Criticism 4th lecture

     Today we will start Aristotle's poetics. It is a book includes many chapters; one of them is on tragedy which Aristotle considers the best kind of poetry; the most important, the most serious and this is why we will study it. There are other chapters including or discussing the epic, discussing different kinds of poetry that was found at that time. Aristotle, when he started writing, he was a student of Plato and when Plato wrote the epic was the most important form of poetry. Aristotle was saying that epic is not a perfect kind of poetry. Why? Because it is too long, because it is narrated and not all the rhapsodes can act. They just narrate so the people do not respond to all the rhapsodes. And the narration of the epic takes a long time and there is no connection between the different parts of the epic except that they all happen to one hero. Epics were supposed to be what? Long narrative poems telling the stories of heroes, the great deeds of great hero. So, all what was included in the epic were only the great deeds of heroes. Now this is from Aristotle's point of view was a point of weakness, Why? Because people tend to forget. If I reach the end of the epic, I tend to forget what happened in the beginning. And I don't relate between the different parts. So he said no, epic writing is not the best form. What is then the best form? We will take part of the epic which includes a complete story and make the events and the incidents related; one incident leading to the other and make a play; a well constructed play. There were kinds of plays at that time. They had the comic, the tragic, the lyric; they had different kinds of poetry. But from Aristotle's point of view, the tragic was the best because it is serious and it fulfills the aim of literature; poetry. Now when he speaks about poetry, he means literature because this is the only kind of literature that was written. And when he says tragedy, that was also poetry because it is tragic poetry. So when he says poetry or tragedy or literature, they are all the same thing. Now he considers tragedy to be the most important because it is serious. In a comic play, people will just go to laugh, to watch something and laugh but they don't learn. Whereas from Aristotle's point of view the aim of a work of art is to delight but mostly, the most important is to learn as well. So the aim of literature or poetry from Aristotle's point of view was to teach and delight.
    What is the most important form that teaches best? It is tragedy. The epic is more historic but from Aristotle's point of view, the tragedy teaches people how to behave. When they see somebody behaving in a good manner, they imitate him. When they see somebody behaving in a bad manner, they will see how he is punished for that bad manner so they will try to avoid falling in the same mistake                                          
     He introduces what he is going to speak about. He says I'm going to speak about tragedy. 
Let's look at part two of the poetics where he speaks of tragedy. 
“Of the species of poetry which imitates in hexameters, and of comedy, we shall speak hereafter”
 Now he says there are speeches of poetry and of comedy. I'll speak later on in another chapter. But what is he going to speak about here?
“Let us now consider TRAGEDY;”
So this chapter is concerned with tragedy."
“Collecting first, from what has been already said, its true and essential definition."
 He will start first what he believes to be the definition after collecting different ideas and different concepts, now he came up with a definition. 
 “Tragedy, then, is an imitation of some action".
You see, poetry is an imitation, similar to Plato. But, is it the same imitation of Plato? It is completely a different imitation. Plato's imitation was an imitation of an imitation of realty or of true or the original idea. But here with Aristotle, it is an imitation of an action. What is action? What is the meaning of action? It is what people do in the reality, how they act. Now how do you act in life? According to Aristotle, let me explain this word action because it has a certain meaning also and he will refer to the Plato art. According to Aristotle, all people act in two different ways. The imitation has two sides. And you act according to these two sides. What are those two sides? They are good and evil. Human nature is made of virtue and vice, good and evil. All our actions are taking the direction either of goodness or of evil. Now if we take the path of goodness, what will be our reward? It will be happiness. What will be the punishment if we take the path of evil? It will be unhappiness whatever it might be. Plato and Aristotle didn't have religion like ours to tell them that this will happen in the hereafter. So to them it was happening here on earth. So, all people act either to be happy or to be unhappy. This is the aim of our actions. And all what we do in life, how we act in life leads either to happiness or unhappiness. All the actions, whatever we do are either this or that. Tragedy imitates the actions of people. Now if it is a tragedy, then there is definitely evil in it because you cannot meet death, according to Aristotle and Plato at that time, unless you have done something really bad. So in a tragedy, we cannot call it a tragedy unless we have a tragic event; an incident that happened that caused unhappiness. But any tragedy does not open directly telling you this person is unhappy. There must be some kind of life where he makes a mistake which turns things, which we call it nowadays turning point in any play. In the play we have climax which is the turning point. We took this idea and concept of the climax or turning point from Aristotle. So this turning point has to be from goodness to evil because any person is born naturally good, innocent. So he proceeds in life in a good way. But he makes something, he does something, he takes an action which takes him from the right path to the wrong one. This is the turning point where his fortune changes from being happy to being unhappy. 
