m
e L

(',-l

LT

THE UNIVERSITY OF DETROIT

A HISTORY OF THE CRITICISM

SHAKESPEARE'S MEASURE FOR

A THESIS

SUBMITTED TO THE GRADUATE FACULTY

IN PARTIAL FULFILILMENT OF TH

REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE

MASTER OF ARTS

DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH

BY

JACQUES G. EOETTCHER

(]

oF



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

The writer wishes to express his grate~

ful apprecigtion to the Reverend J. Barry

w
=
od
0]
L |
-
o
.
ey
<
.
o
3
oh
-

rection without which thils
thegis could not havs been completed. A note
of gratltude must also be extended to Mr, John

F. Manoney for his persistent encoursgement,



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PAGE

BRI, . = o ks w @ > om ke o» s wow 3 om nw LR
Chapter
I. PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS o « o o o o e o o o o 1
II. THE PERIOD OF COMEDY AND "DARK-COMEDY" . . . . . . 14

III. THE PERIOD OF "TRAGI-COMEDY" AND
'FIm R (‘O E:D\lr" L] L] . L] L L] . . L L] . L] . L * L Z8

IV. THE PERIOD OF "PROBLEM-COMEDY" . &« &« + « o « o« « &

W
(@]

W HANAL CONSTDERATTONS - 4 » & & ¢ & & @ o 5.6 o & o FL

BRI OCHRAETRENC L. o e & o s e s o s s v s e s e s e 80



CHAPTER I

PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS

The play Measure for Measurs by William Shakespeare has

possibly suffered more abusive criticism than any other play

by Shakespeare with the exception of Hamlet. The important
thing to be considered In this matter is not the tremendous
guantlty of criticism but the almost inflnite diversity of
opinion which is contalned in the machlinations of critics since
the early elghteenth century. The diversity of oplnion is so
great, and threatens to become even gresater, that 1t has cre-
ated an artificial situation in whioh.the interest no longer
lies in the play itself but is now concentrated in the idea of
finding a solution to the labyrinth of ideas which surround

the play. The criticism of the play, or the interest in the
criticlsm, has now actually superseded the Interest in the play
itselfs That is, it 1s rare today that the play 1s considered
worthy of production. It has been relegated to the closet with
the idea in mind that it best serves as a meens to an end. It
serves as a stimulus to critical spsculatione.

The controversy which rages about the plsy may be demon-
strated easlly 1f only a few of the problems, which lie both
In the play and external to it, are investigated. It can be
seen that critics have touched almost every facet of the play,
and to present some of them here will serve not only to demon-
strate the nature of some of the problems but the diversity of
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treatment and of approach which has been used by the critics
of the last two hundred years.

These critics have found a rather startling diversilty
of themes to be gained from the play. Some critics have
gone to extremes in their denunclation of the intentilon of
the play. An example of this can be seen In a comment of J.
A. Heraud, who in 1865 sald,

Measure for Measure lllustrates Papal tyranany in

Europe that would cultivate only the spirit and

destroy the natural man. The Duke's marrlage to
Isabella unites Church and State.l

Some critics such as A. W, Schlegel have found a much kinder
message in the play but a message no less complex In its dem-
onstration. Schlegel asserted in 1808 that "The true signifi-

cance of Measure for Measure 1s the triumph of mercy over

justice,"? and he bases his judgment, ultimately, on the ax-
iom that he who 13 without sin may throw the first stone.
Another definite critical opinlon can be interpreted from the

following comment bty R. H. N. Hudson:

Chalmers had the sagacity to discover alsc a sort
of portralt-like resemblance in the Duke fto King
James the First. As the King was 1lndeed a much
better theologian than a statesman or ruler, the
fact of the Duke's appearing rather more at home
in the cowl and hood than in his ducal robes cer-
tainly lends some colour to the story.?

Denton J. Snider in some ways agrees with Heraud and Schlegel

l. Augustus Ralli, A History of Shakespearian Criti-
cism, I, 315,
2y Ibid.,; p. 119,

3. R. He N. Hudson, Shakespeare: His Life, Art and
Characters, p. 399,




when he states that

The play, however, is not an abstract treatise on
the virtues, but concrete as history itself., In
fact, it introduces the historical phases which
embody these two principl9s of mercy and justice--
namely, Church and State.®

H. S. Bowden, among others, thinks that the play is a kind
of discussion of the penal code.? Charles D. Stewart declares
that the play deals with the nature of government.® H. N,

MacCracken and F. E. Pierce go to another extreme 1ln their

interpretation:

The play i1s a trenchant satire on the evils of so-
ciety. Such realistic plctures of the things that
are, but should not be, have always jarred on our
aesthetic sense from Aristophanes to Zola, and
Measure for Measure is one of ths most disagreeable
of Shakespeare's plays.7

This critical theory 1s supported, in some part, by a critic
of such renown as Mark Van Doren.3 One of the most interest-
ing comments and one which has aroused indignation and in-
terest among other critics 1s that of George Brandes:

What attracted Shakespeare to this unpleasant sub-
ject was clearly his indignatlion at the growing
Pharisaism in matters of sexual morality which

was the outcome of the steady growth of Puritan-
1sm among the middle classes.?

It may be sald that these comments are all of one type,
or at least there 1s a simllarity expressed in them. They

are all directed toward one idea--the totallty of the theme

4, Penton Jo Snider, The Shakespearian Drama, p. 430,
5. H. 5. Bowden, The Religion of Shakespeare, p. 349.
6. Charles D. Stewart, Some Textual Difficulties in
Shakespeare, p. 27. g
7. He. N. kMacCracken and F. E. Pierce, An Introduction
to Shakespeare, p. 176. T
8. Msrk Van Doren, Shakespeare, p. 218.
9. George Brandes, William Shakespeare, p. 401.
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of the play. Many more examples could be listed equally

1 1 2t +ad hera will AT
different as these, but the opinlons noted nere will serve

(4]

to demonstrate the variety of ideas winlch surround just one

small facet of the interpretation of Measure 1or lieagsure.

ty is considered just a little further it can

H

If this divers

b nown that some eritics, such as Charlotte Lennox, refused

[
ta

to find any merit in the play at allolO Othera, such as F.
Kreyssig, recognize merlt but are extremely slow in making
any positive statement of 1t.11 At the other extreme of this

idea is the encomium of Measure for lleasure by John Mase-

fileld:

The play 1s a marvelous plece of unflinching thought.
Like all the greatest of the plays, it is so full

of illustration of the main idea, that 1t gilves an
illusion of an infinity like that of life. It is
constructed closely and subtley for the stage. It
is more full of the ingenuities of play-writing
than any of the plays. The verse and prose have
that smootiiness of happy ease which makes one think
of Shakespeare not as a poet writing but as a sun
snining.lz

Just as these critics have dwelt on the theme as a
whole, others have isolated elements from the play and con-
sidered them as major problems. Lach character, each action,
each scene, and many individual speeches heve become sources
for critical analysis. If only the character of Isabella 1s
conslidered, the extreme diverslty of opinion is easily reco:-

nized. The vi

w

w of Charlotte Lennox 1llustrates unfavorable

Interpretation of Isabella's character:

106 Ralli, OPe Cit-, o ":70
11. Iqtkid., p. 4090
12. John Masefield, William Shakespeare, p. 17

1.9




Isabella is a mere vixen, an affected prude Iin her
virtue; she should have reconciled Claudio to death
by arguments from the religion and virtue she pro-

fessed so_nighly. The whole 1s a riddle without

solution.1d

Other critics have not been so hard on Issbella, but

they in

turn have abstracted some element of her nature or character

and expanded it to fit their needs. H. S. Bowden, for ex-

ample, amplifies the womanliness of her character:

Yet hers 1s no spectral figure, devoid of human
feelings. ©She is not a spirit, but a woman, and
her natural affections are intensifled because
purified by her supernatural love; and she under-
takes the advocacy of Claudio, 'though his is the
vice gshe most abhors.' The nature of true love is
gseen In the cholce made between her honour and her
brother's life.,l4

Mary G. Clarke represents another extreme of the critical a

titude toward Isabella. She says of her:

As Isabella advanced in girlhood, her childish inno-
cence became scarcely less a part of her nature;
but 1t took the form of ideality, that made her

seek communion with things above this world. She
had still that look of spirituality which distin-
gulshed her as a child. Her very garments appear-
ed to have a property of clearness and purity, as
if no soil or blemish could attach to them. White-
robed, spotless, she looked and moved, a virgin
saint.

Some critics have spent themselves on consideration of

the exact date of the first performance of the play.

They

i
C=-

have generally determined from Edmund Tilney's account of the

Office Eooks of the Masters and Yeoman of the Revels that a

play called Kesur for llesur by Shaxberd was performed at

15. Ralll, op. elt., p. 27,
14, Bowden, op. cit., p. 25.

15. Mary C. Clarke, The Girlhood of Shakespsare's

Heroines, p. 159.



a8 lMeres fails to
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court on December 2¢, 1604, and as Franc

mention the play in hLis Palladis Tamia, & record of literary

productions which was published in 1598, 1604 1s the common-

g i 16
ly accepted date of the first performance of the play.

sure 1or

T o

Other critics trace the source of the plot of le

0

Measure to Promos and Cassandra, a play published by George

Whetstone in 1578, and then they trace both Shakespeare's

and Whetstone's work to one of the talss of the Hecatommithil

which was putlished in 1565 by Glovannl EBattista Giraldl, who
is referred to as Cinthio.l7

At certain times critlcs have considered only textual
problems in an attempt to produce a clear version or a work-
ing copy of the text of the play. Another interesting theory

which has appeared any number of times 1s that which attempts

to relate Measure for Measure to All's Well that Ends Well,

Trollus and Cressida, and Hamlet in order to establish the

mood in which the play was written.18 Some have attempted
to establish unique relationships which will solve the mean-

in:

a3

» of the play. An example of thils can be drawn from [red-

C

erick Boas! statement:

It can scarcely be a mere coincidence that Julius
Caesar immediately follows the Earl's [Essex]tra-
glc end, and it is remarkabls that most of the
plays which with more or less warrant may be as-
slgned to the last three years of Elizabetn's
relgn contaln painful studies of the weakness,

16, Charles Knignt, editor, Shakspere, p. 262,

17. Hazelton Spencer, The Art and Life of William
Shakespeare, p. 299. Ser

18. Hamillton Wright Mabie, William Shakespeare,p. 315.




levity, and unbridled passion of young men. This
is especilally the case with All's Well that Ends
Well, Measure for Measure, Troilus and Cressida,
and Hamlet.lY

Some critics have refused to admit that Shakespeare

could have produced such a play as Measure for Measure which

contains so much irregular matter. They have gone to ex-
tremes to prove that Shakespeare elther collaborated with
others in producing the play or that the manuscript was btam-
pered with after 1t left Shakespeare's hand. Granville-~

Barker for one su 'zests such a pr'oblem.20

It would be both lmpractical and impossible to list all

of the vroblems concerning lMeasure for Measure and to give

examples of each because of the limitations of this thesis.
Those examples cited are typical and demonstrate to anyone

making an examination of the play the immense amount of ma-
terial to be covered.

This critical material, however, will accept three qual-
ifications. It can be naturally divided into trree catego-
ries dependling upon the intention or the approcach of the
critic. These categoriss are the ethical, the aesthetic and
the ethico-assthetic. The first of these is somewhat 4iffi-
cult to visualize because it can hardly exist in its pure
form, A few critics, however, have attempted to isolate

purely ethical considerations., One such critic is G. Wilson

19. Frederick C. Eoas, Shakespeare and His Prsdeces-
sors, pe. 345.

20. H, Granville-Barker, A Companion to Shakespesare,
p. 268. =




Knight, who attempts to demonstrate that Measure for Measure

has a unique relationship to the Gospels.21 The second cate-
gory, the aesthetic, is also, with this play, difficult to
find in its isolated form. Some critics have treated the
aesthetic nature of the play, but, generally, this form is
limited to the elghteenth-century critics, who concentrated
their efforts on the textual problems which arose from the
various corrupt versions of the play which appeared in thelr
period. The third category, the ethico-aesthetic, 1s with-
out doubt the most important of the three. This criticism,
specifically, deals with that aspect of the ethical criti-
cism which affects the aesthetic interpretation of the play.
The vast majority of critics have exercised their craft in
this vein. They have sought to measure the play and to ap-
ply to each of the points or problems which they have dis-
covered a relative standard of ethical judgment which has
colored the aesthetic appreciation of the play. They have,
as Robert M. Smith has pointed out, attempted to force a
definition on the play:

Somehow critics feel that if only they can sign up

Shakespeare as a good Catholic, or as a good Meth-

odist, or as a good Presbyterian, or what not, all

will be well, and they labor mightily in the vine-

yard to achieve the securlty; just as new critics

now insist upon the paradox that 'holding liberal-

democratic progressive views with any connections

makes one incapable of appreciating imaginative
literature at all.’

