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Saturday: one lecture at 10 to discuss Troy. Troy is based on the Trojan wars, as based on Homer’s epic. Apply Aristotle on Troy (one plot or subplots – unities of time, place and action – the tragic hero, one or more – is the play entire, too long, or too short)
Beginning of the lecture:

· Dryden: Essay of Dramatic Poetry:
· The first part of the essay was about Crites’s own point of view concerning the ancients and how they are better than the modern; he gives his own reasons for that.
· Then we have Eugenius answering Crites, telling him that it is not the ancient but the modern who are better, and he gives his own opinion. 
· The first two were opposing each other: one was standing for the ancients against the modern, and the other was for the modern against the ancient. 

· Now we have Lisideius and Neander, both having two opposing points of view; one representing the superiority of the French drama and the other representing the superiority of the English drama. 

· The last, Neander, represents Dryden’s own point of view. Again, at the end Dryden never says that Neander’s point is the best. 
· He gives us four different points of view, including his, and he leaves the audience to choose for themselves. 

· Lisideius takes the side of the French. He says that it is the French who are the best because of different reasons. He starts by saying that they follow the rules, especially the three unities, better than any other, even better than the ancients who have set those rules.
[52] If the Question had been stated, replied Lysideius, who had writ best, the French or English forty years ago, I should have been of your opinion, and adjudg'd the honour to our own Nation; but since that time, (said he, turning towards Neander) we have been so long together bad Englishmen, that we had not leisure to be good Poets; Beaumont, Fletcher, and Johnson (who were onely capable of bringing us to that degree of perfection which we have) were just then leaving the world;
· He says now I am going to ask the question about who is better, the French or the English. If we are speaking about the English drama forty years ago, I would have said the English were better than the French. Forty years ago at that time was the time of the Elizabethan (Fletcher, Johnson, Christopher Marlowe, Shakespeare; the golden age of the theatre). He says if we are speaking about the English drama forty years ago, the English were better than the French. But now after forty years, the English have become bad English men and worse poets. This is why he observes the French as the best. Coming to make a comparison, the French are better. 

but because Crites, in his Discourse for the Ancients, has prevented me, by touching upon many Rules of the Stage, which the Moderns have borrow'd from them; I shall onely, in short, demand of you, whether you are not convinc'd that of all Nations the French have best observ'd them?

· Crites, when he was giving his argument said the ancients are better than the English modern writers because they were following the rules; they set the rules and followed them. He says if look now at the drama of the time and you will find that the people who best followed the rules set by the ancients are the French; and they even followed those rules better than the ancients themselves. He takes them one by one. 
In the unity of time you find them so scrupulous, that it yet remains a dispute among their Poets, whether the artificial day of twelve hours more or less, be not meant by Aristotle, rather than the natural one of twenty four; and consequently whether all Plays ought not to be reduc'd into that compass? This I can testifie, that in all their Drama's writ within these last 20 years and upwards, I have not observ'd any that have extended the time to thirty hours: in the unity of place they are full as scrupulous, for many of their Criticks limit it to that very spot of ground where the Play is suppos'd to begin; none of them exceed the compass of the same Town or City.
· There was a dispute regarding what is meant by the unity of time? Is it twelve hours or one day? One day meaning morning or one day meaning twenty-four hours? There was a dispute at that time. People were saying that the plays were not following the unity of time. Some say it must be twelve hours, while others say it must be twenty four hours. 

· Whether it was twenty-four or twelve, he is testifying that in the last twenty years the French plays not one of them exceeded thirty hours; they stick to the unity of time by limiting their plays to thirty hours or less. 

· They all limited their plays to a certain place. The play starts in a place and ends in that place. All their plays were limited to one single place; they never go beyond the time or city. 
[53] The unity of Action in all their Plays is yet more conspicuous, for they do not burden them with under-plots, as the English do;
· The first point: As for the unity of action, all their plays are limited to one plot; they do not have subplots like the English. He makes a comparison here between the English and the French. He says the English do not stick to the unity of time, place or action, whereas the French observe the three unities. This was his first point
There is no Theatre in the world has any thing so absurd as the English Tragi-comedie, 'tis a Drama of our own invention, and the fashion of it is enough to proclaim it so; here a course of mirth, there another of sadness and passion; a third of honour, and fourth a Duel: Thus in two hours and a half we run through all the fits of Bedlam. The French affords you as much variety on the same day, but they do it not so unseasonably, or mal a propos as we: Our Poets present you the Play and the farce together; and our Stages still retain somewhat of the Original civility of the Red-Bull;

· The second point: He is criticizing the English drama for having tragicomedy. He says this makes the play absurd. He says this kind of drama, the tragic comedy, is an English invention. From the name of tragicomedy, we know what it includes; sometimes we have happiness and laughter, and then there is another scene of sadness and crying and sorrowful passions, then another where we have honor, duel, killing and murder. In one play we have all those kinds that would make up the play tragicomedy. It’s a comedy but at the same time, it has tragic elements in it. 

