= What Coleridge said about ' the state of excitement'?
He objects to the state of excitement saying that man in a state of excitement does not use new words. He uses words that he already knows. He uses every day speech. He does not give the exact words. He gives the exact words when he sits and meditates, looks for the right words to give the exact meaning. This can never happen in a state of excitement. It is only when one is relaxed; he can search for good words, not under excitement.

What Wordsworth said concerning style?

It belongs to the language. He is talking about the style- the structure the language used in the poem. There are two things upon which he insists.

He does not want to be judged wrongly- to the Neo-classical rules- what is known as the poetic diction.

He is concerned with the poetic diction, what is the proper language for poetry? The Neo-classical writers were concerned with the poetic diction. If the poem is written in this poetic diction= language used specifically in poetry it has to be refined, sophisticated, the language of the educated people, then it is a good poem. If the poet uses another kind of language, then he is a bad poet. Poetic diction is the perfect language. Whereas with romantics said that the language used in poetry, should not be the poetic language, it should be the language of the ordinary people, of every day conversation. Romantic poets were more realistic. They wanted more number of people to understand their poetry. If poetry is written only for the educated, for the elite, only the educated and the elite are going to read it. It will not benefit the majority. It will be only for the minority, where as the romantics wanted their poetry to be read by all people. Not only read but understood and appreciated. He does not want to be judged according to the poetic diction which he confesses that he does not used. The poetic diction used by the Neo-classical used personifications of abstract ideas.

He avoids two elements of style:

* Personification of abstract idea.

* Poetic diction. 
Wordsworth says that in his poems we rarely find personification of abstract ideas. They are utterly rejected. If we find them, they are merely figures of speech. They are not used to personify abstract ideas. He rejects the idea of using abstract ideas to elevate the style. The Neo-classical used personification of abstract ideas to elevate their style, to make their language dignified.  Wordsworth did not use poetic diction because he intended to use language that is very close to men. He refused to use personification of ideas to elevate his language. He wanted to become more realistic, to address all people. 

The second thing is that he is not using a particular kind of language; he is not using poetic diction. He has taken pains to avoid poetic diction. He tried very hard to avoid using poetic diction the same way the previous poets took pain to use it. He is doing the same effort but not to use poetic diction but to avoid using it. This is to bring his language near to the language of men, to be more realistic.

Reasons for avoiding these two elements:

He wants to give a certain pleasure different from the kind of pleasure it was given by people before him. They used poetic diction to give certain pleasure to the reader. He is not using poetic diction, because the pleasure he wanted was different.
He did not use a particular kind of language, but the way he performed, how he reacted, how he thought.
= Wordsworth says in his preface to "Lyrical Ballads": 'Among the qualities which I have enumerated as principally conducting to form a Poet, is implied nothing differing in kind from other men, but only in degree'. Explain?

We have a difference in the language between the scientist and the poet. The poet speaks in a language that expresses his own character, his own person. 

The poet does not differ from other human being in kind. He is a human being. He has the same way of systems. His system works as the system of all the other human being. He has the same concept, the same emotions, so he does not differ in kind but only in degree. 

The difference between the poet and all other human being is the degree.

= Explain the nature of the poet as given by Wordsworth?

The poet is a man like ordinary men but he is more sensitive, his sensibility is more live.  A poet is an ordinary human being speaking to other men.  He has something different. When he sees something he connects this thing with other things. His sensibility is more vivid and live. He has more enthusiasm and tenderness. His feeling is tendered. He feels more. He is more sensible and more sensitive. He has a greater knowledge of human nature. He must be well read. The poet must have a lot of learning. He can get this knowledge from experience, learning. He is not a man living by himself, not knowing anything about the world.

The poet should have greater amount of knowledge, he cannot get this knowledge while he is alone. He is a man living among other men, speaking the language of other men, taking the experience of other men. He has to mix with other men, to learn from and about them. 

The poet has a more comprehensive soul. He has a soul that can comprehend. He has all these things in more amounts than other ordinary people. He must have the pleasure to feel the passions, the will to translate words into action. When writing a poem, the poet must feel pleasure when he writes it. So that this pleasure could be communicated to readers, readers will feel also this pleasure. He will not only be delighted by having this passion, but he must also have the delight of communicating all these passions, to contemplate and to manifest, to show them. He should be happy to feel them, to meditate them, to write about them, happy to show them to the readers through his poem. The poet should communicate, tell people about these feelings. He should be delighted in contemplating passions. He is affected by things even if they are not there. He can recollect, mediate what he has seen, or he has not seen and express them.
= why is pride considered by pope a cause of faulty judgment?
According to Pope, pride is the faultiest cause of false judgment. He calls it the vice of fool, because those who are proud of themselves can’t see correctly. Pride is one of the deadly sins. It is the extreme pride that blinds us to see. Those who have pride don’t have those good qualities= that should be found in a critic. Pride blinds the eyes of the critic. This means that he doesn’t have the good ability that makes the critic write criticism. His sense is blurred, blinded. His pride makes him to show off.  It is the most crucial fault of a critic is to be proud. The causes that blind the man to judge wrongly, to err, to make mistake in his judgment and misguide the mind. 