     Let's now read this definition, take it word by word and find out the meaning of each word. He says, tragedy is an imitation of an action. Now we know what the action is, it is how people behave either in a good way or in a bad way. Now this action should be important. Now if I did something good or something bad that did not affect anybody, it will not make any difference. But it has to be an important action so that it will turn the fortune. Or it will affect a big number of people. What were the qualities of the tragic hero? He is a human being, number one, with both qualities. He has to come from a big family; well known. He has to be of certain status, certain will, certain education, so that when he makes a mistake, it is not a small one. And then he commits a tragic flaw that is coming from his character not because of fate or chance or providence but because of his doing, something inside him, a fault in his character. Then he commits a mistake. Now he has to come from a big family so that his mistake will not affect him alone. It will affect the biggest group of people possible. So all the tragic heroes should come from great origin, should be of importance. So that what they do will not affect them alone but will affect all who are around them. So it has to be an important action not a trivial. It is not just a lie or another. This lie must lead to something major. So number one the action must be important. Number two, it must be entire. What is the meaning of entire? Entire means complete. And this is one of the differences between the tragedy and the epic; that the tragedy has a complete action, story that begins and ends whereas the epic doesn't have a complete action, it has different stories. So it has to be important, entire or complete, and of a proper magnitude. Here he says it should have a proper magnitude; a proper length. The size of the play should have a certain size and he will explain this later by giving us the three unities. But here he just gives us the general definition and then he will take each part and explain it in details. Then it is written in a kind of language. What is the kind of language that a play should be written in? By language embellished. What is the meaning of embellished? Decorated. So the language of tragedy should be the language of poetry which is decorated. Decorated by what? What is the main feature of poetry? The elements of poetry, figures of speech, rhyme, structure, rhythm, tone, sitting, different elements of poetry. So these are the decorative elements of the language. It is not the everyday kind of language. It is an embellished, a certain kind, and a decorated kind. Now this decorated kind is not simply musical or simply having figures of speech. But also it has to be an elevated kind of language and this is what the Neo-classics borrowed from the classics. There are some characteristics of the neo-classical poetry. What are these characteristics? They wanted order, they wanted everything to be perfect, and one of the elements of perfection was the language. They were called Neo-classical, why? Because they imitate the classics. Who were the classics they imitated? Aristotle is one of them. So whatever Aristotle says here, this was imitated by the Neo- classics. Aristotle says that the form is very important, the structure, the well constructed plot. So they say that a poem should be well constructed. The language should be the elevated refined language. They used to say and they said they should not use the everyday common language which the romantics which you will be studied in this year are the opposite of and they insisted on using the everyday language. But classics and Aristotle said the language although it is embellished, it's poetry but the language of poetry must be elevated. And he calls this later on the language of politicians. Because it is the politicians who are using very careful, very distinct, and very specific language. A politician is very aware of every word he says. And he also must use polished words. So this is the language must be used in politics.
 Now this language, why is it the poetic language which is full of embellishment, full of decoration, why should the language be that of poetry and not any other kind of language?
 From Aristotle's point of view, if I want to entertain myself, I will watch a movie or a play or read a book. So, the first intention that makes a person go to a work of art is what? It is delight, pleasure; see I want to please myself. This brings us to human action again. Any action man performs in his life is to please himself. Why do you eat? If it is only for surviving, you will eat anything. When you go to choose your clothes, why do you choose this and not that? Because this pleases you and this doesn't. So pleasure here is one of the main instincts in man that any action he does is to satisfy his pleasure. So poetry is one of those things that you read, and at that time people was going to watch a play or watch a rhabsode reciting epics, this was the literature at that time. They didn't have movies. So, in order to go out of your house and take the trouble of going to the theater and set for three or four hours to watch a play, what would make you do so? He wants to satisfy his pleasure. Nobody is forcing you to do it. This is why the language should be poetic to satisfy this pleasing desire of the audience. So this fulfills then the first half of the aim of the poetry or tragedy or literature which is to delight. The language is decorated the same way, all its parts are the same, the means, the elements used in poetry are only the same elements or we have different elements? They are different elements, so he says,
" but by different means in different parts"
 This part is musical, this part is religious moralistic, this part has a figure of speech, this part has an oration, you know, speech like soliloquies.
 "but by different means in different parts- in the way, not of narration, but of action"
 The play is not narrated like the epic, this is another difference between tragic and epic writing. The epic is narrated but tragedy is acted. After watching a play being acted, what is the effect of the tragic play on the audience? We said first, the pleasure which is delight. The second is, what is the effect that it should teach? How? 
“– effecting through pity and terror the correction and refinement of such passions".
