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      In studying a novel, we study characters, how did they feel, act, how they represent themselves in the plot. how did they speak the dialogue- this is part of the novel- The structure of language, the dialogue, description- the title of the novel-   how the title is connected to the incidents in the novel- the setting of the novel= the place and time- the place and time are affecting the  development of action of the novel- 
By studying these elements of a novel, we are analyzing the literary text. 

we are giving evaluation and estimation of this work by analyzing this text, whether following personal or social interests, or structural interest- the language.

We are tending to do estimation of a literary work. 
Studying the circumstance of the work of art- the time, we are basing our analysis on the romantic approach in the novel. 

We can study literary works from different approaches. Another approach is to see whether women characters have been introduced in a work of art by a female writer- for example Charlotte Bronte is a female writer writing about a female in her novel Jane Eyre - in her time- presenting the female character in a way that we may have our main concern. We study the development, how the writer portrays that woman, how she speaks, how she acts. The protagonist of the novel is trying to decide her destiny- this is a feminine approach.  So, instead of focusing on the Romantic approach, we focus on the feminist approach.  The study focuses on female characters and female writer portraying female character, or sometimes male writers introducing female characters in their works.  
This is a different approach we can adopt when dealing with Jane Eyre or another novel.  Another novel- Pride and Prejudice- it is not a Victorian novel. It was written in the middle of the century- we can concentrate on the feminist approach in the work- how Jane Austin introduces the female characters- how they act, how they feel….

We can analyze Jane Eyre from a Structural point of view. It mans to follow how the writer is dealing with the language to introduce the idea. We focus in the language of the romantic periods- how words have been used, the structure, the dialogue, the description of the setting of the places.

We can also study Jane Eyre from a post Colonial approach- colonial approach.
The mad wife of Mr. Rochester is from the West Indies-   Mr. Rochester's father had plantation in the West Indies. Those plantations are done by the natives- the farmers- Rochester's father convinced Rochester to marry the daughter of the chef of the farmers so that they can own more land on that island. It was a business marriage. She came to England. This woman is portrayed in the novel is an element of evil. She is the source of Mr. Rochester psychological and spiritual torture and agony. She is the cause of Rochester as being blind. She burnt the mansion. She is always there to destroy the life of Rochester and the English people. As readers, we do not have a direct interaction with her character. She is drawn in a mysterious vague way. 
This is how we can deal with Jane Eyre as a novel that had tackled the colonial approach. At this earl time, English people did not have clear idea of those natives. They were not communicating with them. Later on, English people began to travel to the colonial lands and got direct interaction with those people. In later novels, we are going to find descriptions of the native people clearer than that is found in Jane Eyre. 
there is another novel written in early 19th century, telling the story of MR. Rochester's wife- written by a novelist having European origin- lived in the West Indies. she was writing the story of Mr. Rochester's wife from another point of view- the point of view of the native- in Jane Eyre we never knew the real story of Bertha Mason- she is there to destroy the life of people.  

" Wide Saragaso  Sea" by Jane Rhys  this novel is about that character, how she was brought from her own land, her own people to another land in which she has been considered foreigners, stranger. She was cut off any social interacting. She does not know the language. In this novel, she is speaking of her self. This is another approach of the work.  

When we tackle such approaches towards works of art, we are dealing with literature from a different point of view. 

With these approaches, we are not concentrating on specific works of art, but we are concentrating on answering questions concerned with art in general and literature in particular. 

Here, we have different trends and approaches. 

There are approaches in literature in which the concentration is on the reader, the process of reading, how it creates meanings in the work of art. It is not the work of art, but the reader himself as the source of creating meaning and value to the work of art. Without the process of reading, the work of art is useless, with no meaning, no value. It is another approach.
With these approaches, with these questions about art in general is our main concern in the course of criticism. This is how literary criticism in this course is going to be different from our study of other courses- like novel, drama or poetry. 

In this course, we are going to deal with a bigger general question about art, not about specific text. We are going to deal with critics and their ideas, their discussion about art, not on artist or literary text. We will start with early critics, till the Romantic attitude.

DR ### a theoretical criticism provides the laws and principles according to which a work of art is made. It is the body of critical principles that governs the creation of literature. It deals with the theory of literature or the general abstract principles rather than with a particular author or work.   The theory of literature varies from one age to another according to the taste of the age.

Practical criticism attempts to analyze a particular work of art to show how successfully the writer manages to convey feelings, impressions and ideas to the readers . 
In order to answer the question what is art, we have two main attitudes towards art in general; one is classical and one is romantic. 

      In Shakespeare's plays, he shows characters of high noble class. In all his tragedies, we have the same ideas, noble heroes, characters from high ranks with tragic flaw. This tragic flaw is related to the personality of the hero- like Hamlet- his tragic flaw is hesitation- the tragic flaw of Julius Caesar is ambition-

Shakespeare is his tragedies trace the human nature. He focuses on human nature although his characters belong to the noble class, they are not common people. He is trying to analyze or work on the human nature which is not necessarily to the common people.  We can say that he is a realistic character, but not in the same sense of realism in then present time. With Shakespeare, it is not the common every day life, it is not even the language of every day life. But, it is about tracing human nature.  

