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Harbage, Alfred. Shakespeare’s Audience. 1941. New York: Columbia UP, 1961.
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In this chapter, Swell argues that because Angelo is tragic character we should be interested in his social status and spiritual salvation even though he is not the center of the play.  Moreover, Swell proclaims that audiences should want to see him restored to both (72).  The approach of this chapter is Romantic.  Swell assumes that tragic characters must be treated as real people because as tragic characters must have a soul capable of change.
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Tillyard labels Hamlet, Troilus and Cressida, All’s Well that Ends Well, and Measure for Measure as problem plays. Tillyard concludes that Measure for Measure is inconsistent because half of the play is powerful and realistic while the other forces audiences to be reflective.  He asserts that Shakespeare broke artistic rules because the change is too sudden and traces Measure for Measure inconsistencies to a poor combination of its sources. Tillyard does not fail to mention that the problem plays, while not the best of Shakespeare, are “true to his typical kaleidoscopic genius [ . . . and] a deeply interesting and a worthy part” (143).  The approach of this book uses historical/ biographical methods to uphold neo classical goals.  Tillyard assumes that a work must follow the formal rules of literature to be truly great.
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In this essay, Wheeler attempts to prove that many male characters in Measure for Measure feel disgust 
toward sex because phallic sexuality causes self-alienation and emasculation.  Fear of emasculation through sexual desire is manifested in reoccurring eating and biting images to describe love and sex.  The approach of this essay is psychoanalytical.  Wheeler’s argument is based on the assumption that an infant’s love is often closely connected to eating.   