 By arousing those passions, showing the audience how the characters are behaving; now when do you pity a person? When he is in trouble, why do you pity a person in trouble? He is a fellow human being, he shares with you the same feelings, you have similar feelings, and you have the same human nature. So you say if this happens to him it might happen to me. From here comes the main important lesson we learn from a work of art, when we relate, when we connect with this art. Are these emotions and these happenings, and these feelings and these actions similar to what we have? Macbeth was ambitious. Who is not ambitious? If a person isn't ambitious, he will never fulfill anything in life. But he was over ambitious. We have the same quality but in a different degree. So, we sympathy because he is a fellow human being and we pity him. We feel he is a human being, he made a mistake, we are human beings and we make mistakes. But at the same time we see in a work of art, not in reality, that any person who commits something wrong, he will be punished. What do we call this? It is called poetic justice; not justice. Justice alone is in real life. But poetic justice is only in poetry, literary justice because at that time poetry was literature. So it was called poetic justice. What is poetic justice? The good are rewarded, the bad are punished. Do we have this in real life? Not necessarily, we can find tyrants prospering, achieving greatness and success and killing people and doing many bad deeds, this is life. We can have innocent people sent to prison and we can have guilty people are free; this is life. Not necessarily that all people are rewarded if they did something good and punished if they did something wrong. But in a work of art it must be there. Until the 19th century, not one work of art did not have poetic justice. Now in the twentieth first century we have many works of art showing that. In a work of art nowadays we don't have poetic justice. 
      There is difference between naturalism and realism. Realism is to bring something that is similar to reality. And this what Aristotle speaks about later on, the law of probability and necessity.  That whatever you find in a work of art is something that is probable, it is like what happens but it is not the same. But it is probable; you can find that a person can kill, probable. Natural is to bring it as it happens. Poetic justice is not natural. It can be realistic but not natural. According to Aristotle then,
" –effecting through pity and terror" now I pity a person because he is a fellow human being. There is terror here, why? Of being afraid from falling into the same mistake. If I make the same mistake, I'll be punished in the same way. So this is how poetry teaches people to avoid falling into the mistakes of those heroes. So, this is the second half of the aim of poetry or tragedy or literature at that time which is to teach. Unlike Plato, remember, Plato said, poetry was only entertaining, it never taught anything. It is philosophy which deals with thinking and teaching and poetry doesn't teach. It only affects people and this is why he banished it. But Aristotle here says no, tragedy not all poetry, tragic poetry teaches people through arousing pity and terror. By arousing these passions, the aim of the writer is to refine, to correct those passions in us. Now if I see a play like Macbeth and I am ambitious like Macbeth, I would be aware, I will correct my passions. I am ambitious but I should not go wrong way, I should be ambitious in the right way, see I'm correcting my passions. I'm refining them. This is what Aristotle is telling us. 
     Now he takes the word language because language of poetry is distinctive element. In real life you can have stories, you can have pity, you can have terror, you can have action but it is only in poetry that we have poetic language. So he takes the language and speaks about it.
 "By pleasurable language I mean a language that has the embellishments of rhythm, melody, and metre, And I add by different means in different parts, because in some parts metre alone is employed, in others, melody."
 This is what he means by the embellished language, pleasurable language. This is the definition. He will take it part by part and explain it to us. He says it is an imitation of action. So he has to explain what he means by that.                                                                                                        
 “Now as tragedy imitates by action, the decoration, in the first place must necessarily be one of its parts:"
 Now I'm acting, am I acting in my own clothes? I have to wear the clothes of the characters. Now I'm acting that I'm a queen so the place around me must be suitable for the queen either a crown or a chamber or whatever, it has to be suitable. So the decoration must help the action. Also melopoeia or the music or the diction also helps the action. Now if I have music accompanies the action, it will have a better effect. Nowadays we call this sound effect. Then we have the diction, the language,
“For these last include the means of tragic imitation. By diction I mean the metrical composition" 
The word metrical composition is borrowed by all critics, in all their works because this is a very precise way of describing poetry. It is a composition of words, putting words together, composing something, using metre. This is poetry, metrical composition. We cannot say poetry alone because poetry can have metre, can have verse, and can have other things included. It is more precise to call it metrical composition. And later on many writers like Wordsworth will use this to differentiate between the language of poetry and the language of prose. He says that both are the same. In a novel you use figures of speech, you use symbols, you use sitting, now these are elements of poetry so what is the difference then between the poetry and prose? The language is the same, I use the same words whether these are figures or simple words or synonyms or symbols, whatever. The words I can use them in poetry and I can use them in prose. But what is the real difference between poetry and prose is metre? This is why he prefers to call it metrical composition. And he borrows it from Aristotle.
"The meaning of melopoeia is obvious to everyone." 
