (sentiment) – Language (diction) – Song – Spectacle   
· The most important to him is the plot, and the least important is the spectacle. He is going to define each element and after that he is going to explain each one. 
· The plot or the fable, as Aristotle calls it, is the most important part:
“Of all these parts the most important is the combination of incidents, or the fable.”
· He believes it is the soul of a play; a play without a proper plot is like an organism without a soul. He calls it the principal part, and the reason why they imitate actions in the plot is because he believes our actions are the reasons of our conditions. If you someone happy, maybe it’s because of something they did in their life; and if you find someone sad it’s also because of something they did in life. Our actions determine our state, and our conditions, whether we are happy or miserable, are the results of our actions. This is what Aristotle says; he focuses on the action because it’s the action of people that determines their state, whether they’re happy or not. He says that tragedy depends on action, not on language. In order for a tragedy to have its effect by creating pity and fear, you need to act it out; it can’t depend just on words, like a poem. A poem does not have the same effect a tragedy has. 
· He says the plot frames the play. He says if you have a painted image and if you color it with many different colors, it still doesn’t have a shape. In order to give it a shape you need to use a pen to draw an outline. That’s what the plot does. All the other elements are beautiful, but without the plot they have no role. The plot gives the meaning and the foundation of the tragedy. 
“Add to this, that those parts of tragedy by means of which it becomes most interesting and affecting are parts of the fable; I mean revolutions and discoveries.”
· A plot must contain revolution and discovery. The construction of plot is difficult; it’s easier to write a poem than to write the plot of a play. 
· The second place in importance after the plot is characterization or characters. Characters are important because they’re the agents who are going to carry out the action.
· In the third place we have the sentiments (thoughts): this is the intellectual aspect of the play. 
· In the fourth place we have the diction (language): it allows us to understand the characters. When studying drama we understand the characters by reading what they say, their dialogues. 
· A play also uses music or melody to make you feel or move you in a certain way. 
· The least important to Aristotle is the spectacle (decoration) or the stage setting because it doesn’t really show the skill and the talent of the playwright. A good play should not depend on decorum; rather it should depend on the inner actions of the play itself. 
· Aristotle started with the most important element by explaining it, the plot. He is going to explain what he means by plot, the types of plot, and what a plot has to include:
· The definition of plot is the imitation of an action that is entire; which means it has a beginning, middle and an end. So, when the audiences come to watch the play, everything that they need to know is given to them immediately in the beginning of the play. The playwright should not assume that they come to with the information that they know, or he should not begin in the middle and then go back to the beginning. He should start from the beginning where the action should start to raise leading to the middle, and the middle should ultimately lead to the end; the action rises then if falls. In drama we find some sort of complexity and then the complexity is solved; there’s a resolution towards the end. In the middle, we usually have discovery and revolution. This is the way plays should be written, according to Aristotle. Modern plays don’t necessarily follow this order. 
“Now we have defined tragedy to be an imitation that is complete and entire; and that has also a certain magnitude; for a thing may be entire and whole, and yet not be of any magnitude.”

· According to Aristotle, the play should have a certain magnitude or scope; it should not be too short or too long. He gives the example of an animal. If the animal is so small like an insect, sometimes you’ll not be able to enjoy its beauty, like being unable to enjoy the beauty of the wings of a butterfly. On the other hand, if you have a large animal like an elephant, you will only be able to see part of it, but you won’t be able to see the other parts, so you can’t enjoy its beauty. In the same sense, if the play was too short, you might not understand some of the parts, you won’t enjoy it, and it will lose some of its beauty, and so it will lose the effect of pity and fear it should create. If it’s too long, the play will become like a lecture; you will become bored and tired, and as a consequence you will lose interest and maybe begin to forget it. 
· You might ask, how do we know if a play is not too short or too long? Aristotle answers that a play should include a reversal of fortune. If we have someone who is happy, he has to become miserable, or vice versa; in other words, his condition should change. Once the condition is changed that is enough for Aristotle. 
· In the text, Aristotle does not talk about the unities of action, time and place, but he has ideas that are similar to them. What we call today “unity of action” was not called by Aristotle “unity of action”. To Aristotle Tragedy is the imitation of an action that action usually happens to one hero. When we say one action we mean we must have one action, but that has lots of incidents and events that build up to the main action. According to Aristotle, a good playwright is the one who’s able to choose only those incidents and events that are relevant or important. It’s not enough for us to say that we have one hero and write everything about that hero; we need to choose only the events and incidents that are related to that the action and create an image. He says that all the events should be like a living organism in someone’s body; all the events in a play should be so connected that if you removed an event the rest of the plot will be affected. If you can remove a part from the play and it will not be affected, then it was not supposed to be there in the first place. So, only incidents and events that are relevant and that affect the play should be kept whereas anything else should be removed or omitted. Unity resides not in one character, but in one action of one character. So, he was against having more than one action, and that’s why we say plurality; it means more than one, and a tragedy should have only one action. 
· In the next part, there is a comparison between the historian, the poet and the philosopher:

· A historian records history, which means he says the truth; he deals with facts, events, dates and characters of the past. A historian cannot make or change an event; he has to stick to the world of the past, the world of truth. This is not the poet’s job. Sometimes poets change the past because they want to create poetic justice (the good are rewarded and the bad are punished). So, poets can change history, stories and legends according to their purpose; what they want to teach or what they want to tell us. So, poets don’t have to stick to things exactly as they were, but we can’t say that they are lying. By saying this, Aristotle is defending poetry against Plato’s accusation against poetry; the first reason why Plato banished poets from his Republic is because he said poetry that poetry tells lies and deceives. 
· What Aristotle is saying here is that it is not the poet’s job to say the truth; he actually encourages poets to change history to suit their own purposes. So, if we look at the difference between a poet and a historian, the difference is not in the language they use, as the historian writes in prose while the poet writes in verse; the historian and the poet are different in many ways. The historian deals with the past, with what happened, thus he has to stick to facts, particulars, things as they are exactly described. On the other hand, the poet deals with what may happen, what might have happened, or what should have happened. So, the poet deals with probability and necessity. Probable comes from what might or may happen, whereas necessity indicates things that are necessary or that are required, what should have happened. 

· So, poets can talk about philosophical facts or general truths, not about facts or things that happened or should happen. The historian tells us what happened in a certain time in a certain area whereas the poet deals with things that are universal, not tied down by a certain country or area, more general. When Aristotle says that poets look for truth and things that are philosophical, general and universal, Aristotle is equating poetry to philosophy. We have two worlds; the world of philosophy which is the world of truth. Aristotle is saying here that even poets search for truth and so they are on the same ground with philosophers. He is brining back the position to poets, showing us that poets, just like philosophers, are interested in the truth and they are not liars. Poets can write about historian figures, they can represent them as they really were, but at the same time they can change and they can represent it in the way that should happen; it’s the law of necessity. Poetry is a creative effort; it can be based on history, legends and fables, but it doesn’t mean that poets cannot change it to suit their purpose. For Aristotle, poets are makers of fables: “It clearly follows that the poet or 'maker' should be the maker of plots rather than of verse” 
· Plato saw poets as only imitators of truth, whereas Aristotle moved poets from the realm of imitation to the realm of making. With Plato, we have poets three times moved away from truth and they are imitators in the world of deception and lies. With Aristotle we see them moving towards truth; they become makers and creators, they’re not liars. 
· Then Aristotle moves to discuss plot and its types:
· He is going to define the simple plot and the complex plot. Simple means easy from the word simple; the play doesn’t move forward or backward, it doesn’t have a revolution, discovery or catastrophe. The things that make up a complex plot are (discovery, revolution and catastrophe). The worst type of a simple play is the episodic; it has many episodes that are not necessarily connected without organic unity or unity of action. The way that we connect these episodes, according to Plato, should be in a way that shows the audience that there’s a clear design; each event has to come as a result of design not of accident. The best plays are those that show they were crafted in a way so that when things happen, they didn’t happen because of some sort of accident. 
· As for a complex plot, it has to have at least one of the following (revolution, discovery, and catastrophe). Revolution is when things happen in a way the audience did not expect. A good complicated plot, according to Aristotle, is a play where there is a reversal of fortune, where things happen that the audiences don’t expect. Discovery means that there’s some sort of knowledge, information or something learned; he is going to explain what we learn about objects or people. It indicates when some sort of information is discovered or revealed; sometimes one character discovers, and sometimes we have more than one character making the discovery. Catastrophe means when we have painful events or disasters. The best plots are the ones that have discovery and revolution; Aristotle doesn’t talk a lot about disaster or catastrophe. These are the qualitative parts. 
· Then he is going to explain to us the quantitative parts. We said before that the play has to be entire, with a beginning, middle and end. So, plays started with the prologue which indicates anything that is said before the chorus sing. When the chorus start to sing it is called the parode. The episodes are the parts between the choruses. And the final part is the exode, after which there is no chorus. In some plays, they had some parts that were called the comos; in these parts the actors and the chorus are lamenting. So, it begins with the prologue and ends with the exode. 
· Then Aristotle moves to talk about the tragic hero:
· A tragic hero is usually someone who is too good or a virtuous character; he shouldn’t be a wicked person. The purpose of a tragedy is to create pity and fear, so everything will be guided by these two emotions. If we have someone who is too good, a completely virtuous person, and something bad happens to them or tragedy befalls them, we don’t feel pity; on the contrary, we are going to feel angry, upset and shocked and disgusted because we feel that this person doesn’t deserve what they got. In this case we haven’t created pity and fear. Also, if we have a character who is completely wicked and they are happy and then become miserable, this gives us moral satisfaction that he got what he deserves; so, when we don’t feel pity and terror it’s not a tragedy. Again, if we have a murderer who becomes happy, there is no tragic event and there is no pity and fear. 
· So, the hero should not be completely bad or completely good; he should be someone like us, who is in the middle but is leaning forward to being good. He is more of a better person, but there’s something wrong with him. The tragic events must happen not because of outside circumstances but because of some fault or mistake within his character; this is what we mean by Hamartia. 
** The teacher asked the students to read the text.
End …   [image: image1.png]
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