It is pride the never-failing vice of fools

A fool is the one who commits a mistake and never admits it. What makes this person never admits his mistake is his pride. In this case, pride is a sin. Pride is considered a sin when it drives a person to commit a mistake of not admitting that he is wrong.

=what are the four pieces of advice given by pope to critics?
The first advice he gives to a critic if he wants to criticize a work of art = start your criticism with the merits = befriend the merits 

When a writer finds something good, he has to say it. Criticism is not only to say bad things. First the writer, critic has to say the good things, the merits of any work, and then he finds the faults. At the beginning he has to look for the good things first because if he finds the faults and keep the false till the very end, then his praise is false. His first impression is taken at the beginning. People will consider this work as bad. If he mentions the merits first, people will say that this work is good. 

If he keeps his praising of the merit to the every end, it will be lost. If he keeps the merits to the end, those who are listening to him won't be interesting.
He gives example; the ancient works of art survived. The ancient writers continued to be admired for thousand years. The ancient works of art are appreciated in the whole years.  The golden age of literature is the age of antiquity= the golden age. The works of the golden age continued to survive for thousands of years but nowadays the length of fame becomes very short.  It does not mean that their works do not have faults.

2- The second advice:
Unhappy wit= wrong criticism 

The wit that it is not good, that will make mistake, brings envy but it doesn’t live for long because of this envy. 

Empty praise= envious praise

Although the critic has to look at the merits first, but those who praise out of vanity, works that does not deserve to be praised will fail because people will discover that they are bad. 

The critic should not praise out of vanity. This empty praise is short lived. People will discover that what he is saying is wrong.  a work of art would survive because it is good not because people envy it. If a work of art becomes famous because of envy, it is not a good work of art. It will not live for a long time.

So a critic should shun envy.

3- Good nature and good sense.

In criticism, a critic must join two things, good nature and good sense. Criticism is a talent that a person is born with.  A critic must have good sense to be able to criticize. Together with good sense, there must be a good nature= to be humanly good. Every one makes mistakes, it is human.  All human beings make mistakes. Any work of art should contain some mistakes because they are written by a human being. To make mistake is human. If we only look for mistakes, we will never have a perfect work of art. So the critic must have a good nature in forgiving. To forgive is divine, it is something given by God. If the critic finds some mistakes, he has to ignore them. He has to look at the whole not to the parts because some parts may be faulty. 

Here he is advising the critic to have a good nature, to forgive the small faults. The critic must have good nature and good sense.

4- be reserved for works of extreme provocation= annoyance .

If the critic has in his mind some grudge against someone, if he has something to be taken against someone. He has to discharge them. 

 Criticism should not only look for bad points. There are some faults that must be corrected. The critic should start first with merits, then the faults. These faults should not be out of envy. The critic’s praise should be true praise. The critic should not ignore the big mistakes. He has to say the points that are against it. A critic has to discharge his anger, his grudge. He has to reserve = keep it for later his anger. A critic should be reserved then discharge his anger, his rage.

He gives four pieces of advice for criticism: to start with the merits, at the end, he should mention the bad points that are provoking, but not the small things.

= The characteristics of ideal criticism given by pope?
1- The first type of ideal criticism 
The critic should learn the morals and the rules that should be followed by the critic. Half the job of a critic is to learn. To be a good critic, he has to learn a lot. Learning is half the task. The critic has to learn and then to use the tools. Criticism is divided into two parts, first to understand, to read, to know, and then to criticize, to apply his knowledge. To learn is half the job of the critic.  To learn is not enough. He has to join taste, judgment and learning.  With learning, a critic should have the taste= talent and judgment. In order to be a good critic he must have three things, the talent, which is inborn. If he doesn’t have it, he won’t be a critic. Then he has to learn and then judge.

He has to know that whatever he says must be true, but not lie. Ideal criticism must be true.
2- The second type of ideal criticism. The critic should speak only when he is sure. If he is not sure, he has to be silent. Unless he is sure, he should not give any opinion.

3- It is not enough to be true because sometimes blunt truth causes more damage than not telling the truth. Blunt is to say the word without trying to be polite, without thinking. 

The critic has to be true but not bluntly. Sometimes truth causes more harm than mischief. The critic has to be true, but it is not enough. Blunt truth might lead to mischief, to dangerous things. He has to be true, but he must choose his tact.

4- To be niggard is like to be miser. The critic should be niggard of advice; he should not give his advice openly. He should be careful when giving his advice. He should not pretend.  Giving advice is very dangerous. It is avarice= greed that the critic would make people believes something that is wrong. 

The critic should not be so polite otherwise he will not be able to tell the faults. The critic has to be neither blunt, too open, or to be too polite, civil. A critic should be careful when he gives his advice but to be so civil. Not to be too careful or to be too civil. He has to be moderate.