     Now in action, he said tragedy is an imitation of action. What does it imitate? What are the actions? The important serious actions. Like what? In a play does this mean that the play will show you how the person walks, this is action, does the play tell me, and is it all built on how people are walking? Or how people are dancing? Or how people are talking? What is the main action that is imitated by tragedy, by poetry? According to Aristotle imitating action is how people behave, so it is an imitation of the manners of people not how they eat or how they sleep or how they drink, it is how they behave. Does their behaviors make them act in a particular way that makes them eat in this way, walk in this way, behave in this way. So it is the manners of people that are most important. And manners are connected directly, are the results of what? Not only pleasure but human nature. My nature is to be good or my nature is to be bad. So manners are connected directly to human nature. And since poetry is concerned with human nature, so it is the imitation of the action of human nature which is manners, how people behave. Now the word ‘manners’ has two meanings; manners how they behave and manners here represents characters. Now when I say this girl has a strong character, this girl has a weak character, this girl has affectionate character or this has a very rude character and so on, what is this mean? The word character comes from behavior and manners. Aristotle here at many times uses the word characters and manners synonymously, giving the same meaning. So when he speaks about manners, he means characters; but not characters as we say but characters as in characterization. There is a difference between characters and characterization. Nowadays, in your studying of novel or drama you are always asked about characterization. Which means what? Analysis of different characters. When you are asked to give a character sketch, isn't this a characterization? What does this mean? Analyze, give a complete picture of that character. How he behaves, what would he say, what he wanted to do, what happened to him. Now all this is directly linked to his manners. If you have it in mind that characterization means what is the result of the manners of that character, you will be able to have a correct character sketch. A character sketch depends mainly on the action, on the behaviour of the manner of the character. What did he do to make such a result and deserve what happens to him? For example in Macbeth the manner is over ambitious. In the character sketch the first thing you will say who is Macbeth? What was his mistake? having ambition. What was his manner, quality of character? Over ambition which made him behave in this way. What way did he act? He killed his king. He was not only his king but also his cousin. What was the result of the action that was based on his manner? Fighting, battles, other killings he had to kill Macduff's family, he had to kill many other people even some of his friends, many killings until he met his end by being punished as a result of his action which was a result of his manners. Character sketch is an analysis of the character. And in the analysis you have to tell me why he behaved in that way. So this is why Aristotle called the characters manners. When I ask you, what is your character like; it means how do you behave?
     " Again, tragedy being an imitation of an action, and the persons employed in that action being necessarily characterized by their manners and their sentiments, since it is from these that actions themselves derive their character, it follows that there must also be manners and sentiments as the two causes of actions, and, consequently, of the happiness or unhappiness of all men. The imitation of the action is the fable".
  Now he calls this action fable. And later on he calls it plot. So if he says action or fable or plot, these are three names for the same thing. So the imitation of the action is called by Aristotle the fable,
"The imitation of the action is the fable: for by fable I now mean the contexture of incidents or the plot".
 What is the story made of? Any story whether a play or a novel or a short story, what is it made of? Events, incidents, even in poetry and this is very famous about Wordsworth. When we will study Wordsworth next semester in criticism we will have this very famous quotation, but now we are studying him as a poet. Very famous quotation taken from Wordsworth, the subject matter, what is the subject matter of his poetry? The subject matter of poetry is the events, incidents taken from real life. This is what he says, this is the subject matter. So the story or the elements or the subject matter of the poetry of Wordsworth is taken from situations and events and incidents of everyday life. In a novel, where do we get our incidents from? The events of everyday life. In any work of art, the subject matter is incidents taken from real life.
 "By manners, I mean whatever marks the characters of persons; by sentiments, whatever they say, whether proving anything, or delivering a general sentiment, etc.”
 The sentiments, whatever they say to arouse terror, pity, happiness, laughter.
“Hence all tragedy must necessarily contain six parts, which together constitute its peculiar character or quality: fable, manners, diction, sentiments, decoration, and music."
Here he tells us about the main six parts of tragedy. What are these six parts? The fable or the plot, manners or the characters, diction; poetic language, sentiments; pity and terror, decoration; whatever we have on stage of theatrical equipments, and music. And according to Aristotle the music was connected with chores. They had what they call the chores; one or two or a number of people who would be accompanying the play with music and they would sing parts of the play. We will take this later on when he speaks about music, the chores is responsible to narrate things that cannot be presented on stage. In a play, it is a tragedy so many times we have battles. Battles cannot be performed on the stage so the chores would narrate what happened in this battle by singing a song. These are the six parts of tragedy. Now of all these parts which is the most important the fable or the plot,
“But of all these parts, the most important is the combination of incidents or the fable. Because tragedy is an imitation, not of men, but of actions- of life, of happiness and unhappiness; for happiness consists in action, and the supreme good itself, the very end of life, is action of a certain kind-not quality.”
 So this is life. How life goes on with different incidents that will take us either to happiness or unhappiness.
 “Now the manners of men constitute only their quality or characters; but it is by their actions that they are happy, or the contrary." So that the action and the fable are the end of tragedy; and in everything the end is of principal importance."
 I have goodness and evil, so it is not by my manners because I have them both. But it is by my action, I decide to act. Is not this the essence of Islam? God made us with good and bad and it is our action that it will take us to heaven or hell. I'm using it just as an example and not to be written in the exam.