2l, G. Wilson Knight, The Wheel of Fire, pp. 80-106.
. 22., Robert M. Smith, "Interpretations of Measure for
Measure," The Shakespeare Quarterly, I (October, 1950), 218.




It is possible to expand this comment somewhat further
and to demonstrate that since Samuel Coleridge critics have
attempted to label both Shakespeare and the comedy Measure

for Measure. Each distinct group of literary critics has

judged the play by the canons wihich it established and which
have varied from group to group and from age to age. One may
collect the various extremes of critical opinion and deter-

mine from the collected matter a definite patﬁern of critical

opinion. The critical opinions of Measure for Measure have,

since the beginning of the nineteenth century, gone through
8ix distinct transformations; that is, there are within this
time six separate and distinct periods in which the attitude

toward Measure for Measure has changed, depending upon the

critical standards which each of these distinct periods pro-
duced. R. W. Eattenhouse indicates this problem and suggests
the specific area of this thesis in the following comment:

Before examining the play afresh it will be well to
note that controversy rages concurrently on two
closely related yet distinguishable fronts. Both
a8 art purely considered, and as a philosophy of
life mirroured in art, the play refuses to fit
easily the usual canons of measurement. By clas-
slcal standards its art form is neither pure

comedy or pure tragedy but an unorthodox blend-

ing of the two. ToO give the play a category, crit-
les resort to various labels--'tragi-comedy,' !'prob-
lem-comedy,' 'dark-comedy,' perhaps closest techni-
cally to the classical 'comedy of intrigue,! though
Miss Bradbrook insists the play has 'an allegori-
cal nature' and kinship with the morality type.23

Thls thesis, then, is concerned with the ethlico-aesthet-

25, R. W. Battenhouse, "Measure for Measure and Chris;

tian Doctrine of Atonement," PMLA, IXI (December, 19486) ,
1030,



10

jc criticism of Measure for Measure, and an analysis of that

criticism since Coleridge will demonstrate that the criti-
cism itself went through six stages. Four of these stages
were sustained for distinct periods of time and two were
transitional stages which marked the passing of the criti-
cism from one period to the next. That the ethico-aesthetic
criticism actually passed througch these stages 1s evidenced
by the fact that the critics labeled the play, through their
interpretations, with such terms as "Dark-Comedy," "Tragi-
Comedy," "Bitter-Comedy," and "problem~Comedy." These terms,
as they were applied to the play, are significant of both
the critical attitudé which each period had toward Measure

for Measure, and, to a certain extent, the method which the

critics of each period used in analyzing the play. These
methods, of course, were determined by the distinct critical
standards which were produced by the varylng ethical and
aesthetic attitudes of each age.

It is necessary to consider one additional aspect of
the problem in order to limit thils matter to thesis form.
In order to establish a common denominator or focal polnt to
the heterogeneous material which has been collected, 1t is
necessary to limit the scope of the thesis to the ethlco-
aesthetic criticism which involved the character of Isabella.
Thils 1s a particularly important point, because the attitude
of the critics toward Isabella is the barometer by which the
whole of the criticism of each age may be judged. Even in

those periods in which Isabella 1s, for all practical purposes,
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ignored, she still may Dve used to demonstrate the transition

in critical temperement.
It must be understood that there is no absolute pattern
in such ethico-aesthetic criticism., The major periods of

eriticism of Measure for Measure may be establlshed, but as

critical ideas or theories are not the property of any age
or period, terminology in the criticism of the play is not
so easily limited. Consequently, a certain fluctuation in

the use of terms can be noted. The term "Tragl-Comedy"

may
be found in the age in which the term "Bitter-Comedy" is
prevalent, and the term "Problem-Comedy" appears in the pe-
riod in which the term "Tragi-Comedy" was generally used.
On the whole, however, enough examples can be cited to dem-
ocnstrate that one dominant term belonged to each distinct
age.

The bulk of the thesis is concerned with the period
from Coleridge to the present with the eighteenth century
critics and editors of Shakespeare serving as background
materiasl for reasons which will be demonstrated in the body
of the thesis., By presenting an analysis of the crilticlsm
for a period of roughly one hundred and fifty years two ends
can be seen. The first ls demonstrated in the examples of
the diversity of critical opinlon which have already been
cited.s The point is that a relative standard of criticlsm

has been used %o evaluate Measure for Measure, and the ob-

jective standard wnich should determine the merit of the play

has been cast into the background. It is relative in the
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sense that each age used a separate ethical and aesthetilc
rule in judging the play and that these rules changed rough-
ly six times in the period considered. The play has suffered
from this unstable criticlsm not only in written interpreta-
tion but also in actual production,

The second polnt to be considered 1s that once the pat-
tern of criticism has been established 1t 1s possikle to de-
termine the variations in the critical pattern and to note
those periods which deviated from an acceptable interpreta-
tion. Thus in any future interpretation 1t may be possible
to escape that error which, as Robert M. Smith has pointed
out, has engulfed so many critics. Mr. Smith possibly holds

the key to the errvors in the infterpretation of Measure for

Measure in the followlng comment:

What 1s most apparent, however, 1s that these writers
(as we all do) discover in Shakespeare what they
most desire to find, generally the mirror of them-
selves; for they do not escape what philosophers

call 'the ego-centric predicament.' Eefore they

are through they find, of course, ample warrant for
thelr views of the plays and poems, and are strong-
ly convinced at the same time that thelrs is an ab-
solutely 'impartial study of Shakespeare,'94

The "ego-centric predicament" will partially provide the core
of this thesls, for the theslis depends upon the demonstration
of the "ego-centricity" of the distinct periods of criticism
which have been noted. The value of the thesis lies in for-
mulating a principle of judgment which may be used to insure

escape from the gualifications of the "ego-centric predica-

24. Robert M. Smith, op. cit., p. 218.



ment." This principle must be formed if there is to be any
end to the confusicn fostered by the continuous analysis of
the pley and 1f there is to be any positive aprreciatlion or

understanding of lMeasgsure for lMessure.




CHAPTER II

THE PERIODS OF COMEDY AND "DARK-COMEDY"

The beginning of the eighteenth century marks a low ebb

in the fortunes of Measure for Measure. The play was still

suffering from the abuslve liberties of a few who sought to
revise the plot in the late seventeenth century, and it was
to suffer still more abuse in the years which were to follow.

The Restoration proved an unlucky time for Measure for

Measure. The play nelther inspired critics nor fared too

well on the stage. The general attitude toward the play may
be gauged from the patent granted to Davenant licensing him
"to reform and make fitt for the Company of Actors appointed

under his direction and command" Measure for Neasure and

other of Shakespeare's major productions.1 Davenant's idea
of "making fitt" eventuated in a play entitled The Law A-

gainst Lovers (1662), with the usual major structural changes

from the Shakespearean original common to the period. Among
other changes In this new version of Shakespeare, which in-

cluded much of the material from Much Ado About Nothing, are

the omission of the Marlana episode, the insertion of a plea
by Angelo that he has only been trying Isabella because of

his love for her, and a reorganization of Claudio's relation-

l. George C. Odell, Shakespeare From Betterton to

Irving, I, 24.

14
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ship with Isabella. In thils new version Juliet begs Isabella
to submit to Angelo, instead of the orlginal scene in which
Claudio asks for his life. Isabella emerges in this version
in a hue far different from that of the original.2 An in-
teresting thing to note 1s that Pepys saw a performar:ce of
this play on February 18, 1662, and that he liked 1t very
much.,? Judging from his comments about some other Shakes-
pearean productions which he saw, the revisions which Dave-
nant made in the play must have had some appeal for his audi-
ence.

Although Davenant is actually beyond the scope of this
thesis it is interesting to note his version here, for
Charles Gildon opened the elghteenth century with a produc-

tion in 1700 of lMeasure for Measure which was called Measure

for Measure, or Eeauty the Eest Advocate, which he claimed

to be Shakespeare's "to the letter."4 Both Gildon and his
audience must have been aware of the liberties which had

been teken with the structure of Measure for Measure, and

there must have been som= conscious desire to revert to the
original text to necessitate such a comment. But Gildon
failed in his attempt to reproduce the original verslion of

Measure for Measure, since he added, among other major

changes, a masque and a marrlage for Angelo and Marlana. Isa-

bella again emerges in a new setting.® Actually, Gildon's

2.. Odell, op. cit., I, 26.
3. Ibid.

4, 1Ibid., p. 75.

5. 1Ibjid.
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reproduction with 1ts music, dances, scenery, stage machines
and singing was only an attempt, as Odell comments, "to
operatize" the comedy.®

Although Gildon effected the major revision of Measure

for Measure in the eilghteenth century, several other versions

were produced. John Rich brought what is reported to be

Shakespeare's Measure for Measure to Lincoln's Inn Fields in

1720.7 The text of the play which was used by Rich is no
longer available, but his reputation for the use of operatic
and pantomimic productions makes 1t, at best, only probable

that the original version of Messure for Measure was used.

Toward the end of the eighteenth century, about 1773,
John Bell produced another version of the play in which he
attempted to eliminate much of the low comedy detail. Among
other changes were the omission of the charscter Mrs. Over-
done and a curtailing of the Froth, Elbow, Pompey material.
The last two scenes of Act IV are omitted, including a rather
important Isabella-lMariana episode.® Jonhn Kemble, during his
relgn at Drury Lane and Covent Garden, had stlll another re-
vised version of the play produced in 1794 and again in 1806.
He 1nserted 1lnto the play much of the material which Bell had
cut from the text, but it was still a corrupt play.9 At the

beginning of the nineteenth century W. Oxberry employed a

8. ©0Qdell; ep. sit., p. 195,
7. Spencer, op. cit., p. 304.
Bs BAsll, op, 4i%., II, 24,
9. 1Ibid., p. 60,
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a text similar to that of Kemble, but he mutilated one of
the scenes of Isabella and Angelo by cutting the text. 0
In the years between the Gildon version and the Eell version,

Measure for Measure did enjoy some small success on the

stage. It was produced in 1736 and 1738 during the Clbber-
Wilkes-EBooth reign at Drury Lane and again in the Garrick
period in 1742, but the text which was used 1is doubtful,.ll

In the whole of the eighteenth century Measure for lMeas-

ure suffered as much at the hands of the major editors of
Shakespeare as it did at the hands of the various producers.
A tremendous controversy raged throughout the whole of the

century over the text of the play. Nicholas Rowe opened the

century with an edition of Shakespeare in 1709.1%  Alexander
Pope challenged that editlon and answered it with his own

editlon which was published in‘1725. Pope accepted some of
the revisions made Ty Howe and Introduced almost one hundred
and sixty more revisions dealing mostly wilth the metric struc-
ture.1® Lewis Thecbald published another edition in 1733 in
wnich he made still more revlsions, although he accepted
ninety-four of those made by Pope.14 William Warburton pro-
duced a versgion in 1747 in wahich he ettempted to correct the

text,15 and Samuel Johnson answered Warburton with his own

10. ©Odell, ep. eif., p. 126.

Afks 0@sll, &p« €1%., I, BE8, 285, 338.

e BallY, mp. ads., I, 18,

15, Thomas R. Lounsbury, The Text of Shakespeare, p. 527.
14, Ibid., p. 528.

18. Balli, op. glt., I, 25,




edition of Shakespeare in 1765.1€ George Stesvens embcdied
Johnson's ideas in the Johnson-Steevens edition of Shakes-
peare of 1802.17

There are two important things to note 1in considering

the elghteenth century versions of NMeasure for Measure. The

first of these 1ls that the elghteenth century audience rare-

ly, if at all, witnessed a true presentation of Measure for

Measure as Shakespeare wrote 1lt. There was absoclutely no
continuity of theme in the perverse versions of the play that
were produced. Thls could be the cause of the extreme lack

of Interest in the play by the eighteenth century critiecs.