What Shakespeare does in his works is to imitate human nature. Nature, here, does not mean to be realistic, or to belong to realism. It means that he is actually trying to trace nature and how it acts, the harmony, the balance, the human nature. He is dealing with universal common ideas- ambition- hesitation- these are the traits of the human nature which is universal. But, the way he presents them is not realistic way because he builds this universal human nature in an artist way that he actually presents the essence of nature. This approach started early at the Greek time. This is the classical attitude – The Theory of Imitation-

What is imitation?

What does it mean?

Imitation= to imitate nature, in the broadest sense of the word= everything found around us in this world, whether natural scenery or human nature, nature in all its aspects, faces and shapes 
Painters imitate nature in their drawings by presenting outside nature into their works in an artistic way. They try to reproduce the balance and harmony found in nature around them. They try to establish these traits of nature which are the harmony and balance.
Writers deal with the human nature, presenting human natures, thoughts and feelings, ideas representing the essence of this human nature which is balance and harmony.

This is the first approach of literature which is called- the Theory of Imitation- 

Imitating nature does not mean imitating the outside nature. It means to imitate the essence of nature which is harmony and balance. All aspects of nature are working together in order to present a complete whole picture. That is why they wanted to imitate nature because there is always perfection in nature. This is why artists want to represent this perfection in their works.

This theory of imitation continued to be present till the 18th century. But with the early 19th century, we have another attitude which is the Romantic attitude.  Instead of concentrating on the work of art and how it represents the perfection of nature, the concentration is now on the man himself- individuality and freedom. The main important theme is the freedom of man to express his own inner feelings and emotions. It is about the freedom of self-expression. It is about the creative power that man has which is imagination. It is the power of imagination. So, with the Romantics, they are concentrating on the writer, not the text. It is not about the text, it is about the writer himself. It is about his creative power of imagination which they believe is very important and very precious; their freedom of self-expression, to express their own feelings, emotions. It is personal, focusing on the individual, not works, not on the outside nature, but on the inside of man. The reason of this started with the French Revolution. It is the essence of what happened since the 19th century till the present time. It happened late 18th century. 

The French Revolution happened in France that was rules by kings. People started to revolt against the kings. People were suffering from ignorance, no education, no money. Rules were very harsh and severe for them. So, they revolted against the king. They pushed the king away. it was a very dramatic revolution run by the people.  This Revolution did not only change the French people and French policy, but it also changed Europe and the whole world. 
Those people revolted against monarchy under three main slogans. They needed:

· freedom

· justice

· equality

These are the three main important mottos for the French Revolution. These are people's needs. They are lasting until that time. From that time, individuality started to rise up. So, instead of the society, the community, the other, it is the individual- how they feel- what do they want- what are their rights to express themselves- their needs towards others. So, Individuality has risen up. Till the present time, it is showing in a way especially western people represent themselves. They talk about themselves as separate individual not as groups of people- what one feels is different from other's feelings. They appreciate individuality, the right of people to express themselves or not feel their own special needs. This is how the French Revolution affected literature. From that time, the Romantic attitude rises up. It started in Germany, Italy before it started in England. France was engaged in the Revolution. From that time, we have writers like Wordsworth, Coleridge, Shelly and Keats. We have the Bronte's.  
This Romantic attitude lasted until the Victorian- late 19th century.  Still the essence of the Romantic values are still existing but in different shapes. 
DR *** according to the classical attitude, the universe works according to fixed laws and principles that govern man's life and the phenomena of nature. Thus, our's is a harmonious universe based on the principles of order. This ordered, harmonious movement is the essence of the universe. In imitating nature, an artist does not reproduce literal aspects of external reality but creates in the work of art an ordered harmonious structure which equates the order of nature. The very concept of imitation in the classical attitude, he supposes that reality exists outside the mind f the artist. Thus, the concentration in classicism is more on the work of art than on the artist. The literary object rather than the creative mind.

Imitation does not mean literal copying of external reality. 

Imitation is an attempt to give a picture which equates nature or becomes a counterpart of it. 

The object of imitation should be unchangeable and permanent forms of nature including lasting and general human emotions which are not influenced by environment, social or political change. 

each kind of art uses its own medium of imitation in order to give a real imitation

**DR The Romantic attitude 
Instead of concentrating on nature, the new attitude started to lay more emphasis on the personality genius and power of feelings of the creative artist. The maker himself rather than the work made.

The Romantic attitude consists of the following:

Reality does not lay outside the creative mind of the artist but, it is the artist's imagination which reconstruct the desperate and fragmentary reality into a unified whole. Art is an expression of feelings for art is  a form of self-expression.  


