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Philip Sydney

He wrote poetry, novels and criticism. He wrote in the second half of the 16th century. He was a poet mainly. At that time, there were people who hated poetry. They started to attack poetry and art in general. There were people who were defending poetry, writing plays, writing verse, writing works of arts. It was the Elizabethan age when Queen Elizabeth was encouraging literature and all the arts. It was called the golden age of art and literature. 

English people at that time started to read about Plato and Aristotle, the old Greek and Roman writers. They revived the classical works.

Those who attacked poetry used Plato’s attack against poetry, when he wanted to banish poetry from his Republic. Plato believed that poetry is useless and it is waste of time. 

People at that time were either with or against poetry. 

a person called Gossin wrote an article attacking poetry, basing his attack on Plato’s attack. When Sydney read this article, he decided to defend poetry against this attack. Sydney was not a critic but he was basically a poet. When he read this article, he decided to write an article to defend poetry. He wrote about poetry, why poetry is important, what are the important characteristics of poetry, what is the nature of poetry. He refers to Plato’s attack and he answered this attack. He also defended poetry of that time. he answered those who said that English poetry at that time was weak in comparison to all the classical works. He started to defend the English poetry of that time giving his reason why poetry should not be attacked. 

This was the occasion why he wrote this article. He was trying to defend poetry against the accusation raised against it at that time BY Gossin. 

It was not actually written as criticism. It was just a defence of poetry. When he first wrote it, he gave it a title An Apology of Poetry, then he republished it again after some years, he gave it another title- A Defence of Poesy. 

He started by showing the importance of poetry giving the historical beginning of poetry, he started by showing the antiquity of poetry. Poetry is supposed to be the most antique of all kinds of writing. All other historians and artists may use verse. Verse is considered the oldest kind of communication. When people were communicated in an artistic form, they communicated in verse. They wrote songs, stories in verse. The old Greek wrote epics= stories about the heroic deeds of heroes. They were documenting those heroes. They wrote these epics in verse. Also historians wrote history in verse. Herodotus a famous historian wrote his books in verse.  Plato wrote his philosophy in verse. Aristotle wrote verse. All ways of writing were mainly written in verse. 

So verse is the most antique form of writing. 

So the first thing he talked about is the antiquity of verse. Then, he wrote another point that is the universality of poetry. Poetry is universal. It is found every where, in all languages, all kinds of people have their own poetry. All people around the whole world have their own songs, rhymes, poems, stories given in verse. So, verse is not only found in England or Greece, it is not found in a particular place. It does not depend on certain standard of people or certain standard of education, on a certain standard of social level. It is found every where with all people whether they are savage people, uneducated, very primitive, or with sophisticated educated people. Whether they are primitive or educated, they have their own poems. This is the universality of poetry. It is found every where. We have poetry written in all kinds of languages. It is not only English, or Greek or Latin poetry. 

At that time, novels were not written, the genre of novel was not yet known. There were plays written, but still they were written in verse whether in rhymed verse or in blank verse. Shakespeare at that time was writing hi splays in blank verse. All works of art were written in verse up till that time. This was the second point he spoke about. 

He also said that all civilizations mainly Greek and Roman civilizations admired the poets and gave them poet names to show how they looked highly upon poetry. They called them creators; they called them inspired, prophets, and half-prophets. Even Plato gave the poet the name of a prophet. They gave the poet high position, high esteem. They were looking up to the poets. 

He gave an example saying that even in old history and old civilization Homer, was a very famous poet. Plato was famous philosopher.

There were seven famous cities quarreling to whom Homer belonged. Each of these seven cities was claiming that Homer was born in them; he was on of their citizens. Homer was considered as a big figure Whereas Plato and the philosopher were kicked out of cities. Plato himself was turned by the emperor at that time. He disliked what Plato was writing as philosophy. They put Homer in a very high position while they looked down upon Plato. Sydney used this as a proof to show even Plato was not highly looked upon at his time. 

Also he described the nature of poetry, what is poetry, on which does it depend, the characteristics of poetry. In this he adopted the idea of Aristotle that poetry is an imitation of ideas, not copying reality as it is but as it should be. It is teaching morality as well as giving delight. 

Sydney is adopting the same concept of Aristotle. He shows that the nature of poetry is to present the ideal that gives some moral lessons. It has certain values. 

Then he goes on to show the function of poetry that is to teach and delight.

He gives different kinds of poetry which were found in the antiquity and in the Elizabethan age. 

The main point of the text is the comparison between poetry, philosophy and history. He compares poetry to philosophy and then he compares poetry to history. At the end, he shows superiority of poetry to history and philosophy.

He said that philosophy depends on giving abstract ideas, universal truth. It is difficult to understand. It needs highly educated people to understand it because it is always addressing the mind, the thinking, the philosophical analysis; whereas history does the opposite. It is only dealing with what happens actually in reality. These are concrete examples, what is really happening in life is written in history. These are incidents that actually happen. These are concrete examples.

So philosophy gives abstract ideas, whereas history gives concrete examples.

The aim of both is to teach, philosophy teaches morals and history teaches history. 

Poetry makes use of both. It deals with the abstract ideas but it also gives them concrete examples. It makes use of what is found in philosophy and what is found in history. It does the same function. It teaches from abstract ideas and it teaches through concrete examples. But it is better than both as it delights. 

It is better than history as it teaches morality, the ideals. It teaches better than history as in poetry we have poetic justice but in history, we do not have poetic justice. Sometime a tyrant in history is very successful and never punished. But it can never happen in a work of art. In poetry, a tyranny can never be prosperous. In reality, sometimes good people are not rewarded, they are sometimes punished for things they never go, but in poetry, this can never happen. So poetry is better, because it has poetic justice whereas in history, we do not always have justice. Justice is only found in poetry. This is why it is called poetic justice. 

At the end, the last part of his article, he speaks about English poetry defending it against certain accusation. He admits that there are weak poems, bad pieces of art but he says that this is not the fault of poetry. He gives examples from medicine, from law. He says that if we have a bad doctor who gives bad medicine to a patient and leads to his death. It does not mean that all medicines are wrong. It is the doctor who is to be blamed. A good doctor is supposed to cure but a bad doctor might kill. The opposite happens in law when we have a good lawyer. He would set free a criminal. It does not mean that law is wrong. It means that this lawyer is dishonest. He accepted to trick the law and to free the criminal. This is the case of poetry. Poetry I itself is not bad, but if we have bad poets, it is their problem. It is not the fault of poetry. It is the fault of the bad poets. He admits that there are weak poets, but it does not mean that poetry is bad.

This is what Sydney tries to show in his essay defending poetry showing that poetry is not something bad, how it is better than philosophy and poetry. He uses Plato’s argument to answer Plato’s accusation.

He says that Plato himself was a poet. He banished poetry from his Republic because the power of poetry is so effective. He is not accusing poetry, but he is accusing the power of poetry that may be not understood by the weak, the young and the uneducated. He was sure that ordinary people will not understand poetry. Only philosopher can understand what is beyond what is given to them. But the majority has dull eyes. They will not be able to see the truth in what they watch in play. The play itself is not bad. He banished it because people will not understand it correctly. This is what Sydney says. 

Even Plato was not against poetry itself but he was against the effect of poetry on the uneducated and the majority who do not really understand beyond what is given to them. 

Sydney is using this in his argument. He took each of the accusation of Plato and answered it. 

Philip Sydney

An Apology for Poetry

The essay is dividend into three parts. 

The first part is about poetry in general. He is defending poetry against man called Gossin. He goes on defending poetry by showing the nature of poetry, what is poetry, why it is important.

At the end of the first part, he shows the difference between poetry, history and philosophy showing that poetry is better than history and philosophy. He mentions other sciences, but he takes history and philosophy as two major kinds of thinking, studying, as a main science of knowledge; the science that is interested in knowledge. 

In part two he mentions the accusation rose against poetry.

In the third part he speaks about the English poetry at that time. Why English poetry had some defects, what are those defects and what he said about them. 

The first part:

It starts with a general defence of poetry. It shows the importance of poetry, why poetry is important, why it is considered of great importance.

He starts by saying why he himself became a poet. He says that he became a poet because he was born to be a poet. He was born with the talent of becoming a poet. This reminds us of Plato’s theory of imitation. He called it divine inspiration. 

