Dr. Nagla 
First Semester


Criticism (10)
Third Year
· IMP: The common mistakes in the exams: spelling mistakes such as (simile, Aristotle)

· The kind of revolution and discovery,
· The characters (manners): four qualities (propriety, goodness, uniformity, resemblance). 
Beginning of lecture: “Defense of Poesy” by Philip Sidney:- 
· Part two of the essay: Sidney’s essay speaks about English poetry. In this part he mentions why English poetry is attacked or criticized. He points out some defects that are found in the English poetry of his time (contemporary English poetry). 
· Part three speaks about why England has become so harsh on poets:
“  But since I have run so long a career in this matter, methinks, before I give my pen a full stop, it shall be but a little more lost time to inquire why England, the mother of excellent minds, should be grown so hard a stepmother to poets; who certainly in wit ought to pass all others

· After discussing poetry, what is poetry and the importance, the value of poetry, how it was taught throughout the years, and after answering the objections raised against poetry, he says that being a poet, he has to defend poetry. He is wondering why England recognizes or look at her poets as inferiors; like a stepmother who is unsympathetic and unkind. He is using a metaphoric language; he likens England to a stepmother towards her poets. She is very hard and harsh upon them. 
Sweet poesy! that hath anciently had kings, emperors, senators, great captains, such as, besides a thousand others, David, Adrian, Sophocles, Germanicus, not only to favor poets, but to be poets; and of our nearer times can present for her patrons a Robert, King of Sicily; the great King Francis of France; King James of Scotland; such cardinals as Bembus and Bibbiena;
· Although throughout history, there were great kings, emperors, and princes who not only favored and honored poets, they themselves were poets. So, poetry was considered something of a great esteem. Why then are the English people now growing against poetry? Why are they criticizing poets? 
· Gosson was an English critic and he was criticizing poetry, and there were others at that time who criticized poetry. So, Sidney says that throughout history, before, England used to welcome and honor her poets. Now it has grown so harsh like a stepmother to her stepchildren. 

· But because of their attack, this doesn’t mean that poetry is bad. So, not because are critics attacking poetry that poetry is really bad. There are defects but there are also good works of art. 

· He gives examples of men, kings and leaders, who were also poets and wrote poetry. Queen Elizabeth was a great ruler and a poet; she was a big patron of art and literature general. She wrote poetry but her poetry was not that valuable like others; she liked to listen to poetry, to read poetry, she wrote poetry herself and she honored poets. 
But as I never desired the title, so have I neglected the means to come by it; only, overmastered by some thoughts, I yielded an inky tribute unto them. Marry, they that delight in poesy itself should seek to know what they do and how they do; and especially look themselves in an unflattering glass of reason, if they be inclinable unto it. For poesy must not be drawn by the ears, it must be gently led, or rather it must lead; which was partly the cause that made the ancient learned affirm it was a divine gift, and no human skill, since all other knowledges lie ready for any that hath strength of wit, a poet no industry can make if his own genius be not carried into it.
· He says I have the title of a poet not because I wanted to become a poet; this is what he said at the very beginning. He said he was born to be a poet, he found himself a poet, so now he has to defend poetry as an obligation.
· He say if I’m writing poetry and I found myself writing poetry, I should be doing like all other poets; I should be looking at myself in the mirror and criticize myself, judge myself, see what we write as good or bad. Do we deserve the attack or not, and how can we answer it? So, we must look into the mirror and judge ourselves. We should not only flatter ourselves. 

· You should not appreciate poetry just because you have heard it; it means that not all that rhymes is a good poetry. You should not judge by what you hear. You should read, study, examine, and analyze to be able to reach what is really the essence of poetry. 

· It is not enough to write in rhyme; not all rhyme is poetry. Poetry starts by being a gift, a talent, something inborn. 