He is the first critic to deal with. For him, art is a kind of mimeses= imitation. 
Plato is a student of Socrates. He is one of the fans of Homer. He appreciates Homer poetry. He is a philosopher, mathematician, interested in the study of logic. 

Plato wrote a book called "the Republic" 

When Socrates died, Plato went to different places like Rome and Cecily. He founded a school of his own.  He taught mathematics, geometry and philosophy. These are the major arts known at that time. Education at that time was limited only to the upper class- Plato was one of them.

Plato was known to be against two sciences that were well-known at that time- one is rhetoric the other one sophistry  is science attitude .

Rhetoric was well-known science at Plato's time- it is to use language to persuade people of your own ideas about reality. It is not about reality. It is the skill to let the people be persuaded by your own ideas. This skill is usually used by politicians. They use language to convince people with their own ideas. 

Sophistry سفسطة is engaged in the discussion about the physical reality, not real reality. They are engaged in such a conversation and discussion on the physical reality- reality as they see around them.  It means talking but not out of reason for this discussion. 
Plato was not a fan of these two ways or attitudes because he was really engaged in finding the truth of things which is neither rhetoric, nor the sophists are interested in. his idea of the ideal or the real is a little bit different. 

Plato believes that there is always an idea, a real idea of an object in real life. This idea is not found in this world. It is an idea of things that had been delivered by God and had been transformed into objects in this world. For example, the idea of a bed,
The bed is an object we use to sleep on. It should be flat with four legs. This is how the first idea of a bed is. Then comes the carpenter who would transform this idea of a bed to an object used by people. He started to make builds with wood so that people can use it.  So the carpenter's bed is an imitation of an idea of the bed. We have an imitation of this idea by carpenters.  Then, this bed is used by people. So, people are encountered not with the first idea, but with the object, with the imitation of the idea. We have another kind of people who are painters, who would pain the bed in their pictures imitating the work of a carpenter which is actually an imitation. It is not the real idea. It is only an imitation of the idea of a bed. Then, it has been imitated by the painters. So, it is a second time imitation, second imitation of the real. This is how Plato explains imitation- mimeses- representation in life. He feels that the problem with the imitation of artist is that when they attempt to imitate, they imitate from one angle, one aspect. They can not imitate the whole of the object. He believes that the artist is not copying the imitation, not representing the imitation in full perfect way because they always tend to represent one angle, one aspect of an object, not the whole object.

For Plato, there is upper reality that is difficult to reach. What we have in real life is only imitations of ideas. That is why he believes that philosophy and math are sciences that deal with the real while art deals with the imitation of the real. What we have in art is mimeses or representation of imitation. This is second time away from the idea. This is how he was afraid that the morality represented in art would mislead people. 

The classics believed that poetry comes from the Muses. The Muses- gods of poetry are the essence of poetry. It is delivered to poets. In drama, he feels that. It is the inspiration in which verse is transferred to poets through gods of poetry. Inspiration has been represented through poetry by the poets. Actors take this poetry in drama and try to impersonate, to act this poetry. So, it has been translated. So, the inspiration has been represented through poets in poetry. Feelings and emotions there have been transferred into the actors who would impersonate these emotions as their own. Then, we have the audiences who would personify themselves with the situation of the actor with the situation represented in poetry. These are the steps of representation. At the end, audiences personify themselves feeling pity and fear together with the actor and put themselves in the same situation as those actors to feel with them. This is very harmful for Plato. This circle is like a magnetic bar holding to it rings. The first thing is the Muses- the second is the poet. The third is the actor. The forth is the audience. This shows how far the audience is from the magnetic bar- from the origin. This is how he believes that the audiences are dealing with art- in such far away. He believes that this representation don not coming directly from the source, the ideal, there would be different modification, changes until it reaches to those people 

DR*** 
According to Plato, art is in imitation of the imitation. When a painter, for example, draws a picture of a chair, he imitates the carpenter's chair which is an imitation of the ideal chair. Plato considers that art is twice removed from reality.

1. worlds of ideals which is truth, 
2. matter , imitation of truth 

3. art , imitation of matter , or imitation of imitation

In Plato's opinion, the carpenter's chair is to be preferred to the painters since it is closer to truth.

it is clear from this theory that Plato conceives art as a literal imitation or copying rather than creation .

Main arguments:

1. truth lays in the world of ideals

2. The world of matter is an imitation of the ideal world. It is one step removed from reality.

3-Art imitates the world of unchangeable matter or phenomena. it is twice removed from reality. 

4-art can not a dependent on as a source of knowledge  because:

· it is twice removed from reality

· It disfigures reality as it portrays it from one or two angles only.

· poetic composition is the result of inspiration  which keeps the poet out of his senses 

5- art addresses the lower part of  the human soul .  





Volume I
Book X

This part is mainly about the idea of imitation or mimeses . The other part concentrates on poetic  inspiration- how it works .

It is a dialogue between two persons; Socrates- Glucaon – Ion 
Socrates - GLAUCON 

Of he many excellences which I perceive in the order of our State, there is none which upon reflection pleases me better than the rule about poetry. 