The first paragraph, he is speaking about generalization, how people choose their vocation, how they become as there are. He says why he himself becomes a poet. It is not because he wanted to be a poet, but because he was born to be a poet. 

I will give you a nearer example of myself, who, I know not by what mischance, in these my not old years and idlest times, having slipped into the title of a poet, am provoked to say something unto you in the defense of that my unelected vocation, which if I handle with more good will than good reasons, bear with me, since the scholar is to be pardoned that followeth the steps of his master.
He did not slip= he did not become a poet by accident, but he was a poet because it was his unelected vocation. It is not his choice to become a poet. It is not a job, it is his vocation. 

He says that he is going to say some words in the defence of poetry. 

He is defending poetry

yet I must say that, as I have just cause to make a pitiful defense of poor poetry, which from almost the highest estimation of learning is fallen to be the laughing-stock of children, so have I need to bring some more available proofs, since the former is by no man barred of his deserved credit, the silly 3 latter hath had even the names of philosophers used to the defacing of it, with great danger of civil war among the Muses.

It is because poetry after having a big position, it was looked up to. Now it has fallen to became the laughing stock of children= the material of laughter for children. It became something to laugh at. When people hear poetry, they just laugh at it. It became trivial. They looked down upon it. So he decided to defend poetry. He is going to give evidence that poetry is of high esteem and it should remain so.

The first element of his defence, he says that poetry is the most ancient kind of knowledge, why poetry is important, why it is valuable? Because it is the oldest kind of knowledge. This comes under the title, the antiquity of poetry. 

And first, truly, to all them that, professing learning, inveigh against poetry, may justly be objected that they go very near to ungratefulness, to seek to deface that which, in the noblest nations and languages that are known, hath been the first light-giver to ignorance, and first nurse, whose milk by little and little enabled them to feed afterwards of tougher knowledges.

This essay is not a critical theory. When he wrote it he was a poet. He wrote it to defend poetry. He is writing it in prose, but still he retains some of the poetical language. He is likening poetry to a nurse who is giving milk to a baby little by little. That poetry gives knowledge to people like milk given by the nurse little by little so it prepares them for tougher knowledge. Knowledge can not be reached without first go to the basic. These basics are given by poetry. It is poetry that gives the basic knowledge for people and then afterwards, they can built upon it tougher knowledge, knowledge that is more difficult, more serious.

So all the noble nations with different languages, they all had poetry and poetry to them was the first light giver. It gives them the light of knowledge. So all kinds of nations, all kinds of civilization, poetry was considered the first light giver, the first teacher of knowledge upon which other kinds of knowledge which is more difficult, more serious was built. 

He gives examples from the Greek and the Romans, how they had poetry. Philosophy is supposed to be tough kind of knowledge. In order to teach knowledge, philosopher used poetry to teach philosophy. They use the basic knowledge to reach the tough knowledge. 

This did so notably show itself, that the philosophers of Greece durst not a long time appear to the world but under the masks of poets.

The philosopher of Greece did not start as philosophers. They started as poets. Through poetry, they started teaching their philosophy. They appeared first under the mask of poets. Then they moved to their philosophy. 

And truly even Plato whosoever well considereth, shall find that in the body of his work though the inside and strength were philosophy, the skin as it were and beauty depended most of poetry. Even Plato, the concern of his works was to teach moral philosophy, morality, virtue. So the contents, the body, the inside of his works was philosophy, but the skin, the outside, the form was poetry.

If the knowledge is given in a beautiful and easier way, it will be easily taught. 

This is what Plato did. He used pottery to teach his tough philosophy so that people would understand, enjoy it. 

Even philosophy use poetry. This is an example that poetry was ancient, antique, and was the first light giver, the first message of teaching.

He also gives the example of the historians who use poetry. 

   And even historiographers, although their lips sound of things done, and verity be written in their foreheads, have been glad to borrow both fashion and perchance weight of the poets. So Herodotus entitled his history by the name of the nine Muses; 

Even the historians borrow from poetry the fashion, the outward look. They also take the way of poetry, verse, the form of poetry.

He gives us the example of Herodotus in history. He was a historian. He entitled his book of history by the name of the nine Muses= of poetry. He did not only take the fashion and the way of poetry, but he also borrowed from poetry the title of his history. 

He says that historians did not only borrow the form and the beauty of poetry, but they also added passionate speeches. 

Sydney says that we do not have documents to show that the leaders of history used passionate speeches- for example the speech given by Antony after the death of Caesar- to have an effect on people. 

Sydney says that historians used poetry not only the form, but also the passions, the feelings to arouse certain reactions in people.

There were no documents that these leaders used these speeches. This is totally done by the historians. They wrote those speeches. They are their own inventions. They depended on their imagination, so it was poetry not history. 

In history, they give facts, but it does not give reasons, what we call cause and effect. These are given by historian from their own judgment, their won collections of facts. They collect facts together; so not all books of history are exactly the same. Books of history include the historian’s imagination. This imagination depends on poetry. So these historians included poetry, passionate speeches, and different reasons of what was happening in history. They used their imagination to put all the information they collect in their own words.
and both he and all the rest that followed him either stole or usurped of poetry their passionate describing of passions, the many particularities of battles which no man could affirm, or, if that be denied me, long orations put in the mouths of great kings and captains, which it is certain they never pronounced.

Herodotus and the rest of the historians either stole or usurped their passionate describing of passions. These historians did not attend the battles of history. They described these battles by using facts first; they collect speeches of different people and then add their imagination, their passions to write history. 

In history, we have only facts. These facts are given by historians by using poetry, by using their imagination. 

In the books of history we have different speeches given by the leaders which never happen, they never pronounce these speeches. They are only invented by the imagination of the historian. 

So that truly neither philosopher nor historiographer could at the first have entered into the gates of popular judgments, if they had not taken a great passport of poetry,

In order to have the effect on people, both philosopher and historian use poetry a passport in order to enter the mind, the understanding, the imagination of the people. 

Then he goes on to the second point which is the universality of poetry. 

Poetry is universal. All people every where use poetry. 

Not only civilized, but also uncivilized nations had their own poetry.

He mentions some nations that were considered as uncivilized. 

They had no other form of learning but poetry. 
, which in all nations at this day, where learning flourisheth not, is plain to be seen; in all which they have some feeling of poetry. In Turkey, besides their lawgiving divines they have no other writers but poets. In our neighbor country Ireland, where truly learning goeth very bare, yet are their poets held in a devout reverence. Even among the most barbarous and simple Indians, where no writing is, yet have they their poets, who make and sing songs (which they call areytos), both of their ancestors’ deeds and praises of their gods,—a sufficient probability that, if ever learning come among them, it must be by

Learning in Ireland was bare. They do not have learning at that time. Yet they had poets to whom they looked up. 

Even among the barbarous Indians, there was no writing, yet they had poetry. 

He is giving different examples of uncivilized nations. They had poetry even if they did not have any other kind of learning and knowledge. 

Poetry was universal in all nations, not only the civilized but also the uncivilized.

The third point he mentions is that poets were given highly esteemed names by the old Greeks and Romans which shows that these great civilizations highly looked up at their poets

Among the Romans a poet was called vates, which is as much as a diviner, foreseer, or prophet, as by his conjoined words, vaticinium and vaticinari, is manifest; so heavenly a title did that excellent people bestow upon this heart-ravishing knowledge. And so far were they carried into the admiration thereof, that they thought in the chanceable hitting upon any such verses great fore-tokens of their following fortunes were placed; whereupon grew the word of Sortes Virgilianæ, when by sudden opening Virgil’s book they lighted upon some verse of his making. Whereof the Histories of the Emperors’ Lives are full: as of Albinus, the governor of our island, who in his childhood met with this verse, 

The Romans called the poets vates= the diviners, divine persons, persons who give divine works, a foreseer, a person who can foresee, for tell the future, or he is like a prophet. It is like Plato.

The Romans for their admiration for the poets, they give them the names vates which are great names that shows that the poets were considered prophets. 

But now let us see how the Greeks named it and how they deemed of it. The Greeks called him [Greek], which name hath, as the most excellent, gone through other languages. It cometh of this word [Greek], which is “to make”; wherein I know not whether by luck or wisdom we Englishmen have met with the Greeks in calling him a maker. Which name how high and incomparable a title it is, I had rather were known by marking the scope of other sciences than by any partial allegation.
The Greek called him a poet= the word is originally Latin= to make = maker. It is a high and incomparable title.