· What is poetry? The definition of poetry according to Sir Philip Sidney: Yet confess I always that, as the fertilest ground must be manured
· Poetry is born; it’s a talent or a gift that a man is born with. But, this talent is like a land that is good and fertile but it needs taking care of; it needs to be manured. So, it is not enough to have a good land and put the seeds; it will not grow up by itself. It needs taking care of, fertilizers. The fertilizer of the poet? He has the talent, which he is born with, but what can the poet himself do? Practice, studying, reading a lot of masterpieces by other writers, learning and reading a lot of other works, enriching the knowledge, gathering information. This is done by the poet. 
· The most fertile ground must be manured; yes the poet is very talented but this is not enough. 

they say, both in this and in other, hath three wings to bear itself up into the air of due commendation: that is, art, imitation, and exercise. But these neither artificial rules nor imitative patterns, we much cumber ourselves withal. Exercise indeed we do, but that very fore-backwardly, for where we should exercise to know, we exercise as having known; and so is our brain delivered of much matter which never was begotten by knowledge.
· Remember that poetry is always since antiquity is pictured as a horse in race; the winged-courser of imagination. Here he says that this talent has to have three things for the poet in order to have this: art, imitation, and exercise. 
· Art is the gift or the talent. Imitation is to read and imitate from the masterpieces. Exercise is to write poetry. This is theory of art according to Sidney. What is poetry? It is art, imitation and exercise. 
· In order to explain this point, he gives examples. He gave us Chaucer; he said that Chaucer before writing did not have English poetry to imitate. So, he read the classics, read Italian works and Latin works to enrich his information and to be able to write poetry. 
· Also the Earl of Surrey and Spencer in his Shepherd’s Calendar, they had the talent but they enriched their talents by reading about the masterpieces. So their great poems were an outcome of reading, imitating, having the talent, and then writing down (exercise). 
· He then moves to the defects of contemporary poetry. First he talked about English poetry, how people should be writing poetry, nourishing their poetry, now he admits that the poet should look at the defects as well in order to improve. Here he is going to speak about the defects of contemporary poetry. 
· He speaks first of comedies and tragedies: 
Our tragedies and comedies not without cause cried out against, observing rules neither of honest civility nor of skilful poetry, excepting Gorboduc,—again I say of those that I have seen. Which notwithstanding as it is full of stately speeches and well-sounding phrases, climbing to the height of Seneca’s style, and as full of notable morality, which it doth most delightfully teach, and so obtain the very end of poesy; yet in truth it is very defectious in the circumstances, which grieveth me, because it might not remain as an exact model of all tragedies. For it is faulty both in place and time, the two necessary companions of all corporal actions. For where the stage should always represent but one place, and the uttermost time presupposed in it should be, both by Aristotle’s precept and common reason, but one day; there is both many days and many places inartificially imagined.
· The plays that were written at that time had defects in them. He mentions a play that was very famous at that time called “Gorboduc”. He says, although it is full of moral lessons, there are defects in the circumstances of this play, and it does not reach the standard of Seneca’s plays; although it was famous it was not as good as the plays that were written by Seneca in classical poetry. Why? It did not follow the rules or the unities of place and time. 
· Remember Aristotle, he insisted that a good play must follow the three unities: place, time, and action. He said this partly when he spoke about the single plot, saying that the best plot is the single which has only one action. So, this is the unity of action. He also said that it should not be carried outside one place; it should be included in only one place. It should not exceed a day (24 hours). In England at that time, the writers did not stick to those unities; they had many places and many times. 
But they will say, How then shall we set forth a story which containeth both many places and many times? And do they not know that a tragedy is tied to the laws of poesy, and not of history; not bound to follow the story, but having liberty either to feign a quite new matter, or to frame the history to the most tragical conveniency? Again, many things may be told which cannot be showed,—if they know the difference betwixt reporting and representing.
· The writers, he says here, he mentioned that this idea of the unities comes from Aristotle and should be respected by all the writers. 
· He says it is true that many writers do not follow the unities of place and time. But why do we have to stick to place and time? We are not writing history. If we are writing history then we have to give the exact time and place. But, as he said before when he made the comparison between poetry and history, poetry is not limited to a certain time. History is limited to the past, whereas poetry speaks about past, present, and future. 
· So, it is not limited. Why then should we limit ourselves to a certain time or place? He said that the poet is free; since he is not writing history, he is free to imagine, to make, to feign, to create. And even if he borrows from history an incident he can change it. He can add characters or incidents because he is not writing history; he is writing literature, making art. So, he is not bound to follow the story, not limited to a certain story. But he has the liberty to feign or create something completely new, or to feign history, to frame it or change it to the most tragical conveniency. So, the poet is free to change whatever he wants from history. He does not have to limit himself to time and place
· Another point he says is that there are things, scenes, or incidents that should not be shown on stage. In order to get over this problem, the good writer must know the difference between what to report, and what to present on stage. It is up to the writer; if he is a good writer he will know what to put on stage and what not to put, or just narrate it to the audience. This is the chorus’s part in Aristotle: they are supposed to tell about things that cannot be performed on stage. 
· Some people were attacking the plays at that time saying that they had many horrible scenes and that there are things that should not be presented on stage. So he says here that the answer to that is the problem of the good or bad poet. If he is a good poet he will know the difference between what should be reported and what should be presented. If he is bad poet it is his mistake and not the mistake of drama in general. 
· A good dramatist must know how to differentiate between things that should be narrated and things that should be acted or presented on stage. 