It is understandable fhat a pley produced at irregular inter-
vals of sometimes ten or twenty years would not draw interest,
and it 1s also understandable that the play, or the perverse
versions of the play, with the major changes introduced by the
playwrights of the period-would not have the strength for any
sustained production.

The second point to Le noted in considering the versions
of the play which were produced in the eighteenth century is
that virtually all the changes are concentrated about the
character of Isabella. These changes modify the character
elther directly or indirsctly. The direct changes are those
whicn affect the part of Isabella by either addition to or
deletion of the part. An example of this type is the change

made at the end of Gildon's play, in which Isabella does not

16. Leunsbury, op. c¢lt., p. 538.
17, -Eblds., P 550.
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marry the Duke.l® The indirect changes are those made 1n
the parts of characters other than Isabella which affect the
part of Isabella. An example of this 1is the marriage of
Angelo and Marisna in Gildon's version which allows Isabells
to escape any censure because of the bed trick.19

Almost all of the changes which were made by the pro-
ducers of the play for stage productions may be classified
as ethico-aesthetic; that 1s, they nearly all are concerned
with actions in the play about which specific ethical prob-
lems might revolve. These revisions result 1In the preserva-
tion of the character of Isabella in that they allow Isabella
to escape the ethical involvement. Preserve Isabella at any
cost might well have been the guiding thought which prompted
the changes. However, 1t is difficult to determlne precise-
ly the reason why these changes were made, because the crit-
ics of the elghteenth century, with few exceptlons, did not
apply themselves to character analysis or the dramatic con-
siderations of the play.

The reason for the lack of interest in this aspect is
evident in a comment by Samuel Johnson:

There is perhaps not one of Shakespeare's plays

more darkened than this by the peculiarities of

1ts Author, and the unsklllfulness of its Editors,

by distortion of phrase, or negligence of tran--

scription.<0

Eecause of the fact that the play was not published during

18- @Ofell, eps elt., I, 73.

19¢ - Ihid,

20. Walter Raleigh, editor, Jonnson on Shakespeare,
B T8, i
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the life-time of Shakespeare and that it appeared in the
folio of 1623 in a somewhat mutilated condition, and Decause

of the many corrupt versions which appeared 1n the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, the critics of the elghteenth cen-
tury concentrated their talents on determining or re olving
the many textual errors which appeared in the play. In addi-
tion to the major editors of Shakespeare of this period who
have been mentioned, other critics, such as John Monck lason,
William Richardson, The Other Gentlemen of Lincoln's Inn and
even,.to a certalin extent, Charlotte Lennox, speculate on the
textual errors which appear in the play.gl Their interest in
the play, as'contrastéd with that of the producers of the

play, 1
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indications of ethico-assthetlic criticism in their worke.

o

On the whole, with the exception of Charlotte Lennox,

sideration to the problems which are to be treated in detail

by critics a hundred years hence. Johnson could not under-

A
!

stand why Isabella pleads for Angelo. This fact seems to

violate his sense of ethics, and after Ansgelo 1s spared he

is even indignant. He says of the whole issue:

I am afrald our Varlet Poet intended to inculcate
that women think 111 of nothing that raises the
credit of their beauty and ars ready, however vir-
tuous, to pardon any act which they think incited
by their own charms.22

Charlotte Lennox is by far the most harsh and the moat direct

—
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2l. Ralli, op. cit., » B9, 91, passim.
82. Raleigh, op. cit., I, 80, =




of the eighteenth century critics. She is the first to iso-
late specific ethical actions and to criticlze them out of
context of the play. She says of Angelo:

Angelo's treatment of Marlana proves him a bad man;

but towards Isabella his manners are not those of

a hypocrite but a good man overcome by temptation.

It is the crime which troubles him, whereas hypo-

crltes are concerned with consequences onlyévyet

he kneels, prays, and expostulates himself.<?

With regard to the eightsenth century critlcs one point
has to be made. They praised or condemned the play, but
they always consldered the play a comedy. Some of them,such
as William Richardson, imply that the play approached trage-
dy, but they never went to extremes and labeled the play any-
thing but a comedy.94 Such 1s not the case in the nineteenth
century.

The beginning of the nineteenth century marks a change

in the critical attitude toward Measurs for Measure. The

period which 1s to be covered hers extends roughly through
the Romantic, Early and Middle Victorian periods of English
literature, or from Coleridge to Pater. It is here that the
first of the categorical definitions which critics applied

to Measure for Measure appears. It is the period in which

the term "Dark-Comedy" 1s applied. The period actually be-

gins when Coleridge states that the play is the only pailnful

3 Q
part of Shakespeare's genuine works.<°

This comment by Coleridge 1ls the key to the critical at-

By HeXld, ep. sib., I, 37.
24. Ibid.,p101.
A 25. Samuel Coleridge, Lectures and Notes on Shakspsre,
p. 299. —_
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titude towards the play as a whole. The major part of the
ethico-asgthetic criticism centers around the "painful" as-
pects of the play. =ror Isabella, however, thls period is
the time of her "canonization." No other group of critlcs
will revere her as these do. But, on the other hand, no
other group of critics is going to lsolate the same agpsct
of her character.

Essentlally, then, the criticism of Measure for Measure

in this period was directed toward two ends. It was directed
toward Isabella and toward the nature of the play as a whole.
Tt is interesting to note that the two ends are not joined
by the critics. They consider the nature of the play one
thing and Isabella esnother. Very seldom do they really con-
gider Isabella in relatlon to the play. She 1is set apart,
or, as some critics of the period nave stated, she exlsts a-
part. She has, for them, an entirely different being. The
attitude which was held toward Isabella can best Le inter-
preted from the following comment by Mrs. Jameson:

Isabella is dlstinguished from Portia, and strong-

ly individuallzed by a certain moral grandeur, a

salntly grace, something of vestal dignity and

purity, which render her less attractive and more

imposing; she is 'severe in her youthful beauty,!

and Inspires a reverence which would have placed

her beyond the darling of one unholy wlsh or thought,
except in such a man as Angelo.26

This 1s the essence of Isabella. She has to te isclated from
the text of the play. Even those critics wno dare to con-

sider her as a character in the whole of the play hold her

26. Mrs. Jameson, Shakespeare's Heroines, p. 25.
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almost in awe. Only Coleridge and Willlam Hazlitt even sug-
gest that all is not perfect with Isabella. Coleridge stated
that Isabella "contrives to be unamiable."7 Hazlitt carries
on that suggestion, but he too allows a legitimate escape for
the saintly Isabella. His interpretation of the character is
that

The only passion which iInfluences the story is that

of Angelo; and yet he seems to have a much greater

passion for hypocrisy than for his mistress. Neither

are we greatly enamoured of Isabella's rigid chasti-

ty, though she could not act otherwise than she did.

We do not feel the same confldence in the virtue

that is 'sublimely good' at another's expense.<S

As can be seen, both of these men are trying to apply =&
relative standard of ethics, snd both, it would seem, reco:z-
nize the inconsistency of such a position. They, along with
other critics, such as Thomas Campbell, Nathan Drake, and G.

G. Gervinus, seem to have an odd attitude toward Isabella.2?

They are as one in condemning the nature of Measure for Meas-

ure, but they convey the 1ldea that she, in some way, cleanses
the plot of the play or at least makes it bearable. They
have, if it is posslible to describe her positlon in the play,
an almost reverentlal attitude toward Isabella,

As vigorously as these critics defend Isabella, they
look for a cause for the moral structure of the play. It
would seem that their real disllke of the play 1s a nebulous

thing. They have a vague idea that the play 1s distasteful

87. Qolerldge, op. ecit,, p. 532,

28, William Hazlitt, Characters In Shakespeare's Plays,
Be B48. : i

29. Ralli, op. cit., I, 159, 280, 338, passim.
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or at least should be, but they have difficulty in actually
pinning their dislike to any one thing. Hazlitt gives an
excellent example of thils type of criticism In hls interpre-
tatlon:

This is a play as full of genius as it is of won-
ders. Yet there is an original sin in the nature

of the subject, which prevents us from taking a
cordial interest in 1t. 'The helight of the moral
argument! which the author has maintained in the
intervals of passion or blended with the more power-
ful impulses of nature, 1s hardly surpassecd in any
of his plays. BPut there 1s a general want of pas-
sion; the affectlions are at a stand; our sympa- u
thies are repulsed and defeafied in all directions .30

Charles Knight supports Hazlitt arnd hils comment takes thse

jo)e
game general turn.l . Other critics follow, but they develop
a new idea. They actually do not try to understand the sit-
nation. They do not consider the play a true comedy, and in-
stead of determining the nature of the comedy, they seek to

determine the nature of Shakespeare, hey begin a period of

\x]

autoblographical speculation which 1s to last until it is
exhausted by the contemporary critics. They attempt to com-
bine the nature of the man with the nature of the play.

Henry Hallam is one of the first who directly and deliberate-
ly attempts to analyze Shaltespeare in an attempt to solve

the problem which his own powers of reasoning set up. He has
reached a dichotomy and attempts to resolve it by saying:

After the greatest tragedies we see Shakespeare
struggling with the overmastering power of his own
mind most In Measure for Measure. Hils characters
step aside from the dramatic path to utter their

30. Hazlitt, op
51l. Ralli, op.

v okt P BEE,
ait., I, 29§,
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creator's deep, subtle and religious thou;hts.5
Other critics quickly, as though inspired by the bold-
ness of Hallam's comrent, extended his theme of criticism
and sought to correlate the theme with both actlons and char-
acters of the play. Thus Verplanck comments that

The dark picture of moral degradation, gullt, re-
morse, 1s not relieved, as elsewhere 1ln Shakespeare
by descriptive beauty . . . or tenderness. Only
Igsabella's severely beautiful character and fervid
eloquence provide a contrast. The theme, though
disagreeable, produces the kind of pain whlch ex-
cites such intellectual interest as all true and
gloomy plctures of 1lire sxcite 99

Verplanck even becomes stronger and more pointed in other
comments. He goes so far as to say that Shalkespeare "breat
through a repulsive subject the strong emotion of his own

=

soul,"3% At times he even suggests that Shakespeare's plays

-

to a certain extent are the products of a personal cause.o9
David Masson later interprets the whole theme of the play in

the light of this ldea.

A dramatist is the Frovidence and Judge of his 1it-
tle world, and therefore reveals his moral view of
things, his philosophy of life and history; e.g.
mercy and mutual forgiveness run through leasure
for leasure like a golden thread. Shakespeare's
sympathy 1s always for what 1ls good and lovely and
honourable; though crime and strife exist in his
world, happiness predominates.”’©

These later Romantic critics have one thing in common.

They are establishing a trend, actually anticipating a trend

1 CR

N DD
[ ]

Ralli, s CRE., D« 1B
3. 1Ibid., p. 271.
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of the later Victorian period, which when adopted by later
critics becomes the source of a major error in the literary
criticism of Shakespeare's productions. They have first iso-
lated ethical actions in the play which seemed to contradict
the established ethical patbtern. They then proceed to criti-
cize these ethical actions not by any absolute ethical stand-
ard but by a relative standard of expediency. The thus criti-
cized ethical action created assthetic contradictions which
in turn produced even more ethical contradictions. Seeking

a solutlon to the aesthetic problem, which they, the critics,
had created, they sought the answer not within the proper
bounds of the play but outside the play. They sought to sub=-
gstantiate their ethico-aesthetic interpretations by using an

autoblographical approach to the author. They do not, as la-

ter critics wlll do, attempt to prove that Shakespeare went

througch some trying emotionael upheaval or some crisis which

affected his soul at the sams tine as this play was produced.
They did anticipate this Type of criticlam by suggesting that

the deflciencies of the play, as they saw fthem, could be

treaced to the peculisriflies of its author., If eithsr

e
S]]

aea
was used, the consequences are obvious. If the aessthetic in-
terpretation were allowsd, then the ethical, the relative eth-
ical standard which they had created, woﬁld also be substan-
tiated. Thus, their interpretation was labeled as "painful,"
and thus the term "Dark-Comedy" was produced by their analysis

g

of the play in relation to Shakespsare and not by direct anal-

ysis of the play itself. They had fallen victlm to ego-in-
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volvement In that they saw in thes play what they wanted to
see. They were anticipating the Victorian critics, and this

is the important aspect of the production of the term "Dark-

3
e

Comedye. They, the critics, merely supplied the means or the
methods to the later critics who were to produce such terms

as "Tragi-Comedy," "Eitter-Comedy," and

| =5

s indirectly, "Problem-

Comedy."