He goes on by saying that all kinds of knowledge, all sciences that seek knowledge, use nature as their principle object. 

Only the poet, disdaining to be tied to any such subjection, lifted up with the vigor of his own invention, doth grow, in effect, into another nature, in making things either better than nature bringeth forth, or, quite anew, forms such as never were in nature, as the heroes, demi-gods, cyclops, chimeras, furies, and such like; so as he goeth hand in hand with nature, not enclosed within the narrow warrant of her gifts, but freely ranging within the zodiac of his own wit. 
The poet does not copy nature as it is. He takes nature and with his own imagination, he creates a different nature. He creates a different nature better than the real one. All other sciences copy nature as it is. But only poetry takes nature and creates, adds to it something which is better. This is why the poet is called a maker. He makes a better nature.  
Nature never set forth the earth in so rich tapestry as divers poets have done; neither with pleasant rivers, fruitful trees, sweet-smelling flowers,

 Poetry takes nature and adds to it from the imagination and enriches nature, the earth with tapestry= the background. Poetry gives the earth a better background. Art beautifies reality. It must not copy nature as it is. It was in the 16th century. 

nor whatsoever else may make the too-much-loved earth more lovely; her world is brazen, the poets only deliver a golden.

The world of nature is brazen. If the world of nature is like bronze, poetry changes this bronze into gold. Poetry would do this by creating different heroes.

He gives examples of Greek and roman works of art. They created Cyrus- it is supposed to be a very famous hero in the Greek mythology. 

According to Aristotle, the function of poetry is to teach and to delight. 

   Poesy, therefore, is an art of imitation, for so Aristotle termeth it in his word [Greek], that is to say, a representing, counterfeiting, or figuring forth; to speak metaphorically, a speaking picture, with this end,—to teach and delight.

Poetry is an art of imitation. It teaches and delights.

There are three kinds of poetry that teaches and delight. 

Of this have been three general kinds. The chief, both in antiquity and excellency, were they that did imitate the inconceivable excellencies of God.

The first one whether concerning antiquity, how old it is and concerning excellency, the best kind of poetry.

The excellences of god= religions. They are given in verse, they are supposed to teach and delight.

The first kind of poetry is the divine poetry.

He gives example 

Such were David in his Psalms; Solomon in his Song of Songs, in his Ecclesiastes and Proverbs; Moses and Deborah in their Hymns; and the writer of Job; which, beside other, the learned Emanuel Tremellius and Franciscus Junius do entitle the poetical part of the Scripture

These are different prophets and different works. Even the Greek hymns and the Greek religious poems, these are the first kinds of poetry that is supposed to be representation of the best, they teach and delight 

The second kind is of them that deal with matters philosophical, either moral, as Tyrtæus, Phocylides, and Cato; or natural, as Lucretius and Virgil’s Georgics; or astronomical, as Manilius and Pontanus; or historical, as Lucan; which who mislike, the fault is in their judgment quite out of taste, and not in the sweet food of sweetly uttered knowledge.

The second kind is the philosophical poetry which is either moral or natural. 

He gives examples of moral, natural, astronomical and historical. 

But because this second sort is wrapped within the fold of the proposed subject, and takes not the free course of his own invention, whether they properly be poets or no let grammarians dispute, and go to the third, indeed right poets, of whom chiefly this question ariseth. Betwixt whom and these second is such a kind of difference as betwixt the meaner sort of painters, who counterfeit only such faces as are set before them, and the more excellent, who having no law but wit, bestow that in colors upon you which is fittest for the eye to see,
The third kind of poetry is the imaginative poetry. 

Which are the right poets? Are the diviner the right poets; are the philosopher the right poets?

Philosophy makes use of poetry, history makes use of poetry but we can not call it poetry. We can not call religious books poetry. Philosophy uses poetry but the content is philosophy; so we can not call it poetry. 

The third kind of poetry is the proper poetry.

. For these third be they which most properly do imitate to teach and delight; and to imitate borrow nothing of what is, hath been, or shall be; but range, only reined with learned discretion, into the divine consideration of what may be and should be. These be they that, as the first and most noble sort may justly be termed vates, so these are waited on in the excellentest languages and best understandings with the fore-described name of poets. For these, indeed, do merely make to imitate, and imitate both to delight and teach, and delight to move men to take that goodness in hand, which without delight they would fly as from a stranger; and teach to make them know that goodness whereunto they are moved:—which being the noblest scope to which ever any learning was directed, yet want there not idle tongues to bark at them.

The best kind of poetry is the one that teaches and delights. It does not borrow from the history, it does not foretell the future, it does not imagine things that did not happen, it takes its imitation from the ideal in order to teach and delight. It delights to move men to take the goodness in hand. It delights to be easily to be memorized. Without delight they would fly. 

5- He divided poetry into different kinds.

These be subdivided into sundry more special denominations. The most notable be the heroic, lyric, tragic, comic, satiric, iambic, elegiac, pastoral, and certain others, some of these being termed according to the matter they deal with, some by the sort of verse they liked best to write in,— 

these are the kinds of poetry that were found at that time, heroic, lyric, tragic, comic, satiric, iambic, elegiac and pastoral. 

all these kinds of poetry should include these elements; This purifying of wit, this enriching of memory, enabling of judgment, and enlarging of conceit, which commonly we call learning, under what name soever it come forth or to what immediate end soever it be directed, the final end is to lead and draw us to as high a perfection as our degenerate souls, made worse by their clay lodgings, can be capable of

 Poetry is a means of learning it elevates to perfection, purifies the soul. Poetry elevates the soul from the inferior to the superior. It regenerates the soul. The inferior part of the soul is the body while the superior part is the mind. Poetry regenerates the soul from the inferior part to the superior part= from the body to the mind. Poetry adds and teaches the mind. 

For some that thought this felicity principally to be gotten by knowledge, and no knowledge to be so high or heavenly as acquaintance with the stars, gave themselves to astronomy; others, persuading
The main difference between poetry and other kinds of knowledge is that poetry teaches to delight but all these sciences only teach. 

In order to show that poetry is the best, he makes a comparison between poetry, philosophy and history.

The history and philosophy teach more than any other science. He chose philosophy and history as the best kinds of learning.

He compares them to poetry to show that although they are good, but poetry is better. 

wherein, if we can show, the poet is worthy to have it before any other competitors.   
  Among whom as principal challengers step forth the moral philosophers; whom, me thinketh, I see coming toward me with a sullen gravity, as though they could not abide vice by daylight; rudely clothed, for to witness outwardly their contempt of outward things; with books in their hands against glory, whereto they set their names;

To show how poetry is noble, he is going to compare it to other competitors. He will start with moral philosophy. 
The aim of philosophy is to teach morality, to teach virtue

These men, casting largess as they go of definitions, divisions, and distinctions, with a scornful interrogative do soberly ask whether it be possible to find any path so ready to lead a man to virtue, as that which teacheth what virtue is, and teacheth it not only by delivering forth his very being, his causes and effects, but also by making known his enemy, vice, which must be destroyed, and his cumbersome servant, passion,

It teaches virtue by showing the causes and effects and by giving the opposite of virtue that is vice. 

in order to do this, he gives it through passion. 

which must be mastered; by showing the generalities that contain it, and the specialities that are derived from it; lastly, by plain setting down how it extendeth itself out of the limits of a man’s own little world, to the government of families, and maintaining of public societies? 
The passion is the thing that leads to vice. 

How does philosophy teaches virtue and vice? By giving causes and effects and by giving generalities, by giving general themes, general ideas by dealing with generalities. it does not give any particularities. 

The historian scarcely giveth leisure to the moralist to say so much, but that he, loaden with old mouse-eaten records, authorizing himself for the most part upon other histories, whose greatest authorities are built upon the notable foundation of hearsay; having much ado to accord differing writers, and to pick truth out of partiality; better acquainted with a thousand years ago than with the present age, and yet better knowing how this world
He describes history as being old mouse-eaten records,
History teaches facts in history books. These books come to be eaten by time.

The historian gets his information from the old history books that are eaten by time. His work is based on heritage. He inherits the books, the information, and the knowledge. 

