First Semester



   Criticism (12)
 Third Year
Essay of Dramatic Poesy
By Dryden

· On page 61:

· The second speaker we have is Eugenius and he favors the English. He is going to speak in favor of the modern writers. 
· The first point he says is that it is wrong to say that the moderns haven’t contributed anything. Crites said that the ancients laid down the foundations and that everyone else has followed and imitated them. Eugenius disagrees saying that it is incorrect to say that we have just followed them; we have also added. He says they have added from their experience because they have more experience than the ancients because there are new discoveries in literature, science, and new discoveries in life in general. These discoveries are naturally reflected in their literature which will present something new because they have experience more than the ancients. 
· The second point he says that the moderns are the ones who divided the plays into acts and scenes. The ancients used to divide the play according to the chorus, the entrance…etc. Eugenius says that was an old ancient division; he believes that it is ridiculous and that the modern way of dividing an act equally into five acts and scenes is a modern contribution. In other words, he is trying to prove to us that the moderns have contributed to literature. One way they have contributed is by their own experience. Another way of contributing to the literature is by developing the division of the play into acts and scenes. 
· The third point is the idea of the plots. If you go to the definition of the play: (on page55: A just and lively Image of Humane Nature, representing its Passions and Humours, and the Changes of Fortune to which it is subject; for the Delight and Instruction of Mankind.). 
Every speaker is going to focus on part of this definition. So, Eugenius is going to focus on the function of drama. The function of drama is to teach and delight, just like Sidney says. In order to prove that the moderns are superior to the classical writers he is going to try to show us that the classical writers were not able to fulfill this function of instructing and delighting. So, the first point in this argument is the idea of the plots. He says that the plot is used and overused that the audience already know what’s going to happen. He says the parts are repeated that when the audience comes they know for e.g. that Oedipus is going to kill his father and marry his mother:

