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 Although neither speaker thinks that he understands God’s rationale, the speaker in the first poem displays a respectful and hopeful attitude towards God, whereas the speaker in the second poem holds a pessimistic opinion of God.  These two speakers reveal their opposing attitudes through the use of form, diction, and imagery.
The speaker in the first poem holds a respectful, personal, and trusting tone towards God because he is asking God for help.  In the first line he directly speaks to God, calling him “Lord”.  He is exalting God by using Lord, a highly respectful word, especially when capitalized.  The speaker says that he can “contend” (l. 1) with God.  He also says to God, “O thou my friend” (l. 5), which suggests that he is on a personal level with God.  He starts to argue with God, whom he says is “just” (l. 1), asking why “sots and thralls of lust” (l. 7) thrive more than someone who spends his “life upon thy cause” (l. 9).  On the turn he points out an image of “banks and brakes” (l. 9), wild, untamed things, that are “thick” (l. 10) and “laced” (l.10); whereas, he is “Time’s eunuch” (l. 13), a creature which produces nothing.  After he makes all of these points, he entreats the justness of God, asking him to “send…rain” (l. 14) to his roots.  This shows that although he does not understand God, he thinks that God will listen to him.  Ultimately, this displays the speaker’s confidence in God’s reasoning and his trust that God will help him.  The poem is a regular Petrarchan sonnet; this regularity is appropriate for the meaning of the poem because the speaker believes that although God may not be understandable, he is at least consistent and regular.
In contrast, the speaker in the second poem feels that there is no hope to gain anything from god and does not fully respect him.  He says that he would rather that tears be “meted” (l. 8) by a hateful god, which implies that these tears would be doled out evenly.  This suggests that the speaker would rather God strike down everyone than to help some and hurt others because at least then he would know his motives.  This contrasts the first poem, in which the speaker trusts God’s motives even without knowing them.  At the turn the speaker calls God “it” (l. 9), reducing him to an object; this shows his lack of respect for the higher power.  He characterizes the being as “Crass Casualty” (l. 11), “dicing Time” (l. 12), and a “purblind Doomster” (l. 13) and says that he “obstructs the sun and rain” (l. 11) and “casts a moan” (l. 12) for gladness.  This diction emphasizes the speaker’s view that God is essentially random and has very little thought in his actions; these irreverent descriptions of God also suggest that the speaker honors God very little.  The form is a mix between a Petrarchan and Italian sonnet with no consistent meter; this also enforces the idea of the speaker of the randomness of God.  This contrasts the first poem, in which the speaker believes that although the things which God does are unknowable, they have reasoning behind them.

The speakers in these two poems both acknowledge that they do not understand God.  However, the speaker in the first poem puts his faith in God, while the speaker in the second poem rejects him as a random omnipotent entity.  580