 “Tragedy, therefore, doesn't imitate action for the sake of imitating manners is of course involved."
 Play tragedy is not imitation of how people are behaving but it is an imitation of certain events. In the action we see how people behave. It is involved but it is not the main thing. So tragedy depends not on showing us how this person is behaving but it shows us the action, how is he taking action? It is not telling us that this person is good but it is showing us what he does to show that he is good. Indirectly his manners are involved. Now if you are analyzing a character, do you say this character is good full stop? No, you have to say why. This is why the action he has done to prove that he is good. So the play depends on what he did, not what he is. We have certain kind of goodness and badness in us. So according to Aristotle tragedy is an imitation of action not of characters. But characters and manners are involved in the action because what directs persons is their act. 
“But in imitation of action that of manners is of course involved. So that the action and the fable are end of tragedy; and in everything the end is of principal importance. Again, tragedy cannot subsist without action: without manners it may." 
I do not have to tell people all the time this good or bad but I have to show people. So it is the action and not just the manners. And also I can have a play with one character. Did you ever watch a monologue; a monologue is only one act play. It means that a play doesn't need many characters but it needs action. The whole monologue depends on action, what a character says, what was done, or what he is doing in front of people. In a monologue we have only one character, and you come to know about his character from what he says, so we have action also. It is one character telling everything but from what he says we have different actions to come and to learn about his character. You analyze his character not through what he says but from what you understand.
"Further, suppose any one to string together a number of speeches in which the manners are strongly marked,"
 If I have speeches which tell us this person is good and this person is bad and this person is courageous and this person is weak, speeches, does this mean I have a play, I have manners, characters, language? But I don't have action. This is how is proving that without an action we can't have a play. We can have characters, manners, language, music, each alone but alone this doesn't make a play.                                                        
 “The language and the sentiments well turned; this will not be sufficient to produce the proper effect of tragedy: that end will much rather he answered by a piece, defective in each of those particulars,” 
You see, he can't take each of these and make a play. Play means action. 
“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.”
He says that the main quality of action, the characteristic of action, action is built on two elements. What is the constitution of a play according to Aristotle? Two things which include all what you said, those are called revolution and discovery. According to Aristotle, there is an introduction and then the events proceed in a certain manner, in a normal manner and this is what we call nowadays raising action. Two main elements of action without which we don't have action, these are revolution and discovery. Later on he will add to these two in tragedy disaster. In any tragedy there must be disaster.                                                                                                                  
" As further proof, adventurers in tragic writing are sooner able to arrive at excellence in the language and the manners than in the construction of a plot; as appears from almost all our earlier poets”
 At that time many poets were constructing drama on manners and speeches and not on action or the plot. So he says we have many weak plays because they depend mainly on characters or manners and speeches. 
“The fable, then, is the principal part- the soul, as it were- of tragedy,” 
So do we have a body without a soul? No, so we cannot have a tragedy without action. It is the soul of tragedy.
 Now, once in an exam I got this quotation,  “The fable, then, is the principal part- the soul, as it were- of tragedy"          
“In third place stand sentiments. To this part it belongs to say such things as are true and proper; which in the dialogue, depends on the political and rhetorical arts”.
 See the rhetorical arts that depend on politics, the elevated style, and the eloquent speeches.
 “For the ancients made their characters speak in the style of political and popular eloquence; but now the rhetorical manner prevails.”
 This is what I was explaining before. 
“The manners are whatever manifests the disposition of the speaker. There are speeches, therefore which are without manners or character, as not containing anything by which the propensities or aversions of the person who delivers them can be known.”
Now we said that the most important part of the tragedy is the action, and then comes the manners and they have to speak in the way that is eloquent, and then comes the sentiments; the pity and terror.                   
“The sentiments comprehend whatever is said, whether proving anything affirmatively or negatively, or expressing some general reflection, etc.”
This comes next.
 Then we have “Fourth in order is the diction; that is, as I have already said, the expression of the sentiments by words; the power and effect of which is the same, whether in verse or prose.”
 This is the power of words. Then we have “the remaining two parts, the music stants next; of all the pleasurable accompaniments and embellishments of tragedy the most delightful.”
 Of course that is because everybody likes music and was entertained and pleased by music. Then, at last the decoration comes. 
“The decoration has a great effect, but of all the parts is the most foreign to the art.”
 It comes from outside. It does not come from the action. It comes from outside. Now let us speak about the action which is the most important; the pot. He start saying:
“These things being thus adjusted let us go on to examine in what manner the fable should be constructed.”
How the construction of the fable is made.
“Since this is the first and most important part of tragedy.”
Now the construction of the plot according to Aristotle, he says the plot or the action should be entire and proper magnitude. So this is the construction of the plot.            Later he will give us another structure. There is a construction and there is a structure. 
Now here he describes what is entire? 