· Everything is in two and half hours; we can be happy, we can be sad, we can laugh, we can cry, we can have horror, see people dying or marrying. He does not like this. The French do not have this. Although they have varieties as to what is happening in one day, they don’t go to that extreme. Farce is a kind of comedy. He says our writers give you tragedy and comedy. Everything in the course of two and half hours.
[54] The end of Tragedies or serious Playes, sayes Aristotle, is to beget admiration, compassion, or concernement; but are not mirth and compassion things incompatible? and is it not evident that the Poet must of necessity destroy the former by intermingling of the latter? that is, he must ruine the sole end and object of his Tragedy to introduce somewhat that is forced in, and is not of the body of it: Would you not think that Physician mad, who having prescribed a Purge, should immediatly order you to take restringents upon it?

· He says that the aim of, according to Aristotle, is to have admiration for the play, to have compassion. But if you see this mixture it will never arouse compassion. You cannot put happiness and compassion at the same time. If you have them both in a play how are you going to fulfill Aristotle’s aim? So, who follows this? Only the French, whereas the English destroyed this compassion and did not fulfill the aim of the tragedy. 
[55] But to leave our Playes, and return to theirs, I have noted one great advantage they have had in the Plotting of their Tragedies; that is, they are always grounded upon some known History: accarding to that of Horace, Ex noto fictum carmen sequar; and in that they have so imitated the Ancients that they have supass'd them. For the Ancients, as was observ'd before, took for the foundation of their Playes some Poetical Fiction, such as under that consideration could move but little concernment in the Audience, because they already knew the event of it. But the French goes farther;

· The third point: Now he moves to the plot. The French plays are all based on well-known stories, but they also mix fact with fiction. Historical fact, they add to them imaginative fiction. If it is just history it will not be a play. He says remember Crites when he was speaking about the ancients in the beginning, he said the plot and the unity of action: they took all their stories from history. They were speaking about what is important, what is serious, all the great heroes, and all the battles that they won. All their stories were based mainly on history. So he said the French took this from the ancients and surpassed them. They excelled the ancient by adding fiction to history. Because the ancient took well-known stories they could not move the audience; the audience did not have delight. When Eugenius was criticizing the ancients he said that half of the aim of poetry, which is to delight, was destroyed. This is because when people go they know the story. So, when he was criticizing the ancients he said all their plays were based on historical events and this makes the play lose half of its aim, which is to delight. The audience did not have this delight because they already knew the event. But the French had the historical event but added to it something to delight the audience. 
[56] 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. Sometimes the story has left the sucess so doubtful, that the Writer is free, by the priviledge of a Poet, to take that which of two or more relations will best sute with his design: As for example, the death of Cyrus, whom Justin and some others report to have perish'd in the Scythian war, but Xenophon affirms to have died in his bed of extream old age. Nay more, when the event is past dispute, even then we are willing to be deceiv'd, and the Poet, if he contrives it with appearance of truth; has all the audience of his Party; at least during the time his Play is acting: so naturally we are kind to vertue, when our own interest is not in question, that we take it up as the general concernment of Mankind. On the other side, if you consider the Historical Playes of Shakespeare, they are rather so many Chronicles of Kings, or the business many times of thirty or forty years, crampt into a representation of two hours and a half, which is not to imitate or paint Nature, but rather to draw her in miniature, to take her in little; to look upon her through the wrong end of a Perspective, and receive her Images not onely much less, but infinitely more imperfect then the life: this instead of making a Play delightful, renders it ridiculous.

· How does the French gain this element of delight, which the ancients do not have? By adding to fiction to the fact (history). So, by adding this element of fallacy (of fiction to the play). The English plays are described here as absurd. The French always based their plays on historical facts but they added something pleasing so that the audience would be pleased. The English writer, like Shakespeare, crams the events of thirty years into two and half hours; Shakespeare’s play were not happening within one day (like Hamlet for e.g.). This makes the plays absurd. This is Lisideius’s point of view. This is why there is no just representation of nature; in nature this doesn’t happen. So, in English drama does not faithfully represent nature. But as he says here that Shakespeare and those who do like him are presenting nature in a miniature. He says they draw nature but in a miniature; instead of being delightful, their plays become ridiculous. This is what he says about the English drama of the time. 
[58] Another thing in which the French differ from us and from the Spaniards, is, that they do not embaras, or cumber themselves with too much Plot: they onely represent so much of a Story as will constitute one whole and great action sufficient for a Play; we, who undertake more, do but multiply adventures; which, not being produc'd from one another, as effects from causes, but barely following, constitute many actions in the Drama, and consequently make it many Playes.