To what do you refer? 
To the rejection of imitative poetry, which certainly ought not to be received; as I see far more clearly now that the parts of the soul have been distinguished. 

What do you mean? 
Speaking in confidence, for I should not like to have my words repeated to the tragedians and the rest of the imitative tribe --but I do not mind saying to you, that all poetical imitations are ruinous to the understanding of the hearers, and that the knowledge of their true nature is the only antidote to them. 

Explain the purport of your remark. 
Well, I will tell you, although I have always from my earliest youth had an awe and love of Homer, which even now makes the words falter on my lips, for he is the great captain and teacher of the whole of that charming tragic company; but a man is not to be reverenced more than the truth, and therefore I will speak out. 


He states his opinion about poetic imitation. It is imitation. Poetry is imitation. it is ruinous, destructive to be understood by the audience . They speak of their own story.
He will proceed explaining why poetic imitation is destructive. 

Though he loves the poetry of Homer and appreciates it, still hears the words of his poetry, but he feels that his love of Homer's poetry will not obstruct his idea about poetic imitation.

Very good, he said. 
Listen to me then, or rather, answer me. 
Put your question. 
Can you tell me what imitation is? for I really do not know. 
A likely thing, then, that I should know. 
Why not? for the duller eye may often see a thing sooner than the keener. 
Very true, he said; but in your presence, even if I had any faint notion, I could not muster courage to utter it. Will you enquire yourself? 
Well then, shall we begin the enquiry in our usual manner: Whenever a number of individuals have a common name, we assume them to have also a corresponding idea or form. Do you understand me?
Then we will see the question and answer process

Very true, he said; but in your presence, even if I had any faint notion, I could not muster courage to utter it. Will you enquire yourself? 
Well then, shall we begin the enquiry in our usual manner: Whenever a number of individuals have a common name, we assume them to have also a corresponding idea or form. Do you understand me? 
I do. 
Let us take any common instance; there are beds and tables in the world --plenty of them, are there not? 
Yes. 
But there are only two ideas or forms of them --one the idea of a bed, the other of a table. 
True. 
And the maker of either of them makes a bed or he makes a table for our use, in accordance with the idea --that is our way of speaking in this and similar instances --but no artificer makes the ideas themselves: how could he? 
Impossible. 
And there is another artist, --I should like to know what you would say of him. 
Who is he? 
One who is the maker of all the works of all other workmen. 
What an extraordinary man! 
Wait a little, and there will be more reason for your saying so. For this is he who is able to make not only vessels of every kind, but plants and animals, himself and all other things --the earth and heaven, and the things which are in heaven or under the earth; he makes the gods also.
This is the way he is going to proceed in explaining, showing his argument regarding the idea of imitation:

1. He is delivering questions about the ideas of beds and chairs found in life.

He wants Glucon to agree with him that although we have lots of chairs and tables in our life, we have two ideas about them. One is the idea of a bed, the other is the idea of the take.

He is speaking about God- the creator. The idea of any thing is created by God. God is responsible for creating all the objects and humans in the world.  There is an idea of every object. What we have is a reflection. Like what we see in a mirror. The real object is reflected in the mirror. What we see in the mirror is not the real thing- it is reflection. It would be appearances only. The painter is a creator of appearances. He makes a picture. It is like a mirror, he is imitating, makes a reflection of what is outside. It is not a real existence. It is a reflection of what exists. 
The philosophers were considered highly by Plato. He did not consider these reflections to be the truth of things. We do not regard those imitations.

Very true, he said; but in your presence, even if I had any faint notion, I could not muster courage to utter it. Will you enquire yourself? 

Well then, shall we begin the enquiry in our usual manner: Whenever a number of individuals have a common name, we assume them to have also a corresponding idea or form. Do you understand me? 
I do. 
Let us take any common instance; there are beds and tables in the world --plenty of them, are there not? 
Yes. 
But there are only two ideas or forms of them --one the idea of a bed, the other of a table. 
True. 
And the maker of either of them makes a bed or he makes a table for our use, in accordance with the idea --that is our way of speaking in this and similar instances --but no artificer makes the ideas themselves: how could he? 

Impossible. 
And there is another artist, --I should like to know what you would say of him. 

Who is he? 
One who is the maker of all the works of all other workmen. 
What an extraordinary man! 
Wait a little, and there will be more reason for your saying so. For this is he who is able to make not only vessels of every kind, but plants and animals, himself and all other things --the earth and heaven, and the things which are in heaven or under the earth; he makes the gods also.
No wonder. 
Suppose now that by the light of the examples just offered we enquire who this imitator is? 

If you please. 
Well then, here are three beds: one existing in nature, which is made by God, as I think that we may say --for no one else can be the maker? 

No. 
There is another which is the work of the carpenter? 
Yes. 
And the work of the painter is a third? 
Yes. 
Beds, then, are of three kinds, and there are three artists who superintend them: God, the maker of the bed, and the painter? 