The history is what happened in the past. The historian is only acquainted with what happened along time ago, not what is happening now.  He is not using his mind to find out any thing. He is given information. 

He gives us facts from history. 

Sydney imagines that he has a historian and a philosopher, what would they say to each other?

“I am testis temporum, lux veritatis, vita memoriæ, magistra vitæ, nuntia vetustatis. 9 The philosopher,” saith he, “teacheth a disputative virtue, but I do an active. His virtue is excellent in the dangerless Academy of Plato, but mine showeth forth her honorable face in the battles of Marathon, Pharsalia, Poitiers, and Agincourt.
He teacheth virtue by certain abstract considerations, but I only bid you follow the footing of them that have gone before you. Old-aged

The historian teaches actual history, facts that actually happened. 

The philosopher’s virtue is excellent to be taught in academy, in schools. But the historian teaches virtues in battles. He teaches virtue by certain abstract consideration.

Philosophy teaches virtue through generality, through abstract, but history gives the actual examples of people who have been living for some times. He gives examples of history to be imitated by people. 
He teacheth virtue by certain abstract considerations, but I only bid you follow the footing of them that have gone before you. Old-aged experience goeth beyond the fine-witted philosopher; but I give the experience of many ages. Lastly, if he make the songbook, I put the learner’s hand to the lute; and if he be the guide, I am the light.” Then would he allege you innumerable examples, confirming story by story, how much the wisest senators and princes have been directed by the credit of history, as Brutus, Alphonsus of Aragon—and who not, if need be? At length the long line of their disputation maketh 10 a point in this,—that the one giveth the precept, and the other the example.

The experience of the philosopher is very difficult to be understood. The philosophy gives the experience of his age, but the historian gives examples from history from old ages.

 if he make the songbook, I put the learner’s hand to the lute;

The philosophy gives the material and the historian gives the instrument. 
if he be the guide, I am the light

If philosophy is the guide, the history is the light. 
This is the difference between philosophy and history. 

Now whom shall we find, since the question standeth for the highest form in the school of learning, to be moderator? Truly, as me seemeth, the poet; and if not a moderator, even the man that ought to carry the title from them both, and much more from all other serving sciences. Therefore compare we the poet with the historian and with the moral philosopher; and if he go beyond them both, no other human skill can match him. For as for the divine, with all reverence it is ever to be excepted, not only for having his scope as far beyond any of these as eternity exceedeth a moment, but even for passing each of these in themselves. And for the lawyer, though Jus be the daughter of Justice, and Justice the chief of virtues,

Poetry is the moderator. He is better than both history and philosophy. 
He is comparing the poet to the philosopher and the historian.  
  The philosopher therefore and the historian are they which would win the goal, the one by precept, the other by example; but both not having both, do both halt. For the philosopher, setting down with thorny arguments the bare rule, is so hard of utterance and so misty to be conceived, that one that hath no other guide but him shall wade in him till he be old, before he shall find sufficient cause to be honest. For his knowledge standeth so upon the abstract and general that happy is that man who may understand him, and more happy that can apply what he doth understand

Each of them has one thing, either the ideas or the examples. Philosophy has the ideas, history has the examples, but both do not have both. The philosopher does not have both the ideas and the examples and the historian does not have both the ideas and the examples. 

The philosopher in giving his teaching, he gives the argument and gives the rules which is so hard to be conceived= understood. As he does not give examples, it is hard to understand his philosophy. Philosophy is only theories, ideas, and arguments without giving examples so it is very difficult to be understood. He gives only the abstract and the general. Happy is the man who can understand it. The one who can apply what the philosopher says is happier. 

On the other side, the historian, wanting the precept, is so tied, not to what should be but to what is, to the particular truth of things, and not to the general reason of things, that his example draweth no necessary consequence, and therefore a less fruitful doctrine 

The historian works with the example. He deals with the particular. He does not give generalization. He gives examples, but we do not have theories or ideas. He only gives examples but he never tells the reasons or the consequences of being good or bad. He gives the examples without giving general reasons, without giving the consequences of such an example. We are not taught morals or lessons. 

Poetry is better than history and philosophy.

Poetry performs both. 

 Now doth the peerless poet perform both; for whatsoever the philosopher saith should be done, he giveth a perfect picture of it in some one by whom he presupposeth it was done, so as he coupleth the general notion with the particular example. A perfect picture, I say; for he yieldeth to the powers of the mind an image of that whereof the philosopher bestoweth but a wordish description, which doth neither strike, pierce, nor possess the sight of the soul so much as that other doth. For as, in outward things, to a man that had never seen an elephant or a rhinoceros, who should tell him most exquisitely all their shapes, color, bigness, and particular marks; or of a gorgeous palace, an architector, with declaring the full beauties, might well make the hearer able to repeat, as it were by rote, all he had heard, yet should never satisfy his inward conceit with being witness to itself of a true lively 13 knowledge; but the same man, as soon as he might see those

The poet gives a perfect picture. He gives a perfect picture of the ideal. He takes the general idea and couples it with examples. He takes the ideals and adds something to it, he creates something better. He is not copying actuality, he presents things as they should be. 

For conclusion, I say the philosopher teacheth, but he teacheth obscurely, so as the learned only can understand him; that is to say, he teacheth them that are already taught. But the poet is the food for the tenderest stomachs; the poet is indeed the right popular philosopher. Whereof Æsop’s tales give good proof; whose pretty allegories, stealing under the formal tales of beasts, make many, more beastly than beasts, begin to hear the sound of virtue from those dumb speakers. 

 The philosopher teaches obscurely.  He can not be understood by every one. Only the learned person is the one who will be able to understand philosophy. There is no benefit of teaching a person who knows. 

The poet is a philosopher as he teaches morals, ideas, and the general. He teaches it in a way that even any person can learn from it.

Poetry is like the food for the tenderest stomach. What the poet says can be digested by all people who are still not taught, people who really need education. The poet is the right popular philosopher. He is popular because what he writes appeals to the majority of the people not the minority. 

But now it may be alleged that if this imagining of matters be so fit for the imagination, then must the historian needs surpass, who bringeth you images of true matters, such as indeed were done, and not such as fantastically 15 or falsely may be suggested to have been done. Truly, Aristotle himself, in his Discourse of Poesy, plainly determineth this question, saying that poetry is [Greek] and [Greek], that is to say, it is more philosophical and more studiously serious than history. His reason is, because poesy dealeth with [Greek], that is to say with the universal consideration, and the history with [Greek], the particular.
The history gives us examples fit for imagination. 

 Aristotle said that poetry is more philosophical and more serious than history. So poetry is better than history. Poetry deals with the universal while history deals with the particular. Poetry also deals with the particular. They both give examples. The historian gives examples as they happen, but the poet perfects these examples so any body can follow them. The historian gives the examples of virtuous as well as vicious people. We can not follow all the examples given to us by history. 

The historian is not free to change history. He gives us facts as they happen. He can not change, he can not add, he can not perfect a pattern. 

For, that a feigned example hath as much force to teach as a true example—for as for to move, it is clear, since the feigned may be tuned to the highest key of passion—let us take one example wherein a poet and a historian do concur. Herodotus and Justin do both testify that Zopyrus, king Darius’ faithful servant, seeing his master long resisted by the rebellious Babylonians,
The example given by the poet is imagined, it does not exist in real life. We call it feigned example. 

So, then, the best of the historian is subject to the poet; for whatsoever action or faction, whatsoever counsel, policy, or war-stratagem the historian is bound to recite, that may the poet, if he list, with his imitation make his own, beautifying it both for further teaching and more delighting

The poet takes his best subjects from the historian. The poet takes these examples from history and he imitates them, beautifies them for giving further teaching and delight. 

In history we have examples of success and examples of failure but we are never given in history poetic justice, not all bad are punished and the good to be rewarded. We find this only in poetry. Justice is found in poetry and not history. 

I conclude, therefore, that he excelleth history, not only in furnishing the mind with knowledge, but in setting it forward to that which deserveth to be called and accounted good; which setting forward, and moving to well-doing, indeed setteth the laurel crown upon the poet as victorious, not only of the historian, but over the philosopher, howsoever in teaching it may be questionable
The conclusion is better than history and philosophy. It teaches virtue like philosophy and gives the examples like the history. But it is better than both in moving people to take action. 