5-A critic should be free when giving criticism. He should have freedom of advice. He should not be under obligation. There should be freedom of advice. A critic should not flatter. The critic should leave dangerous truth to unsuccessful satire. If his criticism contains satire, it will be unsuccessful. It is untrue. The critic should leave unsuccessful criticism as it is dangerous. He has to speak only when he is true, when he is sure.  He has to leave flattery to people who are always flatter, who are false critics. The critic has to praise when he finds good. 

Criticism must be true, must not pretend, critic must be careful, not to be very civil.

6- The critic should be learned, well-bred, sincere, modest, bold, severe, and precise. He should have the courage to tell his friend his fault and to tell his enemy his merits. He has to be severe in his criticism but in a human way. This is the summary of ideal criticism. This is the conclusion of ideal criticism.

= What are " the causes which conspire to blind Man's erring judgment, and misguide the mind" ?
1-The first cause of false judgment is pride. << Of course if she want explanation u should explain... this one I explained it before(.
2- The second cause of bad judgment is a little learning; Learning is a good thing, but to confine yourself to little learning is something dangerous. By little learning, one takes only little part of learning and leaves the other. If one’s information is not complete, he will not be able to judge well. His judgment will be wrong because his information is not complete. 

Learning here is not reading and writing. Learning here means knowledge. Little knowledge is dangerous. 

In the classical art they believed that every art is out of inspiration. To be inspired, one has to receive the Muse. He has to go to a certain place, a fountain for the poet. Pierian Spring = goes back to the Greek. Pierian fountain is a place, a spring, fountain of water.  it was thought that wise people used to go to this spring to find wisdom. If one goes to the Pierian Spring to drink, he has to drink much, to continue drinking, or either not to drink at all. If one wants to write about literature, then he has to gain much learning. He has to seek knowledge, never stopped drinking from the spring of knowledge. He has to go deep. If he doesn’t do this, he will not write well. If one drinks small amount, he will be intoxicated, drink poison. It is like taking drugs.

Water comes stagnant= in active.  There is no renewal in this water, so it turns into poison water. It is not good anymore for drinking. 

He says that one should not go to this shallow draught water, because if he drinks from it, he will be intoxicated. 

The same thing he applies to knowledge. In order to get knowledge one should go to the fountain of knowledge, in order to acquire knowledge, one should drink deeply.  One should not go to these shallow places where he can find stagnant water; it will intoxicate him, not to teach him. He will not have the proper knowledge. Later on his pride will stop him from admitting that he still needs more knowledge.   

A small amount of knowledge will poison one’s mind and intoxicate his brain.  If one wants to be sober again, come to his mind again, to lose this poison, he should gain much knowledge, to know a lot. So one either learns full learning, or never learns, this is in order to be able to write. If we limit our mind to a certain amount of learning, we will be limited to it. We will not see the length behind it. We have to see the real meaning beyond art. If we stick to what we see, we will see a short distance. We will not see the length behind. We have to go deep, not to confine ourselves to little learning.

3- In order to criticize well, to judge well, one should judge the work the same way the author wrote it.

- Survey the whole. In order to judge a work of art one should put himself in the place of the writer, to think of the author, what age he was living in, what school he belongs to, what are the rules he is following.  In order to judge a work of art, one should put the work of art among the works of the writer in order to see what the writer is writing, to see the things that affected him, the environment in which he lived. Every writer has his own characteristics. We can’t judge a romantic work according to a classical standard. It will be completely bad, faulty. So in order to judge  a work of art, one has to put himself in the place of the writer, to judge it according to the spirit of the author, allow hat he was affected with, the spirit of the age, the spirit of the people around him, the spirit of the whole environment, all the rules he wrote accordingly. If the writer wrote according to the classical rules, we should judge him according to the classical rules. If he wrote according to the romantic rules, we should judge him according to the romantic rules. In order not to commit this mistake, to have fault judgment, we should judge the writer according to his spirit, the spirit of his age, the school he belongs to, the way he wrote.

He is giving us the cure, a perfect judge should put himself in the place of the writer, and he should judge the work as a whole. If he only judges the work from one point, it will not be complete. He has to read the whole work and to judge the whole work. He should not say the work is full of faults. It can’t be a perfect work. If one only sees the slight faults, he will never have a good work. Instead of looking only for the faults, one has to survey the whole work. These faults are not enough to make the work bad as there are more good points. So a good critic should ignore the faults. Every work of art has its fault. In order to be a good critic, he should survey the work of art as a whole, not to look at the slight faults of the work. 

- Some critics concentrate on parts – confine to conceit - .We have different parts; they will not surprise us equally. We are supposed to look at the whole thing. If the eye sees a work of art, it will admire it as a whole. If we took each part separated from the whole work, we will not find anything surprising, anything good, and anything superior in that. We do not see each part equal; to the other. We have to put all these parts together in order to admire the work. First, we will say that it is a perfect work of art, it is wrong, because no one has written a perfect work of art. No work of art is faultless.  It was never be, nor shall ever be a perfect work of art. Each work of art has its own fault. If one concentrates only on the faults, he will not find a good work of art. What is the cure for that? it is to applause, to clap your hands,  if you find a perfect work of art, complement it, applause for it.