Yes, there are three of them. 
God, whether from choice or from necessity, made one bed in nature and one only; two or more such ideal beds neither ever have been nor ever will be made by God. 

Why is that? 
Because even if He had made but two, a third would still appear behind them which both of them would have for their idea, and that would be the ideal bed and the two others. 
Very true, he said. 
God knew this, and He desired to be the real maker of a real bed, not a particular maker of a particular bed, and therefore He created a bed which is essentially and by nature one only.
So we believe. 
Shall we, then, speak of Him as the natural author or maker of the bed? 
Yes, he replied; inasmuch as by the natural process of creation He is the author of this and of all other things. 
And what shall we say of the carpenter --is not he also the maker of the bed? 
Yes. 
But would you call the painter a creator and maker? 
Certainly not. 
Yet if he is not the maker, what is he in relation to the bed? 
I think, he said, that we may fairly designate him as the imitator of that which the others make. 
Good, I said; then you call him who is third in the descent from nature an imitator? 
Certainly, he said. 
And the tragic poet is an imitator, and therefore, like all other imitators, he is thrice removed from the king and from the truth? 
That appears to be so. 
Then about the imitator we are agreed. And what about the painter? --I would like to know whether he may be thought to imitate that which originally exists in nature, or only the creations of artists?
This is the conclusion: beds are of three kinds. We have three kinds of beds. There are three artists who superintended them: God, the maker of the bed and the painter. 

· The first is the real thing- idea created by God. 

· then we have an imitated thing created by the painter

· We have another reflection of the imitation which is done by the painter. So, the painter is far away from the original idea. 

God had created one idea of a thing. It is the real idea. God is the real maker of the real bed. 

Plato perceives that the ideal should be general, abstract, and objective. it should not be particular. We should not have a clear frame work that is followed directly. The idea of a bed can be given different shapes. We do not have one image of a chair made by the carpenter. We have only one idea- one image of a thing.

Number three is the imitator, whether a painter, a poet or whatever. The tragic poet is an imitator. Like any other imitator, he is thrice removed from the truth. 
The latter. 
As they are or as they appear? You have still to determine this. 
What do you mean? 
I mean, that you may look at a bed from different points of view, obliquely or directly or from any other point of view, and the bed will appear different, but there is no difference in reality. And the same of all things. 

Yes, he said, the difference is only apparent. 
Now let me ask you another question: Which is the art of painting designed to be --an imitation of things as they are, or as they appear --of appearance or of reality? 

Of appearance. 
Then the imitator, I said, is a long way off the truth, and can do all things because he lightly touches on a small part of them, and that part an image. For example: A painter will paint a cobbler, carpenter, or any other artist, though he knows nothing of their arts; and, if he is a good artist, he may deceive children or simple persons, when he shows them his picture of a carpenter from a distance, and they will fancy that they are looking at a real carpenter. 


When the painter paints an object, he will paint it from the angle that he sees this chair. If we have another painter, he will change this angle. He will not draw the same because he will see it from another angle, another point of view. So, we have differences of imitation of the chair depending on the angle, the situation the painter is in with the chair.

This means that the chair is never taken from all angles. Painters usually take one or two parts of the thing, but never the whole complete picture of the object. This is the way describes the way imitation happens. For him. It is a point of weakness in imitation.  The painter can not capture the whole thing. He always misses parts of the picture. We can not take it from all aspects. It only applies for poetry because when writing poetry, poets will never describe the whole situation, the whole human nature. They take only parts of it according to the way they see it, the way they perceive the object or human nature, the way human nature appeals to them.  This kind of imitation will allow a kind of variety of the same image. Instead of repeating the same thing again and again, we have different imitations of the same object. It gives a wider perspective of the thing according to the painter or the poet. 
Plato perceives it as a weakness. The painter can only touch small parts. He feels that it is a kind of reception.  

Certainly. 
And whenever any one informs us that he has found a man knows all the arts, and all things else that anybody knows, and every single thing with a higher degree of accuracy than any other man --whoever tells us this, I think that we can only imagine to be a simple creature who is likely to have been deceived by some wizard or actor whom he met, and whom he thought all-knowing, because he himself was unable to analyse the nature of knowledge and ignorance and imitation.
Most true. 
And so, when we hear persons saying that the tragedians, and Homer, who is at their head, know all the arts and all things human, virtue as well as vice, and divine things too, for that the good poet cannot compose well unless he knows his subject, and that he who has not this knowledge can never be a poet, we ought to consider whether here also there may not be a similar illusion. Perhaps they may have come across imitators and been deceived by them; they may not have remembered when they saw their works that these were but imitations thrice removed from the truth, and could easily be made without any knowledge of the truth, because they are appearances only and not realities? Or, after all, they may be in the right, and poets do really know the things about which they seem to the many to speak so well? 
The question, he said, should by all means be considered. 
Now do you suppose that if a person were able to make the original as well as the image, he would seriously devote himself to the image-making branch? Would he allow imitation to be the ruling principle of his life, as if he had nothing higher in him? 
I should say not. 
The real artist, who knew what he was imitating, would be interested in realities and not in imitations; and would desire to leave as memorials of himself works many and fair; and, instead of being the author of encomiums, he would prefer to be the theme of them. 