· The fourth point: They don’t have except one plot; they don’t cram plots, subplots and under-plots. The multiplicity of plots, action, and incidents in the English plays do not give the playwright enough time to develop what he wants to say. The writer puts so many things in a very short time; he doesn’t leave time for passions to develop. He hurries passion. We do not see Hamlet hesitate except in one soliloquy. So, from this we should reach the conclusion that he is a hesitant person. But we are not given enough time to see this, in Lisideius’s point of view. 
· He says the English take one plot but they multiply adventures. The have too many actions that we can make many plays of them. This is a drawback, according to Lisideius, in the English drama. He says the French have enough time to think and dwell on a certain passion until they develop it; to represent passions without being hurried from one thing to another as in the English plays. The French give time for their passions, whereas the English who have many things to say rush their passions and don’t give it time to develop.
[60] But I return again to French Writers; who, as I have said, do not burden themselves too much with Plot, which has been reproach'd to them by an ingenious person of our Nation as a fault, for he says they commonly make but one person considerable in a Play; they dwell upon him, and his concernments, while the rest of the persons are onely subservient to set him off. If he intends this by it, that there is one person in the Play who is of greater dignity then the rest, he must tax, not onely theirs, but those of the Ancients, and which he would be loth to do, the best of ours; for 'tis impossible but that one person must be more conspicuous in it then any other, and consequently the greatest share in the action must devolve on him. We see it so in the management of all affairs; even in the most equal Aristocracy, the ballance cannot be so justly poys'd, but some one will be superiour to the rest; either in parts, fortune, interest, or the consideration of some glorious exploit; which will reduce the greatest part of business into his hands.
· The fifth point: he says here as I discussed this point and the French have only one plot, this means they have only one hero. They had one plot; the whole plot revolving around one character. So, naturally we have only one character; consequently, the whole action revolves around him. The rest are just helping him in what he is doing (representing the plot). If we have one plot it is ridiculous to have many characters; so, naturally we have only one character. This doesn’t happen in the English drama. If we take for example one of Shakespeare’s plays like Othello, the tragic hero is Othello. But, is he the only character who’s doing everything in the whole play? No. Iago has another important role in the play. Iago’s role is as important as Othello’s. We have a plot and a subplot, but they all amount to one end at the end. Here, Lisideius is saying that by having too many plots, this diverts the attention of the audience; they don’t concentrate. In the French, we have only one character performing all the action so there is no confusion; only one character managing the whole thing. 
[61] But, if he would have us to imagine that in exalting of one character the rest of them are neglected, and that all of them have not some share or other in the action of the Play, I desire him to produce any of Corneilles Tragedies, wherein every person (like so many servants in a well govern'd Family) has not some employment, and who is not necessary to the carrying on of the Plot, or at least to your understanding it.

· Here he says that in the English play we have so many characters that sometimes you are not able to see whether this character is really important to be found in the play or not; too many servants, too many fighters, too many warriors. You can easily remove them from the play. So, this is a defect in the English drama that Lisideius finds out. This is why he likes the French more because they only have one character and one plot.
[62] There are indeed some protatick persons in the Ancients, whom they make use of in their Playes, either to hear, or give the Relation: but the French avoid this with great address, making their narrations onely to, or by such who are some way interested in the main design. And now I am speaking of Relations,

