

Criticism 3rd lecture


Plato has many contributions and he has introduced many theories. His importance is not just as a teacher and a person who was teaching a certain kind of philosophy but he has introduced a lot of thoughts, ways of thinking, and ideas and then not only the ideas but how to thinks of those ideas because a philosopher is mainly concerned with abstract ideas but as a teacher is trying to make those abstract ideas understandable by people. So people can understand those abstract ideas. He tries to find certain ways; certain methods, and because he was a teacher he was trying to find easy ways of turning those abstract ideas into something concrete that people can understand. So he reached this idea of the forms. Then anything has a particular ideal form. So that when we think of truth, it is not just something abstract but it has to do with God. And there is a true thing for everything on earth. All what we have on earth is only a shape. There is difference between forms and shape. Form is the original but shape is what we have on earth. This is according to Plato. And everything is originally a form in the head of God. Then this abstract idea is sent to the mind of any person who takes the idea and gives it a certain shape, for example, the idea of bed. What is the bed? It is something we sleep on. It is equipment that we use for certain reason. This reason is to sleep on it instead of sleeping on the ground, we just make something a little bit high from the ground and we make it as comfortable as possible for sleeping on. This is the idea but the carpenter turned the idea into something concrete that we can see and that we can use. But do we only one bed? No, we have many shapes but we have one idea. The idea is one. Anything that exists has one idea, even human beings, animals, plants and birds. The idea is what is a human being? This is the idea. It is one idea. What do we have? We have different colors of eyes and we have different complexion. We have tall, short, fat, thin, etc. So these are shapes but the idea is one. So everything on earth has an idea. So Plato was trying to teach people about his all concepts of this by giving them something concrete they can see in their everyday life, so they would understand his philosophical ideas. Philosophy is very difficult and very complicated and in order to understand philosophy, you have to use your mind and your thinking. But most of people at that time were simple people, they were not educated. So it was very difficult to try to explain to them such philosophical ideas. And one of the reasons of Plato greatness was that he tried to explain his theories in simple means so that people would understand. Of course at that time as I said before, there was this quarrel between philosophy and poetry because poetry was easily understood by people whereas philosophy was very difficult. So in order to prove that one is better than the other, each side was trying to find a mean to make people convinced that this is better than that. So, the people who were taking the side of philosophy say that this a higher way of thinking, it makes people use their higher faculties of the mind and of the soul which is reason whereas poetry only deals with passions and emotions and these are changeable and these are lower or inferior level whereas thinking belongs to people who have concepts and visions but this is only understood by educated people. When you talk to a simple person and you ask him, do you have a vision? He will answer, give me first to eat and to drink and to marry and then ask me about if I can have a vision or not. Whereas poetry on the other side was addressing emotions, what do you like and what do you dislike? It was the thing that people at that time looked at as something great. What was the main activity at that time? What did people do all the time at that time? What was their main work? Every civilization throughout history is known by something; some important things that people used to do. What was known about the Greek civilization and how was it built? How was it founded? What was its base? Warriors, fighting, and wars. At the beginning they were different separated Emirates and kingdoms and then each kingdom would fight with the other kingdom; each Emirate would fight with the other one. And they started to take them as prisoners and as slaves. This was the kind of life of that time. When people are not civilized how did they live? Either by farming or by fighting to find food. You either grow your food or you steal your food. So the Greek civilization was not an agricultural civilization and it was not a scientific civilization like the Renaissance or like in the 16th or the 17th centuries and it was not like the Pharaonic and the old Syrian civilizations الحضارة الآشورية و البابلية . Their civilizations were founded farming, why? Because in Syria and in Iraq there have rivers and in Egypt there is river, so they would plant their food and then they would make their civilization but in Greece they have many small islands and water which is salty water, so they cannot grow crops and eat. So, what would they do? They would fight each other. And of course if there were island, so how would go and fight? By ships. So, they had navigation and systems, and that was very advanced at that time. And they would go and raid other kingdoms and would take whatever the kingdom had and they would take it for themselves. So, this was a kind of life. Now naturally poetry or any literature is an expression of what takes place at that time. So, literature that was left for us to read about this kind of civilization was all what? It was mainly poetry celebrating the great deeds of the heroes and they thought of the heroes as similar to Gods because those heroes would go and fight Gods or take side with Gods and Gods would be with this man against that man. So if this hero will take the side of the king of the sea, he would drown his opponent and so on. So, the Gods were also part of everyday life of those people. They conversed with them, they asked their help and they even married from humans and got children. So, this was a kind of live that we knew about