[31] Next, for the Plot, which Aristotle call'd to mythos and often Tôn pragmatôn synthesis, and from him the Romans Fabula, it has already been judiciously observ'd by a late Writer, that in their Tragedies it was onely some Tale deriv'd from Thebes or Troy, or at lest some thing that happen'd in those two Ages; which was worn so thred bare by the Pens of all the Epique Poets, and even by Tradition it self of the Talkative Greeklings (as Ben Johnson calls them) that before it came upon the Stage, it was already known to all the Audience: and the people so soon as ever they heard the Name of Oedipus, knew as well as the Poet, that he had kill'd his Father by mistake, and committed Incest with his Mother
· The audience knows everything because the plots have been repeated, and when you repeat something you lose the function of delighting. Eugenius has shown us that they can’t be called plays according to the definition they have given us and that they have agreed upon. A play must delight and teach. By showing us that their plots are narrow and repeated often so that they lose the characteristic of delighting, they’re not really plays. 
· To continue with this point, he shows us that even in their comedies we already know the characters. When we see who a character is going to represent and we already know who is going to be evil and who is going to be good, we can tell how the story is going to end, and from the way the characters dress or appear we already know what type they are. So, the characters are typical, even in the comedies; from the way they look we know how they are going to act or behave, and what their role is in the play. That does not delight. That is another way of showing us that the plays lose the function of delighting. 
· The fourth point on page 64, Eugenius begins to show us how the ancients broke the unities. Crites had attacked the moderns for breaking the rules. What Eugenius is saying here is that the ancients made the rules and also broke them, so you cannot criticize others for breaking the rules that you have invented then broken. He says that it is only the French who observed the rules, whereas the classical writers had themselves broken the rules. He gives us example of how they broke the three unities. 
· The fifth point: he speaks about is the unity of place. He says that the unity of place is not even a classical unity; it was made by the French. 
· The sixth point on page65, line 606: he says that the plays of the ancients are so narrow that a complete act is less than one modern scene, so they have very narrow plots and plays. 
· The seventh point on page66, line 627: he says that they have too many details which make the play boring. He has shown us now two ways that the classical poets have lost the ability to delight: they repeat their plots and their plots are full of details so they become boring. 
· The eighth point goes on to the other function of a play which is to teach. He says that if the play didn’t delight it would be acceptable, but if the play didn’t delight and didn’t teach. He says their plays lack the quality of having poetic justice. He gives an example of Media who killed her twelve children and she goes unpunished. He says what this teaches when you have an evil character that goes and kills her children, yet she remains unpunished, this doesn’t teach virtue. So, if the play cannot delight or teach then it is not a play. There is no sense of poetic justice in their plays because they’re talking about the gods and the gods can’t be punished. The thing that is passed on to the audience is that sometimes evil is not always punished and the good are not rewarded; there is no sense of poetic justice. Therefore, since classical plays do not delight and do not teach, they cannot correctly be called plays in the definition that the classics given. Therefore, the moderns are superior to the classical writers. 
· The ninth point goes back to the idea we first read about in Plato: in Ion, he talked about how the poets usually are specialized in one field. The poets who wrote tragedies only wrote tragedies and the poets who wrote comedies only wrote comedies. So, Eugenius wonders, if they are only specialized in one field, how can they be superior to modern writers who writers who write in many different genres, such as Shakespeare who wrote tragedies, comedies and historical plays. It is only natural if we have two writers and one is able to write in many different genres that we find him superior to someone who is limited and can only write in one genre, and even when they write that one genre they do not excel. 
· The tenth point is regarding their language. Dryden is a writer, a critic and a translator, so he is able to read the text in the original language. He says here that plays themselves are full of language mistakes; so the language is deficient and there are more weakness in the language itself. 
· The last point regarding Eugenius’s attack of the classical writers and his discussion over the superiority of the modern writers: classical writers did not include love scenes in their tragedies; scenes of compassion. He says that when the audiences are watching a tragedy there should be some sort of love scene to kind of balance the effect of the play. When there are love scenes we feel compassion and pity towards the characters, whereas when it’s a complete tragedy sometimes we cannot associate ourselves with the characters we see. 
· The third speaker is Lisideius: Lisideius believes that the French playwrights are more superior to the English playwrights.