· The sixth point: He speaks about narration. He says that the French managed their narration (or relation) more skillfully than the English. In this they are following partly the old and ancient works. 
· Aristotle said that narration is done through the chorus; things that happened before (prior to) the action. The job of the chorus on stage is to narrate something that happened prior to the action, or to present things that could not be presented on stage. The French took this from the ancient. This is what he mentions here. The ancients used persons; they brought the chorus on stage to narrate or to give the relation between what is happening now and what happened before. 
· The French took the idea of narration from the ancients but they perfected it because they did not bring an extra person, like the chorus to put him on stage and let him narrate. Instead, they made the characters of the play narrate what is happening, the relation between what is happening now and what happened before, and the things that cannot be represented on stage as part of their role. The French borrowed the idea but perfected it by not brining extra persons. Part of the role of characters while they are performing is that we come to know the information. 
I cannot take a fitter opportunity to add this in favour of the French, that they often use them with better judgment and more a propos then the English do. Not that I commend narrations in general, but there are two sorts of them; one of those things which are antecedent to the Play, and are related to make the conduct of it more clear to us, but, 'tis a fault to choose such subjects for the Stage which will inforce us upon that Rock; because we see they are seldome listned to by the Audience, and that is many times the ruin of the Play: for, being once let pass without attention, the Audience can never recover themselves to understand the Plot; and indeed it is somewhat unreasonable that they should be put to so much trouble, as, that to comprehend what passes in their sight, they must have recourse to what was done, perhaps, ten or twenty years ago.
· They put violence on the stage; they have murder scenes. The killings, the fighting and the duel (for e.g. Hamlet when he was fighting at the end). He says the English people put all the violent scenes on stage when they should have been narrated. The French do not do this; they do not have those violent scenes and their narration is done through the actors themselves as part of the original design of the play. They have narration of events that should have happened offstage but the English put them onstage. 
[63] But there is another sort of Relations, that is, of things hapning in the Action of the Play, and suppos'd to be done behind the Scenes: and this is many times both convenient and beautiful: for, by it, the French avoid the tumult, which we are subject to in England, by representing Duells, Battells, and the like; which renders our Stage too like the Theaters, where they fight Prizes. For what is more ridiculous then to represent an Army with a Drum and five men behind it; all which, the Heroe of the other side is to drive in before him, or to see a Duel fought, and one slain with two or three thrusts of the foyles, which we know are so blunted, that we might give a man an hour to kill another in good earnest with them.

· It is better to have them offstage; this will add beauty to the pay if they are just narrated. The French avoid the violence, the horror, the destruction that happens on stage. The English have this on stage; they represent duels, battles, one slain with two or three thrusts. For example, when Julius Caesar was murdered, the seven of them each with a dagger and each was saying his word and killing; this was on stage. 
[65] The words of a good Writer which describe it lively, will make a deeper impression of belief in us then all the Actor can perswade us to, when he seems to fall dead before us; as a Poet in the description of a beautiful Garden, or a Meadow, will please our imagination more then the place it self can please our sight. When we see death represented we are convinc'd it is but Fiction; but when we hear it related, our eyes (the strongest witnesses) are wanting, which might have undeceiv'd us; and we are all willing to favour the sleight when the Poet does not too grosly impose upon us. They therefore who imagine these relations would make no concernment in the Audience, are deceiv'd, by confounding them with the other, which are of things antecedent to the Play; those are made often in cold blood (as I may say) to the audience; but these are warm'd with our concernments, which are before awaken'd in the Play.
· How can you know if this description is good or bad? If you see how lively it is. If you read a play and it is boring you will miss a lot. Sometimes you don’t have to watch the play; you have to use your own imagination. When you read it, a good writer will make you see the liveliness of the performance. He said the French have time to develop the passions, whereas the English have all the passions hurried; you don’t have enough time, especially in the passions of death. When you watch a person dying, you have to have time for the preparation and then the aftermath. But in the English plays, killing is so quick that you don’t have time to enjoy what is happening in front of you.
[68] That is, those actions which by reason of their cruelty will cause aversion in us, or by reason of their impossibility unbelief, ought either wholly to be avoided by a Poet, or onely deliver'd by narration. To which, we may have leave to add such as to avoid tumult, (as was before hinted) or to reduce the Plot into a more reasonable compass of time, or for defect of Beauty in them, are rather to be related then presented to the eye.

· He says that narration is necessary to reduce the plot to a more reasonable compass of time. Narration can make the play lively; it should be used by the actors themselves, not some extra person. It gives time to develop. He says here that you cannot bring everything on stage; you have two and half hours. If I want to have a duel on stage it will take time; instead, I will say in two minutes that those people had a duel and this one killed the other and that’s it, instead of showing the fight because it will take time. 
[69] But I find I have been too long in this discourse since the French have many other excellencies not common to use, as that you never see any of their Playes end with a conversion, or simple change of will, which is the ordinary way our Poets use to end theirs.
· The seventh point: In the French drama, there is no sudden change plays or conversion of action. In English plays, we have something very strange happening at the end and a complete change of action, whereas the French they don’t have this, no sudden change of action.
[71] I should now speak of the beauty of their Rhime, and the just reason I have to prefer that way of writing in the Tragedies before ours in Blanck verse; but because it is partly receiv'd by us, and therefore not altogether peculiar to them, I will say no more of it in relation to their Playes. For our own I doubt not but it will exceedingly beautifie them, and I can see but one reason why it should not generally obtain, that is, because our Poets write so ill in it.
· They used rhyme and it gives beauty to the play. So, here Lisideius says that verse gives beauty; this is why he prefers it to blank verse which is used in English drama. 
· He then ends his argument and we have Neander starting his own. 
[73] Lisideius concluded in this manner; and Neander after a little pause thus answer'd him.