Men try to avoid error sop they commit a lot of it. 

One should applause the whole work of art.
It is a fault in judgment committed by the critics to look only at a part not the whole, because parts are short of ideas. They did not know how to criticize. They have offended art by those ideas.

The first think is to look at the work of art as a whole, second, not to look at the conceit alone. It is true that the whole depend on the part, but we should not look at art, we should not depend on a part. 

Some critics who cannot judge correctly. They love the parts and do not concentrate on the whole. 

Some read works of art concentrating on parts not as a whole. Some read art confining themselves to conceit. They only look for conceit, and never connect between this part and the whole work; they never regard the relation between the image and the whole work. They only concentrate on the image of conceit, whether this conceit is good or bad. It is also a fault. 

A good critic should not confine himself to only one part, not only on the conceit.
- Other writers concentrate on expressed language ( Style).

Some people look only for the language. They evaluate the work according to the language, as men when they evaluate a woman according to her dress, not according to her mind. The language- as well as the dress- is the outside, the concrete form of how the mind think, also the dress is the outer appearance of the woman. 

Words are like as fashion. Some follow the words that are in fashion.

- Some follow the fashion in judging. Some people judge according to numbers of rhyming words so one should not judge by numbers. 
He says that those who judge by numbers are like those who go to church just to listen to the music and not to the sermon itself. They do judge by the appearance of the work. It is not enough. What is more important is the meaning of the work.

- other writers judge by the number of words or rhythm not by the idea. Some go to church for music not instruction. the third point to judge, is  to look at the work itself, how the writer wrote it, to look at the wholeness of the a work of art, not to look at the conceit only, not the language only, not to look for the faults, not to look for music and rhythm, but to look at the work as a whole.
4-- Avoid extremes: A critic shouldn’t say that either it is a perfect work or an awful work- not to go to the extremes. He should not say that this work is extremely good or extremely bad.  There is never an excellent work without faults. Even in a bad work, there must be goodness in it. 

He should shun= avoid the faults, not to look for the faults. 

There is no work of art that is faultless. When a critic says that a work is extremely good, he is overlooking the faults. If he says that this work is extremely bad, he is overlooking the good points in the work.

He is using a metaphor. Those who look only for faults, those who do not look at the work as a whole, they have a weak stomach. it cannot digest.  

We have sensitive stomach, strong stomach. The way you eat your food, is that the way that your stomach digest. If you eat harsh things, your stomach will be harsh. 

The heads are like stomachs, if one gives them everything, they will digest anything. If they are sensitive, they will not take anything, so one has to train his mind and his sense to accept, to read everything, not to look only for faults, not to go to the extremes. One has to use his mind because one’s mind is like his stomach, the more he gives it, the more it will digest.
5-- Some critics prefer the modern, some prefer the ancient. Here he is referring to Dryden. Some like the ancient= French, some like the modern- English. Some critics who prefer the ancient consider anyone who doesn’t write like the ancient is faulty. The critics, who prefer the French, consider anyone who doesn’t write like the French is faulty. It is wrong to stick to one kind of criticism. One should read all, not only the ancient or the modern. 

6-- Some critics follow the spreading notion of the town= the fashion, the school that is popular at that time, the popular way of writing at that time, the ideas that were spreading at that time. Some critics don’t write their own judgment. They only follow what is spread at town at that time. Some critics judge works by names- reading a play written by Shakespeare, consider it excellent before reading it just because it is written by Shakespeare. A critic should not judge a work of art according to the idea of the town, or the name of the writer because by doing this we will be replacing quality with quantity. In this way, we will not be looking for quality, but for quantity. We should judge quality not quantity.
It is not enough that a work of art is written by an author who has   a well-known name, and known as a good author. Not all the tragedies written by Shakespeare are good. 
We cannot judge a work according to the reputation of its author.

7-- If the critic takes for granted that the name of the writer as a good writer and all what he writes is good and excellent, then all the faults will disappear.

8-- Sometimes whether the work is written by a famous writer, according to a famous idea of the time, the bad work of art may be considered good. Another work that it is not written by a famous writer, it is singular. Sometimes this singular work is good. It is considered a vulgar. Sometimes it is appreciated more than the base. The vulgar, because it is written according to the trends by famous writer, it might be appreciated while the singular work is not. Sometimes it is bad, but because it is following the trend, it is appreciated as good. While the singular which is not following the trends, is not appreciated, because it is not written by a famous writer. 
We have the vulgar people who commit mistakes by imitating, but the learned sometimes make the same vulgar mistakes by trying to be singular, by trying to be different.
We have those who try to imitate, and those who try to be singular, to write something new.
In both cases, a critic should neither be vulgar nor be singular.  
Learned people try to be singular by avoiding the scorn of the crowd. 
They try to know what the people are doing and they do the opposite.