Teaching alone is not enough. Together with teaching, we should have moving. The cause and effect of teaching is moving. 

But to be moved to do that which we know, or to be moved with desire to know, hoc opus, hic labor est. 22
The aim of teaching is to move people to act according to what they are taught. 

The philosopher showeth you the way, he informeth you of the particularities, as well of the tediousness of the way, as of the pleasant lodging you shall have when your journey is ended, as of the many by-turnings that may divert you from your way; but this is to no man but to him that will read him, and read him with attentive, studious painfulness; which constant desire whosoever hath in him, hath already passed half the hardness of the way, and therefore is beholding to the philosopher but for the other half. Nay, truly, learned men have learnedly thought, that where once reason hath so much overmastered passion as that the mind hath a free desire to do well, the inward light each mind hath in itself is as good as a philosopher’s book; since in nature we know it is well to do well, and what is well and what is evil, although not in the words of art which philosophers bestow upon us; for out of natural conceit the philosophers drew it.
philosophy only shows the way. Only the one who is going to follow, understand is the one who will be able to complete this way. 

That imitation whereof poetry is, hath the most conveniency to nature of all other; insomuch that, as Aristotle saith, those things which in themselves are horrible, as cruel battles, unnatural monsters, are made in poetical imitation delightful.

Philosophy is very difficult to understand, but in poetry we are given horrible things in a beautiful way. We are taught in a pleasant way. 
Since, then, poetry is of all human learnings the most ancient and of most fatherly antiquity, as from whence other learnings have taken their beginnings; since it is so universal that no learned nation doth despise it, nor barbarous nation is without it; since both Roman and Greek gave divine names unto it, the one of “prophesying,” the other of “making,” and that indeed that name of “making” is fit for him, considering that whereas other arts retain themselves within their subjects, and receive, as it were, their being from it, the poet only bringeth his own stuff, and doth not learn a conceit out of a matter, but maketh matter for a conceit; since neither his description nor his end containeth any evil, the thing described cannot be evil; since his effects be so good as to teach goodness, and delight the learners of it; since therein
It is the conclusion.

The poet does not take the conceit from the subject; he makes the conceit from the subject.

Poetry teaches only virtue because it presents thing as they should be. 

The poet is better than the historian in giving knowledge. 

The poet gives knowledge as the philosopher but he surpasses him for moving people to act. 

Sidney

We have two kinds of accusations; the accusation raised by Plato, and the accusation raised by English critics against poetry, and then we have Sidney’s answer to these accusations. 

  First, truly, I note not only in these [Greek], poet-haters, but in all that kind of people who seek a praise by dispraising others, that they do prodigally spend a great many wandering words in quips and scoffs, carping and taunting at each thing which, by stirring the spleen, may stay the brain from a through-beholding the worthiness of the subject. Those kind of objections, as they are full of a very idle easiness—since there is nothing of so sacred a majesty but that an itching tongue may rub itself upon it—so deserve they no other answer, but, instead of laughing at the jest, to laugh at the jester. We know a playing wit can praise the discretion of an ass, the comfortableness of being in debt, and the jolly commodity of being sick of the plague. So of the contrary side, if we will turn Ovid’s verse, 

First he talks about those who hate poetry. He says that those who accuse poetry are foolish. Those who laugh at poetry, they are commending on folly, they are foolish. They are not wise people.

He begins to innumerate the objections, the attacks. 

that good lie hid in nearness of the evil,” Agrippa will be as merry in showing the vanity of science, as Erasmus was in commending of folly; neither shall any man or matter escape some touch of these smiling railers

their merriments is to be called good fools,—for so have our grave forefathers ever termed that humorous kind of jesters.

These accusations of those people are called good fools. 

But that which giveth greatest scope to their scorning humor is riming and versing. It is already said, and as I think truly said, it is not riming and versing that maketh poesy. One may be a poet without versing, and a versifier without poetry
People at that time were attacking poetry because it is concerned with rhyme and verse. They considered rhyming and verse fault. This is why they accused poetry of being unimportant because it is full of rhyme and verse. 

Yet verse and rhyme are not the only elements that make poetry. We can have poetry without verse and we can have verse without poetry. 

We can have poetry without verse= blank verse.  

The elements of poetry, metaphoric language, metre, feet, rhyme and we can have all these but still we do not have poetry. We have rhymed words put together but we can not have poetry as we should have form and content. Rhyme and verse= form. If we have the form and we do not have the content, it can not be poetry. 

if we have good content without any form, it can not be poetry. 

So, we can have poetry without having verse, and we have verse without poetry. 

. But yet presuppose it were inseparable—as indeed it seemeth Scaliger judgeth—truly it were an inseparable commendation. For if oratio next to ratio, speech next to reason, be the greatest gift bestowed upon mortality, that cannot be praiseless which doth most polish that blessing of speech; which considereth each word, not only as a man may say by his forcible quality, but by his best-measured quantity; carrying even in themselves a harmony,—without, perchance, number, measure, order, proportion be in our time grown odious.
He says “if we have poetry, what is wrong about that?” why is this consider a fool? Why some people laugh at poetry?

But lay aside the just praise it hath by being the only fit speech for music—music, I say, the most divine striker of the senses—thus much is undoubtedly true, that if reading be foolish without remembering, memory being the only treasurer of knowledge, those words which are fittest for memory are likewise most convenient for knowledge. Now that verse far exceedeth prose in the knitting up of the memory, the reason is manifest; the words, besides their delight, which hath a great affinity to memory, being so set, as one cannot be lost but the whole work fails; which, accusing itself, calleth the remembrance back to itself, and so most strongly confirmeth it.

Music helps people to memorize poetry. 

What is the essence, the importance of knowledge? 

Knowledge is important when we read it and use it. After reading the knowledge we keep it in mind then we use it when we need It. 

Knowledge without being kept in the memory, it is not important.

Treasurer= the place where we put our money.

Memory is the treasurer of knowledge. It keeps all kinds of knowledge an information o use it when we need it. 

Works that are given music are fitted for memory. They are easily memorized so they are the most convenient for knowledge. 

Poetry is better memorized than prose. Poetry is better than prose in keeping in the memory. Poetry is easy to memorize. 

A poem is made of words; an article is made up of words. If we forget these words, then the information is incomplete. 

When we memorize poetry, we do not memorize only words but the whole poem. It gives us the whole information. 

So poetry helps people to memorize not to forget information. By recalling the whole poem, we recall the information that we have forgotten. 

When we try to remember the whole poem, we remember the forgotten information. 

; now that hath the verse in effect perfectly, every word having his natural seat, which seat must needs make the word remembered. But what needeth more in a thing so known to all men? Who is it that ever was a scholar that doth not carry away some verses of Virgil, Horace, or Cato, which in his youth he learned, and even to his old age serve him for hourly lessons?
It is foolish to speak against poetry. It is a joke. 

The first accusation against poetry is that it has verse and rhyme.

Then Sidney goes on to a very important accusation raised against poetry. 

Now then go we to the most important imputations laid to the poor poets; for aught I can yet learn they are these.
  First, that there being many other more fruitful knowledges, a man might better spend his time in them than in this.
  Secondly, that it is the mother of lies.
  Thirdly, that it is the nurse of abuse, infecting us with many pestilent desires, with a siren’s sweetness drawing the mind to the serpent’s tail of sinful fancies,—and herein especially comedies give the largest field to ear, 35 as Chaucer saith; how, both in other nations and in ours, before poets did soften us, we were full of courage, given to martial exercises, the pillars of manlike liberty, and not lulled asleep in shady idleness with poets’ pastimes.
  And, lastly and chiefly, they cry out with an open mouth, as if they had overshot Robin Hood, that Plato banished them out of his Commonwealth. Truly this is much, if there be much truth in it.
Some people accuse poetry as being a waste, of time; that there is better knowledge that man can spend his time in. 

The second accusation is that poetry is the mother of lies. 

The third accusation is that poetry is the nurse of abuse.

Then he will take one by one and answer it. 