CEAPTER III

THE PERIODS OF "TRAGI-COMEDY" AND "BEITTER-COMEDY"

In the dying years of the Victorian era of English 1it-
erature and in the beginning of the contemporary psriod, the

ethico-aesthetic criticism of Measure for leasure passed

through three distinct stages. There was no sharp break be-
tween the later Victorians and their predecessors. There
was no revolution in critical taste. The theme of the ethi-

co-sesthetic criticism of lleasure for lMeasure continued; but

about 1876 it passed through the first distinct, marked
transitional period. The critics prior to this time, those
who represented the attitudes of the late Romantic, early
and middle Victorlan periods, estavlished an approach to the

ethico-assthetic problem of lMeagure for lMeasgsure which was to

be extended and modifled. They had a completely romantic
view of the play, and thelr interest was in Isabella. They
isolated her from the text of the play ard proceeded to
ideallze her, while they used an entirely different method

of criticism for the whole of the play. They sought to de=-
termine the nature of the play, and in order to solve the
artificially created problems which such a method of criti-
cism produces, they looked to Shakespeare for some key which
might resolve all of their problems. This is, to some extent,
an autobiographical approach to the play, but not the extrems

mode of criticlism which attempts to attribute the problemat-

28



29

ic nature of Measure for Measure to some emotional upheaval

or crisis suffered by Shakespeare., This is slmply an attempt
to impute the nature of thils play to the peculiarities or
genius of 1its author.

The critics of this transitional period, which lasted
from about 1876 to about 1885, sought, in part, to reject the
method or approach to the play of their predecessors. No
longer was the chief interest in the play in the romantic
idealization of character, No longer were critics content
to laud the virtue of Isabella and condemn the vlllainy of
Angelo, for a new note of caution was introduced into the
criticism of this transitional period. XEven in such matters
as congideration of the date of the first performance of the
play did this note of caution appear. This note 1s suggested
by R. He N. Hudson who says:

We have no authentic contemporary notice of the play

whatever, till it appears in the folio of 1623, I

say authentic, because the item which some years

ago Mr. Peter Cunningham clalmed to have found

among some old records preserved at Somerset house,

and which notes the play to have been acted at Court

in December, 1604, has been lately set aside as fab-

rication.l

While continuing the investigations which had been
started, they sought solutions to different problems. They
directed thelr attention to the ethical and asesthetic natures

of the play. They began to analyze the situation which sur-

rounded the play and began to formulate a new set of oplnions

l. R. H. N. Hudson, Shakespeare: His Life, Art and
Characters, p. 398.
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as to the merit of the play and as to the dislike of the
earlier critics and audiences of the play. The general trend
of the new approach to the play and the extent of the prob-
lems which were now being considered can be seen in the analy-
gis of the play fostered by Dr. Hermann Ulrici.

The reason the Measure for Measure enjoys so little
approbation--in spite of 1ts wealth of profound
thoughts and i1ts life-like, sharply-delineated and
well-developed characters (which are as lmportant
as they are original), and in splte also of its
perfectly Shakespearian language and composition--
does not, I think, lie so much in the subjsct-mat-
ter of the action, which is certainly repulsive
and offensive to our more delicate, perhaps only
the effeminate state of our feelings, as in the
peculiar colouring of the plece.®

If this comment by Ulricl is contrasted with the bulk

of the earlier criticism of Measure for Measure seversl

things can be seen. This transitional critic is using some-
what of a more logical approach to explain the created prob-
lems in the play. It 1s more logical in the sense that he
is looking in the play 1ltself for the explanation and is not
going to exterior sources for his solution. On the othsr

hand, he is attempting to analyze Measure for Measure by

Victorian standards. This, perhaps, may be seen better if
more of the passage 1ls examined. Ulrici continues:

I mean fo say it 1s a fault in the drama, that the
pharisaism and the various vices which are con-
trasted wlth 1t are exhibited in colours too glar-
Ing and in outlines too snarp, hence in an almost
revolting manner; that, in the struggle with the
enemy which it attacks, the drama becomes offen-
give, sharp, and bitter; that it tries to arouse

2. H. Ulrici, Shakespeare's Dramatic Art, p. 163.




our disgust, and to engage our whole soul against

this enemy, and thus, as 1t were, Invites us to

give our assistance in combatting i1t, to engage in

real action in ordinary life, in place of ralsing _

us above the latter into the ideal spheres of art.v

Several things can be interpreted from this comment.
The transitlonal critic has not lost the earlier attitude to-
ward the moral actions of the play. The attitude toward the
moral action has not only continued, but 1t has been extended
by this critic to a more natural, a more personal objection
based upon, from all ihdications, a theory of participation
in art. Ulrici has denled the value of the comic element of
the play and has substituted a new didactic element. Thus,
instead of searching for a solution outside the play as the
earlier critics had done, Ulrici has inserted a solution.
The solution 1s based upon what is supposed to be a moral con-
demnation of the vice and corruption of Elizabethan soclety
by Shakespeare. TUlrici's analysis which has determined that
the condemnation is too real has affected the aesthetic in-
terpretation of the play. This has interesting complications
which are brought out in the next period of criticism of

Measure for Measure.

Not only has Ulrici become too subjective in his indi-
vidualization of the ethico-aesthetic problems of the play,
but he turns his criticism to & new vein. In the light of
ethlco-aesthetic interpretation he cannot determine the play

to be either a comedy or a tragedy. This is a major point in

52 Ulriel, op. elt., p. 163,
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his consideration, for as has been sald, he has denied the

element of comedy to Measure for lleasure, but he has not as-

serted an element of tragedy. This leaves him in a somewhat
nebulous state midway between comedy and tragedy. He 1s not
willing to postulate the tragi-comedy definition of the play,

for he says,

ek

Shakeapeare does not seem to have known, or not to
have cared to adopt this title, perhaps from a

right feeling that--from an aesthetic-artistic

point of view--great objection might be raised a-
gainst the propriety of such an intermedliate species
between tragedy and comedy, which seemed rather like
a hybrid production.4

He does state that the difference or the diverse elements

t

which are indicated in the term "Tragi-Comedy" are evidenced

in Measure for NMeasure for lMeasure In both subject and char-

acter, but he will not regard 1t as a distinct speciss of
drama.,®
There is one other aspect to the ethico-sesthetic criti-

cism of Measure for Measure which is pertinent to this thesis.

It has been seen that the characters of the play, with the
exception of Isabelle, have, for the most part, been ignored.
Isabella has been the essence of the value of the play. Up

to this point only she has been appreciated as = character,
and as a person abstracted from the play, but now, with Ulricd,
this attitude wavers. DNot only do Angslo and the Duke arise
as entities in their own right, but the appreciation of Isa-

bella begins its decline. This, of course, is not too pro-

*e UIrie), ép, ail., b 1E4.
5. Ibid., p. 154.
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nounced, but it can te seen in the implications of the fol-

lowing interpretation by Ulrici:

Y

The chief characters are the Duke, Angelo and Isa-
bella. The first two are so clearly and sharply
u

m e
O
i
ct

delineated, the fundamental features of their na-

tures, the motives of thelr actions so distinctly

brought forward, that they do not stand in need of
s equally clear that

any further explanation. I
they represent the two poles of the contrast, the
reconciliation of which is the subject in qaestion;
the Duke 1s clemency a2nd forbearance, forgiveness
and mercy; Angelo the severity of h law, the
rigour and the pride of virtue and self-righteous-
ness. More difficult is the understanding of Isa-
bella's character, for although 1t 1s developed
with great care, both as regards delineatlon and
colouring, it nevertheless has been Interpreted
and judged 1n very different ways .o

m ct
e

Ulrici still has the appreciation of Isabellsa, but it
is no longer spontaneous or unquestioned. He is, in fact,

leading critic 1 from the pure sppreclation of Isabella to

the analysis of both Angelo and the Duke. The reason for
this 1s the implication which is to be found in his ethico-
aesthetic interpretation of the character of Angelo. Ey ex-
amining Angelo he has set up a contrast between Angelo's ac-
tion and Isabella's response. Thus he is forced to apply the

same analysis to Isabella which he applied to Angelo. His

criticism becomes almost an apology for Isabella's virtue.?’

1

This, by its very presence and by the fact that it was con-
sidered necessary, has a secondary implication. That day, Mt
lmplies that there is a guestion in the ethico-aesthetical

analysis. The way is opened for further analysis.

6. Ulrlei, op. cit., p. 158.
7. IBid., pb. 159,
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This is, in reality, the most important point to be de-
rived from these transitional critics. The virtue of Isa-
bellas is now open to dispute, and thils carries with it cer-
tain dramatic complications. These are inferred by F. K.
Halliday8 but are brought down to specific issues by R. K.
N, Hudson. Hudson supports Ulrici in his approach to the

problems concerning the ethico-aesthetic relationships of

Measure for Measure, but he also takes a cue from Ulrici and

extends the implications of the question of her virtue and
the moral interpretations of some of her actions. The indi-
cations of this can be seen in the following comments:

It 1s not to be denied, indeed, that Isabella's

chastity 1ls rather too demonstrative and self-pro-

nounced; but this is because of the unblushing and

licentiousness of her social environment.®

Ulrici, Hudson, snd others have opened to other critics
the moral implications of the "bed trick" so far as Isabella
accepts this action. This in turn opens the way for critical
investigation of other actlons--notably, Igabella's marrilage
to tke Duke and her position as a Novice. These implications
are seized not only by the critics of this transitional pe-
riod but are taken and amplified by crltics up to the con-
temporary era.

The gifts, then, of these translitional critics to their

successors were the speculations on the nature of the play as

a comedy or tragedy and their speculations on the moral impli-

8. F. E. Halllday, Shakespeare and His Critics, p. 162,
9. Hudson, op. cit., p.416.
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cations of Isabella's actionse.

The critics of the last of the Victorian period, those
from Denton J. Snider to Sidney Lee, did not ignore these
gifts. They not ornly seized them, but they carried them to
extremes. The most notable point to be found In this period
is the application of the next categorical definition, which
was "Tragi-Comedy." This definition 1s the key to the ethlco-
aesthetic speculation of these critics.

An analysis of the application and of the nature of the

term tragi-comedy as used by these later critics leads to

some rather interesting revelations. The first of these 1is
that the nature of the approach of these critics to the in-

terpretation of Measure for leasure can be seen in thelr use

of this specific term. These critics denied that the play
was either a comedy or a tragedy, and they postulated that
there was a third form of drams midway between comedy and

tragedy which in part could employ the separate devices of

each form. They further postulated that Measure for leasure

elther belonged to this form or should belong to it.

That this new form cannot te a pure form such as tragedy
or comedy 1s recognized by these critics when they examine
the nature of the play in terms which depend on tragedy.