9-- Some people praise the school they are following the critic’s own mind. A critic should not appreciate a work of art just because the writer follows. They appreciate works according to their own criteria, their own mind, according to what they think. A critic should consider all kinds of criticism not only one kind. Those critics put themselves as measure for all the mankind. They measure the goodness or badness of a work of art according to what they.
Some critics praise in the morning and blame in the evening. They keep changing their mind. They always think that the last opinion is the right one. 
They have to stick to what they say. Some praise those who follow them. It is a false judgment. We have some serious faults like pride and malice, they all will help against Dryden- many people were attacking him- yet he survived.

If Dryden listened to them, he would not be.
= What are Wordsworth's reasons for using the humble rustic life as subject matter for his poetry?
1- Low and rustic life was generally chosen, because in that condition, the essential passions of the heart finds a better soil in which they can attain their maturity,

 In this kind of life, passions can mature. They attain their maturity. They find better soil, better environment to mature. In this kind of life, the essential pattern of human life can find a better soil which is rich to make it flourish and to mature. In this life we find simple patterns of life. 

2- are less under restraint, and speak a plainer and more emphatic language
The rustic are under less restrains. Their language is more emphatic. In this simple life they live free with no restrain. They are using plain simple language. There are no restrictions upon them. They are not highly sophisticated people. 

3- Because in that condition of life our elementary feelings co-exist in a state of greater simplicity, and, consequently, may be more accurately contemplated, and more forcibly communicated;
Their feelings are alimentary. They are not sophisticated. They are in their beginnings, basic feelings. So they can communicate accurately. They can be easily understood. 
4- Because the manners of rural life germinate from those elementary feelings; and, from the necessary character of rural occupations, are more easily comprehended, and are more durable; 

Their feelings are durable. They do not change. 

5-and lastly, because in that condition the passions of men are incorporated with the beautiful and permanent forms of nature.
Essay: write about Wordsworth's and Coleridge's views concerning the use of rustics as subject matter for poetry?
Wordsworth view : He takes the language of the rustic but it is purified= to clear it. He is going to take away all the defects. Rustics are the peasants, the farmers, the shepherded, and the very simple kind of people. They do not have high education. They are simply educated. The words they use are either simple or part of their environment. Only the educated people would decided upon the defects of this language. The poets are able to choose, to select from this language. He objects to Coleridge views. The first thing he objected to was this term of purification. According to Coleridge, if we purify the language of the rustic, it will not be the language of the rustic anymore. It will be the poet’s language which depends on his education. So we cannot say that Wordsworth really used the rustic language because he did not take the language as it. He purified it. It means that he judged what to take and what to leave. The judgment he makes is based on his own language. It is taken from his experience, his education, his environment. 

Another term used by Wordsworth and objected by Coleridge is the word real language. He said that there is no such thing called real and unreal language. All languages are real to the people who speak it. It is something relative.

The first thing he objected to was this term of purification. According to Coleridge, if we purify the language of the rustic, it will not be the language of the rustic anymore. It will be the poet’s language which depends on his education. So we cannot say that Wordsworth really used the rustic language because he did not take the language as it. He purified it. It means that he judged what to take and what to leave. The judgment he makes is based on his own language. It is taken from his experience, his education, his environment. 
Another term used by Wordsworth and objected by Coleridge is the word real language. He said that there is no such thing called real and unreal language. All languages are real to the people who speak it. It is something relative.

1-because such men hourly communicate with the best objects from which the best part of language is originally derived; 
He is using their language because they are hourly in communication with the best objects from which the best part of language is derived. 

They communicate with tress, rives, mountains, these objects are the object from the best part of the language is derived. 

Again Coleridge is going to object to the word best. He would say that the best language does not come from objects. The best language is learned in schools. The best language does not come from objects but from education.  

2- and because, from their rank in society and the sameness and narrow circle of their intercourse, being less under the influence of social vanity they  convey their feelings and notions in simple and unelaborated expressions.

Because those people are not sophisticated, they are limited within a narrow circle of people and objects. They do the same thing every day. They communicate every day with the same people and the same object. The sameness, the narrow circle of that intercourse in which they communicate with is limited. it is not under the restrain of social vanity. They have no social restrictions. As a result of that, they convey their feelings in very simple and unelaborated expressions. They do not have words with double of meanings. They do not need to elaborate in what they say because it is clear. 
3-Accordingly, such a language, arising out of repeated experience and regular feelings, is a  more permanent, and a far more philosophical language, than that which is frequently substituted 

Their language is the result of their repeated experience. Their feelings are regular. So, their language is permanent, unchangeable. They do not learn new words, so their words are unchangeable. 

Their language is also philosophical. According to Coleridge, this word is doubted. 

Wordsworth means that their language has philosophy of simplicity, of directness, of permanency.

Coleridge's view 
Coleridge objects the view of Wordsworth. His objection is based on what Wordsworth said about the diction of poetry. He said that the language of poetry is taken from the words of real men, the rustic. Here Coleridge objects to this.