· He then moves to another point. At that time there were plays that were presenting both comedies and tragedies at the same time (tragi-comedies). Tragicomedy: comedy with tragic elements in it. Or if we have comic tragedy, it is a tragedy with comic elements in it. Tragi-comedies are plays with whole scenes comedies and whole scenes tragedies. This is what he is against; he does not favor tragi-comedy.
But, besides these gross absurdities, how all their plays be neither right tragedies nor right comedies, mingling kings and clowns, not because the matter so carrieth it, but thrust in the clown by head and shoulders to play a part in majestical matters, with neither decency nor discretion; so as neither the admiration and commiseration, nor the right sportfulness, is by their mongrel tragi-comedy obtained.
· It is wrong. These plays were neither comedy nor tragedy. They just went through it with comic scenes without having any essential need for those scenes in those plays. So he is against this. He gives an example: the ancients (in Plato when he was instructing Ion that he was only inspired, giving him an example saying that he only recites Homer and cannot do any other writer. And Homer cannot write any other kind except epics). They had specialties; each writer writes only one kind of art. He says the ancient great writers did not mix comedy with tragedy. Although there are one or two examples of them, they were not among the good plays. So we should not mix tragedy with comedy. 
· Then he moves to speak about delight and laughter. He says that there are people who think that in order to delight we have to make people laugh. He says there is a big difference between delighting and arousing laughter. The main aim of poetry, according to Aristotle and Sidney, is to teach and delight. The word delight doesn’t mean laugh. Aristotle was speaking about tragedy, how can a tragedy delight? Definitely not with arousing laughter. But there were people at Sidney’s time who mixed laughter with delight; they considered delight is giving something to laugh at. 
indeed fit to lift up a loud laughter, and nothing else; where the whole tract of a comedy should be full of delight, as the tragedy should be still maintained in a well-raised admiration.
But our comedians think there is no delight without laughter, which is very wrong; for though laughter may come with delight, yet cometh it not of delight, as though delight should be the cause of laughter; but well may one thing breed both together.
· Many people at that time thought that in order to write a comedy you must make people laugh. He says this is not correct; you must make them delighted, not laugh. So this was a defect in the English drama at that time that there were some people who thought that in order to make people entertained and delighted, they must make them laugh. This is very wrong.
· It is true in some plays we can have both delight and laughter, but laughter does not come from delight. To delight is to make someone pleased; happy, not laughing, but satisfied. Aristotle said that in tragedy you have to be delighted. If it ends with death you may cry, but you are delighted to see something similar to your life; you are satisfied and convinced, but you are not laughing. To be delighted is to be convinced. 
For delight we scarcely do, but in things that have a conveniency to ourselves, or to the general nature; laughter almost ever cometh of things most disproportioned to ourselves and nature. Delight hath a joy in it either permanent or present; laughter hath only a scornful (very short) tickling. For example, we are ravished with delight to see a fair woman, and yet are far from being moved to laughter. We laugh at deformed creatures, wherein certainly we cannot delight. We delight in good chances, we laugh at mischances. We delight to hear the happiness of our friends and country, at which he were worthy to be laughed at that would laugh.
· The laughter is opposite; you are not satisfied when you laugh. When you see someone deformed or crippled on the stage and they make very funny gestures you laugh. But this doesn’t have to be something that you find in your own life; you are not convinced, your life is different. 
· Delight has joy in it; you are happy with delight. If you watch a movie and you like it you were delighted. If you were asked after a time about the same movie you are still delighted with it. Delight stays either forever or for the present. Sometimes you are delighted and then you forget. But laughter, as he says here, we have to be tickled to laugh. This tickling can be with the hands or with a joke. Sometimes words arouse the tickle. So laughter needs tickling, but delight doesn’t need that. Delight is either permanent or present, whereas laughter is a short tickle.
· When he sees a beautiful lady he is delighted but he doesn’t laugh. When you see a person on stage doing some action as a result of deformity you laugh but you are not delighted; you are not happy at all.
· I’m delighted to here any information about my country, but I don’t laugh at it. He gives many examples about the difference between when you laugh and when you have delight. 