[74] I shall grant Lisideius, without much dispute, a great part of what he has urg'd against us, for I acknowledg the French contrive their Plots more regularly, observe the Laws of Comedy, and decorum of the Stage (to speak generally) with more exactness then the English. Farther I deny not but he has tax'd us justly in some irregularities of ours which he has mention'd; yet, after all, I am of opinion that neither our faults nor their virtues are considerable enough to place them above us.

· Neander represents Dryden’s point of view. He demonstrates the superiority of the English over the French and blank verse over rhyme. 
· He says he agrees with Lisideius that the French followed the rules, and they built their plots more regularly (followed the unities of time, place and action), and they observed the laws of comedy and decorum of stage with more exactness than the English. 
· The first point: There are certain things which he calls irregular in the English drama; like not using the unities of time and place, which he has mentioned. He agrees with Lisideius on those two points (that the French are regular and that there are irregularities in the English drama). But neither their irregularities nor their regularities are enough to make them better than the English. He then will start giving his opinion. 
[75] 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. 'Tis true, those beauties of the French-poesie are such as will raise perfection higher where it is, but are not sufficient to give it where it is not: 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: and this Lisideius himself, or any other, however byassed to their Party, cannot but acknowledg, if he will either compare the humours of our Comedies, or the Characters of our serious Playes with theirs.
· The second point: He says the French lack the rich variety of humor that is found in the English plays. He says remember the first definition that was given to us and we all agreed that a play should be a lively imitation of human nature. He says that the lively imitation of nature is part of the definition. If one kind is livelier than the other it means that it is better than the other. 
· It is true that the perfection of the French drama adds to its beauty, but it is like the beauty of a statue; it does not have a soul in it, not lively. What adds this liveliness and this animation to the statue, which is the spirit or the soul of tragedy, is humor and passion. These are the things that make a play seem more alive than others. 
· He says if we compare our comedies or tragedies. As for our comedies, you will find ours more humorous, and our tragedies are more serious. These are the humors and the passions that made a play live. This is found in the English plays, not in the French plays.

[76] But of late years de Moliere, the younger Corneille, Quinault, and some others, have been imitating of afar off the quick turns and graces of the English Stage. They have mix'd their serious Playes with mirth, like our Tragicomedies since the death of Cardinal Richlieu, which Lisideius and many others not observing, have commended that in them for a virtue which they themselves no longer practice.
· The third point: He says that there are French writers who are nowadays imitating the English stage, the English plays; they discover the wrong mistakes in their French drama, and they discover that the English is better in those points so they are imitating the English. They mix their serious plays (tragedy) with comedy; imitating the English. He says Lisideius in his argument said that the French is better because there is no tragicomedy. Neander is answering him saying that the French are imitating the English in their tragicomedy, so how can we say that this is bad? 