He has two objects: first  

My objection is, first, that in any sense this rule is applicable only to certain classes of poetry;

He objects to what Wordsworth called the language of rustic, first because it is not applicable to a certain class of people. This kind of language is applied only to the language of commoners, low class people. We find such language in one kind of poetry that is pastoral poetry. Pastoral poetry is the poetry that has just kind of language. 

secondly, that even to these classes it is not applicable, except in such a sense, as hath never by any one (as far as I know or have read,) been denied or doubted; 
Even in pastoral poetry that is supposed to be speaking about rustic people, shepherds, farmers, peasants, we do not find rustic language. It is about them but it is not in their language. The language used in those poems is the language used by those people. 

We cannot find one single example of a poem that is written in rustic language.  

and lastly, that as far as, and in that degree in which it is practicable, it is yet as a rule useless, if not injurious, and therefore either need not, or ought not to be practised. 
Even if we try to use such a language, we will find that this language is useless. 

Coleridge is totally against the idea of using the rustic language.

1-- This is the first objection. he objects to the use of rustic language and he gives us three reasons for not using rustic language, first, it is only applicable to certain class of poetry, second, even in this class, we do not find this rustic language used in this poetry. Third, if it is used, it is useless.
2-- The second objection is the use of rustic life. He says that if the rustic life is not taken as it, it is not suitable.  Even Wordsworth himself did not use the rustic life as it is. He changed it. He selected and purified the rustic life from its vulgarity, from what is not appropriate. 

There is difference between what Wordsworth said that he is using and the language he did actually used. He used the language of the rustic because he wanted to be realistic. He wanted to use the language of real men. According to Coleridge, it was not what happened. Wordsworth did not use the rustic language as it is. Wordsworth himself said that he is going to take the rustic language and purify it, select from it. The act of purification is what made Coleridge object. After purification, it is not 
Wordsworth purified this language to give it moral effect. If he presented them as they are, people would learn from their inferior that it would be immoral. 

Coleridge says that it is wrong to imitate the rustic life as it is because it would be immoral. Wordsworth himself said that he was trying to avoid it for moral effect. 
PLEASE GILRS MAKE SURE THAT THIS ANSWER IS THE CORRECT ONE.. BECAUSE I'M NOT SURE. (
What is the difference between reason and imagination as given by Shelley?
He starts by giving us five differences. 

The first difference : Reason is considered as mind contemplating the relations borne by one thought to another.  It is the ability of the mind to contemplate, to think, mediate the relation between one thought    to another.  Reason according to Shelly is the relation between one idea and another. It depends on ideas; when we try to find relations, to connect between ideas. This is how reason works. Reason has to do with understanding.  whereas imagination is the mind acting upon those thoughts so as to color them with its own lights and composing from them other thoughts.  It is also the action of the mind.  Imagination takes those ideas and colors them with its own light.  Imagination is a mental function. It is the function of the mind. It does what reason does but it adds to it its own light. It is the same that Wordsworth said.  Shelly is repeating the same words said by Wordsworth as they are both romantic poets. All the romantics agreed on this point that the poet should add from his own imagination. 

  Imagination is the faculty of the mind that colors the ideas with certain characteristics. Imagination works on ideas, coloring them. The result is that it creates new thoughts. It is not the original idea any more. it is something different, something more valuable.  It is a new idea. It is an idea plus imagination.   Reason gives us the idea, the imagination colors it. It gives the original idea plus new ideas. So imagination is better superior according to Shelly. 

The idea which is created by imagination, this new idea contains within itself the principle of its own integrity. It is new but at the same time, it is valuable.

 The second difference:

The one is the [Greek], or the principle of synthesis, and has for its objects those forms which are common to universal nature and existence itself; the other is the [Greek], or principle of analysis, and its action regards the relations of things simply as relations; considering thoughts, not in their integral unity, but as the algebraical representations which conduct to certain general results
The principle of Synthesis, = it depends on finding the meaning. 
 Reason depends on synthesis= meaning, but poetry depends on analysis. 

There is a difference between finding the meanings of words and the meaning of images. 

We find the meaning of words in the dictionary. The meaning of an image is found in imagination. 

this is the difference between synthesis and analysis. 

When we analyze, we do not only give the meaning of words, we try to find what the author wants to say, why he is using those particular words. We try to find the hidden meaning. 

We start by finding the meaning of the words of the poem. This does not lead to understanding the poem. In order to understand the poem, we have to go beyond the dictionary meaning by using imagination because the poet himself uses his imagination in creating this particular image. In order to understand it, we have to use our imagination. 

This is the difference between synthesis and analysis.

Reason depends on synthesis, the dictionary meaning, but poetry depends on analysis, going beyond the dictionary meaning, to find the relation.  

Forms of existence= names of things. 

Synthesis depends on the common relation of things that are found in existence. 

The dictionary is built on the meaning of objects as they exist in reality. 

We find the explanation of –for example- the word chair. We have the definition of it as it is found in existence.  

 Imagination colors a particular idea. We do not take the idea as it is, we analyze it, take it into parts, try to understand it, then put the parts together and try to make something new.  Reason is the principle of synthesis, while imagination is the principle of analysis.  Reason takes the idea as it is. It does not analyze it.  Imagination takes this idea and analysis it into parts trying to connect between each part and the other. Its action regards the relations of things. Imagination analyses things.  By analysis it particularizes. It gives things particular shape.