· The first point on page71, he begins with the unities: the unity of time, place and action. Regarding the unity of time, the classical writers believed that the unity of time is limited to what happens in one day (24hours), the French even limited it to (12hours). They say that in one’s day you’re not really doing things for 24 hours; you’re sleeping, eating or resting. So, what’s left of a natural day is only 12 hours. However, when they broke the rule they did not go past 30 hours, whereas the classics when they broke the rules they went past two days. So they only presented things that happen within 12 hours. For the unity of place would never leave the place. The classical writers said that the play should remain in the same city, and the French believed that they should stay in the same spot. Neander will attack these unities later on. Lisideius finds these unities to be a point of strength, and Neander will show us that these unities are a point of weakness. The same also applied for action: they had one main action according to Aristotle who did not like subplots. The French also observed that rule and had one main plot and they don’t believe in creating subplots because they believe that the subplots will kind of distract the audience from focusing on what is happening in the play; instead of having one play they would be having two plays. 
· The second point on page72, Lisideius attacks the idea of tragic comedy and says that it is absurd; no one in the world has something as absurd as the tragic comedy. He says how can we bring fools and kings together because in the end it won’t be a tragedy or a comedy. Everything he says will be counter replied or defended by Neander; Neander will say that the tragic comedy is an honor to the English. 
· The third point on the same page in the bottom, the French had been able to take the plot from the classical writers and added to them. They added fiction to history. Aristotle said that a playwright is a maker of fables. The French took the original and historical story and changed, and when they changed it they gained two things. When you change the ending or how the plot develops it becomes a new plot or a new story; by making this you are able to fulfill the function of delight because it is not a repetition. Also, by changing the story they tried to create poetic justice, and by that they fulfilled the function of teaching. By introducing a new ending or new elements or stories changing the plot they were able to fulfill the two functions of delighting and teaching. 
He so interweaves Truth with probable Fiction, that he puts a pleasing Fallacy upon us; mends the intrigues of Fate, and dispenses with the severity of History, to reward that vertue which has been rendred to us there unfortunate.
· The fourth point on the same page at the bottom, he talks about the idea of the subplots. He says that you can barely find one play that has more than one plot. They concentrated only on one main action in order to focus on characterization. So, Eugenius focused on the function to show that the classical writers were not able to teach and were not able to delight. 
· The fifth point: Now, Lisideius is going to focus on another part of the definition: representing the passions and humors. In order to represent the passions well, the French tried to limit themselves; in the plot and in the characters. They believed that by having only one main plot and one main character, or one main hero, they are able to develop the passions of that hero or that character very well. The French are all about limiting, whereas the English are all about variety. The English have subplots and many heroes, so they’re the opposite. He says that some people have attacked the French saying that they have only one hero and everyone else on the stage is not important. He says this is false. Everyone on the stage serves a purpose and has a function, but one person is superior to the others. So, in their characterization there is a sense of inequality when it comes to developing the characters because they focus and concentrate on only one main character, but that does not mean that all the other characters are ignored; they are not given as much importance, and we don’t have more than one hero in a French Play. However, the English as we will see can have more than one hero.
· The sixth point is related to the concept of narration. The French preferred to narrate because they believed that sometimes things should not be shown on stage. He gives us examples saying that narration is used for two purposes: the first purpose is to show things that happened before the time of the play or the main action (like the chorus). Lisideius doesn’t really like this and says that they shouldn’t narrate too much because sometimes the audience becomes bored before the action of the play begins. The second purpose is to say things that are violent, cruel and unrealistic. These things should be said and should not be acted out. There are things which he believes are absurd, such as fighting on the stage; he says the audience knows that the sword the actor is holding will never kill anyone. There are two categories: things that are violent and cruel, and things that are unrealistic. For things that are violent and unrealistic, the playwright should tell the audience instead of presenting it on the play. He gives special attention to the act of dying which he says should never be presented on the stage because it is the hardest act to imitate or represent. He says that when they imitate to be dying on the stage it usually turns out to be something very funny; so the audience laughs instead of crying and the effect of the tragedy is lost. If the play is supposed to make people feel fear or pity, we shouldn’t allow scenes that would make the audience laugh. Therefore, in order to create a stronger impact or a more powerful effect on the audience, rather than portraying it we should narrate it. On the next page: he says we talked about what should be omitted (cruelty, violence, and unrealistic things). What should be presented then are acts of beauty. He is speaking about plays in general. However, in comedies we don’t have acts of cruelty or violence. To show the benefit of narrating, he says that by narrating we are able to stick to the unity of time. On page77, he gives us examples of writers who observed the act of narration. 