from their works of art. But there is a very important thing here. So, when you write a poem about history it is not very accurate. You are not writing exactly the facts that really happen; you might exaggerate and you might give your own feelings and your point of view about what was happening. You might not even have gone to that war and witnessed what actually was happening. You know that in any war there are usually exaggerated tales. So, these are the tales we have from the works of art. We do not necessarily have to believe that these were the true facts and that really happened at that time. So, he might be seeing things and he believes that they are true. So this is the actual thing that we have nowadays from the stories that were told by Homer, by Odysseus, and by those people. Even the audience also was inspired by those tales and they believe them and the biggest example of this is when you watch Hercules. Inside the story the people believe that there are such creatures and that people have half horses and half men, that there are strange people with one eye in the middle of their head. They believe those lies but were these stories really true? We can never say. Our way of thinking may tell us no, they did not exist but we do not have proof. And also we do not have a proof that they are really existed. Now let us turn to the text we have; the second one which is taken from “the republic” and as your colleagues today mentions. Book ten of “the Republic” was written in the second phase of Plato dialogues and this is a more mature phase where he was giving more philosophical ideas and the whole book is called the republic. What is the book about? As I told you last time the book is called “the Republic” and Plato has many interests. He was not only a philosopher; he was a mathematician; he was interested in different themes, not only in philosophy. He started as a poet. So, he was interested in having well-organized states and in imagining what kind of republic that would be the ideal republic? And as your colleagues today mention that he had a strong phase in Socrates but then he was disappointed when Socrates was killed. He was imprisoned and was executed. He decided to write the book telling people what kind of government should be here; the ideal government? And he wrote different books. The main book is called the republic and the chapters there are called books. From the name; “the republic”, what does it mean? A way of governing. See its political government that is republic, not a kingdom where people are given fair chances for everything and this republic according to Plato; he wanted it to be the ideal republic. Remember in the first text we took; it was about inspiration and the entire ideal thing was coming from God. The inspiration comes from God. The first text comes from the first phase of Plato’s life and writing. So he was not mature enough. Now the book that we will study in written a period comes later where he became more mature. So, in this republic he wanted everything to be ideal, perfect, the best kind of society. So, he started to think what can we include in that republic to make it an ideal one? He thought of different things; ways of learning, education of children, and economics. And he thought of what are the things that the government should be doing, the different rules of ethics, of physics, of different things. And in chapter ten or what he calls book ten he speaks about poetry. Now from his experience as poet and as a philosopher; the way he developed his thinking, he decided that poetry should be excluded from the republic and should be banished or sent out of his republic. Now it is not easy to do this because at that time poetry was greatly appreciated and people would just say that because he was a philosopher he was against poetry. And this is way he is banishing it. So, he wanted to convince people and to give his reasons for banishing poetry from his republic. And he gave here four different reasons and these are found in the text we will be studying it. But he started with saying that Plato was a teacher so in order to explain why he is banishing poetry, he has first to introduce. Your colleagues today when they started they introduce themselves and they said we are going to speak about Plato and each one of them had a title on the screen to speak about. So each one of them was presenting a different idea and she was putting it there for everybody to see it; she was not just speaking. So, as you will see from this dialogue also we have two persons involved, we have Socrates; the philosopher and we have Glaucon another rhapsode like Ion. But this dialogue is not given to us like the first one in a direct speech; it is given in indirect speech. You know what direct and indirect is, in grammar you have taken this when you have direct speech, how dialogue between two people directly questioning and answering. But here we have sometimes direct and sometimes indirect. So, this is another way to show that sometimes he is narrating something that happened in the past through indirect way and sometimes he uses the direct. Glaucon says so and so, and Socrates says so and so. So this should not confuse us. It is again the same argumentative method he has used before but in a different way because argument can take different shapes. But again it is one-sided argument from one side only which is the philosophical side. It does not give us the other point of view which is a poetic point of view. Now from the very beginning what does this chapter or book ten speak about? Socrates start saying:                       on page 852
“Of the many excellence which I perceive in the order of our State,”
You see there are many excellences; excellent things, that should be thought of. When we want to think of the order of our state; how do we like our state to be? 
“there is none which upon reflection pleases me better than the rule about poetry.”
There is nothing that pleases me more than speaking about the rule of poetry. So he is very pleased and happy to speak about poetry.   
Now Glaucon or his opponent or the other person there did not understand, so he is asking:
“To what do you refer?”