This 1s demonstrated in the comments of several critics, a-
mong whom is Denton J. Snider, who stated that

We are now to begin a new group of four plays,

which we have called the ideal Tragl-comedies, in

distinction from the real ones, which have already

been considered. That is, there 1ls still media-
tion through an ideal world in some form, but we
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leave the light comic sport of the group that has
Y 1 : ) = Ty

just preceded--the realm of foible , folly, ab-

gurdity--end pass into a dark traglc world of sin

and 'L1¢u.10

George Brandes glves a similar interpretation to the play

but is somewhat more emphatic in describing the comlc scenes
as belng broad and realistic pictures of the dregs of soci-
r which give no support to the palnful theme or to the

As these critics attempted to determine the form of

Measure for leasure, they revealed a somewhat new approach

to the play and to the problems wnich had been
critical analysis. They were interested in the form of the

pley. They were not only interested in the mechanlcs of the

<.
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form but in the form itself g3 it gave expression to art.
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Boas, however, 1s not completely appreciative of the form or
style of the pley, for he goes on to say that it lacks the
"perfect balance between thought snd language" of the histori-

cal plays and has a compressed style which "mskes the rhythm
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harsh and the sense obscure."l3 1In addition to the comments
on the form of the play Boas indlcates in his criticism an-
other aspect of the approach toc the play by the critics of
this period which will be developed later in the thesis. On
the whole his theme is consistent with that of Denton J.
Snider, who claimed that the play belongs in the clgss of

o L&

"mediated" dramas and has tragic depth and earnestness

Sidney Lee, on the same idea, states that in Measure for Mea-

sure Shakespeare proves his artistic ingenulity by giving
"dramatic dignity and moral elevation to a degraded and re-
pellent theme."19 Lee goes even further and couples the play
with Othello in its tragic theme.l€ Bernard Ten Brink,17
William Rolfel® and Walter Pater are all consistent with this
idea, but Pater 1s its principal exponent. Pater states that

Measure for Neasure 1s almost as much ss Hamlet a demonstra-

Fal

tion of Shakespearel's ability.19

There is one very distlinct element which can be seen in
the comments of these and other critics of this age. These
critics. are allowing their aesthetic determination of Measure

for Measure or their interest in tkhe form of the play to bs

controlled by ethical interests. The whole of their aesthe-
tic theory has an almost unique relationship with morality,

This somewhat nebulous relationship allows art to be both

15. Boas, op. clt., p. 357.
l4. Snider, op. clt., p. 434.
15. Sidney lLee, A Lifs of William Shakespeare, p. 245.
16. 7Ibid., pe. 243 .
8817. Bernard Ten Brink, Five Lectures on Shakespearse,
p. e

18. Willlam Rolfe, A Life of William Shakespeare, p. 366

19. Walter Pater, Appreciations, D. 175,
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autonomous and closely dependent upon morality. The morali-
ty which influences thelr aesthetic interpretation seems to
be not an absolute ethical standard but a relative standard
based upon the function of art. Their appreciation of Mea-

sure for Measure and of Shakespeare is based, in the final

analysis, not upon the art form itgelf but upon Shakespeare's
ability to adapt "sordid" material to the form of art. This
point is formulated in the comments of the critics just men-
tioned, especially Sidney Lee and Walter Pater. An example
of what was considered the materlal with whlch Shakespeare
worked is given in the following comment by Hamilton Wright
Mabie:

In the great tragedies we breathe an alr which 1s

charged with fate, and feel ourselves involved in

vast calamities which we are powerless to control;

in the plays which have been named we breathe an

atmos phere which is fetid and Impure, and human na-

ture becomes unspeakably mean and repulsive.zo
The ability with which Shakespeare could conform this materl-
al to the limitations of drama and the appreclation which his
conformation could evoke is demonstrated by F. S. Boas:

In Measure for Measure, though undeniably strong

meat 1s served up, the most repulsive details all

have their place 1n the general scheme, which is

undisputably noble, while numberless lustrous

shafts of poetry and thought plerce the sombre at-
mosphere in which the actlion moves,

This aesthetic criticlam as it was determined by the

ethlcal standards and as 1t was used by the critlics of this

20. Hamilton Wright Mabile, William Shakespeare, Poet,
Dramatist and Man, p. 3l5.
2l. DBoas, op. clt., p. 359.
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period developed into an ethico-sesthetlc eriticlsm which
was directed towards specific cHaracters of the play. The
focal point of this criticlsm agein was Isabella as she was
affected by various actions which carrled ethical considera-
tions. The form of thils ethico-sesthetic analysis of Isabella
took two courses, It was primarily directed toward Isabella
as a character, but i1t also allowed for the analysls of other
characters as they affected the character of Isabella. Isa-
bella as a character in the play, or as a person abstracted
from the play, no longer was the only interest of the critics.
As the transltional critics opened the way for speculation
by Introducing to ethico-aesthetic analysis the characters of
Angelo and the Duke, these later critics extended the analy-
sis.

Before examining the criltical speculatims of the critics
of this period one more polnt must be taken into considera-
tion. The critics directed their ethico-gesathetic criticism

of the major characters of Measure for Measure towards these

characters as they reflect society. Society formed the ethi-
cal basls for their analysis. The problem cen be stated as
being that these later Victorian critics aneslyzed the major

characters of Measure for Measure with an aesthetic theory

based on a relaetive standard of ethics. This standard of
ethlcs was derived from the existing social pressures of this
period,

This qualification can be seen if the various criticisms
of Isabella, Angelo and the Duke, the major characters of

the pley, are examined. The ethico-sesthetic snalysis of Ise-
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bella undergoes in this pericd a change from that of the pre-
ceding period. The appreciation of both the character and the
woman does reach extremes st times. He. S. Bowden is supgestive
of the Romantic critics when he says:

Isabella in 'Neasure for Measure' is the most per--

fect type of true love. Votarist or Postulant of

St. Clare, she 1s, 'dedicated to nothing temporal.'

By her renouncement' she had become, even in the

eyes of the licentious and scurrilous Luclo, a

'thing enskied and sainted,' an immortal spirit.22

On the whole, the appreciation of Isabella's virtue 1s
not as extensive as Bowden's., In fact, the majority of the
criticism of Isabella is not directed toward the person inso-
far as she possesses virtue but toward the person as she re-
acts to the various actlons of the play which contain ethi-
cal conslderations. She is treated almost always 1n relation
to one of the other major characters. Thus Bowden says of
her as she rejects her brother's proposal that she submit to
Angelo, "she had rather be scourged and flayed than yield
her body 'to such abhorred pollution.'"®3 Denton J. Snider

directs a major portion of his criticism to Isabella Insofar
as she accepts the offer of the Duke in the last scene.<4
Walter Pater is conslderably attentive to the relationship of
Isabella to Angelo, whom he terms as "pure evil."<5 F, S.
Boas is concerned wlith Isabella's relationship to Marilana

insofar as the trick of substitution is affected.26 Be, G

22. H. S. Bowden, The Religion of Shakespeare, p. 25.
285.  Inid. -5
24. Snider, op. cit., p. 442,
25. Pater, op. cit., p. 177.
26. Boas, Ope ﬁo, Pe 58
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Sharp considers in his criticism Isabella's relationshlp with
Claudio.27
Thus it can be seen that Isabella 1s related through
moral interpretation to each of the other major characters
and to the actions of each of these characters. The action
of the other characters determines the actual value of Isa-

bella,

The point to be considered 1n treating the ethico-aes-
thetic analysis of Isabella by these critics is that the ap-
preciation that they have of her 1s based on a point of vir-
tue. Isabella is not respected by the critics of thils period
because she possesses virtue, but because she demonstrates
courage in the face of existing soclal pressures. Fortitude
hes replaced temperance as the dominant virtue behind chasti-
tye This is, in fact, a reflection of the soclal pressure
which has produced the ethics behind the ethico-aesthetic
criticism of the perlod. Thus when Denton J. Snider analy-
zes Isabella and calls her "the embodiment of this element of

female virtue,"

he 1s both paying homage to courage and at the
same time implylng that the action of Isabella was, to the
Victorian critic, a little unusual according to hils concept

of the Elizabethan world.<8

The tremendous influence of variocus Victorian socizal

concepts on the ethlco-aesthetic criticism of Measure for

Measure 1ls further demonstrated in this very problem of Isa-

27. F. C. Sharp, Shakespeare's Portrayal of the Moral
Iife, p. 67. =

28. Snider, op. cit., p. 441.
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bella's rejection of Angelo's proposal. When Isabella re-
jected Angelo she was almost ideallzed by the Victorian crit-
ic, but as the actlon progresses a contradlctlion in her
charascter is established. It is not a real contradiction,
but it is recognized by these critics, and 1t produces some
rather abusive critlicism of Isabella. The contradictlon e
in the fact that Isabella allows the substitution of Mariana
in the agreement with Angelo. This is a point which arouses
bitter indignation in these critics. F. C. Sharp comments on
this point and states that Isabella does not allow her logth-

ing of sin to prevent her from carrying out her instructlons

on

. 2 5 5
to allow Marlana to go to Angelo.~9 Boas calls the device

repulsive.20 William Rolfe treats the point in a slightly

- 1 1

lighter vein,°1 but Denton J. Snider is very pointed when h

=

questions the worth of an act in which the object 1s good but

the means bad.32 The general attitude toward Isabella on this

point is implied 1In a statement by F, Ce Sharp, who says:

« o o Isabella declares herself willing to die but
not willing to lose hner soul 1in order to save her
brother's 1life. And whilile this of course does not
represent her real motive for refusling the infamous
offer of &ngelo, 1t 1s certainly a consideration
that appeals to her as reasonable.3s

The other point which constltutes the contradiction in
the character of Isabella for these critics is her proposed

marriage to the Duke at the end of the play. Isabella is

29. Sharp, op. cit., pe 67.

30. Boas, op. cit., p. 358,

3l., William Rolfe, A Life of William Shakespsare, p. 10L.
32, Snider, op. cit., Pe 4694

33, Shﬂrp, __2. Cito, Pe 11.
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dedicated to what is "pure." In leaving the convent and mar-

rying, she is, to thes critics, sacrificing her dedication.

Ils

o

Both she and Shakespeare are brought to task for this "scan-
dalous proceeding." Snider and Eoas are shocked at the ac-
tion, and it 1s ultimately the cause of much speculation on
the symbolic relationship of the Duke as a friar and Isa-
bella as a nun.5%

There are other ramifilcations in the ethico-assthetic
critlcism as used by this group of critics with 1its basls in
the social order. One, as has been stated, directly involves
Isabella as a character. Another indirectly involves her as
it is directed towards the theme of the play. Thils second
ramification involves the term "Tragl-Comedy" in that it 1s’

an examination and condemnation of the Victorian concept of

the RElizabethan world as it is evidenced in Measure for llea-

s gtated in somewhsat

=

gure., This element of the critlclsm

nebulous terms, which indicates that the concept 1ltself, as

held by the Victorians, 1s somewhat vague. Thls is the one
aspect of the criticlsm of the pesriod whicn gives evidence
to the evangelical basis for their ethical order. This ele-
ment 1s best shown 1n a comment by Denton J. Snider.
Man has perished through gullt, but now he 1s to be
gaved through repentance. If the tragediss unfold
Justice as the deep foundation of the world order,
these tragi-comedies reveal Mercy as the still
deeper foundation of the world order. Penltence,

on the one hand, forglveness, on the other, are hers
the profoundest notes of the Poet's art; fate is

34, -Snider, _O‘Eo Cit', Do 451,
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now met by a mightier power, and is subjected islo)

love.

This is, simply, an indication that the Victorian crit-
1c considered the Ellzabethan world as somewhat of a social
shock. The points toward which they directed thelr criti-
cism are not points which can be justly criticlzed. The
"bed trick" can be explained as having a loglcal solutlon,
and the marriage of Isabella violates no ethical principle.
The critics of this period, nhowever, refuse to recognize
these factors. They are interested in condemmation simply
because the various actions violate Victorian prudery rather
than ethical principlés. Thus the summation of the criti-
cism of this period can be formed by stating that the crit-
ics of the later Victorian period attempted to insert Victo-
rian culture and customs into an Elizabethan world. The con-
tradictions which arose from this action were judged not by
real aesthetic standards but by Victorian ethical standards.
Thus the term "Tragi-Comedy" signifies not only the approach
these critics employed in examining the play, but 1t is sig-
nificent, insofar as the term tragic 1s used, of the Victori-
an view of Elizabethan culture. Thus they have not sscaped
the predicament of "egoeentricism." Ey becoming involved in
the predicament, they violate primary considerations of liter-

ary criticism. They are not treating Measure for Measure ob-

Jjectively but subjectively, for they are using the play as a

demonstration of Victorian ethical considerations.

35. Snlder, op. cit., p. 428,
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The late Victorian period was relatively short-lived,
dying shortly after the turn of the centdry. There was no
revolution in critical taste, but a short transitional periocd
which coupled the Victorians to the next major period of

criticism of Measure for Measure. Thls transitional period

1s somewhat shorter than that which effected the transitlion
from the period of "Dark-Comedy" to the period of "Tragi-
Comedy." It is not quite as important as the first period,
but it is marked by several important critics. It lasts,
roughly, from 1905 to 1913, and i1t contalns a definite fluc-
tuation in critical taste.