First, to the first, that a man might better spend his time is a reason indeed; but it doth, as they say, but petere principium. 36 For if it be, as I affirm, that no learning is so good as that which teacheth and moveth to virtue, and that none can both teach and move thereto so much as poesy, then is the conclusion manifest that ink and paper cannot be to a more profitable purpose employed. And certainly, though a man should grant their first assumption, it should follow, methinks, very unwillingly, that good is not good because better is better. But I still and utterly deny that there is sprung out of earth a more fruitful knowledge.
Since poetry teaches and delight. It teaches mortality as philosophy. It is better than philosophy as it gives examples. It arouses people to take action. It moves people to virtue. It teaches virtue. It makes people take action for virtue. So, poetry can not be waste of time. 

He gives his own opinion saying that since poetry is teaching virtue, it pushes people to act, so poetry is better than philosophy. 

To the second, therefore, that they should be the principal liars, I answer paradoxically, but truly, I think truly, that of all writers under the sun the poet is the least liar; and though he would, as a poet can scarcely be a liar. The astronomer, with his cousin the geometrician, can hardly escape when they take upon them to measure the height of the stars.
Poetry is being accused as the mother of lies. He thinks that if there are liars in every field, the poet is the least liar. 

He gives examples from different kinds of scientists to say that all these might lie to people. The poet is the least liar.

 Poetry represents the ideal truth but it is not lying as it presents things not as they are but as they should be. A poet does not say that this thing happens in this way. He does not present things as they are. Poetry is not like history which presents things as they are. Poetry should present the ideal truth. The ideal truth presented poetry is better than the truth in real life. As poetry is presenting the ideals, so it never lies.

He never claims that what he is saying in his poems is truth as in real life. He never asks people to believe what he is writing. He writes to help the people to understand. They are free to believe or not believe. He never forces any person to believe that what he is saying is the truth. So it can not be lying. It never limits the reader’s imagination. It never puts any circle around any one imagination. 

But the poet, as I said before, never affirmeth. The poet never maketh any circles about your imagination, to conjure you to believe for true what he writeth. He citeth not authorities of other histories, but even for his entry calleth the sweet Muses to inspire into him a good invention; in troth, not laboring to tell you what is or is not, but what should or should not be. And therefore though he recount things not true, yet because he telleth them not for true he lieth not;
The poet always calls the muses for inspiration. He is not imitating life as it is. 

The poet is creating. He is not telling history as it is, so it is not lying. The poet does not claim that he is affirming the truth. 

. What child is there that, coming to a play, and seeing Thebes written in great letters upon an old door, doth believe that it is Thebes? If then a man can arrive at that child’s-age, to know that the poet’s persons and doings are but pictures what should be, and not stories what have been, they will never give the lie to things not affirmatively but allegorically and figuratively written.

He gives an example that if a child goes to the theatre, on the stage there are doors, chairs… he thinks that behind these doors there is a city. It does not mean that these doors actually lead top that city. i9t is his own imagination, his own understanding, but not the writer who is lying. 

It is never the truth, it is make-believe.

But hereto is replied that the poets give names to men they write of, which argueth a conceit of an actual truth, and so, not being true, proveth a falsehood.
 The names given by a writer are the names of actual places. He did not invent these names. On the stage, they are not referring to those actual places. it does not mean that he is lying. 

But that is easily answered: their naming of men is but to make their picture the more lively, and not to build any history Painting men, they cannot leave men nameless. We see we cannot play at chess but that we must give names to our chess-men; and yet, me thinks, he were a very partial champion of truth that would say we lied for giving a piece of wood the reverend title of a bishop. The poet nameth Cyrus and Æneas no other way than to show what men of their fames, fortunes, and estates should do.

Their third is, how much it abuseth men’s wit, training it to wanton sinfulness and lustful love. For indeed that is the principal, if not the only, abuse I can hear alleged. They say the comedies rather teach than reprehend amorous conceits. They say the lyric is larded with passionate sonnets, the elegiac weeps the want of his mistress, and that even to the heroical Cupid hath ambitiously climbed. Alas! Love, I would thou couldst as well defend thyself as thou canst offend others! I would those on whom thou dost attend could either put thee away, or yield good reason why they keep thee! But grant love of beauty to be a beastly fault, although it be very hard, since only man, and no beast, hath that gift to discern beauty; grant that lovely name of Love to deserve all hateful reproaches, although even some of my masters the philosophers spent a good deal of their lamp-oil in setting forth the excellency of it;

Some people accused poetry of arousing their sinful feelings about love.

He gives examples of all kinds of poetry, the lyric, the tragic, the comic, the elegiac. 

He says that love to be presented in these poems is not o be blamed.

It is the people who misuse love are those who should be blamed. 

People sometimes abuses love by misusing it. 

There were some poets who misused love

I say, whatsoever they will have granted that not only love, but lust, but vanity, but, if they list, scurrility possesseth many leaves of the poets’ books; yet think I when this is granted, they will find their sentence may with good manners put the last words foremost, and not say that poetry abuseth man’s wit, but that man’s wit abuseth poetry.
It is not poetry that abuses men, lead them to act in a wrong way, teaches them wrong ideas, but men who are to be blamed. It is man’s wit, the poet who abuses poetry, misuses poetry. 

Nay, truly, though I yield that poesy may not only be abused, but that being abused, by the reason of his sweet charming force, it can do more hurt than any other army of words, yet shall it be so far from concluding that the abuse should give reproach to the abused, that contrariwise it is a good reason, that whatsoever, being abused, doth most harm, being rightly used—and upon the right use each thing receiveth his title—doth most good 

it cannot do much good. With a sword thou mayst kill thy father, and with a sword thou mayst defend thy prince and country. So that, as in their calling poets the fathers of lies they say nothing, so in this their argument of abuse they prove the commendation.
Poetry is looked at as something serious because poetry has a strong effect on people, if poetry is bad, it will affect many people. It is the same as Plato said. Poetry does not abuse but it is only misused by people. It can do more harm than any other knowledge. Poetry is like a sward. A sward is supposed to be a good item if it is used to fight an enemy, defending one’s country, defending one’s honour. But using the sward for just killing is something wrong. We are not going to blame the sward for this. The sward is not to be blamed but the user of the sward. 

He gives examples from history when people misused poetry. Poetry is not to be blamed for being misused by others. 

But now, indeed, my burthen is great, that Plato’s name is laid upon me, whom I must confess, of all philosophers I have ever esteemed most worthy of reverence; and with great reason, since of all philosophers he is the most poetical; yet if he will defile the fountain out of which his flowing streams have proceeded, let us boldly examine with what reasons he did it.
All the people at that time were using Plato’s attack, banishing of poetry.

Here Sidney is going to prove the innocence of Plato from this wrong accusation. Plato did not attack poetry itself. He attacked the people who wrote bad poetry

He is defending Plato because he liked him. 

First, truly, a man might maliciously object that Plato, being a philosopher, was a natural enemy of poets. For, indeed, after the philosophers had picked out of the sweet mysteries of poetry the right discerning true points of knowledge, they forthwith, putting it in method, and making a school—art of that which the poets did only teach by a divine delightfulness, beginning to spurn at their guides, like ungrateful prentices were not content to set up shops for themselves, but sought by all means to discredit their masters; which by the force of delight being barred them, the less they could overthrow them the more they hated them.  

Plato was accused of being against poetry because he was a philosopher and a philosopher was a natural enemy of poets. Naturally, Plato had to defend philosophy against poetry. 

Philosophers were first poets. All the knowledge they gain is poetry. They took all their first knowledge and information from poetry. Then they put all these knowledge in a method. That is their philosophy. The philosophy uses verse. Philosophers use poetic methods. Then they were ungrateful student. They attacked poetry.  

The poets were the philosopher’s masters. They- philosophers- become ungrateful for them-poets. They tried by all means to discredit their masters. 

He says that if we go back to history, all the Greek and Roman cities honoured their posts but they banished their philosophers. 

There were seven cities that were fighting saying that Homer was born in them, that he was one of their citizens, whereas they banished their philosophers. 