DR** Plato was an idealist , he believed that ideas alone are true and real as the earthly things like beauty , goodness, justice are mere types or copies of the ideal beauty , goodness and justice which is best in heaven. He regards imitation as mere mimeses or representation of these ideal forms as not expression. His true reality consists of the idea of things of which individual objects are but reflections or imitations. Then, anyone who imitates those individual objects is imitating an imitation and so producing something which is still further removed from ultimate reality. 

Plato develops this argument, first with reference to the painter that takes a simple representational view of painting. Just as the painter who imitates what he sees and does not know how to make or to use what he sees, so, the poet imitates reality without necessarily understanding it. This is how poets imitates and does not understand. Not only therefore the art's imitation of imitation is thus not once or twice, but trice removed from truth. Their art also is the product of ignorance. The man who imitates or describes or represents without really knowing what he is imitating is demonstrating both his lack of useful purpose and his lack of knowledge. It did not occur to Plato that the painter, by painting the ideal object could suggest the ideal form and thus, the direct contact with reality in a way denied to ordinary people. He did not realize that what the painter paints is not the exact reproduction of reality. it is the artist's impression of reality and not a mechanical representation of it. Poetry is not imitation or copying. It is the fourth view of reality that he gets from it and not reality itself.   
Because Plato believes that poetry is inspiration of the Muses, the poet does not think of what he writes. It is only imposed on him by the Muse. so, he writes about things that he does not know about. it is just imposed on him by an upper force. Poets do not understand the deep meaning of what he writes. 
Then, I said, we must put a question to Homer; not about medicine, or any of the arts to which his poems only incidentally refer: we are not going to ask him, or any other poet, whether he has cured patients like Asclepius, or left behind him a school of medicine such as the Asclepiads were, or whether he only talks about medicine and other arts at second hand; but we have a right to know respecting military tactics, politics, education, which are the chiefest and noblest subjects of his poems, and we may fairly ask him about them. 'Friend Homer,' then we say to him, 'if you are only in the second remove from truth in what you say of virtue, and not in the third --not an image maker or imitator --and if you are able to discern what pursuits make men better or worse in private or public life, tell us what State was ever better governed by your help? The good order of Lacedaemon is due to Lycurgus, and many other cities great and small have been similarly benefited by others; but who says that you have been a good legislator to them and have done them any good? Italy and Sicily boast of Charondas, and there is Solon who is renowned among us; but what city has anything to say about you? 
Lacedaemon is due to Lycurgus= these are the names of politicians
What he is trying to show here is that Homer writing his poetry about medicine, politics, about military tactics. This is what his poetry is all about. Plato imposes this question:  what city has been guided by your own knowledge? This is what Plato is inquiring about. Homer's poetry is full of these information and knowledge. This knowledge is not real. Plato thinks that Homer's poetry is about knowledge. He is asking Homer which city has benefited, guided by his poetry. Homer is not a man with all these sciences. He is a poet but not a politician, not a literary man, not a man with medical; knowledge, but still we read him. No city has been following his rules. People read poetry not to search for knowledge. Poetry is not top deliver knowledge. It is about joy, sharing with the readers. 
Plato is sensitive with this point=- this sharing with poetry is very dangerous for people. 
' Is there any city which he might name? 
I think not, said Glaucon; not even the Homerids themselves pretend that he was a legislator. 
Well, but is there any war on record which was carried on successfully by him, or aided by his counsels, when he was alive? 
There is not. 
Or is there any invention of his, applicable to the arts or to human life, such as Thales the Milesian or Anacharsis the Scythian, and other ingenious men have conceived, which is attributed to him? 

Homer is affecting people. It is not building cities, but affecting humans in general. 
There is absolutely nothing of the kind. 
But, if Homer never did any public service, was he privately a guide or teacher of any? Had he in his lifetime friends who loved to associate with him, and who handed down to posterity an Homeric way of life, such as was established by Pythagoras who was so greatly beloved for his wisdom, and whose followers are to this day quite celebrated for the order which was named after him? 
Nothing of the kind is recorded of him. For surely, Socrates, Creophylus, the companion of Homer, that child of flesh, whose name always makes us laugh, might be more justly ridiculed for his stupidity, if, as is said, Homer was greatly neglected by him and others in his own day when he was alive? 

Yes, Socrates, that, I think, is quite true. 
Then must we not infer that all these poetical individuals, beginning with Homer, are only imitators; they copy images of virtue and the like, but the truth they never reach? The poet is like a painter who, as we have already observed, will make a likeness of a cobbler though he understands nothing of cobbling; and his picture is good enough for those who know no more than he does, and judge only by colours and figures. 