One of the most noticeable considerations of this tran-
gitional period is the lack of the vehemence of the Victori-
an critic. This has been replaced by a more sophlsticated
attitude reflected in the comments of critics who appreclate
some elements of the play and condemn others. There is 1little
wholehearted acceptance of the play, but John lMasefleld proves

to be an exception to this. He calls Measure for Measure "a

marvellous pilece of unflinching thought."36 On the whole the
criticlsm of the play follows the comment of Fo. H. Rigstini
who states that the play "is stripped of the real theatrical
effectiveness of tragi-comedy . « . "2’ Brander Mathews
follows these critics with:

The theme is repugnant, but it is not uninterest-~

ing. The most conscientious of playwrights could

Eot make a really good play on the subject of '4l11l's
Well,! whereas 1t 1is possible that the subject of

36. John Masefileld, William Shakespears, p. 179.

A |

37. F. H. Ristini, English Tragi-Comedy, p. 100.
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1Measure for Measure'! misht be worked up into a

fairly coherent plot, even 1f Shakespeare himsel:

fails to do this.”
These critics are, actually, following the dictates of the
Victorian criticse. The influence of the Victorian critlic in
this transitional period is wavering, for at the other ex-
treme of the fluctuation in this period is the beginning of
a new type of criticism. There are hints of this new criti-

cal taste 1n Brarder Mathews .29 Tt is best expressed by E.

K. Chambers who remarks that Measure for Measure reflects

"the singularly interesting record of a particular phase in
the poet's shifting outlook upon humanlity . . . 49 15 these
statements there are a rejection of the Victorian principle
of criticism and indications that there is a new form or new
approach to the ethico-aesthetic criticism being formed.
There are several other elements present in the criti-
clsm of this transitlonal period which should be noted. One
of them 1s the shift in the critical attitude toward Isabella.
Whereas the Victorilans were harsh on Isabella, these critics
reaffirm her goodness. OShe 1s again called "a light shining
in corruption,"4l and, in part, is again made the focal point
of the play.42 The Duke, however, does not fare as well.
Whereas the Victorlan critic tolerated him as one tolesrates

the aged, the transitional critlcs are quick to condemm him,%d

58, Erander Mathews, Shakespeare as a Playwright, p. 226.
BEL - Zisa., p, 108 = :
40. E. K. Chambers, Shakespeare: A Survey,p. 210.

17%1. H. N. MacCracken, An Introduction to Shakespeare,
pl L]

42, Mathews, op. cit., p. 229.
45. &harp, op. elt., p. 221,
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The other element to be noted in the criticism of this
transitional period is the initiation of a more objectlve
eriticism. Prior to thils time the ethico-gesthetic criti-

cism of Measure for Measure has been almost wholly subjec~

tive. Now, with A. C. Bradley and E. K. Chambers, there ls
an indication of a totally different approach to the prob-

lems of Measure for Measure. Chambers implies the new ap-

proach in the following comment:

Many honest readers quite frankly resent the very
presence of Measure for Measure. They have formed
a conception of the poet as a great idealist; as one
who, although he has indeed sounded the heights and
depths of experience, has kept unspotted his roman-
tic soul; as one with whom they may be sure of
breathing the ampler ether and diviner air, and

who, through whatever searching of heart he may lesad
them, may always be trusted in the long run to pre-
sent 2ﬁd vindicate the eternal laws of righteous-
Nnesse.=*=

&A. C. Bradley 1s more specific in hils criticism, for he ob-
serves that if there are defects in the play, they are not
what Shakespeare consldered as defects.?® These are the em-
bryos of ideas which have been lgnored in the past and which
will prove to be ignored for almost forty years to come.

The points then to be considered in this transitional
period are the rejection, in part, of the methods and ap-
proach of the Victorian critics, the shift in the attitude
toward characters and, finally, the introduction of a new

method of approach to the created problems of Measure for

Measure.

44. Chambers, op. cit., p. 208.
45. Bradley, op. cit., p. 76.
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This transition led to another major period of ethico-

gesthetic criticism of leasure for Measure. This new period,

lasting from about 1913 to 1937, 1s characterized by the ap-
plication of the term "Eitter-Comedy" to the play. It 1s a
period which proceeds logically from its predecessors in that
the ethico-aesthetic criticlsm produced at this time employs
slements found in both the period of "Dark-Comedy" and the
period of "Tragi-Comedy."

The critics writing in this period of "Bitter-Comedy"
employ two forms. They adopt the romantic qualities of the
period of "Dark-Comedy" and they couple them with the auto-
biographical-sociological aspects of the period of "Tragi-
Comedy." This new form which has been determined from the
other periods is demonstrated in the term "Bitter-Comedy."
Actually, the new term is a misnomer, for tkere 1ls nothing

comic in Measure for Measure for these new critics. The play

has become for them empty and hollow, and the humor that 1t
contains is the humor of the dregs of soclety--of the base
elements of Shakespeare's traglc world.

The term "Bitter-Comedy" was fostered by E. K. Chambers
in the transitional period, although there are indications of
it far back in the later Victorlan period. Chambers, though,
employs the term and demonstrates the approach used by the
critics employing the term when he reflects upon a group of

three of Shakespeare's plays, Measure for Meagsure, All's

Well and Troilus and Cressida. Of these he says:

They are all unpleasant plays, the utterances of a
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puzzled and disturbed spirit, ful} of guestioniggs,
skeptical of 1ts own jdeals, looking with new mls-
givings into the ambiguous shadows of a World over
which a cloud has passed and made a goblin of the
sun.46

The critics of this period of "Bitter-Comedy" accepted

the fact that Measure for Measure was produced by "a dis-

turbed spirit," and they directed their ethico-aesthetic
énalysis to Shakespeare in an attempt to find the cause of
the disturbance.4”7 Shakespeare, according to Granville=-
Barker, was concerned with an investigation of the "horrors

of 1life" during the time of the production of Measure for

Measure.48 This investigation produced a bitter period of

Shakespeare's life, and Measure for Measure is a demonstra-

tion of this effect. Go. G. Gervinus says of this demonstra-

tion:

And so we pass into another and a very different
world, In which laughter sounds ironic, and Comedy
1tself becomes grim,--the world of tragedy. Much
that had once appeared importent 1ls seen to be triv-
ial is found to involve tremendous consequences.49

Ag these critics used the psychoanalytic techniques to
determine the cause of the bitterness of the play, they found
a sociological aspect towards which they directed a major por-
tion of theilr criticlsm. This sociological aspect which they
found was a reflection of the "horror" which Shakespeare had

Investigated and which these critics determined to be a social

46, Chambers, op. cit., p. 210,
47. Stopford A. Brooke, Ten Plays of Shakespeare, p. 142.
3 48. Harley Granville-Earker, A Companion to Shakespeare,
e R60. -

49. Godfrey Fox Bradby, About Shakespeare and His Plays,
De 56,
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system which ebounded in bawds and the like. Shakespeare

makes this soclisl system a sub-plet in Measure for Measure,

and it 1s this point which causes the greatest objectlon for
these critics. Joseph Quincy Adams speaks of the low-comedy
detail which reveals this socisl system as a reflection of
the sordid aspects of human nature.®® Neilson and Thorndike
speak of the same material as arising from a "city seething
in moral corruption."®l Stopford A. Brooke describes this
city as being "eaten to its core by fornication."52 George
C. Odell is even willing to abandon the play because of
this element.

I bellieve that the sub-plot was necessary to round

out Shakespeare's scheme, but I cannot alter that on

the stage 1t 1s exceedlngly offensive. In fact, I

am not sure that Measure for Measure should be acted
if 1ts rendltlon necessitates the retention of much,

or 1lrdeed any of the Froth, Pompey, Elbow, Mrs,
Overdone material.<S

This psychoanalytic-sociological approacn to the prob-

lems of Measure for Measure is extended to include the major

as well as the minor charscters. The critics, however, who
are wslng this approach only employ the me jor characters as
they reflect the initial theory. Isabells is considered pure,
but she is considered as an addition to tke play to contrast

with the sordid element.94 Angelo ls treated as a product

50. Joseph Quincy Adams, A Life of Shakespeare, p. 363.

51. William Allen Neilson and Ashley Thorndike, The
Facts About Shakespeare, p. 83. T

52, EPErooke, Oop. cit., p. 141.

53. George C. Odell, Shakespeare From Betterton to Irv-
ing, p. 23. 5 s

54. Brooke, bp. cit., p. 141.
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of this corrupt society.55 Mariana 1s treated as an element
of the society.56 The Duke is treated as being a somewhat
callous but unimportant addition to the whole picture of a
social system.57

It can be seen from the treatment of these critics of

the major characters of Measure for Measure that they were

interested in the social aspects of the play. This gl A
fact, merely an extension of the Victorian standard of criti-
cism.

Essentially, the critics who employ the term "Tragi-

Comedy" directed their interest in Measure for Measure to

two extremes. They had isolated almost the same problems in
the play as dild the Victorian critics. These problems were
only recognized as problems, because they had been treated
with an aesthetic theory derived from a relative standard of
ethics which In turn was derived from the existing social
pressures of the day. The critics who used the term "Tragi-
Comedy" were attempting to find the solution to these created
problems not within the play itself but In the personal life

of' Shakespeare. They had determined that Measure for Measure

was a reflectlon of the Elizabethan social plcture as seen by
Shekespeare. They attempted to demonstrate that the effect
of thls soclal picture on Shakespeare caused a bitter or cyn-

ical period in his life. This period was the time of the

production of Measure for Measure. Thus, by examining ethi-

59« R. M. Alden, Shakespeare, p. 298,
56, Brooke, op. cit., p. 144,
57. Logan P. Smith, On Reading Shakespeare, p. 175.
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cally the socilal picture itself, they could underatand or

solve the problems of lieasure for Measure. The two extremes

in their criticism were, first of all, going to Shakespesare's
life for a solution, and secondly, attempting to examlne the
ethical structure of Elizabethan soclety with ethical con-

cepts gained from a contemporary society. Thus, these crit-
ics have not escaped the "egocentric predicament." They saw
In theilr examination of Elizabethan society what they wanted
to see., As the low-comedy detall of the play 1ltself was

painful to them, so too it must have reflected a painful ele-

ment of Shakespeare's society.
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THE PERIOD OF "PROBLEM-COMEDY"
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As the period In which the term "Bltter-Comedy yas ap-
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plied to Measure for lMeasure comes to an end about 1937, a

new period of ethico-sesthetic criticlsm almost ilmmediately
arises. This new period is rather unique in the history of
the criticlsm of Measure for Nessure, for it is by far the

most proliflec 1In the production of ethico-aesthetlic criticilsm,

and the scope or diversity of this criticism 1s so great that

it encompasses almost every critical theory which has ever

L

Leen applied to this play. t 1s somewhat of a new style cof
criticism whichh is based on the fact that so many varlatlons
appeared Iin previous critical theories, and this new approach,

compared to those which had previously been used with

for Measure, 1s in some aspects, almost entirely differer

4

from the previous theories. Essentially, the theory behind
he term "Pro
lem-Comedy." Actually, this is not a new term. It appeared

as early as 1892 when it was used by Frederick S. Foas to de-

scribe All's Well that Ends Well, Measure for Measure, Troi-

(="

lus snd Cresslda, and Iamlet,l but the nature of this term

as 1t 1s applied to Measure for lMeasure by the contemporary

critic introduces a new distinction. It

G
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applisd to the

5 14%. Frederick S. Boas, Shakespeare end His Prede ecessors,
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play in recognition of the tremendous diversity of criticism
which surrounds the play, and it ig applied to the nature of
the play itself; that 1s, the play is treated by itself with-
out the influence of any previous criticism, and the criti-

o
|

is treated as another ele-

(o]

clsm which the play has fostere
ment--another problem--which belongs to the general problem
of the play. Thus there are two major categories to be
treated In this period from 1937 to 1952, the play itself and
the previous criticism of the play.

The techniques of the critics who employ the term "Prob-
lem-Comedy" are based, primarily, on the fact that they rec-

ognized the differences of critical opinion which surround

lMeasure for Measure; they were becoming intensely aware of

the need for orgeanizing this speculation. This recognition
provided these critics not only with a gtarting point for
further critical speculation, but it also provided the mete-
rial for speculation.