So Socrates says:
“To the rejection of imitative poetry,”
You see! This is the key sentence of the whole argument. What is he going to speak about? Is he going to speak about poetry in general? Now he is starting saying, I am going to tell you something about poetry. What is about poetry? How do you write poetry? What is poetry? Is he liking or disliking poetry? What are the rules of writing poetry? What is about poetry he is going to speak about? He specifies this and he says I am going to speak about the rejection; not of all kinds of poetry, but of imitative. He is very specific. And this is another lesson we should be learning from Plato; to be very specific in the choice of word. Whenever you write anything, be very specific, do not use word you do not understand. So, Plato here is teaching us how to be very precise. When he is speaking about something he is saying it very carefully that he will speak about three things, rejection, banishing and imitative poetry. So he wants to banish poetry, not any kind of poetry, but imitative poetry. Now he says:
“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.”

Now this brings us to one thing that he has said previously but it not clear in this text and not clear in the text we have taken it and that is something has to the soul. Here he has reached a certain conclusion about the soul that the soul is divided into parts. Now what are these parts of the soul? He says the there is a superior part and an inferior one. What is the superior? It is the reason. And is the inferior? It is the emotion. Now according to Plato who is representing the superior part? Philosophy and philosopher. These are the people who use their mind, who are thinkers; these are the people who use their reason. Here the reason is represented by philosophy. Now the poets are considered as part of the people. He divided people who are concerned in emotions into two kinds. The emotions here have two kinds. Now we said what was the main activity of people at that time? It was fighting. The people who belong to this category are warriors and all the other people including poets; he calls them the commoners. So we have the warriors and we have the commoners; the commoners included children, ordinary people, and poets, etc. So, this category of warriors are the leaders, the heroes who go to wars and fight and the commoners are the common people; the ordinary people. Now the soul has parts. And according to Plato after understanding the part of the soul and dividing the part of the soul, and knowing each part how it works and the people who represent this part, he decided to write this or explain this and to reject poetry
“as I see far more clearly now that the parts of the soul have been distinguished.”
People know now that the soul has different parts and they distingue those parts. They know what each part is contained with and they know the people who are representing these parts. And again Glaucon wants more explanation, he says:
“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,”
He speaks here about tragedy and the tragedians and imitative tribe. Do know the meaning of tribe? All this group of people who work with imitation. All their work is only imitation. Now tragedy here refers to what? It refers to epic, but not necessarily epics, it refers to poetry, because they had at that time epic poems, tragic poems, lyric poem, and comic poems. So, epic was the most important and then tragedy and then the other kinds. This was Plato’s time. Afterwards where Aristotle started writing and had his own of teaching and his own scholars and his own students, he was teaching that the tragedy is more important than epic. But during the time of Plato epics were the most famous kind of poetry. But epics are about what? Wars, leaders, fighting, and heroes and so on. So, definitely epic included battles, killings and tragic events but also included victories, festivities and victorious celebration. So, here he differentiated between tragedians, only concerned tragedies, and imitative tribe, which is epic writers and other poets. He is telling him I do not want to discuss this with other people; I just want to discuss with you, what is that? :
“that all poetic imitations are ruinous to the understanding of the hearers,”
Can he goes to all poets and tragedians and tells them that all what you are doing is ruinous? Of course no. So he says I do not want to say this to anybody but confidentially I just say it to you. To make him what? Listen to him. I am going to tell you something which I will not say to anyone; this is a secret. So he makes him attentive to what he is going to say and to listen to him. Now what is he going to tell him? He says here: 
“that all poetic imitations are ruinous to the understanding of the hearers, and that the knowledge of their true nature is the only antidote to them.”
Everything said by imitative poets destroy the minds of people. Now when somebody is poisoned what do the doctors do to him? Antidote. They try to look for the correct antidote. They cannot just give any medicine; they must know what kind of poison he has taken to be able to give him the right cure; the right medicine. So it is an antidote; something against this kind of poison. So he says here imitative poetry is the poison that ruins the understanding of all the reader; all the audience. And only the people who have the antidote to that will not be poisoned by it. What is the antidote? It is knowledge. If you know, you will not be affected. If you know the truth, then you will know that what is performed in front of you is not true. So, you will not be affected. So, knowledge is the antidote to the ruinous imitated poetry. Of course Glaucon again cannot understand so he say,
“Explain the purport of your remark.
Well, I will tell you, although I have always from my earliest youth had an awe and live 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 company;”
I will explain to you although I had an admiration of Homer; although I love Homer and I admire Homer who is the greatest of all the poets, but my love to a man should not overcome my love to truth. 
“; but a man is not to be reverenced more than the truth, and therefore I will speak out.
 Although I love poetry and I admire Homer but my lover and admiration of a man should not be more than admiring and loving truth. 