For, indeed, they found for Homer seven cities strave who should have him for their citizen; where many cities banished philosophers, as not fit members to live among them. For only repeating certain of Euripides’ verses, many Athenians had their lives saved of the Syracusans, where the Athenians themselves thought many philosophers unworthy to live. Certain poets as Simonides and Pindar, had so prevailed with Heiro the First, that of a tyrant they made him a just king; where Plato could do so little with Dionysius, that he himself of a philosopher was made a slave. But who should do thus, I confess, should requite the objections made against poets with like cavillations against philosophers; as likewise one should do that should bid one read Phædrus or 

Certain poets Simonides and Pindar, were able to convert a tyrant called Heiro, to change him from being a tyrant into becoming a just king; So poetry has an effect, a power to a change a tyrant into being a just king.  Where as Plato could do little with Dionysius, instead of changing him into a good king, he was made a slave. 

Again, a man might ask out of what commonwealth Plato doth banish them. In sooth, thence where he himself alloweth community of women. So as belike this banishment grew not for effeminate wantonness, since little should poetical sonnets be hurtful when a man might have what woman he listed. But I honor philosophical instructions, and bless the wits which bred them, so as they be not abused, which is likewise stretched to poetry. Saint Paul himself, who yet, for the credit of poets,
Plat had admitted women in his Republic but he did not admit the poets.  It is not the ideal commonwealth.

. So doth Plato upon the abuse, not upon poetry. Plato found fault that the poets of his time filled the world with wrong opinions of the gods, making light tales of that unspotted essence, and therefore would not have the youth depraved with such opinions.

So Plato was against the abuse but not the poets.

He was against the poets of his time because they gave wrong opinions about their gods, not because their poetry was bad. 

Plato therefore, whose authority I had much rather justly construe than unjustly resist, meant not in general of poets, in those words of which Julius Scaliger saith, Qua authoritate barbari quidam atque hispidi, abuti velint ad poetas e republica exigendos; 38 but only meant to drive out those wrong opinions of the Deity, whereof now, without further law, Christianity hath taken away all the hurtful belief, perchance, as he thought, nourished by the then esteemed poets. And a man need go no further than to Plato himself to know his meaning; who, in his dialogue called Ion, giveth high and rightly divine commendation unto poetry. So as Plato, banishing the abuse, not the thing, not banishing it, but giving due honor unto it, shall be our patron and not our adversary
Plato was not against all kinds of poetry, he wanted only to banish those bad works about the gods, the poetry that was written against the gods. 

He gives example of Aristotle that he presented poetry that art should delight. 

People at that time accused all kinds of poetry of being full of conceits about love, lyrics were only teaching passionate songs, and elegies were teaching people by weeping and crying, even religious poetry was full of wrong opinions of God. So all kinds of poetry that were written at that time were accused of being full of sinful kind of love that urges people to act towards lust, love and sin. It weakened men. 

Even religious poetry gives bad things about gods. When Plato banished poetry, he did not want that kind of poetry that talked wrongly about gods, deities. 
He gives an example that even Plato, although he punished poetry, because he did not want poetry that speaks badly about the deities. 

to prove that, he gives an example of ion in which Plato gives a good divine, high respect  to poetry by calling it divine. 

When Plato banished poetry from his republic, he meant bad kind of poetry. Poetry itself is something honorable.  

When Plato banished poetry, he was banishing the abuse, the insult which was given to gods. 

This is why Sidney is not going to take Plato as someone who is against poetry

Plato therefore, whose authority I had much rather justly construe than unjustly resist, meant not in general of poets, in those words of which Julius Scaliger saith, Qua authoritate barbari quidam atque hispidi, abuti velint ad poetas e republica exigendos; 38 but only meant to drive out those wrong opinions of the Deity

He banished only the abuse done to gods. 

So as Plato, banishing the abuse, not the thing, not banishing it, but giving due honor unto it, shall be our patron and not our adversary. For, indeed, I had much rather, since truly I may do it, show their mistaking of Plato, under whose lion’s skin they would make an ass—like braying against poesy, than go about to overthrow his authority; whom, the wiser a man is, the more just cause he shall find to have in admiration; especially since he attributeth unto poesy more than myself do, namely to be a very inspiring of a divine force, far above man’s wit, as in the forenamed dialogue is apparent.

He prefers to say that people did not understand Plato. 

It can not be said that Plato was against poetry. On the contrary he attributed to poetry great honour. He was not against poetry.

Aristotle writes the Art of Poesy; and why, if it should not be written? Plutarch teacheth the use to be gathered of them; and how, if they should not be read? And who reads Plutarch’s either history or philosophy, shall find he trimmeth both their garments with guards 39 of poesy. But I list not to defend poesy with the help of his underling historiography. Let it suffice that it is a fit soil for praise to dwell upon; and what dispraise may set upon it, is either easily overcome, or transformed into just commendation.
But what needs more? Aristotle writes the Art of Poesy; and why, if it should not be written? Plutarch teacheth the use to be gathered of them; and how, if they should not be read? And who reads Plutarch’s either history or philosophy, shall find he trimmeth both their garments with guards 39 of poesy. But I list not to defend poesy with the help of his underling historiography. Let it suffice that it is a fit soil for praise to dwell upon; and what dispraise may set upon it, is either easily overcome, or transformed into just commendation.

It is the conclusion. He says” let’s find out about poetry. Poetry should be praised and be given the answer to the accusation against poetry.

So that since the excellencies of it may be so easily and so justly confirmed, and the low-creeping objections so soon trodden down: it not being an art of lies, but of true doctrine; not of effeminateness, but of notable stirring of courage; not of abusing man’s wit, but of strengthening man’s wit; not banished, but honored by Plato; let us rather plant more laurels for to engarland our poets’ heads—which honor of being laureate, as besides them only triumphant captains were, is a sufficient authority to show the price they ought to be held in—than suffer the ill-savored breath of such wrong speakers once to blow upon the clear springs of poesy.
More crowns should be put on the head of poetry. It should be given more honour. He wants to answer these accusations against poetry by putting more crowns on poetry, honouring it. 

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, since all only proceedeth from their wit, being indeed makers of themselves, not takers of others. How can I but exclaim, 

He wonders why England was considered the excellent place for arts and minds has turned into a step mother to poets. 

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;
 it is not correct because through history we have many examples  of good poets. Poetry tells how poetry was honoured. He mentions some of good poets. 

He is asking why England had attacked poetry and was against poetry? 

Poetry was considered divine, as such, it should not be led, but it should lead. The ancient called it a divine.

It was attacked because there were some poets who did not deserve the title of poets. 

What Sidney believed that poetry is?

But I that, before ever I dust aspire unto the dignity, am admitted into the company of the paper-blurrers, do find the very true cause of our wanting estimation is want of desert, taking upon us to be poets in despite of Pallas. 42 Now wherein we want desert were a thank-worthy labor to express; but if I knew, I should have mended myself. 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. And therefore is it an old proverb: Orator fit, poeta nascitur. 43 Yet confess I always that, as the fertilest ground must be manured, 44 so must the highest-flying wit have a Dædalus to guide him. That Dædalus, 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. For there being two principal parts, matter to be expressed by words, and words to express the matter, in neither we use art or imitation rightly. Our matter is quodlibet indeed, though wrongly performing Ovid’s verse, 

It is the talent. If a person wants to be a poet, he must have a talent. He can not be a poet without talent. But also talent alone is not enough. It requires imitation, reading the masterpieces and knowing the rules. he has to learn the best works of art. After having the talent and nourishing it with knowledge and education, he puts it into action, writing poetry.

These are the three constituent of a poet. 

He gives examples of imitation of great works. He gives examples from history of masterpieces.

Then he goes to the defects of contemporary poets. 

There are certain reasons for those who were attacking poetry because there was a kind of bad poetry that was written at that time.

what were the defects that were found in poetry that time. 

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.
all the  tragedies and comedies  written at that time were defectious.  they were  full of defects. It was in the circumstances. All the tragedies and comedies that were written at that time, except a tragedy called Gorboduc, should not be delightful but still it has the same effect. They did not follow the unities of Aristotle. They only followed the unity of action, but not the unity of place and time. He considered this a defect. 

The first defect is not using the unities of the time and place.

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?
he is answering the first deft saying that the plays that did not follow the unity of place and time, he answers saying that it is not a problem, we can have many times and many places but this does not make the play bad because it is not tied to the laws of history, is not bound to follow the story. The poet is free to do whatever he wants, to add, to remove.