· The seventh point on page78, he talks about the idea of French drama as being typically consistent so that when the audiences are watching the play they’re not suddenly surprised. The movement of the play is consistent. He says you cannot develop the play in four acts in one manner and then suddenly change the play in the fifth act. This consistency reminds us of Aristotle when he talked about characterization. Now Lisideius talks about consistency not just in the characters but in the play as well. 
· The eighth and last point he speaks about is the beauty of rhyme. He says the French are superior to the English because their plays are written in rhyme, whereas the English plays are written in blank verse or prose. He says that rhyme adds beauty and a musical effect which delights. In order to fulfill the function of delighting, even the language itself is musical.  
· Now we will go to Neander’s part: He most probably represents the voice of Dryden himself. 
· The first point on page79: “after all, I am of opinion that neither our faults (the English) nor their (the French) virtues are considerable enough to place them above us.” 
Neander is going to favor the modern playwrights over the classical playwrights. He also favored the English over the French. He begins by accepting that the French are better than the English when it comes to the formal aspects, such as the unities of the play; he agrees that the French do excel in certain points in some aspects of writing a play, such as adhering to the formal rules and aspects. He also acknowledges that the English do have certain weaknesses. However, he still believes that despite their weaknesses and despite the strength of the French, the English are still superior to the French writers. This point brings us back to the purpose of the text which is that Dryden wanted to vindicate the honor of the English writers for those who prefer the French. Here we have the voice of Dryden telling us that no matter what their faults are, it is not enough for us to find the French writers to be superior to the English writers. He is then comparing in order to show that the English are superior by showing weaknesses in the French and points of strength in the English. So, Eugenius focused on the function of a play, Lisideius focused on developing the passions, and Neander is going to focus on the first part of the definition: a just and lively image of human nature. He is going to show us how the English have been able to present a picture that is full of life, and he is going to concentrate on the work variety:
“For the lively imitation of Nature being in the definition of a Play, those which best fulfil that law ought to be esteem'd superiour to the others.”
His point of argument in comparing the classics, the moderns, the English and the French is that those who are able to fulfill the objective of presenting a lively play are the ones that are superior. 
· The second point is that when we compare the English plays to the French plays we will find that they don’t have the rich variety of humor in their plays. He gives us an image of French plays as a statue that may be beautiful but has no life in it. In line162: they are indeed the Beauties of a Statue, but not of a Man, because not animated with the Soul of Poesie, which is imitation of humour and passions
So, the statue is the French and the Man is the English because the English plays are full of life. What adds life to the plays are the passions and the humors. He finds that French plays are dull and lifeless; they stick to the rules. Perhaps they have created a work of art like a statue but it is void of having any sense of life in it. He says if you compare the humors of their comedies or the characters in their serious plays you will find that they don’t have enough variety as the English have. 
· The third point is that the French have imitated by combining the serious with the comical: tragicomedy. He says you have attacked us for using tragicomedy and you said that it is absurd, but the French writers have begun to imitate the English writers. He gives us the name of prominent writers such as Moliere to show us that French writers have begun to imitate the genre of tragicomedy, therefore it is not absurd. He is going to give us more points showing thus why a tragicomedy should be used in drama. 
· The fourth point is related to the plots. He says that their plots are too much alike to please the audience; there is too much repetition in their plots and they are taken from Spanish novels. The audience already knows what is going to happen so the play doesn’t fulfill the function of delighting. Eugenius mentioned the same idea when he was attacking the classics. 
· The fifth point goes back to tragicomedy. He is going to justify the use of tragicomedy. 1- He says that when we put opposites they show each other clear. In other words, when we put two opposites together they show the qualities or the characteristics of the thing they’re being put next to. This applies to drama because if I want to show something that is very serious I bring with it comedy. The comedy will bring out the tragic elements, and the tragic elements will bring out the comical effect. He uses the word contraries. 2- When we are in a tragedy the audience needs to be relieved a little bit. One way of doing that is by adding music, another way is by adding comical scenes; it relieves the audience from being two tense while watching the play. What Neander says here is that we need the comical element in order to provide relief. 3- He does not believe that compassion, sympathy and mirth (laughter) destroy each other: 
I must therefore have stronger arguments ere I am convinc'd, that compassion and mirth in the same subject destroy each other; and in the mean time cannot but conclude, to the honour of our Nation, that we have invented, increas'd and perfected a more pleasant way of writing for the Stage then was ever known to the Ancients or Moderns of any Nation, which is Tragicomedie.
The honor is that they have invented the genre of tragicomedy. Neander shows not just that it is not absurd and there is logic behind it, he gives the honor to the English for having contributed with the genre of tragicomedy. 
· The sixth point: he talks about the idea of having more than one plot or a subplot. He gives us an example from science. The French says that you can only have one plot because two plots ruin the unity of the play and the audience becomes distracted. In order to prove his point, Neander says that in a galaxy we have the sun which is fixed and we have planets around it. The planets all go in one way; this is the main plot. At the same time, each planet has its own movement. So we have two movements with unity and without chaos. The planets are like the subplots, and he says we can have subplots that fit in with the main plot if the writer is skilled because this creates delight through variety. He says if we’re going to create variety by adding more than one plot, we also expect to add more than one main hero. So the sixth point is that English plots are varied and we have variety that adds delight and gives the play a lifelike nature, whereas the French only have one plot. The addition of subplots does not ruin the unity of the play. 
· The seventh point: he talks about how the French believed that they could build up with passions. He says that they were not able to do it successfully, and one of the reasons is that their plays are filled with long speeches; these speeches are cold, empty of any type of passion and they are boring so much so that the audience cannot sympathize with the character. We know that the main function of a play is the audience has to feel pity and to sympathize. What happens here is that there is pity and sympathy, but not for the character, for ourselves. We feel sorry for ourselves that we have to listen to this long speech. So the tragedy is no longer the tragedy in the play; the tragedy is the tragedy of you sitting and watching the play.  
· The eighth point: he goes on to tell us that perhaps the French enjoy long dialogues because they are of a happy nature, and so when they come to the theater they want to see something serious, whereas the English are very serious by nature and so when they come to the play they want to forget and be delighted. He is trying to show us that there’s a difference in character between the French and the English. When Dryden wrote this text it was in a restoration period in England; people were already bored with long speeches and sermons. 