Quite so. 
In like manner the poet with his words and phrases may be said to lay on the colours of the several arts, himself understanding their nature only enough to imitate them; and other people, who are as ignorant as he is, and judge only from his words, imagine that if he speaks of cobbling, or of military tactics, or of anything else, in metre and harmony and rhythm, he speaks very well --such is the sweet influence which melody and rhythm by nature have. And I think that you must have observed again and again what a poor appearance the tales of poets make when stripped of the colours which music puts upon them, and recited in simple prose. 

Yes, he said. 
They are like faces which were never really beautiful, but only blooming; and now the bloom of youth has passed away from them? 
Exactly. 
Here is another point: The imitator or maker of the image knows nothing of true existence; he knows appearances only. Am I not right? 
Yes. 
Then let us have a clear understanding, and not be satisfied with half an explanation. 
Proceed. 
Of the painter we say that he will paint reins, and he will paint a bit? 
Yes. 
And the worker in leather and brass will make them? 
Certainly. 
But does the painter know the right form of the bit and reins? Nay, hardly even the workers in brass and leather who make them; only the horseman who knows how to use them --he knows their right form. 
Most true. 
And may we not say the same of all things? 
What? 
That there are three arts which are concerned with all things: one which uses, another which makes, a third which imitates them? 

Yes. 
And the excellence or beauty or truth of every structure, animate or inanimate, and of every action of man, is relative to the use for which nature or the artist has intended them. 
True. 
Then the user of them must have the greatest experience of them, and he must indicate to the maker the good or bad qualities which develop themselves in use; for example, the flute-player will tell the flute-maker which of his flutes is satisfactory to the performer; he will tell him how he ought to make them, and the other will attend to his instructions? 
Of course. 
The one knows and therefore speaks with authority about the goodness and badness of flutes, while the other, confiding in him, will do what he is told by him?
It is explanation of how the people who make things are different from artists who imitate things; they do not know how to do it. 
We have three kinds of art, one which uses= to use things, another which makes things that are going to be used and another art which imitates the making. 
Yes, Socrates, that, I think, is quite true. 
Then must we not infer that all these poetical individuals, beginning with Homer, are only imitators; they copy images of virtue and the like, but the truth they never reach? The poet is like a painter who, as we have already observed, will make a likeness of a cobbler though he understands nothing of cobbling; and his picture is good enough for those who know no more than he does, and judge only by colours and figures. 

Quite so. 
In like manner the poet with his words and phrases may be said to lay on the colours of the several arts, himself understanding their nature only enough to imitate them; and other people, who are as ignorant as he is, and judge only from his words, imagine that if he speaks of cobbling, or of military tactics, or of anything else, in metre and harmony and rhythm, he speaks very well --such is the sweet influence which melody and rhythm by nature have. And I think that you must have observed again and again what a poor appearance the tales of poets make when stripped of the colours which music puts upon them, and recited in simple prose. 


He sets a comparison between a flute player – a musician and the maker of these instruments.  When the musicians use this instrument, if they make change, they will perform better. They will tell the maker of their own remarks of the instrument so that the maker would make changes. Yet, it is not applied to painter, because he will paint, not use it.  
Yes, he said. 
They are like faces which were never really beautiful, but only blooming; and now the bloom of youth has passed away from them? 

Exactly. 
Here is another point: The imitator or maker of the image knows nothing of true existence; he knows appearances only. Am I not right? 

Yes. 
Then let us have a clear understanding, and not be satisfied with half an explanation. 

Proceed. 
Of the painter we say that he will paint reins, and he will paint a bit? 

Yes. 
And the worker in leather and brass will make them? 
Certainly. 
But does the painter know the right form of the bit and reins? Nay, hardly even the workers in brass and leather who make them; only the horseman who knows how to use them --he knows their right form. 

Most true. 
And may we not say the same of all things? 
What? 
That there are three arts which are concerned with all things: one which uses, another which makes, a third which imitates them? 

Yes. 
And the excellence or beauty or truth of every structure, animate or inanimate, and of every action of man, is relative to the use for which nature or the artist has intended them. 

True. 
Then the user of them must have the greatest experience of them, and he must indicate to the maker the good or bad qualities which develop themselves in use; for example, the flute-player will tell the flute-maker which of his flutes is satisfactory to the performer; he will tell him how he ought to make them, and the other will attend to his instructions? 

Of course. 
The one knows and therefore speaks with authority about the goodness and badness of flutes, while the other, confiding in him, will do what he is told by him?
He gives different examples of how things change from the angle we see them from. This changes our perspective of the same object. 
Imitative art is an inferior who marries an inferior. It is engaged with objects that has been imitated from the ideals and has inferior offspring= the artist's work. 

Certainly. 
And what is the faculty in man to which imitation is addressed? 
What do you mean? 
I will explain: The body which is large when seen near, appears small when seen at a distance? 