“By entire I mean that which has a beginning, a middle, and an end. A beginning is that which does not necessarily suppose anything before it.”
The story must tell us the starting point and must end. We should not go on watching a play without ending.
“A beginning is that which does not necessarily suppose anything before it, but which requires something to follow it. An end, on the contrary, is that which suppose something to precede it, either necessarily or probably, but which nothing is required to follow. A middle is that which both supposes something to precede and requires something to follow. The poet, therefore, who would construct his fable property is not at liberty to begin or end where he pleases, but must conform to these definitions.”                                                                                                            
There are two words here that are of a very great importance which he added here. And these words are necessarily or probably. Now according to what will the writer construct his action; his plot? We said it has to have a beginning, a middle, and an end; something to start then going on and then something to end. Those actions; those incidents, should follow two laws; probability and necessity. What is the meaning of probability and necessity according to Aristotle, not according to our own understanding or our dictionaries? Probability according to Aristotle is an incident that is probable to happen. Let me give you an example to make it clear?                                                                      
Everything happened might have probably happened in reality. This is realism, not naturalism. Thing that might happen in reality; in logic because it depends on human nature and human nature has those qualities. So they might happen. This is probability. Even in the mathematics, they use the law of probability  so it means what? Probable:  What is probable to happen in real life?  There is also necessity. What is the necessity here? The necessity is the connection between the different events. This event happened, what is the necessary result of it. It might happen in reality. So I would not just say that this person killed and then he went on living and nothing ever happened. Is this the necessity? This person did something, what is the necessary result of what happened? So all the incidents that are presented in the action should resemble what is happening in real life; probably what it would happen in real life but, the connection between those incidents should be based on the law of necessity. Each result is the necessary result of what happened. If a person did something, what would be the necessary result? Again this was entire, beginning, a middle, and an end and each part should be probable and each part should be the necessary outcome of the previous one and necessary for the one that is coming after. Now the first thing was to be entire and complete and this is the complete. How can we have a complete action? One thing leading to the other, one thing is the result of the one previous and preparing for the one coming. This is the connection. This is the beginning and the middle and the end, what is the connection between them? Then the second is which is having a proper magnitude. What is the meaning of proper magnitude? A proper length. Now when you watch a play what is the duration of time? Can you watch a play for three days? No. maximum for three hours, why? Because to be understood. So this is what Aristotle speaks about here? Any work of art should have a certain size to be comprehended, to be understood, and to be seen as a whole. So that you can understand the whole thing. After that, this word was borrowed by the new classics and the Romantics and by all other writers, the wholeness; the unity of the work of art. So it starts with Aristotle. And he gives an example; a very interesting example. He says let us look at an animal. If I bring a very huge elephant, for example, and I stand next to it, will I be able to see all the parts of the animal? No. so I will not be able to appreciate or see its beauty because I do not see it as a whole. You have to go away to see it as a whole. You cannot see it from all directions. So this is what Aristotle is saying. You cannot see something that is very huge and appreciate its beauty, also the opposite if I am standing there and there is an ant walking on the floor, and can you appreciate its beauty? Can you see all of its part? It is so far, it is too small.  So if you see an ant, you cannot appreciate the wholeness of the picture, so you do not appreciate it. So also the play, in order to appreciate a play, you can see it all and he will say later this is what we call the three unities; unity of time, place, and action. So a play should not exceed a certain limit of time and a certain limit of place and a certain limit of action to be appreciated by the audience. So this is what he means by magnitude. The word magnitude here does not explain everything, does not say about the unities. 
This is why he says here:
“ Again, whatever is beautiful, whether it be an animal, or any other thing composed of different parts, must not only have those parts arranged in a certain manner, but most also be of a certain magnitude; for beauty consists in magnitude and order. Hence it is that no very minute animal can be beautiful.”
The ant cannot be seen as beautiful unless you put it under a microscope.
“The eye comprehends the whole too instantaneously to distinguish and compare the parts.”
You see it as a whole; you do not see parts of. 
“Neither, on the contrary, can one of a prodigious size be beautiful.”
Like the elephant, we cannot see its beauty.
 “Because as all its parts cannot be seen at once. The whole; the unity of object, is lost to the spectator; as it would be, for example, if he were surveying an animal of many miles in length.”
He has to go away and see the big animal from a distance to be able to appreciate it. So the magnitude then is requisite. It is very important, it is a must. The work of art must have a certain magnitude. And he gives us examples from works of art that have magnitude and works that have not magnitude. Then we reach part four, we have the following page; on page22. 
“It appears, further from what has been aid, that it is not the poet’s province to relate such things as have actually happened, but such as might have happened”
This is the explanation of probability which he said it before. Things as they should happen, not things as they really happen. This reminds us of what? What comes to your mind when you hear this? Poetic justice. Things as they should be, not as they are. Things as we must have them, not as we have them in reality. 