The first point to be considered in the examination of
this new critical investigation is the fact that the critics
of thls period accepted the problems which previous critics
had established. There are, ultimately, no new problems for-
mulated in this period. There are, to be sure, some critics--

such as R. W. Battenhouse,? Elizsbeth Pope,d and Clifford

. 2. R. V. Battenhouse, "Measure for Measure and Christian
Doctrine of Atonement," PMLA, LXI (December, 1946), 1030.
5. Elizabeth Pope, "The Renaissance Background of Mea-
sure for Measure," Shakespeare Survey, edited by Allardyce
Nicholl, II, 66-82,




Leech4--who concentrate on and extend old problems wlth a
slightly new approach, but, in reality, those parts of Mea-

sure for lMeasure which had evoked so much speculatlion in the

past are accepted as prcblems. These critics noted that
there were roughly eight polints which previous critics had
used for their critical studies. These eight points concern
the nature of the play, the theme of the play, the dramatic
structure, Isabella, Angelo, the Duke, secondary figures
such as Mariana and Claudio, and minor figures such as Elbow
and Pompey. These eight polnts serve as the starting point
for the contemporary critics.

The second point to be considered 1s the fact that the
critics of this period correlated the previous criticism
which had appeared with the eight categories. They recorded
the possible variations in the criticism which appear in
eachh of the classifications.

This recognition of crilticism and its subsequent classli-
fication 1s directed towards finding out what has happened

to Measure for Measure. Why has this play produced so much

criticism? 1Is the criticism just? What are the problems
which evoke this criticlism? How were these problems formed?
Do we have an acceptable critical interpretation of the play?
What has to be done to insure an acceptable interpretation?
These are the questions which the contemporary critics pro-

posed and for which they sought answers.

4, Clifford Leech, "The Meaning of Measure for Measurse,"
Shake speare Survey, IJI, 6€-73.
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As they sought the answers to these questions they pro-

posed the term "Problem-Comedy," which is indicative of both

the general attitude which they had toward Measure for liea-

sure and the aspect of the play which held thelr primary in-

terest.

It is interesting to indicate here that E. M. W, Till-
yard refuses to accept the term "Problem-Comedy" on the
grounds that 1t i1s too vague.5 Tillyafd refuses to use the

term "Problem-Comedy" because, although 1t can be applled to

Megsure for Measure, All's Well that Ends Well, and Troilus

and Cressida, it cannot be applied to Hamlet, which must be

grouped with these plays on the basils of matter.© Tillyard
compares these four plays and draws an analogy to problem

children. Hamlet and Troilus and Cressida are like the prob-

lem child who is interesting in that he is complex, but All's

Well that Ends Well and Measure for lleasure are simllar to

another type of problem child--the type that has "something
radically schizophrenic" about nim.” He says of this dils-
tinction:
Hamlet and Troilus and Cressida are problem plays be-
cause they deal with and display Interesting prob-

lems; All's Well and Measure for Measure because
they are problems.®

Tillyard proposes the term "Problem Play," but he warns that
there are qualifications whlich must be noted about the term

as it 1s dlstinct from the term "Problem-Comedy." He says

5« E. M. We Tillyard, Shakespeare's Problem Plays, p. 1.
6. Ibid.

'7' Ibid., p. 2.
8. bl
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that

The warning 1ls the more necessary because 'problgm

play'! can mean something definite. L: J. Potts 1in

his forthcoming book on comedy says OL the prob}em

play that it 'treats the situations that arise in

society simply as moral or political problgqg, in

the abstract and without refere%oe to the idlosyn-

crasies of human nature « « « o7
Actually, Tillyard's use of the term "problem Play" is merely
the result of carrying the l1dea of "Problem-Comedy" to its
logical consequences It reflects the extreme of the idea of
viewing the play as a problem. Tillyard is not introducing
a new term, but he is extending the use of the term "Problem-
Comedy" and 1s establishing a canon of criticism. As he is
followed in the use of this term by Richard David,l0 it may
be possible that he 1s creating a new trend in the use of the
term, but for the purposes of this thegis his criticism is
treated as falling under the term "Problem-Comedy."

This period, then, becomes a period primarily interested

in the mechanics of literary criticlsm. There is no movement

to abstract lMeasure 293 Measure from the closet and to con-

sider it as a play worthy of production. This 1s Tthe period
in which literary canons are established, and it 1s the first
period in vhich the speculation done in conjunction with the
application of the term "Problem-Comedy" is directed toward
specific points in the evaluation of the play; that 1s, this
is the first period which attempts to lsolate systematically

the specific elements of the play which are controversilal,

9. Tillyard, EE. Cito, Pe 1.
10, Richard David, "Shakespeare's Comedies and the
Modern Stage," Shakespeare Survey, IV, 129,
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For the first time there is an attempt to establish standards
of evaluation. Thomas . Parrott establishes an ethical and
an sesthetic distinction which must be employed to lnsure an
objective analysis of both the play and the previous criti-
clsm of the play.ll This canon is implicilt in Parrott, and
it 1s simply the admisslon that there are certain actions in

Measure for Measure which are based on ethical principles and

which have been interpreted by ethical principles. These eth-
ical actions and their subsequent criticism and interpreta-
tion affect the aesthetic nature of the play. The recognl-
tion of this fact demends that the principles which previous
critics used for their analyses be analyzed themselves. In-
dicatlons of this are evident in many criticel works, among
which is that of Robert M. Smith:

Equally askew are Roy W. Eattenhouse's recent tor-
tuous endeavors to squeeze this play into a serious
morality illustrating the Christian Doctrine of
Atonement, and Mr. Wylie Sypher's attempt, on the
other hand, to prove Shakespeare a casulst .1

Another example of the same principle is found in a work of
R. W. Chambers:

Now mark how Shakespeare treats this barbarous story.
According to Professor Dover Wilson, at the same
time when he wrote Measure for Measure, Shakespeare
'quite obviously believed in nothing; he was cyn-
ical as Iago, as dislllusloned as Macbeth, though
he still retalined, unlike the first, his sensi-
tiveness, and, unlike the ' second, his hatred of
cruelty, hypocrisy, and ingratitude.' According

to Sir Edmund Chambers, iIn Measure for Measure hils
'remorseless analysis probes the inmost being of
man, and strips him naked.'!

1l. Thomas M. Parrott, Shakespearian Comedy, p. 356.
12." Robert M, Smith, "Interpretations of Measure for
Measure,” The Shakespeare Quarterly, I (October, 1950), 208,
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Prepare then to shudder as you observe Wil-
1iam Iago Torquemada Shakespeare at work.

Thig, then, ia & demonstration of the flrst principle
of the critics of this period. Operating with 1t, the con-
temporary critics ¢classify the previous criticlism of Measure

for Measure, analyze and reject this work on legitimate

grounds .

The interestinz thing to note about this technique 1s
the fact that, for the most part, these critics, after ana-
lyzing and rejecting the previous critical theories of Mea-

sure for Measure, fall victim to the same error as did their

predecessors. They re-propose, in different terms, the exact
eritical theories which they had rejected. In attempting a
gsolution to the play and even being conscious of the fact
that literary criticism demands objectlvity, these critics
introduce almost every critical theory which has appeared
since Coleridge. If the Tirst three categories--the nature,
theme and dramatic structure of the play--are consldered as
one unit, a simple investigation of the studies of just a
few of these critics will demonstrate this facte.

He E. Charlton, who places this play with the "Problem-

Comedies,"

rejects that critical theory which sugzests that
Shakespeare was cynical, snd then proceeds to apply an ethico-
aesthetic interpretation which 1s based on a sociological

view similar to that which was found in the late Victorisan

period.14

15. R. W, Chambers, The Jacobean Shakespeare and Mea-
sure for Measure, p. 3l.

14, H. B. Charlton, Shakespearlan Comedy, pp. 208-16,




In considerinz the nature of the play, Charlton remarks that

Tts very setting is a hot-bed of immorallty; Vien-

na snd its suburbs stink. Luclo and Froth, Pompey

and Mistress Overdone, are 1ts Spwa ge. Thelr talk

is a scurvy bawdry; taeLP jes t° are mere syphilitic

hysteria. And above these 1s Dil who lacks the

backbone to govern, and & deput" whose puritanism

collapses into sheer bestlality and crime.-*
Charlton soes on to extend hils analysis to include specula-
tion on the effects of goodness, mercy, kindness, et ceters,
on humanity. This 1s the sociological considerstion of his
ethico-aesthetic interpretatlon. He uses soclety as a basgls
for his criticism, amd in this he 1ls merely rejecting one
theme of criticism for another He is actually extending. the
Victorlan conception of the play.

Tucker Brooke, who delves less into the history of the
criticism of the play, also places it among the "Problem-
Comedies," although he describes it as a "dark-comedy."
Brooke Indicates a type of criticiam ch was prevalent in
the earlier nineteenth century when he states:

Tne satirical and contemptuous attitude was not nor-

1k tirical 1 contempt ttit ot nor

rmal with Shakespesre; and though 1n the dark come-

dies just mentioned he went for a time with the

crowd, as he had so often done, the great effect up-

on him of the Jacobean diqillusionment was to in-

duce reflections upon the natur
crystalized into g nobler and d
had yet written.16

Erooke later states

the play--centers about city governn

o
(v

that the problem of the play--the
ent and

« Co Sen Gupta follows Charlton with a sociolo

e of evlil which
eeper poetry than he

theme of

41

the police court.l?

zlcal ap-

15. Charlton, op. cit., p. 212,
16. Tucker Brooke, "The Renaissance
tory of England, edlted by Albert C. Eau,ﬂ,

7. Joia.
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oroach to the play and 1s rather vehement in denouncing

3 i "
Shakespeare. He says of Shakespeare that he seems "GO revel
in opening the dirty, disgusting sluices in human socilety

18 mThomas M. Parrott, who establishes one of the

first attempts towards objective criticism, later esserts,
in interpretating the play, that

the characters are
the background is
apparent problem,
nlfher than a maild!
wention of Mari-

The central the me is repulsive;
for the most part unsympathetic
of an unwanted sordevpﬂs. The
whether a maid's chastlty rates
life, is evaded by Shakespeare

ana.i

m
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W. W. Lawrence, who is one of the most systematic and one of
the most logical of the modern critics, is caught in the web
of the very problems he is attempting to solve and says of
the play:
Measure for lMeasure ls not a tract on equity, any
more than it is on zovernment; it 1s not an ex-
pression of Shskespe 's conv1ctions in regard to

the adminlstration aw, bug a story of human
passilon, sgin and forgiveness.~<

(DU
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The critics mentioned here as falli: error are a

representative group of the major critics of licsasure for

=

Measure who apply the term "Protlem-Comedy." here are many

J
other critics in this period who follow the same technique
as those mentioned and who treat the play as a "Problem-Com-
edy" but who do not explicitly use ﬂnc term. These other
figures apply equally diverse critical interpretations to the
play, but because of the limitations of this thesis they have

not teen mentioned here.

18 S. C, Sen Gupta, Sha{esgiarian Comedy, p. 174,
19. Parrott, Shakespeare: Twenty-inree Plays and the
Sonnets, pe. 59%.

+ W. W. Lawrence, Shakespeare's Problem Comedies, p.1l7




As these critics proceed to interpret leasure for lea-

sure there is a rather interesting development in the attl-

tude toward the major characters. A new fluctuation in crit-

1cal attitude develops. Whereas in the previous period the

attitude toward Isabella and the Duke wavers between good

and bad and Angelo is considered as being evil, in this pe-
riod the attitude toward all three major characters varies.

A few critics praise Isabella very hishly, but, for the most
part, she is treated rather coldly. She is described by

Hardin Cralg as a "model of female chastity.”dl Edgar Fripo

L

o

describes her as a "beautiful Puritan girl."=< R. W. Cham-
bers denies the theory that "Shakespeare is depicting a self-
righteous prude."2® Herman H. Horne is probably the most
descriptive in his defense of TIsabella. He states that "Here

Fal

s & black sink of

e

corruption out of which grows the white
flower of Isabella's purity."%4 On ths whole, however, Isa-
bella is not treated this kindly. There is 1llttle apprecila-
tion here for her eitler ss a person or as a character,
Parrott notes ths discrepancy in the status of Isabella's
part in the play and states that the character of Isakells

seems to break up midway through the play.25 Edith Sitwell

describes Isabella as cold and repellent.26 Mark Van Doren

2l. Hardin Cralg, An Interpretation of Shakespeare, p.