[77] I grant the French have performed what was possible on the groundwork of the Spanish Playes; what was pleasant before they have made regular; but there is not above one good Play to be writ upon all those Plots; they are too much alike to please often, which we need not the experience of our own Stage to justifie.
· The fourth point: Moliere and others had their tragicomedy. Because they had one plot they don’t have variation of actions; this makes their plays boring. The aim of tragedy is to teach and delight; if it is boring, what is missing is delight. They are too much alike; they speak about the same topic so they lose the element of delight. They don’t have different plots or stories to speak about, like the ancients.
As for their new way of mingling mirth with serious Plot I do not with Lysideius condemn the thing, though I cannot approve their manner of doing it: He tells us we cannot so speedily recollect our selves after a Scene of great passion and concernment as to pass to another of mirth and humour, and to enjoy it with any relish: but why should he imagine the soul of man more heavy than his Sences? Does not the eye pass from an unpleasant object to a pleasant in a much shorter time then is requir'd to this? and does not the unpleasantness of the first commend the beauty of the latter?
· The fifth point: The French writers are imitating the English; they do not stick to the rules, or what they see as perfect. 
· He says as for the point of mixing of comedy with tragedy he is not against that. He gives us reasons as to why the tragicomedy is not bad. He says that when Lisideius criticized that saying it is not good to have laughter with sorrow because we cannot shift easily from one scene to another, we cannot speedily recollect ourselves; sometimes crying, another laughing. Lisideius believes this is not easily done; he said the audience cannot easily shift from one scene to another. Neander says why is this wrong? Why can’t it be easily done? He says our senses and our sight; what we feel is what we see. Why can’t we feel quickly like we see quickly? If man’s sight can easily shift, why not his feelings as well. He says can’t this happen that your eyes shift quickly from one scene that is pleasant to another which is unpleasant. If you see something pleasant then something unpleasant, does this mean that the unpleasant will lessen the beauty of the pleasant? 
· The unpleasant makes you see the beauty of the pleasant more. You will see the happiness more when you see the unpleasantness. Something sorrowful and then something happy; they do not contradict. 
The old Rule of Logick might have convinc'd him, that contraries when plac'd near, set off each other. A continued gravity keeps the spirit too much bent; we must refresh it sometimes, as we bait upon a journey, that we may go on with greater ease. A Scene of mirth mix'd with Tragedy has the same effect upon us which our musick has betwixt the Acts, and that we find a relief to us from the best Plots and language of the Stage, if the discourses have been long. 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 sixth point: Neander then gives the answers. If you have two contraries together you can see them more. They set off each other. When you see the black and the white, you see the white more white and the black more black. They do not repel; they show each other better. If you introduce comedy in a tragedy, the comic scene will give us an effect like music; it is comic relief, like what Shakespeare used in his plays. He is not convinced that they destroy each other. 
· He says the English have invented and perfected it, and they have been famous for it more than any other nation (the French) and even more than the ancients. 
[78] And this leads me to wonder why Lisideius and many others should cry up the barrenness of the French Plots above the variety and copiousness of the English. Their Plots are single, they carry on one design which is push'd forward by all the Actors, every Scene in the Play contributing and moving towards it: Ours, besides the main design, have under plots or by-concernments, of less considerable Persons, and Intrigues, which are carried on with the motion of the main Plot:

· The seventh point: He says why does Lisideius see the barren and boring plots of the French as better than the variety and copiousness of the English plots. How can we see it better although it is boring and barren, while the English are varied and copious? 
· They have only one thing and they keep repeating it. Our plays have subplots but they are mixed together and they go together from the main plot. So they do not deviate away of it. Having under-plots gives variety, copiousness and the unity of action, so our English plays are better. 
[80] As for his other argument, that by pursuing one single Theme they gain an advantage to express and work up the passions, I wish any example he could bring from them would make it good: for I confess their verses are to me the coldest I have ever read: Neither indeed is it possible for them, in the way they take, so to express passion, as that the effects of it should appear in the concernment of an Audience: their Speeches being so many declamations, which tire us with length;
· Lisideius said that the French speak about one plot and this gives time for the passions to develop. This is one of the things he is referring to. He says give me one example of such a thing; that one play with one plot develops the passions. He says having one plot and the development of one passion makes the plot cold. He says he has never read so cold a play as the French; he says it’s the coldest he has ever read. 
· So, the preoccupation with one single plot and one single theme does not give the French the advantage of being better than the English; instead of expressing one passion, they keep on giving the details of this passion. This brings coldness and boredom to their passions.
so that instead of perswading us to grieve for their imaginary Heroes, we are concern'd for our own trouble, as we are in the tedious visits of bad company; we are in pain till they are gone…

Since that time it is grown into a custome, and their Actors speak by the Hour-glass, as our Parsons do; nay, they account it the grace of their parts: and think themselves disparag'd by the Poet, if they may not twice or thrice in a Play entertain the Audience with a Speech of an hundred or two hundred lines. I deny not but this may sute well enough with the French; for as we, who are a more sullen people, come to be diverted at our Playes; they who are of an ayery and gay temper come thither to make themselves more serious:
· The eights point: Together with this, they have very long tedious speeches. They bore us with tedious passions that they keep telling us about until we are bored and become tedious. 
· He says their plays include very long speeches; a character may come and speak almost hundred lines without stopping. This suits the French, but as for the English, they go to the theater for entertainment, not for boredom. They go there because they want to enjoy. 
And this I conceive to be one reason why Comedy is more pleasing to us, and Tragedies to them. But to speak generally, it cannot be deny'd that short Speeches and Replies are more apt to move the passions, and beget concernment in us then the other: for it is unnatural for any one in a gust of passion to speak long together, or for another in the same condition, to suffer him, without interruption. Grief and Passion are like floods rais'd in little Brooks by a sudden rain; they are quickly up, and if the concernment be powr'd unexpectedly in upon us, it overflows us: But a long sober shower gives them leisure to run out as they came in, without troubling the ordinary current. As for Comedy, Repartee is one of its chiefest graces; they greatest pleasure of the Audience is a chase of wit kept up on both sides, and swiftly manag'd. And this our forefathers, if not we, have had in Fletchers Playes, to a much higher degree of perfection then the French Poets can arrive at.