 Integral unity is that of reason. With reason the idea is a whole, one. But imagination tries to cut it into parts, finding the relation between the parts and the original, considering these parts to the original one. 

We have to use analysis in algebraical situations, we analyze it, and then we reach the conclusion. We cannot reach the conclusion without analysis. This is the same of poetry. It is not enough to synthesize, but we have to analyze. In order to reach to the meaning we have to go through analysis.
The third Difference:

 Reason is the enumeration of qualities already known; imagination is the perception of the value of those qualities, both separately and as a whole

 Reason works on things that are already known. Reason counts things, it depends on numbers. It depends on the quantity of our knowledge; the number of the original thoughts that are already known; already stored in our mind; while imagination is the perception of the value of those thoughts. It works on the value, the quality of the ideas. It is the perception of a value both separately and as a whole. Reason is interested in how many ideas we have= the quantity, but imagination takes its idea, cuts it, analyses it = the quality of each part alone and the quality of each part, separately and of the whole, as one item or a part of a genre. 

The fourth difference:  

Reason respects the differences, and imagination the similitudes of things. 

Reason sees the difference between ideas, but imagination is more interested in the relation between the parts and each other, the parts and the whole. Reason gives us ideas; it gives the difference between them. Imagination finds the similarity, the relation between them. Reason gives us the differences between several ideas while imagination finds the similarity. Imagination depends on the quality not the quantity, the value of the separate parts and the relation between these parts.

Poetry depends on both reason and imagination, but science or philosophy depends only on reason. 

The fifth difference:

Reason is to imagination as the instrument to the agent, as the body to the spirit, as the shadow to the substance.
According to Shelly, imagination is the instrument and reason is the agent- as the body to the spirit. Reason is the shadow, but the material itself is the imagination. 

Reason to the imagination is the instrument to the age. If there is no agent, the instrument will be useless. 

A human body with no spirit is a dead body. 

Reason is the shadow. It is not original. The original is the imagination. 

The shadow should be close of the body. The shadow is a replica, identical reflection. It is exactly identical but without the spirit, only the outside, not the inside. The shadow is the outside of the body. We do not have the specific details, just the outline. 

These are the five differences between imagination and reason.

What is the difference between a story and a poem as given by Shelley?
1-the first difference between a poem and a story: 

A poem is expressing an eternal truth through an image. The poem tells something and the story tells another thing. A poem is the image of life. It expresses life through imagination in the form of poetry. So, it is the image of life. There is a theme, but the way the theme is handled is different. 
The story is made of certain events. These events are related to each other time, cause and effect. Something happen that leads to another thing. An event is the result of what came before it. They have to happen in chronological order according to time. There is a connection in time, a connection in the development and also in place. The connections between one event and the other are time, cause and effect, place and circumstances. These are the collecting elements that are found in a story. that a story is a catalogue of detached facts = facts that are not connected. They are catalogued together. What connect them together are the elements of the story.

Yet the poem is 

; the other is the creation of actions according to the unchangeable forms of human nature, as existing in the mind of the Creator, which is itself the image of all other minds
A poet creates something that is not found on earth. It is based on the unchangeable human nature. The poet gets his image from his own imagination and his own mind. This image sounds in all other minds. When he speaks about truth, virtues, they are the same truth and virtues in the minds of the other people. He is not copying, he is creating something. The poem is a creation not an imitation.

In a novel, we have creation of action, but in a poem. In a poem, the poet makes up events, certain actions according to – the relation between actions and events in a poem according to Shelly- the unchangeable forms of human nature= love- friendship 

According to Shelly, poetry deals with the original nature of man, before gaining experience, original state, the human nature as created by God. It does not depend on ready made facts. A story is a collection of events, man after gaining experience, after growing. Poetry is the creation of action according to the forms of unchangeable human nature. It is the original, natural creation, human nature as created by God, finding oneself in nature as created by God. The mind of the poet represents the minds of all human being. The creator-the poets- collects facts according to his mind.

Poetry does not deal with facts at a certain time, but it deals with actions that depend on the unchangeable forms of human nature. 

God when He creates man, He gave him certain truths that are unchangeable.

The second difference between a poem and a story: 

The one is partial, and applies only to a definite period of time, and a certain combination of events which can never again recur; the other is universal, and contains within itself the germ of a relation to whatever motives or actions have place in the possible varieties of human nature.
 The story gives us partial- comes from part- events. It gives us only a part of humanity. It doesn’t give us humanity in general. It applies only to a definite period of time. It tells about a certain time and a certain situation.  It is confined to a certain event that is taking place in a certain time, in a certain place. When we read a story, we read about an event that happened to a certain person at a certain time. This event happens to this particular person and not liable to happen to another person.  What happens to a person can never happen again to another person. It is not recurring. The event of the story is not recurring. It does not happen again. The story is limited to a time, place and circumstances. 

The poem is universal. It contains the relations of all humanity, of all places. It doesn’t speak about a particular person or a particular time.