“Very good, he said.
Listen to me then, or rather, answer me.
Put your question.”
Here they start questioning and answering. 
“Can you tell me what imitation is? For I really do not know”
The first question to be asked is what is meant by imitation? 
“A likely thing, then, that I should know.
Why not?”
He will explain what imitation is. We said this was the first accusation; the first reason, that poetry is an imitation. What is meant by imitation? It is what he will explain. Imitation is copying something. When you copy something it means that you are not thinking about the original; you are thinking about something taken from the original, copying the original. So he started by asking ‘what is meant by imitation?’ in order to explain this, he did not explain it directly. He explained it by using figurative language. And what does he say here? He says,
“for the duller eye may often see a thing sooner than the keener.” 
He says ok, before telling anything about imitation let me give you this one known fact. But he is going saying it in a poetic way. “The dull eye”, when I am wearing glasses as soon as I take off my glasses things are not clear. So this means that my eyes are becoming a little bit duller. So, I can see those who are close to me but what about those who are far away. I put my glasses to give me a keener eye. Now this is a fact but when do we use it figurative? What is the meaning of dull eye? You cannot see the far thing but only see the immediate thing. And the keen eye can see beyond. The dull eye can see only what is in front of it but cannot see through and cannot see beyond. It needs a keen eye to look, to search and to find out what is there behind the immediate fact or what is in front of us. So, this is the metaphor he is using here; the dull eye and the keen eye. This is very poetic language. What is he referring to here? Who has dull eye and who has keen eye? Common people and old people only have dull eyes. Who has the keen eye? Only students of philosophy who went to those academies of philosophy to learn, those are the people who must have keen eyes to search, too dig and to look for truth whereas the ordinary people see only what is in front of them. They have dull eyes. So, this is true, when you take this as an example yes, the dull eye cannot see except what is in front of it whereas the keen eye can see more better. 
Glaucon agrees to this.
“Very true, he said; but in your presence, even if I had faint notion, I could not master courage to utter it. Will you enquire yourself?”
I cannot explain this; can you explain it to me? Now he had the opportunity to explain and to say whatever he wants. 
“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?”
We have a group of people who are put together. They must be coming under one idea; one name. If you group things together, you have to group them and give them a name. So, this group of creatures is called animals, and this group of creatures is called humans. We have group of things but we have a name; this name is called by Plato here form. Let me explain or take the different names. We said poetry is an imitation. So here is another imitation of the ideal truth. Now this ideal truth has been given different names. It can be called form or reality. So, we can say it is ideal truth and we can say it is an ideal form or the ideal reality. Now everything on earth is not singular. We do not have one thing of anything. We do not have one tree; we have different trees. We do not have one human being; we have several human beings. We have many things of each category. But each group has one ideal truth or one form or one reality. This is only one. It comes from God. So, God had only one idea, truth, form, or one reality. All the rest are different shapes of this ideal form or ideal truth. Now in order to explain, he says, do you understand me? It is ok; then I will give you an example. 
“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.”
So, there are only two ideas or forms of them; one for the bed and the other for the table. We have one form of the bed and one form of the table; one form of animal and one form of human being, and one form of plants. But then we have different shapes.   
“And the maker of the…”
Who is the maker of this one form? The carpenter. So, here we call him the creator which is God because he creates the original idea. God is the maker of the idea so we call him the creator. Then, we have the carpenter who is the maker of the bed; we call him the maker. Then, the poet who is the maker of the poem; we call him imitator. So, that we can distinguish between the three makers. They are three makers. Here we have the imitator, the maker, and the creator. 
The creator: this is God.
The maker: he will be the carpenter if we take the example of bed and table.
The imitator: he can be the poet or the painter if we take the example of art.
Anything on earth is made by a maker according to the idea made by God. So the God creates an idea and somebody gives it a shape and then comes a poet or a painter to describe what is made by another man. Now the poet according to them what was he describing at that time? He was describing nature and wars, abstract things like virtue, like honor, all three of them whether it is abstract or concrete, they are all made by God. There is an idea for them but then they are performed by makers. The God creates, the maker gives it a shape and the poets imitates. So he is not creating something that does not exist. He is creating something based on something that really exists on earth. 
“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 instance-but no artificer makes the ideas themselves: how could he?”
The artificer is the maker; the carpenter. He is the artificer. So everything at that time was called art. Any activity was called art. Physics was art, mathematics was art. And every artificer; the person who performs this art was performing it according to an idea. The artificer of the bed; the one who gives the bed its shape, is giving its shape according an idea. 
“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.”