· The ninth point: he says the long speeches in tragedies do not have a powerful effect on the audience as short speeches do. He says that it is not lifelike to have long speeches. It is more natural to have short speeches in tragedy and in comedy. In tragedy, because the audience will pay more attention it would be more affective; the impact will be stronger when it comes in short speeches. The same applies to comedies; people are more interested in plays of wit or when you play around with words. People enjoy a witty exchange when two or more people are talking. 
· The tenth point is regarding characterization. When we talked about Lisideius, we said that the French believed that in order to develop the passions well they should limit themselves; to one main plot and one main hero, whereas the English are more interested in creating pleasure and variety. They have more than one main plot and also more than one main character. Neander says that it is ok to have more than one main hero because it will add to the greatness of the hero. It doesn’t destroy the unity and we can fully develop more than one main character. 
· The eleventh point: he talks about violence on the stage. In the same way that he said that longer speeches are more suitable to the French and short speeches are more suitable for the English because of their nature, the same can be said of violence on the stage. He says that the English people are fierce by nature (he is using a positive word) and so they like to see violence on the stage; it doesn’t bother them; actually, they look for it. So, since by nature they are courageous, according to him, when the audience comes to the play they want to see scenes where there is violence. The second point regarding things that are incredible, he says Lisideius said we shouldn’t show battles or wars because audience knows that the sword cannot really kill. If the audience comes and is willing to believe that this actor is really a king, then he should also be willing to believe that his sword really kills. So if they believe the character as real they will also believe the action or the fighting. Everything is believable because the audience comes to the stage willing to believe. He agrees with Lisideius when it comes to the point of not showing death. He says that if the English have been attacked for showing too much, then the French should be criticized for showing too little. The last point is point is that the skillful playwright should try to choose a middle path. You shouldn’t show too much violence, and at the same time you should not omit because if you do you will be omitting many scenes of beauty. 
· The twelfth point: he tries to show us that by sticking to the unities the French have followed the formal aspects (the rules) of a play, but the quality of the play has been affected. The content and the value of the play are greatly affected by adhering to the rules. He says that when you stick to the rules sometimes the play becomes absurd or not realistic. So in order to be realistic sometimes we have to break the rules. In order to prove his point he quoted Corneille, a French dramatist who said the unities and the rules have a cramping or narrowing effect. To show that some of the beauties or the qualities have been lost by sticking to the unities he illustrates it by saying: if something happens within two or three days it would be beautiful to add to the play. By limiting ourselves to only 12 hours we lose a lot of beautiful scenes. As for the unity of place, sticking to the unity of the place affects the plot in two ways: many beautiful scenes are omitted either to the unity of time or place (the element of beauty is reduced), and many times what is presented is often absurd. For e.g. because the French do not change the place, we often have many people on the stage that are in the king’s chamber while in real life they would never be in the king’s chamber. In other words, adhering to the unities creates absurd scenes and it also makes the play lose many beautiful scenes. 
· The thirteenth point: there is a sort of comparison between the French and the English. It brings us back to the first point when he said that the French are better than the English when it comes to certain aspects. However, still the English plays are superior:
 For, if you consider the Plots, our own are fuller of variety, if the writing ours are more quick and fuller of spirit: and therefore 'tis a strange mistake in those who decry the way of writing Playes in Verse, as if the English therein imitated the French. We have borrow'd nothing from them; our Plots are weav'd in English Loomes: we endeavour therein to follow the variety and greatness of characters which are deriv'd to us from Shakespeare and Fletcher: the copiousness and well-knitting of the intrigues we have from Johnson, and for the Verse it self we have English Presidents of elder date then any of Corneilles's Playes:
This is kind of a summary of what he has been saying; he is affirming again the superiority of the English writers by showing that the English have not borrowed anything from the French; they have their own literary traditions. They don’t follow anyone; they are unique and independent. The style and the rules they have are by observing their own writers, not by imitating the French. He says that there are certain aspects where the English have established rules or styles even before the French. On the next page, he says that the English have been attacked for writing plays without observing the rules. He says that is not true; there are playwrights who have followed and observed the rules. Moreover, it’s not that they just have regular plays their plays excel French plays because they have more fancy and wit than the plays of the French writers. He gives the example of Shakespeare and Fletcher. On page88, he says that Shakespeare did not look at the classical writers; the genius of Shakespeare is a result of something innate within him, it was a gift that he had. On page90, that if he would compare Shakespeare with Jonson, he must acknowledge Jonson as a more correct poet because he educated himself and followed the rules. So, considering the formal aspects of a play, Ben Jonson was more correct. But, Shakespeare had the greater wit and talent: 
If I would compare him with Shakespeare, I must acknowledge him the more correct Poet, but Shakespeare the greater wit. Shakespeare was the Homer, or Father of our Dramatick Poets; Johnson was the Virgil, the pattern of elaborate writing; I admire him, but I love Shakespeare. To conclude of him, as he has given us the most correct Playes, so in the precepts which he has laid down in his Discoveries, we have as many and profitable Rules for perfecting the Stage as any wherewith the French can furnish us.
When it comes to classical drama, we have the two giants: Homer and Virgil. Now Dryden is knocking them down and replacing them from figures of the English tradition. He is showing us that the English are superior, independent and that they have their own literary tradition; they have their own giants, Shakespeare and Jonson. If it comes to the rules and the formal aspects they have Jonson, and when it comes to the content, wits and ideas they have Shakespeare. So they do not need to borrow from any other tradition or to look to anyone else because they have their own figures that they should follow and imitate. Sidney said that talent is first then imitation. Dryden here says that if we’re going to imitate we are going to imitate Shakespeare and Jonson, not French writers or the classical writers. By this he has brought back the honor of the English writers. 
· The Practical:
· In the summary you tell the reader what is being described in the poem. For e.g. in the poem The Eagle, you are going to say that the poem describes the eagle and the mountain. 
· Regarding the themes, they are limited: experience, love, hope, patience, or death. The difference between the poems is in the theme not the summary. The themes are what the poet wants to talk about through the described people or objects. The theme is what the poem is about or what the poet is trying to discuss. 
· If you decide what the theme is, you talk about that by showing the images, talking about the language, the figures of speech, and how the argument plays out or how the poem is developed. For e.g. in the poem On His Son, in the beginning the poet shows denial to the death of his son, but then the argument changes and the poet shows us that he is willing to accept. Or in Shall I Compare Thee to a Summer’s Day, in the first part the poet is describing something and in the second part he is describing something else. 
· Sometimes the tension in the poem is not clear in love poems for e.g. 
· Shall I Compare Thee to a Summer’s Day
Shall I compare thee to a Summer's day?