Again, many things may be told which cannot be showed,—if they know the difference betwixt reporting and representing. As for example I may speak, though I am here, of Peru, and in speech digress from that to the description of Calicut; but in action I cannot represent it without Pacolet’s horse. And so was the manner the ancients took, by some Nuntius 46 to recount things done in former time or other place.
The second defect is that there were people at that time writing plays who were presenting on the stage some actions that were not supposed to be shown. These scenes should be reported not acted- the scene of killing-  

Another defect, at that time were writing plays including tragedy and comedy= tragic-comedy- according to Aristotle, these plays were bad plays. It is either to write comedy of tragedy. 

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
He is talking about writers who were mixing tragedy and comedy and not writing either proper tragedy or proper comedy. 

Tragedy was considered the best kind of plays. Comedy should delight not only to arouse laugher. Delight is an important element in comedy and tragedy. 

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. Nay, rather in themselves they have, as it were, a kind of contrariety. 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 tickling

Delight does not necessarily lead to laughter. 

We laugh at things when they are not in their proper. 

We delight when we things similar to our nature that delights. 

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. We shall, contrarily, laugh sometimes to find a matter quite mistaken and go down the hill against the bias, in the mouth of some such men, as for the respect of them one shall be heartily sorry he cannot choose but laugh, and so is rather pained than delighted with laughter
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. For what is it to make folks gape at a wretched beggar or a beggarly clown, or, against law of hospitality, to jest at strangers because they speak not English so well as we do? what do we learn? since it is certain: 

The aim of poetry is to teach and delight. 

Another defect at that time was the kinds of songs that were found at that time. Courtly love was the kind of poetry that was found at that time. It was only speaking about artificial love. 

He is defending the English poetry that was written at that time.

But rather a busy loving courtier; a heartless threatening Thraso; a self-wise-seeming schoolmaster; a wry transformed traveller: these if we saw walk in stage-names, which we play naturally, therein were delightful laughter and teaching delightfulness,—as in the other, the tragedies of Buchanan do justly bring forth a divine admiration. 

Then he speaks about the language, similitude’s used in poetry. They should be taken from life. They should not be exaggerated. We can not have poetry without figures of speech. 

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; when that is done, the rest is a most tedious prattling, rather overswaying the memory from the purpose whereto they were applied, then any whit informing the judgment, already either satisfied of by similitudes not to be satisfied
To use a conceit does not mean that we put in poetry an image taken from nature, animals, putting them together as conceit. 

At that time, they thought that a poet must be a professor. 

Undoubtedly (at least to my opinion undoubtedly) I have found in divers 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.

There are some poets who are artificial. They are professors in university but they are just using big artificial words as they seem to be poets. At the same time there were some courtiers who had nothing to do with universities, not professors but they practiced what they have learned, they read a lot of poetry and they became poets. 

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.
This is the conclusion. 

Sidney--An Apology for Poetry

Four arguments against poetry:

1) poetry is a waste of time;

2) poetry is the "mother of lies";

3) poetry is the "nurse of abuse, infecting us with many pestilent desires"; and

4) poetry was banished from Plato's imaginary republic so it must be dangerous.
        
Four responses:

1) How can poetry be a waste of time if learning leads to virtue and poetry is the best way to learning?

2) Poetry is outside of the realm of truth and falsehood: "for the poet, he nothing affirms, and therefore never lieth." Since the poet never claims that he is presenting absolute truth in the first place, the accusation of falsehood leveled at poetry is merely irrelevant.

3) The abuse of any art (or thing) should not condemn that art: poetry is not to blame for the abuses committed against it by bad poets

4) Plato banished "the abuse, not the thing," and that by being wary of poetry's power, Plato honored rather than condemned poetry.


Poetry serves a noble purpose--Poetry is better equipped to teach right behavior than either philosophy or history. Poetry shows history more brilliantly than history, and explains philosophy more cogently than philosophy.
Poetry has noble roots--much of the Bible is written in poetic form. Philosophy originally appeared in poetic form.
Comic poetry--holds vices up to such ridicule that no one would want to be like the ridiculous, vice-ridden characters portrayed therein.

        Sidney draws on various sources (most notably, Plato, Aristotle, Horace, and Scaliger) in defending poetry against the usual laundry list of charges.
        He begins by arguing that poetry may be found at all times in all cultures. The first artists and learned men were poets. Sidney gives as examples Musaeus, Homer, and Hesiod--three poets whose works are at the foundations of Western culture. Philosophy originally appeared in poetic form: Thales, Empedocles, and Parmenides wrote natural philosophy (the forerunner of our modern physical sciences) in verse, while Pythagoras and Phocylides wrote moral philosophy in verse. Plato--that famous banisher of poets and poetry--wrote using poetic devices such as metaphor, description, and dialogue. Even historians such as Herodotus relied on poetic techniques in writing their works.
        Sidney considers the prophetic (Latin vates) and creative (Greek poiein--to make) functions of the poet and of poetry. the poet (somewhat like the artist in Plotinus) improves upon nature: "Her world is brazen, the poets only deliver a golden."
        Sidney follows (with some embellishment) Aristotle in defining poetry as an "art of imitation," and he divides this imitation into three kinds:
1) poetry which imitates "the inconceivable excellencies of God";

2) poetry which deals with moral philosophy (Tyrtaeus, Phocylides, and Cato), natural philosophy (Lucretius), astronomical philosophy (Manilius and Pontanus), or historical philosophy (Lucan); and

3) "right poets" whose works "most properly do imitate to teach and delight, and to imitate borrow nothing of what is, hath been or shall be; but range only reined with learned discretion into the divine consideration of what may be, and should be."
        Sidney's primary assumption is that the end of learning (and by extension the end/goal of art) is virtuous action/behavior. Poetry is better equipped to teach right behavior than either philosophy or history. Philosophy deals in the abstract and the universal, but not in the particular. History deals only in the particular, not with general principles. Poetry deals with both, illustrating universal principles with particular examples or embodiments of those principles:
Now doth the peerless poet perform both: for whatsoever the philosopher saith should be done, he giveth a perfect picture of it in someone by whom he presupposeth it was done; so as he coupleth the general notion with the particular example.
Another advantage poetry has over philosophy is greater clarity:

the philosopher teacheth, but he teacheth obscurely, so as the learned only can understand him; that is to say, he teacheth them that are already taught. But the poet is the food for the tenderest stomachs, the poet is indeed the right popular philosopher.

Essentially, poetry shows history more brilliantly than history, and explains philosophy more cogently than philosophy.
        Sidney defends comic poetry by arguing that it holds vices up to such ridicule that no one would want to be like the ridiculous, vice-ridden characters portrayed therein.
        He goes on to defend poetry in general by pointing out that much of the Bible is written in poetic form. Nathan recalls David (and the reader) to virtue by telling a story; Christ teaches by means of parables which (when compared to unadorned didactic lectures) "more constantly . . . inhabit both the memory and judgment.
        Sidney then takes on four arguments against poetry:
1) poetry is a waste of time;
2) poetry is the "mother of lies";
3) poetry is the "nurse of abuse, infecting us with many pestilent desires"; and
4) poetry was banished from Plato's imaginary republic so it must be dangerous.
The first objection Sidney dismisses as begging the question. How can poetry be a waste of time if learning leads to virtue and poetry is the best way to learning? this counter-argument depends, of course, on the reader having accepted Sidney's earlier definitions of what constitutes poetry. The second objection (that poetry is the "mother of lies"--a phrase redolent with the Biblical associations to the Father of Lies, Satan himself) he answers by placing poetry outside of the realm of truth and falsehood: "for the poet, he nothing affirms, and therefore never lieth." Since the poet never claims that he is presenting absolute truth in the first place, the accusation of falsehood leveled at poetry is merely irrelevant. The third objection (that poetry abuses men's wits, leading them into temptation as it were--hearing an echo of Boethius here?) he answers by arguing that the abuse of any art (or thing) should not condemn that art: poetry is not to blame for the abuses committed against it by bad poets (if it were, college creative writing classes would have to be made illegal). the fourth objection (that Plato expelled poetry and poets from his republic) he responds to a bit slickly: he says that Plato banished "the abuse, not the thing," and that by being wary of poetry's power, Plato honored rather than condemned poetry.
        Sidney devotes some space to complaining about the laxness of English dramatists in conforming to the unities of space, time, and action, and then he goes on to a discussion of the merits of English as a
الكلام اللي بالهاي لايت مهم
Finished 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