“-such as are possible, according either to probable or necessary consequence.”
This is the explanation of what came before.
“For it is not by writing in verse or prose that the historian and the poet are distinguished”
This is the main difference between the poet and the historian. What does the historian do? They write about facts; things as they really happen, whereas the poet as we said that Shakespeare did not take Macbeth as it really happen. Or as Hamlet, there was a prince Hamlet of Denmark. But he did take the character as it is and the incidents as they are. He just borrowed an idea and but then he made up things as so probable. And he made the consequences; the results, according to necessity, what should be, not what it is. Probable and necessary means the way to construct events, but poetic justice is the conclusion, poetic justice is the result of probability and necessity, it comes at a very end as a result. And he gives us an example, for example, Herodotus, who was a very famous historian and later on the same example will be use by Sidney, by Dryden, by all writers. All the critics later on make use of the same examples. Also in philosophy he makes here the comparison between the historian, the poet, and the philosopher. The same argument is going to be used by Sidney. The same argument is going to be used by Shelly. In the criticism, they make use of the same argument of Aristotle. He says that there is difference between the historian and the poet. The poet takes the incident and a different event probably would happen but not necessarily the same copying of nature. But they are the necessary result of what he is producing. What does the philosopher do? He teaches ideas. He does not give examples from real life. He does not explain except the idea but the poet gives the main idea and explains it. So the poet is doing the job of the philosopher and the historian. So this is what he says here and this is exactly what will be quoted later on. You may have a comparison between what Aristotle said and usually there is always one question of the comparison.
“the work of Herodotus might be versified”
He made use of rhyme in it but it is not poetry.
“But it would still be a species of history,”
Although he made use of poetic verse but still it is history, why? He was copying nature as it is. He was telling us facts at they happen. He did not add anything according to the laws of probability or necessity.
“No less with metre than without.”
We can read his history whether it has meter or not, the information is the same.
“They are distinguished by this, that the one relates what has been, the other what might be.”
So this is the main difference between the historian and the poet.
“On this account, poetry is a more philosophical and a more excellent thing than history: for poetry is chiefly conversant about general truth, history about particular.”
So philosophy is interested in what? Truth. Philosophy teaches truth. You remember Plato, the ideal truth. This is philosophy that reaches the ideal truth but poetry does not, poetry imitates appearance, not ideal truth, this is why he banishes it and this is why he prefers philosophy because philosophy teaches truth but poetry entertains , it does not teach and it does not deal with truth. Here Aristotle says no, poetry deals with truth also and history does not give us except what really happened through details, through examples, through the particular example. History explains virtue by giving general ideas about truth; general truth, but poetry gives both; it gives the general truth like philosophy but also particularized through examples like history. But it is different. It does not copy facts like history and it does not only deal with ideas like philosophy. That is different. It takes from both and acts. The same argument is used by Sidney later on. Now this is the last part we will speak about here today. He says that we will leave comedy to another part but he says here a very important thing, in a play, the playwright makes use of names of people and names of places. Does this mean that he is referring to the actual things that really are happening? When Shakespeare used the name Macbeth was he referring to the actual king Macbeth? No. but he has to use names. He cannot give play without names. Also the places, you cannot imagine or invent a place. Nowadays, we invent places and we invent creatures coming from space. But during Aristotle times this did not happen. And now he says, this does not mean by using real names that he is coping nature. It means that he has to use those names of people and places to give a certain kind of reality to his probability and honesty. So people would believe what says.