Thou art more lovely and more temperate:

Rough winds do shake the darling buds of May,

And Summer's lease hath all too short a date:

Sometime too hot the eye of heaven shines,

And oft' is his gold complexion dimm'd;

And every fair from fair sometime declines,

By chance or nature's changing course untrimm'd:

But thy eternal Summer shall not fade

Nor lose possession of that fair thou owest;

Nor shall Death brag thou wanderest in his shade,

When in eternal lines to time thou growest:

So long as men can breathe, or eyes can see,

So long lives this, and this gives life to thee.
· The poem is a sonnet written by William Shakespeare. The summary: In the poem the poet is comparing between the beauty of his love and the beauty of summer. The poem speaks about beauty, love, and immortality. 
· The theme: You could say the poem is about beauty in the eye of the beholder. The poem is about the eternal power of love. His love is so powerful that he sees his beloved more beautiful than a summer’s day. 
· He begins by describing the beauty of nature showing that it is imperfect, then he moves on to show the beauty of his beloved and how she is perfect in comparison to nature. 
· The images: the eye of heaven is the sun. Gold complexion is personification. To show how nature is imperfect he describes the summer days as sometimes being too hot. And another way of showing that summer is not perfect is that the gold complexion is sometimes dimmed: sometimes even in summer it becomes rainy. Sometimes in summer it’s too windy. He is showing that summer is not perfect and that it does have its negative points. “Every fair from fair sometime declines” means that everything that is good will always come to an end; time will affect nature and everything fair in this world. but moving on to his beloved, But thy eternal Summer shall not fade.. Nor lose possession of that fair thou owest;” the beauty of his beloved will always last. With the changing of season the beauty of summer is lost, whereas his beloved will always be beautiful in his eyes. He says: “Nor shall Death brag thou wanderest in his shade,When in eternal lines to time thou growest” this is a personification of death; death will not be able to take her. Summer is personified, like a person who rents some place for a short period of time but then has to move. He says that by writing down about her beauty and his love he has kept her living, so he has given her immorality. The poem itself then has the ability to give life. 
· In the beginning we said that the poem is about love. The tension now is about decay and beauty; how everything in life comes to an end except for his everlasting love. So the poem is about how love keeps something going or gives it eternity. 
· Why the poet wrote this poem? He wants to show his beloved the extent of his love, and that his love will last forever. Shakespeare is trying to show us that poetry is so powerful that it keeps something living on and gives it eternal quality. You may say that he was afraid of losing his beloved so he tried to capture that love through poetry. The (why) differs because it depends on how you react to the poem. 
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