Do you see here? The carpenter is a workman. He is an artificer or a workman. There is another, he is asking what would you say of another person who is doing or speaking about everything in the whole world; everything that is made by all workmen. Everything on earth is made by workmen. Now what would you say of another person who works with all those things; who describes all those things. Here, this maker makes his art according to an idea, and then it is taken by a third person who speaks about all what is done by all workmen. A poet can speak of anything and a painter can draw anything; anything that is originally made by a workman according to an idea. So any idea starts with God and then we descend. So we have God, maker and then imitator. Here he speaks about a third person. He says, ‘And there is another artist. I would like to know what you would say of him. One who is the maker of all the works’. All of them are makers; the God is a maker, the carpenter is a maker, and the poet is a maker. But in order not to be confused, we give the poet or the artist the name imitator and God the word creator. And leave the maker name for the middle part.
God= creator
Carpenter/ workman= maker
Poet= imitator
But they all make. The workman makes what God creates. The poet imitates what the carpenter makes according to what God creates. So, here he says, what do say of a person who can make all what the workmen make. So, he can imitate all those words. He says this must be imagination, a wizard, who can do that?
“What an extraordinary man!  
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.”
What is the meaning of making here? It is imitating, not creating. To make here is like I take the shape of a person and I make a state for him, so I am making him or I think I am drawing the sky; I am making the sky, I am not inventing, I am not creating but I am making. So this is why the word making is a little bit confused. So, he is confusing; he intends to confuse so that he would be easily convinced. So, we have to be clear when he speaks about the painter or the poet saying he makes then that means he imitate. When it is God then he creates. So what do you say about such a man?
“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?”
He is playing on the words. There is a maker of all those things. He is a wizard, and extraordinary person who can make everything. ‘Do you mean that there is no one who can make those things? You can make those things. There is somebody who can do those things even you can make those things. Of course Glaucon is very astonished, how can I make those things? There is a way in which you can make them all yourself. This is what way? 
“ An easy way enough; or rather, there are many ways in which the feat might be quickly and easily accomplished, none quicker than that of turning a mirror round and round-”
How can I make everything? An ordinary person would just hold and just go around. Everything will be reflected on making these pictures. I can even look at the mirror myself and make my own pictures. So, this is how he is tricking here. You will make yourself by looking into the mirror. 
“- you would soon enough make the sun and the heaven, and the earth and yourself, and other animals and plants, and all the other things of which we were just now speaking, in the mirror.
Yes, he said; but they would be appearances only.”
Now he started to realize ‘yes, I can make all those things but I am not really making them. These are only appearances, not reality.’
“Very good, I said, you are coming to the point now.”
Now, you are understanding. 
“And the painter too is, as I conceive, just such another—a creator of appearances, is he not?
Of course.”
The painter is a creator, but creator of what? He is a creator of appearance; not reality. A creator was a creator the truth, original, the form, the reality but the painter is a creator only of appearances.  He is a creator of appearance. Is he creating them? He is only imitating. 
“But then I suppose you will say that what he creates is untrue.”
Now, what he creates is untrue. Is he creating truth? No. he is creating appearance. Everything on earth is an appearance, not reality. The poet is imitating the appearance, not the reality. He is the one to make or to create….he is playing on the words, just to confuse.
“But then I suppose you will say 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.”
If I have a painter and he is drawing a bed, so he is creating a bed on paper, but is it true bed? No. Is this bed he is just making it out of his mind or he is copying what is found? He is copying. He is imitating; he is not creating. The word ‘creating’ here is used to confuse. Make, create, and imitate: three words, they all mean one thing but we come to apply, we will find that each one only applies one. The imitator is the poet. The maker is the carpenter. And the creator is only God. 
Now, are your creating true? Are your reflection is true? No. So what you are creating is only appearance; a reflection. So, you are not creating. Creating is doing something out of nothing. He is just using the word “to create” or “to make” to confuse. It is only God who creates truth and reality but anybody else is am imitator and this is why here he said it is an imitation. The mirror means you are not doing something solid, but the carpenter is making something solid. So, this mirror can be painting. If you hold the mirror and the picture of tree is there, it is like painting the tree on a paper, it is the same. So if he makes what is only an appearance and which does not exist, then he is what?
“Then if he does not make that which exist cannot make true existence, but only some semblance of existence;”

 He cannot make true existence but only some semblance of existence; he can only imitate part of existence, appearance of existence. 
“And if any one were to say that the work of the maker is of the bed or any other workman, has real existence, he is could hardly be supposed to be speaking the truth.”