· The ninth point: Short speeches are better for arousing the passions. It makes us interested in the play more than the other. When you express a passion you don’t go on expressing it without the other person whom you are expressing your passion interrupting you. This can never happen. He says short speeches are better for the expression of passion. This is one of the expressions that are quoted after Dryden. He believes that speeches should be short because it is like chasing the wit; one says something and the other answers. It is like a competition; who tells the best kind of words. If two people are conversing they should say short sentences and quickly answer each other to be more interesting to the audience. 
[81] There is another part of Lisideius his Discourse, in which he has rather excus'd our neighbours then commended them; that is, for aiming onely to make one person considerable in their Playes. 'Tis very true what he has urged, that one character in all Playes, even without the Poets care, will have advantage of all the others; and that the design of the whole Drama will chiefly depend on it. But this hinders not that there may be more shining characters in the Play: many persons of a second magnitude, nay, some so very near, so almost equal to the first, that greatness may be oppos'd to greatness, and all the persons be made considerable, not onely by their quality, but their action.
· The tenth point: Lisideius believes that it is better to have one hero, one character. Neander says the French have only one leading actor (one hero), but the more the actors in a play the greater it will be. 
· He says it is true that they have only one character and this is not a merit (an advantage); on the contrary, it is a disadvantage. If you have more characters and these characters are not minor characters, they are solid characters and people of equal level, this enriches the play. The persons then will add to the quality of the play and thus not make it less like the French.

'Tis evident that the more the persons are, the greater will be the variety, of the Plot. If then the parts are manag'd so regularly that the beauty of the whole be kept intire, and that the variety become not a perplex'd and confus'd mass of accidents, you will find it infinitely pleasing to be led in a labyrinth of design, where you see some of your way before you, yet discern not the end till you arrive at it. And that all this is practicable, I can produce for examples many of our English Playes: as the Maids Tragedy, the Alchymist, the Silent Woman; I was going to have named the Fox, but that the unity of design seems not exactly observ'd in it; for there appears two actions in the Play; the first naturally ending with the fourth Act; the second forc'd from it in the fifth: which yet is the less to be condemn'd in him, because the disguise of Volpone, though it suited not with his character as a crafty or covetous person, agreed well enough with that of a voluptuary: and by it the Poet gain'd the end he aym'd at, the punishment of Vice, and the reward of Virtue, which that disguise produc'd. So that to judge equally of it, it was an excellent fifth Act, but not so naturally proceeding from the former.

· If the play is well-constructed the whole play will be entire, will be complete and will not be destroyed by having many characters. He says he can produce many examples of English plays that have multiplicity of characters, yet the action is entire, complete, and not destroyed. He gives examples of English plays that are considered good plays and still having many characters. 

Farther I think it very convenient, for the reasons he has given, that all incredible actions were remov'd;
I would be satisfied from Lisideius, whether we have any so remov'd from all appearance of truth as are those of Corneilles Andromede?
· The eleventh point: He speaks about the horrifying scenes that are presented on stage and Lisideius considers this bad point in the English plays, whereas the French are better because they are narrated on stage. 

· He says that Lisideius in his argument said that all the violent and incredible actions are removed from the plays, and instead there is narration. But here he says this is not correct. 

· He says that if we remove all those scenes will this be true? Does this mean that life does not have those scenes? This will not be good if they were all removed. Only what is incredible should be removed, but violent actions why should they be removed? 

I hope I have already prov'd in this discourse, that though we are not altogether so punctual as the French, in observing the lawes of Comedy; yet our errours are so few, and little, and those things wherein we excel them so considerable, that we ought of right to be prefer'd before them. But what will Lisideius say if they themselves acknowledge they are too strictly ti'd up by those lawes, for breaking which he has blam'd the English? I will alledge Corneille's words, as I find them in the end of his Discourse of the three Unities; Il est facile aux speculatifs d'estre severes, &c.
· The twelfth point: He says it is true we have some mistakes but these are very small mistakes; our advantages make us excel, make us better than that. What would Lisideius say if they themselves admit that they have been limited by those laws. Following those laws made their works very limited and narrow. 