True. 
And the same object appears straight when looked at out of the water, and crooked when in the water; and the concave becomes convex, owing to the illusion about colours to which the sight is liable. Thus every sort of confusion is revealed within us; and this is that weakness of the human mind on which the art of conjuring and of deceiving by light and shadow and other ingenious devices imposes, having an effect upon us like magic. 

True. 
And the arts of measuring and numbering and weighing come to the rescue of the human understanding-there is the beauty of them --and the apparent greater or less, or more or heavier, no longer have the mastery over us, but give way before calculation and measure and weight? 

Most true. 
And this, surely, must be the work of the calculating and rational principle in the soul 

To be sure. 
And when this principle measures and certifies that some things are equal, or that some are greater or less than others, there occurs an apparent contradiction? 

True. 
But were we not saying that such a contradiction is the same faculty cannot have contrary opinions at the same time about the same thing? 

Very true. 
Then that part of the soul which has an opinion contrary to measure is not the same with that which has an opinion in accordance with measure? 

True. 
And the better part of the soul is likely to be that which trusts to measure and calculation? 

Certainly. 
And that which is opposed to them is one of the inferior principles of the soul? 

No doubt. 
This was the conclusion at which I was seeking to arrive when I said that painting or drawing, and imitation in general, when doing their own proper work, are far removed from truth, and the companions and friends and associates of a principle within us which is equally removed from reason, and that they have no true or healthy aim. 
Exactly. 
The imitative art is an inferior who marries an inferior, and has inferior offspring. 
Very true. 
And is this confined to the sight only, or does it extend to the hearing also, relating in fact to what we term poetry? 

Probably the same would be true of poetry. 
Do not rely, I said, on a probability derived from the analogy of painting; but let us examine further and see whether the faculty with which poetical imitation is concerned is good or bad. 

By all means. 
We may state the question thus: --Imitation imitates the actions of men, whether voluntary or involuntary, on which, as they imagine, a good or bad result has ensued, and they rejoice or sorrow accordingly. Is there anything more?
Certainly. 
Then the imitative poet who aims at being popular is not by nature made, nor is his art intended, to please or to affect the principle in the soul; but he will prefer the passionate and fitful temper, which is easily imitated? 
Clearly. 
And now we may fairly take him and place him by the side of the painter, for he is like him in two ways: first, inasmuch as his creations have an inferior degree of truth --in this, I say, he is like him; and he is also like him in being concerned with an inferior part of the soul; and therefore we shall be right in refusing to admit him into a well-ordered State, because he awakens and nourishes and strengthens the feelings and impairs the reason. As in a city when the evil are permitted to have authority and the good are put out of the way, so in the soul of man, as we maintain, the imitative poet implants an evil constitution, for he indulges the irrational nature which has no discernment of greater and less, but thinks the same thing at one time great and at another small-he is a manufacturer of images and is very far removed from the truth. 

 He believes that poetry does not try to imitate the higher part of the soul- logic. It usually deals with the inferior part of the soul which is emotion. That is why it affects people, because it deals with emotions not with logic.

The painter and the poet shares two things: they are engaged  in the inferior truth which is slow, which is emotion. They are not engaged in the truth itself. 

Certainly. 
Then the imitative poet who aims at being popular is not by nature made, nor is his art intended, to please or to affect the principle in the soul; but he will prefer the passionate and fitful temper, which is easily imitated? 

Clearly. 
And now we may fairly take him and place him by the side of the painter, for he is like him in two ways: first, inasmuch as his creations have an inferior degree of truth --in this, I say, he is like him; and he is also like him in being concerned with an inferior part of the soul; and therefore we shall be right in refusing to admit him into a well-ordered State, because he awakens and nourishes and strengthens the feelings and impairs the reason. As in a city when the evil are permitted to have authority and the good are put out of the way, so in the soul of man, as we maintain, the imitative poet implants an evil constitution, for he indulges the irrational nature which has no discernment of greater and less, but thinks the same thing at one time great and at another small-he is a manufacturer of images and is very far removed from the truth. 
Where then? 
At her love of wisdom. Let us see whom she affects, and what society and converse she seeks in virtue of her near kindred with the immortal and eternal and divine; also how different she would become if wholly following this superior principle, and borne by a divine impulse out of the ocean in which she now is, and disengaged from the stones and shells and things of earth and rock which in wild variety spring up around her because she feeds upon earth, and is overgrown by the good things of this life as they are termed: then you would see her as she is, and know whether she has one shape only or many, or what her nature is. Of her affections and of the forms which she takes in this present life I think that we have now said enough.
DR**Plato's contribution" :

1-in his works appeal for the conception of mimeses or imitation as the essential characters of all arts. All arts are related in his sense for they all imitate nature.

2- Though Plato regard imitation as a mere copy of surface appearances, yet at places, he advances a little further.  Such imitation, he associated with poetry of the highest kind  which represented things as they ought to be and not in their actuality. Thus, we find hints of him of poetry being a creative process. He lays high standard for literary criticism. a critic must have courage, knowledge and wisdom . He must lead the many and be not led by them. States of the general public can not determine literary standards 
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