 If we call this bed true, this is wrong. The idea is only the true existence but all what we have is not the true things; but an appearance of it, semblance of it. 
“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.”
Then he concludes, he says there are three beds; one made by the imitator, what is this kind of bed? It is a picture. It is a reflection of this bed which is the appearance of this bed which is the idea of God. So we have three beds done by three makers.
 “Well then, here are three beds: one existing in nature, which is made by God,”
We confuse the word, our only existence: we live so we exist. No, existence is the real thing. What exist is what done by God. Now we have three beds; one made by God, one by maker, and one made by imitator. 
“Beds, then, are of three kinds, and there are three artists who superintend them: God, the maker of the bed, and the painter?
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.” 
God only makes one idea; he never makes two. Then we have the other two beds. 
“I think, he said, that we may fairly designate him as the imitator of that which the others make.”
 So, the painter or the poet is the imitator of what others make. The imitator of what is made by made the maker. And in this case he would be the imitator of appearance. So, this is number two. First of all we have an imitator and maker of truth, so poetry is an imitation of truth. And this is why he will explain this as being three times. So, the poet is three times away from the truth. It is said here in many ways; three times away from the truth. Thrice removed from reality, in third position of the original truth, you see! It is said in different ways. 
 “Now let me ask you another question.” And this is number two; at the beginning he asked the first question and now he comes to the second.
“Which is the art of painting designed to be-an animation of things as they are, or as they appear-of appearance or reality?”
As they really exist, are they are or are they appear? Appearance or reality? So the painter or the artist is he imitating things as they are or as they appear? As they appear. He is imitating only appearance.
“Then the imitator, I said, is a long way off the truth, and can do all things because he highly touches on a small part of them, and that part an image.”
What is he imitating? He is imitating only an image; a small part not the whole. The whole is supposed to be truth.
“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.”
This is his point of view that poets are deceiver and painters are deceivers, why? Now if you have a very exact picture and you show it to a child, do not you do this with your children or your young brothers and sisters when you tell them a story and you show very young child a picture of a dog? He thinks it is a true dog. Sometimes when people watch something on television, they believe especially the young children. What does this mean? They are deceived.
And so, when we hear that persons saying that the tragedians and Homer, who is at their head, knows 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.”
Now we mention a new thing her. A poet as great as Homer who writes different things, can he write without knowing what he is writing about? Anyone who is writing something should have the knowledge of what he is writing about. But still this is not true, there is an illusion here. There is the misconception here that we think that poets know what they are speaking about when they do not know what they are speaking.
“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,”
What does this mean? Thrice= three times 
“and could easily be made without any knowledge of the truth,”
Now, since he is in third position, he is imitating the second and he might not know anything about the first. So, he might be writing without having any knowledge of the truth. How can this happen? 
“and could easily be made without any knowledge of the truth, because they are appearances only and not realities? Or, after all, they maybe in the right and poets do really know the things about which they seem to the many to speak so well?
The question, she said, should by means be considered.”
Now he is considering the question; he cannot say yes or no.
“The real artist, who knew what he was imitating, would be interested in realities and not in imitating,”
The true artist should be interested in reality; in truth not the imitation of it.
“and would desire to leave as memorials of himself works many and fair;”
If he is a good artist, he would like to leave behind, after he dies, many works that are masterpieces and that are fine, good, and fair.
“and, instead of being the author of economics, he would prefer to be the theme of them”
Instead of making other things famous when I say the Mona Lisa, the Mona Liza is more famous than Leonardo Devenish. Most of us know Mona Liza, but we may not know Leonardo Devenish. So, this is what he is referring to here that if the artists were really good, they would be interested in truth and instead of leaving things behind that would be more famous and more interesting, they should have been concentrating on truth to be themselves the point of fame, that people would remember them not their works.
Now he starts speaking about Homer. If Homer was mainly interested in truth or if he was even in the second position, if he was like the maker, we can assume that and we ask him. And he says, we will ask him. Now we have the last quotation on page 856:
“ ‘Friend Homer,’ then we say to him, ‘ if you are only in the second remove from truth in what you say of virtue, and not in the third- not an image maker or imitator- and you are able to discern what pursuits make men better or worse in private or public life, tell us what State was ever better governed by your help?”
So Plate’s main concern was the republic. If Homer was in the second position and if he was imitating truth and he was able to explain to people about virtue and about goodness, tell me, friend Homer, which government was making use of your help? Did any king make use of a poet in governing his kingdom? Give me an example of one government that was helped or governed by a poet. So, poetry does not make people eat and drink, and does not benefit people to be educated and to become whatever they want to become.