In a poem we have a story but it is called something else. It is not a story with a beginning, a middle and an end, what do we call it? In any poem there is a subject matter or an idea. Now the subject matter; the story, when we read the story we want you to learn something. Now what do we learn from the story of Macbeth? Ambition. There were themes there. So the story leads to what we call the theme or the themes because in a novel or a play we have more than one and also in the poem we can have more than one. So the first thing after reading a story or a novel or a play or a poem we find out what is the subject matter whether it is the story or the idea which we call the theme. This is what we call the introduction. You introduce what you are speaking about by finding first the theme of what you are reading whether it is a poem, a novel, short story or a play. Now this is the first step; the introduction. And you write a whole paragraph about the idea, the subject matter or the story of the work of art. Then you start to do what? I have read the work now and I know the story and I know the theme. I try to find out how this theme is presented, how it is developed. The development is done through what we call tools. I have to have certain tools to work with. These tools make me analyze, they will help me in my analysis.  Now this is the introduction, this is the middle part of my essay. Now this is an easy. The introduction is the first part of my easy. The second part is the middle. I use all these things. I can have one paragraph, two paragraphs, or three paragraphs as many as possible and as many as the work allows. And then I have the conclusion. So the conclusion is about what? What do I reach from all this? What Aristotle told us is that the work of art must teach. What is the lesson that I learn? Here we call it purpose. Every work has a purpose. This purpose is to teach something. What is this something? What did you learn from this work of art? So this is how we proceed in analyzing and in criticizing the work of art. Let us take an example. Now we have a poem called “the eagle”, this is the title. I need to have an introduction. Usually, I am not saying always but usually any writer chooses the title of his work to express his subject; what he is speaking about. “Macbeth” is speaking about Macbeth, “Hamlet” is speaking about hamlet. “The eagle” is speaking about the eagle. So what is the subject matter of this poem? The eagle. But what is the eagle? I have to explain. I did not read anything yet but from the title I can guess. Now first of all when I explain the subject matter I have to explain what the eagle is, because maybe I have understood it in a different way. Maybe when I read the word eagle something else came to mind other than what came to the mind of your colleague. But it is an eagle. It is a kind of bird. What kind of bird? What is it called? Birds of prey. So I have to explain in the first introduction; the first paragraph, this poem is about the eagle which is a bird of prey that is why …. (We mention all the connotations of this bird. I can say it is strong; it can fly high, or whatever. We mention all the connotation of the bird. It is the introduction but still I have something else here, we have to learn; to be very picky. Now this title, is it only eagle or there is “the” here. What is the meaning of “the”? It is a particular kind of eagle. We have the definite article “the” which defines a certain kind of eagle. Is it the eagles or the eagle? So is it one eagle or many eagles? From the title we learn many things. So use your imagination. Let us look at the poem itself and the poem will give us hints to who is that eagle in particular. The poem says:
“He clasps the crag with crooked hands;”
What does he try to do? The first thing word is “He”, is the eagle called he? So why is the writer using “He”? Why does he personify? What is the essence of personification? What is the meaning of personification? Now the writer uses the personification for two things, either this or that. Either it is a comparison between the human being and the animal or it is a comparison between an animate or an inanimate. This comparison is to show either investing the qualities of this to that or taking it from this to that. So by referring to the eagle by “He” is he giving the eagle his greatness or taking from the eagle his greatness? 
What can happen? Let us continue the poem and then we will discover.
“He clasps the crag with crooked hands;”
The words “hands” also is very important. The eagle does not have hands. So whose hands are these? They are the hands of the “he”, not the hands of the eagle. And then we have another thing, what is the meaning of crooked?  not straight. Who has crooked hands? The old people. Why do you think the eagle clasps with crooked hands? He clasps the crag, what is the crag? Is it an easy smooth area or very harsh and rough area? It is a harsh one. So this crag is not something easy and happy. It has connotation of being rough and being harsh and being hard. And then he clasps it and falls very tightly. What does this mean? He is afraid of what? He is afraid of something. So you analyze every word to see what the real meaning is behind. At the end we have what? We have semicolon. In poetry every article, every pronoun, every noun, every word, ever punctuation mark has a meaning. What is the meaning of this punctuation mark? The meaning here is structurally is finished. We have the noun, we have the subject, and we have the verb and the object. The structure and the grammar are complete. And the meaning is full but what will come is still connected to it. So this is the semicolon. Structurally it is a complete sentence with a subject and an object. If I have this semicolon, it means that the sentence is complete. If I only have a coma, it means that the sentence is not complete structurally, not only the meaning. What is the next line? 
“Close to the sun in lonely lands,”
What can you tell me about this? ‘Close to the sun’, what does it mean? Very high in the sky. But can the eagle actually go to the sun? No, this is a kind of exaggeration. Why did he say very high in the sky? it should have been more appropriate to the eagle, but here close to the sun. Why is he exaggerating? When I say that someone is high in the sun, what does this mean? This means that he is high in position, high in esteem, is high in something. Let us pursue and see what comes later.
He is close to the sun in a very high position but in lonely lands. The eagles do not live alone. The eagle has a female and they have families. But this eagle lives alone. Is he living alone in a particular place? In lonely lands, not land. And the coming will explain it more. Here we have a coma. Is this a complete sentence? No. we do not have a subject. It is a phrase, it is not a clause. This why we have the comma because the subject is not here, it is coming next. 
“Ring’d with the azure world, he stands.”
He is close to the sun, he lives in lonely lands, and he is ringed with azure world. He is surrounded by blue sky. But here it isn’t a blue sky.  It is a blue world; the whole world, this is why he feels lonely as if he stands alone in a whole world. And then we have the subject now. The structure of the sentence is supposed to be ‘he stands close to the sun in lonely lands.’                                                                                         
التأخير و التقديم معناه ايه 
It is focused on the interest here on that. All these are the tools we are speaking about and this is how we are analyzing to develop the theme; what he wants to say, the subject matter about the eagle, what he wants to say about the eagle who might be representing somebody. Now you have another three lines. I want you to read the other three lines. You have homework to read the rest and you do like we did today; get analyze them word by word. But I want you to write a concluding paragraph. What does he want to say?                                                             

The End
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