· Lisideius blamed the English for breaking those laws, the three unities; the English people did not follow the unities. So the French and Lisideius were blaming the English for not following the laws. He says what would you say if the French themselves admitted that by sticking to those laws their plays are very narrow and limited, and that they should imitate the British and break those laws? 
· Corneille wrote an essay about this; he is a French writer. He says he will quote Corneille in his essay. 
"'Tis easie for speculative persons to judge severely; but if they would produce to publick view ten or twelve pieces of this nature, they would perhaps give more latitude to the Rules then I have done, when by experience they had known how much we are bound up and constrain'd by them, and how many beauties of the Stage they banish'd from it." To illustrate a little what he has said, by their servile observations of the unities of time and place, and integrity of Scenes, they have brought upon themselves that dearth of Plot, and narrowness of Imagination, which may be observ'd in all their Playes.
· He says if people want to write better and include more action then they will not stick to the rules as he has done. After I have the experience and after people read, they will know that we are limited and constrained by them; by sticking to those laws they have banished many of the beauties that were presented on stage. The French themselves admitted that by following those rules they were wrong. 
· Because they were sticking to those rules they brought themselves narrowness of imagination and dearth of plot.
Farther, by tying themselves strictly to the unity of place, and unbroken Scenes, they are forc'd many times to omit some beauties which cannot be shown where the Act began; but might, if the Scene were interrupted, and the Stage clear'd for the persons to enter in another place; and therefore the French Poets are often forc'd upon absurdities:
· He says at the end that it is the French who are absurd and not the English.

[84] But to return from whence I have digress'd, I dare boldly affirm these two things of the English Drama: First, That we have many Playes of ours as regular as any of theirs; and which, besides, have more variety of Plot and Characters: And secondly, that in most of the irregular Playes of Shakespeare or Fletcher (for Ben. Johnson's are for the most part regular) there is a more masculine fancy and greater spirit in all the writing, then there is in any of the French. I could produce even in Shakespeare's and Fletcher's Works, some Playes which are almost exactly form'd; as the Merry Wives of Windsor, and the Scornful Lady: but because (generally speaking) Shakespeare, who writ first, did not perfectly observe the Laws of Comedy, and Fletcher, who came nearer to perfection, yet through carelessness made many faults; I will take the pattern of a perfect Play from Ben. Johnson, who was a careful and learned observer of the Dramatique Lawes, and from all his Comedies I shall select The Silent Woman; of which I will make a short Examen, according to those Rules which the French observe.

· The thirteenth point: He says it is true that the French followed the rules and they have perfect plays; but this doesn’t mean that there are no perfect English plays. 
· There are two things in the English drama. In English drama we have regular plays like the French, and they are better in that they have variety of character and plot. 
· What makes the English better is their masculine fancy and greater spirit. He gives examples from Shakespeare, Beaumont, Fletcher, Johnson, and different works. He takes a play written by Ben Johnson called “the Silent Woman” and he analyzes it to show how all those points that are found in the play.
[103] It concerns me less then any, said Neander, (seeing he had ended) to reply to this Discourse; because when I should have prov'd that Verse may be natural in Playes, yet I should alwayes be ready to confess, that those which I have written in this kind come short of that perfection which is requir'd. Yet since you are pleas'd I should undertake this Province, I will do it, though with all imaginable respect and deference both to that person from whom you have borrow'd your strongesst Arguments, and to whose judgment when I have said all, I finally submit. But before I proceed to answer your objections, I must first remember you, that I exclude all Comedy from my defence; and next that I deny not but blank verse may be also us'd, and content my self onely to assert, that in serious Playes where the subject and characters are great, and the Plot unmix'd with mirth, which might allay or divert these concernments which are produc'd, Rhyme is there as natural, and more effectual then blank Verse.

· After this he speaks about verse, meter and blank verse. Which is better, verse or blank verse? 

· Lisideius said that all French plays are written with rhyme; so this is the natural language of drama. He says if verse is natural, what about blank verse? In ordinary speech we don’t speak in rhyme, so how can it be natural? He says if verse is the language of drama, what about the language we speak? Blank verse is more natural. This is why he prefers blank verse. If verse is natural does this happen in everyday life? It is better then to use blank verse because it makes it then closer to nature than rhyme. 











End …
· IMP: Regarding the exam: 
· The practical: write an essay attempting a critical appreciation of a poem (in an essay form not few lines), proper introduction with the theme in it, the body itself with all the possible different tools (figures of speech, images, use of words, punctuation, rhyme, rhythm, tone, capitalization, pronouns …etc.) Why there are rhetorical questions, what is the poet asking a bout, and why doesn’t he answer? The answer is already known then what is it? Explain what you understand. 
· The second question is the literary: one question (three topics to choose two to write about them short notes)
· Short notes are a whole paragraph not an essay (not less than ten or twelve lines and no introduction). 
· For example: the magnetic chain (give the description of the inspiration and explain the magnetic chain, don’t give unnecessary details) Relate what you have in the question to your answer.
· The third question: short answers (one or two lines) words sentences or expressions. 
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