And he speaks of Homer and how would Homer be useful if he was ever useful for public service or if he ever show any help in proving any political or economical or any state, or in levels of living for people. So, he was arguing this and giving different examples. Now let us go back to our main point and that is poetry, why he banished poetry.
Page 858 
“Here is another point.”
 Now we move to another point. He moved to the third point. 
“Here is another point: The imitator or maker of the image knows nothing of true existence; he knows appearance only. Am I not right?”
They imitate; they do not make the truth. So they only imitate. So neither the imitator nor the maker knows the true existence. The imitators or the makers of the image know nothing of true existence. The imitator or the maker only knows appearance. 
“Then let us have a clear understanding, and not be satisfied with half an explanation.”
These are only two points. This is half the explanation, Still there other points.
In order to explain, he starts again with an example. He embarks the example and reaches the conclusion. Now the third point he discusses is how poetry is useless.
We take an example from real life and we said that most of example was taken from what? He was using at that time like horsemen, shepherd so he is giving us here another example from horsemen. When you ride a horse there are reins, you pull the horse and saddle to put on the horse that made of leather and brass. So he is taking this example. And he says if a painter draws the saddle made of leather and brass, he will be only making a picture. Does he make the saddle? Does he make the reins? No. he does not know how to make the reins. The workman can make the reins. 
“So of the painter we say that he will be pain reins, and he will paint a bit?
Yes.
And the worker in leather and brass will make?”
The worker will give them shape. He will make the saddle, he will make the reins. He will make them out of leather or out of brass.

“But does the painter know the right form of the bit and reins?
Does he know how to give them shape? He does not know the right form. 
“Nay, hardly even the workers in brass and leather who make them;”
 Even the worker man who gives shape to the reins does not know the form. He imitates the form; the idea. He makes the shape, but is this shape is the only one; the true one? He can make several shapes. Which of them are true and which of them are not? Which of them are the original and which of them are not? So, he does not know the original. So, neither the painter nor the workman knows about the true existence or the true form of reins. 
“Only the horseman who knows how to use them-he knows their right form.”
Who can know something about, not all the truth, but know something about this image or this saddle or this rein? Only the horseman who knows how to use them. Neither the maker nor the painter can use those things. Like if I have a saddle, does the man who makes the saddle necessarily know how to ride a horse? No. 
We are working that way: God
                                            Maker
                                            User
The God makes the idea, and the maker makes the shape to give it to the user to make it.
Page 859:
“There are three arts which are concerned with all things: one which uses, another which makes, a third which imitates them.”
At the beginning there are three beds and now there are three arts; one which uses, another which makes and a third which imitate. They are three arts, not three ideas. When we put the user, we call it three arts, not three ideas; the one who makes, the one who uses, and the one who imitates. 
“Then the user of them must have the greatest experience of them, and he must indicate to the maker the good or the bad qualities which develop themselves in use;”
So, why the user here is important? Because he will tell the worker or the maker whether what he made was good or bad. So, he has certain use for that. But what’s about the painter? Would he be able to give any opinion to the maker? No. The user is useful whereas the painter useless. So, the painter is like the poet, so the poet is also useless.
At the end of the page:
“Thus far then we are pretty well agreed that the imitator has no knowledge worth mentioning of what he imitates. Imitation is only a kind of play or sport, and the tragic poets, whether they write in Iambic or in Heroic verse, are imitators in the highest degree?
And now tell me, I conjure you, has not imitation been shown by us to be concerned with that which is thrice removed from the truth?”
Again he repeats, why? Because he is preparing to move to the fourth reason. Every times he repeats to remind his audience and then he moves to the new point. Now what is the fourth point he is moving to? This is on page 861.
“And that which is opposed to them is one of the inferior principles of the soul.”
He speaks about the soul and the division of the soul into superior and inferior. What is the inferior principle of the soul? Emotion. And he starts this question earlier on page 860:
“What is the faculty in man to which imitation is addressed?”
So in whole argument then he is proceeding to explain what the faculties are and then he would able to say poetry addresses which faculty in man, the superior or the inferior? 
On the other page he says: 
“This was the conclusion at which seeking to arrive when I said that painting or drawing, and imitation in general, when doing their own proper work, are far removed from truth, and the companions and friend and associates of a principle within us which is equally removed from reason, and that they have no true or healthy aim.”
Why? They do not have any use, they do not have healthy aim and they are addressing the inferior part of the soul. 
“We may state the question thus: Imitation imitates the actions of men, whether voluntary or involuntary, on which, as they imagine, a good or bad result has ensured, and they rejoice or sorrow accordingly. Is there anything more?