He is talking about the romantic poetry, what he believes that poetry should be. According to this believe, he wrote poetry. 

Poetry should deal with universal ideas. Love is an idea, according to the neo-classics is it the idea of love, according to the romantics, it is the feeling of love. 

 The poem contains within itself the germ of a relation to whatever motives or actions have place in the possible varieties of human nature.
Love is a motive that can make you do something, hate is a motive, and these are feelings, although they are found of degrees. 

Germs= the seeds of all those human feelings are found in all human feeling. These are universal.

 Varieties = feelings are not the same.

We have varieties because human nature is not the same in every person. The germs, the bases are the same, but the motives are not the same.

The third difference between a poem and a story: 

Time, which destroys the beauty and the use of the story of particular facts, stripped of the poetry which should invest them, augments that of poetry, and forever develops new and wonderful applications of the eternal truth which it contains. Hence epitomes have been called the moths of just history; they eat out the poetry of it. A story of particular facts is as a mirror which obscures and distorts that which should be beautiful; poetry is a mirror which makes beautiful that which is distorted.

We have time in story and we have time in poetry. But in story it is different from in a poem. Time in a story destroys the beauty, so we have to tell in a story in which time did this person live, when he died. We have an exact time. The story ends and we know the end. After we finish the story, we know what happened. There is no place for imagination. The story is speaking about a particular person. In poetry, we don’t have this. When poetry speaks a bout man, it speaks about man in general, not a particular person. We don’t have time which destroys the beauty in a story. Poetry is not applied to a particular person in a particular time. It can be applied to any person in any time. This is the beauty of poetry according to Shelly.

In a story, every thing is described in details. We do not have place to use our imagination. Every thing is specified for the reader. Exact time, exact event and exact place in a story destroy its beauty. We do not have things to imagine. 

 augments= to enlarge,  make bigger.

 In a poem, time is augmented, not limited as in a story. It does not speak about a certain person at a certain time or a certain place. Poetry covers all times. In poetry, every thing is given freedom. We are free to imagine, free to think. 

According to Shelly, poetry is universal and eternal. 
4-The fourth difference between a poem and a story:

Hence epitomes have been called the mouths of just history. they eat out the poetry of it

Epitomes= poetry, wise sayings, lessons

Poetry gives us history but in a correct just way. It doesn’t give us facts

In story telling, we do not have the universality and the eternity of poetry. 

 a story of particular facts is as a mirror which obscures and distorts that which should be beautiful; poetry is a mirror which makes beautiful that which is distorted
 Story gives particular facts. It destroys imagination. It copies nature as it is. It copies facts and what is happening. All events are mirrored. A story is a mirror of reality. This mirror obscures and distorts what is beautiful Whereas Poetry presents reality better than it is. It is a mirror that gives more beauty. Both a story and a poem are mirrors of reality. Story destroys this beauty as it is limited to time and place. The beauty of reality is distorted. It is not as beautiful as it is in reality. Poetry does the opposite. When there is something ugly in reality, poetry beautifies it. It is a mirror that makes things look more beautiful than reality. The artist gives us a good image of reality. In writing a story, you should give all the facts including the bad ones. A story mirrors every thing whether good or bad. It obscures and distorts the beautiful. It makes the beautiful looks bad. Whereas poetry beautifies what is distorted.

These are the four differences between a poem and a story according to Shelly.

Essay Q: What is the definition of poetry given by Shelley?

( I didn't find the answer is it how Shelley describe imagination? I  think So but I'm not sure of that .. girls if anyone know about this Q please tell me (
Essay Q: In his essay ' Defence of poetry ' , Shelley is following Sidney's outline of his essay ' An Apology for Poetry', but his essay is deeper and more philosophic. Explain showing how Shelley is able to assert the importance, nobility, dignity , and usefulness of poetry.?

There is a great similarity between Sidney’s essay and Shelly’s essay. But Sidney was only defending poetry. Shelly is not only defending poetry, but also to describe and give us the nature of poetry, the philosophy of poetry. So Shelly’s essay is deeper and more philosophic

He plans his essay in the same way Sidney planned his essay.

He adds a forth part to his essay at the end. He sums up the whole discussion in the fourth part of the essay. 

First he defines the two natures of poetry, then he says how it is built on imagination and what the use of imagination is, then he gives us the ethical and the moral use of poetry, the significance of poetry. Then he defends poetry against the charges of peacock. Then in the fourth part, he sums up the whole discussion and makes analogy of poetry. 

Shelly, in order to show how poetry is useful, he has to give us the nature of poetry. In order to know why it is useful, we must first know what poetry according to Shelly is. So he gives us the nature of poetry.

These are the different points tacked in Shelly’s essay. 

Although he followed Sidney’s ideas and division, Shelly’s essay is more philosophic and deeper than that of Sidney. 

Sidney was in the 16th century; Shelly was in the 19th century.

( I think that she wants more explanation .. So do this part by yourself I'm tired(
Good luck Girls ( & study Hard (((
Best wishes ya 7lwaaat :
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