But I speak to this purpose, that all the end of the comical part be not upon such scornful matters as stir laughter only, but mixed with it that delightful teaching which is the end of poesy. And the great fault, even in that point of laughter, and forbidden plainly by Aristotle, is that they stir laughter in sinful things, which are rather execrable than ridiculous; or in miserable, which are rather to be pitied than scorned.
· If I want to have a good comedy I should not depend only on laughter. I must mix with it the element of delight. It is completely wrong to laugh at someone. We should not laugh at the misery of others; we should pity them. So whether it is dramatic or tragic, we should not forget that the aim is to teach and delight, or to teach through delight. Laughter is not part of delight; it does not necessarily come with delight. 
· Sidney does not deny that there are comedies that you laugh at; but this does not have to do with delight.

· He then moves to another point speaking about songs and sonnets. How at that time lyrical poetry, which is made of songs and sonnets, was full of passionate courtly love. Here he says that they were over-crowded with a kind of love that has nothing to do with real love. 

Other sorts of poetry almost have we none, but that lyrical kind of songs and sonnets, …

· At his time they did not have other kinds of poetry except the lyrics; they did not have epics or ballads. The most famous were songs and sonnets. 
But truly, many of such writings as come under the banner of unresistible love, if I were a mistress would never persuade me they were in love; so coldly they apply fiery speeches, as men that had rather read lovers’ writings, and so caught up certain swelling phrases
· Banner is a sign. Imagine a banner on which was written irresistible love. All those poems, those songs and sonnets, stand under this banner. Does this make of them good irresistible love songs, just because they are there? They claimed, they pretended that they are about love but they are not. Sidney of course is a poet so he makes use of metaphoric language. He says if he were a lady he would never be convinced with such poems of these courtly love songs. In those poems, all the language and the words used were very fiery; full of passions and love but they were also cold. This means that they were not true; they were cold, not coming from the heart. Those are poems borrowed from love letters, other people’s writing; not coming from real passions, emotions or affections, just copied. This is something that disgusts him because it is the fault of those who write such poetry, not the fault of poetry. 
· Now we come to the diction: what are then the words that are used?
Now for the outside of it, which is words, or (as I may term it) diction, it is even well worse, so is that honey-flowing matron eloquence apparelled or rather disguised, in a courtesan-like painted affectation: (الكلام المعسول) one time with so farfet 49 words, that many seem monsters—but must seem strangers—to any poor Englishman; another time with coursing of a letter, 50 as if they were bound to follow the method of a dictionary; another time with figures and flowers extremely winter-starved.
· Inside are the love letters and love fiery speeches which are not true or realistic, now what about the outside, the form, the shape, the words? It is worse than that. He is saying that these words are used to express an affection that is not true. Courtesans were the people of the court at that time. Sometimes we have words that are farfetched that even English people do not understand; words coming from some other place, or writing like those love letters. By the dictionary: for example, for teaching methods we keep repeating; we keep giving different examples on one thing. Sometimes people fill their poems with sweet flowers (the decoration like metaphor, figures of speech) that are winter-starved. In England, snow comes down and the flowers are starved; they die because there is no sunlight. 
· He moves to another point which is similitude (figures of speech). The word similitude was very famous at that time; it was repeated in the works of the writers. Later on, in the nineteenth century they kept using the same similitude. Similitude is not similarity; it is to copy nature as it is, or copy nature in a different way. Similitude is the words that are similar to nature but give different meaning. 