No, there is nothing else.”
Now, what is the aim of poetry? Why did they say poetry? To praise the heroes, no, it was not intending to record history, no. we said that we do not have record of history but we have epics. So we come to know about the stories of that time; the historical events. But they were not intended in history. They are intended as poems, to do what? And this is Plato’s concept of poetry: poetry is only for entertainment; just to make people have a good time. Now when people go to theater to watch a play or watch rhapsode reciting or acting the poem and interpreting, what is the reaction of the people? What do they do there? They listen and do what? They either cry or laugh; they are happy or sad, sorrowful or joyful. So this is the aim of poetry from Plato’s point of view. Because Aristotle will come later and counter or opposed this idea. Aristotle would say that poetry teaches and delights, not only delight. But Plato as a philosopher has a different point of view. Plato insists that poetry is only for delight. Its aim is to make people happy or sad; joyful or sorrowful. And the result is they rejoice or sorrow accordingly. So, this is what he reaches as a conclusion and that is poetry is useless and it only addresses the emotions. It makes people either happy or sad. It does not make them think. It does not teach them anything. So it is useless and it is addressing emotions which represent the inferior principle of soul. Now here emotions can be emotions of happiness, emotions of sadness, emotions of rejoicing, or emotions of sorrow. Now when does poetry address the emotion it would be affecting who? Warriors and commoners. What is the effect of poetry when it addresses warriors? From Plato’s point of view it will destroy how it weakens. It makes them weak because they cry and laugh, and they do not use their mind so, they become weaker, so it abuses. As for the commoners, simple-minded people, how did it affect them? They will believe and they will be deceived by poetry. Because they have simple minds, so they will believe what is in poetry to be true where it is not true. So it has different effects but in both cases, it is destructive. So, because it addresses emotions, it ruins it. Do you remember the word he started with “ruins” to the understanding of people whether the warriors or the commoners. 
 “And now we may fairly take him and place him by the side of the painter, for he is like him in two ways? First, inasmuch as his creations have an inferior degree of truth- in this, I say, he is like him; and he is also like him in being concerned with an inferior part of the soul; and therefore we shall be right in refusing to admit him into a well-ordered State, because he awakens and nourishes and strengthens the feelings and impairs the reason.”
 We take the poet and place him with the painter. He is like the painter in two things: 
1- He is like the painter in being away from truth; three times removed from truth. 
2- He is like him in that he is addressing the inferior part of the soul; the emotion and negating the reason. 
“As in a city when the evil are permitted to have authority and the good are put out of the way, so in the soul of man,”
When we are in a city, where emotion and evil are reining, the good which is represented by reason will draw what? Nothing. 
This happens in the soul of man. When we give rein to emotion over reason, it is like when we give the evil people in a city the opportunity to rein over the good. So reason for him is good and emotion is evil and if we read poetry, we are making emotion reins over reason, we are letting the evil take the upper hand over the good.
“,as we maintain, the imitative poet implants an evil constitution, for he indulges the irrational nature which has no discernment of greater and less, but thinks the same thing at one time great and at another small- he is a manufacturer of images and is very far removed from the truth.”
Poet is like painter in two things; in being away for truth (he is three times away from truth) and in addressing emotion. And both the poet and the painter should be excluded from the republic, why? Because if we leave the poet and the painter and the art in general to take over reason, it is like making evil taking over goodness and virtue. Of course this is very dangerous to any state; to any republic. If you have a city where evil is taking hold of things and goodness is removed, then what kind of a city will we have? So this is the same if we leave poetry in our state because it will affect people in wrong way and it will make evil take over good. And now what is the conclusion of all this.
“But we have not yet bought forward the heaviest count in our accusation:”
What is the conclusion of all this?
“The power which poetry has harming even the good.”
So, poetry does not only harm the common people or the simple-minded people but it can harm the warriors, it can harm the good people. So this is the most important thing, the power of poetry. And this is why he was to banished it, not because poetry is bad but because the power over people. 
P865
“and now since we have revealed to the subject of poetry, let this our defense serve to show the reasonableness of our former judgment is sending away out of our State an art having the tendencies which we have described; for reason constrained us.”
He said the conclusion of all this is that I have given you the reasons for why I have banished poetry from the well-ordered state, not only because there is a quarrel.
“But that she may not impute to us any harshness or want of politeness.”
 I do not want to be accused of being harsh and impolite against poetry,
“Let us tell her that; there is an ancient quarrel between philosophy and poetry.”
 I was trying to prove according to that quarrel that poetry is useless. 

The End
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