Now for similitudes in certain printed discourses, I think all herbarists, all stories of beasts, fowls, and fishes are rifled up, that they may come in multitudes to wait upon any of our conceits, which certainly is as absurd a surfeit to the ears as is possible. For the force of a similitude not being to prove any thing to a contrary disputer, but only to explain to a willing hearer;
· What is the meaning of a metaphor? What is the role of figures of speech in the works of art? The essence of a figure of speech is to kindle the imagination of the reader; to make you think with your imagination, not your reason. A figure of speech then, in a poem, a play, or a work of art in general, must explain something about what the writer wants to say, not to all hearers, only the willing hearer. Sometimes you read a poem but you don’t understand it because you are not willing to understand it. How would you be willing to listen and to leave your imagination fly to make you reach a certain meaning? When you say a person is a lion and you stop without explaining what you mean by lion you did not make it easy. There is a quality that you related to this person, but you leave it to each person to use their imagination to try to find out what you mean by a lion. A lion can be physically strong, the king of the jungle (the man is like a king among his people, or is brave), or he is aggressive, ferocious. If addressing a group of scientists you may mean that the man is a lazy person because the lion never hunts; it is always the lioness. 
· The same word can give many meanings. It depends on your imagination and the text. This is what Sidney means here by similitude and the use of figurative language. 
· He differentiates between the good poet and the bad poet; the one with the gift (the gifted writer), and the bad writer saying that not all courtiers are good poets, not all poets are professors (the learned people). He says not all professors can write poetry and not all poets are professors. 
Undoubtedly (at least to my opinion undoubtedly) I have found in divers (poets) small-learned courtiers a more sound style than in some professors of learning; of which I can guess no other cause, but that the courtier following that which by practice he findeth fittest to nature, therein, though he know it not, doth according to art—though not by art; where the other, using art to show art and not to hide art as in these cases he should do—flieth from nature, and indeed abuseth art.
· He finds that there are small poets who are better than professors of learning. Why does he found those courtiers better than professors? Because those courtiers followed their talent, their nature, the talent of writing. 
· So those who make use of poetry without having the talent abuse art. 
· He gives examples of oratory saying that both orators and poets make use of words. They are alike in using the same words, quoting certain quotations, making use of figures of speech. 
but only, finding myself sick among the rest, to show some one or two spots of the common infection grown among the most part of writers; that, acknowledging ourselves somewhat awry, we may bend to the right use both of matter and manner: whereto our language giveth us great occasion, being, indeed, capable of any excellent exercising of it.
· It is true that poetry is like oratory in many things, but in all cases we should use poetry correctly. We don’t all have the charisma of oratory and oration. If two people give the same speech, one will be affective and the other will not. Oratory is like poetry it also needs talent. 

· He then moves to the English language. He was speaking about the diction, the figures of speech. Many writers at his time were borrowing words from other languages. He considers this a fault. He says English poetry should be written in English language which is rich in figures of speech and conceits; the grammar of the English language is better than that of other languages like French and Latin. Why should we then go to another language to borrow? He uses examples from other French, Italian, Spanish, Latin and Dutch; the vowels, the syllables, the words showing that English is better in use for English poetry. 
· He says there are many defects in other languages, why then should we use other languages when we have the English language which is more effective? 
· He then moves to the summary concluding the whole essay saying:

So that since the ever praiseworthy poesy is full of virtue-breeding delightfulness, and void of no gift that ought to be in the noble name of learning; since the blames laid against it are either false or feeble; since the cause why it is not esteemed in England is the fault of poet-apes, not poets; since, lastly, our tongue is most fit to honor poesy, and to be honored by poesy; I conjure you all that have had the evil luck to read this ink-wasting toy of mine, even in the name of the Nine Muses, no more to scorn the sacred mysteries of poesy; no more to laugh at the name of poets, as though they were next inheritors to fools; no more to jest at the reverend title of “a rimer”; but to believe, with Aristotle, that they were the ancient treasurers of the Grecians’ divinity; to believe, with Bembus, that they were first bringers—in of all civility; to believe, with Scaliger, that no philosopher’s precepts can sooner make you an honest man than the reading of Virgil; to believe, with Clauserus, the translator of Cornutus, that it pleased the Heavenly Deity by Hesiod and Homer, under the veil of fables, to give us all knowledge, logic, rhetoric, philosophy natural and moral, and quid non? to believe, with me, that there are many mysteries contained in poetry which of purpose were written darkly, lest by profane wits it should be abused; to believe, with Landino, that they are so beloved of the gods, that whatsoever they write proceeds of a divine fury; lastly, to believe themselves, when they tell you they will make you immortal by their verses.
· He calls them poet-apes; these are just imitating others but they don’t have the talent. He considers the papers that he wrote a waste of ink. 
· At the end it is verse that immortalizes people. So if anybody tells you that verse will make you immortal, it does. So don’t look down at poetry, don’t accuse or scorn it but look at it as something precious and something that is worthy. 
· The poem: No Frigate Like a Book
· The title: the poet compares the book to a frigate (ship) saying that there is no ship that can carry you anywhere like a book.
· In the whole world there is no ship or a means of transportation like a book. In this poem he speaks about the importance of the book from the perspective of carrying people around the world like a ship.
· Emily Dickenson published only seven of her poems; all her other poems were published after she died. 
· She wrote only to express her feelings. She was an American poet; she lived in a house in a small town where the people there always called her the nun because she was always wearing white. She always locked herself in her house; she never went out. All that she did was write poetry and express what she wants to say; mostly it was about life and death. 
· She did not travel or go anywhere; she did not socialize with any person. So, how did she write all those beautiful poems? Where did she get the ideas and figures of speech? From reading. 

· In this poem she is showing to us where she got her information from; books. To her books were very important; she let people buy her many books. 
· Why did she favor the book that much? For her, the book really meant something. She got her information from it; from books, magazines, and newspapers and so on. 

· What is a frigate? Why did she use this metaphor, calling the book a frigate? What are the connotations of the frigate that would apply to the book? 
· The choice of words: Why did she choose that particular word? 

There is no frigate like a book

To take us lands away

Nor any coursers like a page

Of prancing poetry.
This traverse may the poorest take

Without oppress of toll;

How frugal is the chariot

That bears a human soul!
· The book is like a ship because it takes us to other place; new lands, different countries to learn about different places and different people through reading in a book.
· This is one side of likening the book to a frigate. The book carries us to other lands and imaginative worlds. It can take all people, not only the rich. When you go on an actual trip you have to pay; poor people can go for free. 
· It can take you through imagination to places you do not know of or dream of.

· She starts to give other figures of speech to describe the book. The first description was the ship (the frigate). Now she is describing the page of the book like a courser (a racing horse that is very fast). This is why imagination is called the winged courser. 
· Each page takes you very quickly to another place, people, or information. You learn a lot and quickly from the different pages; you go many places that you cannot go to actually or physically in one week for example.
· It is not any page; a page of poetry because of the figures of speech. It says a lot in a short space. Poetry is always figurative; you use your imagination (the courser). She meant to hint at the courser of imagination. 
· This traverse (means of transportation) can take us anywhere without paying money. There are two ways of traveling (working on ship to pay the money of traveling), or pay for your travel. 
· Those poor people can travel without either paying money or tolling (working). 

· The book does not nourish only our minds (our information and knowledge) but also our souls. It is very cheap. In order to nourish your soul or give it whatever you want, it is cheap to do it through a book than to do it physically by going somewhere, studying, or worshiping. 
· This is exactly what she wants to say; that the soul is enriched. Not only the mind and information, but even the soul is also enriched by reading a book.

· There are three means of transportation mentioned here: the frigate, the courser, and the chariot. They all move you from one place to another. Here we have what kind of imagery? 
End … 
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