233.
22, Edgar I. Fripp, Shakespeare Man and Artist, p. 615.
23. Re W. Chambers, op. clt., p. 37.

24. Herman H. Horne, Shakespeare's Philosophy of Love,

p. 120, T
25. Thomas M, Parrott, Shakespeare, p. 599.

226. Edith Sitwell, A Notebook on Willlam Shakespseare,

p. 1B3. 1] T I
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claims that she is too competent.27 Marzaret Webster states
that Isabella's refusal to save her brother's life arises from
a "sense of values so dlistorted that we lose sympathy wlth
ner."28 H, B. Charlton claims tihat she lacks "a spark of hu-
manity."<o

The thing to note about these denunciations is the fact
that they are all directel TO the same problems which previous
ecritics had treated. Isabella 1s condemmel morally because
of her attitude toward Claudlo, because of her relationshlp
with Mariana, and because of her relationship wlth the Duke.
411 of these incidents contain a moral guestion which was

created by previous critlcs. The critics of this perlod by

-

accepting the problems of the previocus critics only conflrm
that there is a question concerning these actions. They hold
the action open to debate, and by using a subjective basis
for their ethical interpretation instead of the objective ba-
sis, they merely reaffirm old errors.

It is intereating to observe that the same ethical con-
siderations which were used to analyze the actlions of Isa-
bella are not used to analyze the actions of Angelo. Where-
as In the past Angelo was condemned as being evil or bad in
his actions, in this perlod there 1s a growing tendency to
attempt to vindicate his proposition to Isabella. This is,

in part, another reflection of the attitude toward Isgbella.

Angelo is generally pictured in this period as an essentially

27. Mark Van Doren, Shakespeare, p. 220.
28. Margarst Webster, Shakespeare Without Tears, p. 98.
#8.: . B. Oherlton,; op. elf., p. 258,
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good man who was faced with a temptation that was too great.

According to Sen Gupta,

Whatever Angelo might tmve done 1n the past, h
wants to act blawelesqlv in his capaclty as the
Duke's deputy, but he finds that the tempuatLon of -
evil is much stronzer than his power to resist 1t. SC

[¢]

Similarly, Margaret Webster provokes almost the same idea--
the idea that Angelo may be excused in this action or that his
guilt may be lessened:

There can be no questlon of makin5 Angelo 'sympa-

thetic'; but we must feel that here 1s a man who

nas been 'slck unto death with a fever so terrible

that 1t has left him so shriveled to the love of

what he had been, and that clean flesh must grow in

the slow process of healin g.o1

There is no question of a solution to thls strange con-
tradiction. That Isabella should be judged by one standard
of ethics and Ancelo by another, both standards belng rela-
tive, 1s certalnly a denial of the objectivity of morality.

It is, ultimately, a denial of the natural law, but thls point
is beyond the scope of this thesis,

It must be noted, however, that thils contradiction in the
evaluation of Angelo and Isabella is reflected in the aesthe-
tic Interpretation of the play. The ethical consideration
has determined that certain elements of the play are, at

least, foul, Thus when this material is formed into a semb-

lance of coherence the whole of the play has to suffer. This

!

is the logical conclusion of the criticism of this period

Qs

It is evidenced in the statemsnts of many critlcs, among whomn

is Mark Van Doren:

§O. Sen Gupta, op. cit., p. 136.
51. Vebster, op. cit., p. 253,
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The situation in 1tself makes virtue theoretical

and makes their own goodness problematical, a thing

to be discussed, a comnodity to Dbe weighed and mea-

sured.
The total effect of this point can probably be more easily
seen in Van Doren wnen he comments on the idea that Shake-~
speare 1s not in love with his subject—matter.35 The impll-
cations of these statements are many, but, egsentlally, they
show that the ethical determination of some actions in this
play by the critics of this period carried the logical con-
sequence that Shakespeare was deallng with sordid material,
This accounts for the aesthetlc interpretation of the play.

Although the vast majority of the critics of thils con-

N

temporary period are consistent in thelir judgment of elther

cilcs

e

Angelo or Mariana, one lmportant segment of these cr
goes far to deny virtually all of the previous critical the-
orles of this perlod. E. Me W, Tillyard indicates this fact
and establishes a distinctio iIn the criticism of this period
wnich, while it is not all-inclusive, makes a valuable point.

Tillyard confirms that whereas the former critlics of lMeasure

for Measure concentrated on Isabella and the Duke, the con-

temporary critic goes to other extremes.®% He maintains that
gome critics elther have refused to find anything wrong with
the play at all, or they have emphasized the religious tone

of the play and have attempted to substantiate an allegorical

or religlous explanation of the problems of the play. Till-

32, Van Doren, op. cite., p. 221.
33, 1Ibid., p. 217.
34. Tillyard, op. cit., pe. 118.




yard himself later states that "Shakespeare 1s concerned
throughout with either religious dogma or abstract specula-
tion or both."®5 Actually, Tillyard does not extend this
eriticism, ard he 1s referring to that segment of criticism
by such critics as R. W. Battenhouse, Ellzabeth Pope, and
Clifford Leech, who attempt to force a theological interpre-
tation on the plsy. This idea, of course, is not new, for
G. Wilson Enight attempted a similar explanation in his book

The Wheel of Fire in 1932, in which he attempted to relate

Measure for Measure to the Gospels. EBattenhouse carries the

idea to an extreme when he attempts to correlate Measure for

Measure with the Christian doctrine of atonement. Elizabeth
Pope does not even have as much to work with as Battenhouse

when she attempts to answer the problems of Measure for Mea-

sure with popular Elizabethan theology. She asserts that

« » o+ for the anawers to these questions we must

turn to the popular text-books of Shakespeare's day--
not to the Church Fathers or the Latin works of the
great contemporary Reformers and Counter-Reformers,

but to the annotated Biblss, translations, the Eng-
lish commentaries, the sermons, and the tracts through
which the teaching of the Church reached the 1ndiv1dual
without special training or interest in theology.-©

While Clifford leech does not reach tle extremes of Eatten-

house, Knight, or Pope, he does state that in Measure for

Measure there is a morality framework.2” Even with the con-
tradiction in the criticism of Angelo and Isabella &nd the

segment whlch attempts to demonstrate the theology behind

35. Tillyaerd, op. clt., p. 3.
36. Elizabeth Pope, o op. cit., p. 66.
-1 I‘enh EE- Qit-, DPe. 53'
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the play, it is not to be assumed that the whole of this
period 1ls devoid of reasonable critlcism. Some very valuable
arguments are established even though they are not generally
carried to the necessary extremes by the crltics. One very
valuable consideration is implied in a comment by Hardin
Craig. He states that

The thing above all that Shakespeare did was to con-

trive a plot which would rescue Isabella from the

fate awarded Cassandra by Whetstone and Cinthio,

rescue her from the staining of her honor, from the

breaking of her will, and from the marriage to the

villain who had plotted against her .38

The fact to be noted concerning this quote is that this
critic has traced Shékespeare's modification of the original
story by Cinthio., This fact is also considered by H. B.
Charlton who cltes the additions and modificatlions of the
original materiai by Shakespeare.39 Now if this element is
extended so as to encompass other elements of the play, as
it 1is extended by E. M. W, Tillyard and R. W. Chambers, a to-
tally different over-all view of the play can be gained.
Chambers, in tracing Shakespsare's modiflcations of the orig-
inal plot notes that "If Shakespeare was so morbid at this
time why didn't he retain the elements of the original story
such as the heroine kissing the head of her supposed brother?"40
It can be seen that as soon as one question 1s proposed in

this line of reasoning other questions logically follow,

Chambers goes on to mentlon the problematic character inter-

38, Hardln Craig, op. cit., p. 235,
24, H. B, Chariton, op« elt., p, 814,
40. R. W, Chambers, op. cit., p. 32,




pretation of Isabella, and he logically states that "If
Shakespeare is depicting in Isabella the self-righteous prude

which some critics would meke of her, ne goes strangely to

-

work."4l Extending thils line of thought even further, the
whole nature of the play can be considered. Chambers goes
on to explain the cause of some other elements in the play.

He states that

Disguise and impersonation and misunderstanding are
the very life of romantic comedy. The disguised
monarch, who can learn the private affairs of his
humblest subject becomes a sort of earthly Provi-
dence, combining omniscience and gmnipotence. That
story has always had 1its appeal.4“

One of the final considerations that Chambers makes is in
the form of a question: "Why do critics today brinc against

o

Measure for Measure this kind of objectlon, which they would

be ashamed to bring against Shakespsare'!s earlier comedies
or later romances?"49 There is an implication here of a de-
sire for a more objective criticism, but, essentially, this
passage is directed toward those critics who wish to manu-
facture problems for the sake of having problems.

It is evident, however, that this criticism by Chambers
develops from two basic critical actions. Chambers has first
traced the source of Shakespeare's material, and then he has
Indicated those elements which Shakespeare either deleted

from the source or added to it.

41. Eo -I'.\I.o Ch-.arﬂbers, Q_B' Cito’ D B¢ Oo
485 Ibid., p: 54. ==
45. Chambers, ops Git., p. 38.

E. Ms W, Tillyard also goes to the source of Shakespeare's



material and in so doing reveals a rather important fact:

The central episode of a sister having to decide
whether to save her brother's 1life at the expense
of her honour may go back to an historical incldent
and anyhow is related to real life and not to folk-
lore. Similarly the setting in the low life of a
city, not found before Whetstone, 1s reallstic and
not traditional . .« . « Eut Shakespeare grafted
onto the realistic material of Whetstone two themes
that belong to the world of fairy-tale: first, the
disguised king mingling with ard observing his own
people, and second, the secret substitution of the
real bride in the husband's bed.

The point which is brought to light here 1s that the na-
ture ard the intention behind the added elements has to be

considered in mekinz an analysls of the play. Thils aspect 1is
actuslly resolved in empathy, but will be treated later in
the thesis.

£ gsecond polint which Chambers makes in conslidering the
additions of Shakespears to the source is implled in a state-

"appetite for ingen=-

ment in which he treats the Elilzabethan
jous plot-complication and improbable and strained moments of

ticism of

oy

SUSDPENnSCs o M45  This is actually a canon of cr
the historical approach to the play. What were the Eliza-
bethans prepared to accept in the way of dramatic situations?
This is an important guestion, for on 1t depends the inter-
pretation of several ethical actions. If just the betrothal
of Angelo and Hariana 1s consldered, it can be seen that to
the ordinary Elizabethan audience there was no moral viola-
tion in the "ved-trick." If this is accepted then there are

several ramifications. Isabella is at once absoclved in her

44, Tillyerd, op. sit., p. 128,
45. Ibid., p. 121,
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participation in the act, and Mariana's acceptance of the

of
Hy

proposition is just. Thus the critical Interpretations o

-

f thes
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many critics are found to be wanting on the
two points: the limitations of the material and the limlta-
'tions of the Elizabethan audience.

Bssentially, then, the ethico-aesthetic criticism of

Measure for Measure in this period moves in several dlrec-

tions. It rejects the autoblographical approach to the play
wnhich had been popular since the late Victorian period, and
it incorporates more elements in the criftlicism. Isabella and
the Duke are given the proper proportion of criticism and
there 1s greater interest in Angelo and the mincr characters.

Measure for Measure 1s also established as a problem play

vhiich has significant ramifications. These factors, coupled

with the growing interest in a more écholarly examination of

the play which ellminates much of the critic's personslity

or goclety, promlses to produce much in the way of a more ac-

ceptable interpretation of this play.



CHAPTER V

FINAL CONSIDEZRATIONS

As WMeasure for Measure passes through the various sftages

and periods of criticism and as the succeeding stigmas of
critical interpretation attach themselves to the play, 1t be-
comes increasingly evident that there is somethinzg wrong or
something missing--not from the play itself--but 1n the ap-
proaches and techniques of the various critics. It becomes
more evident that essentlal principles of criticism have been
lgnored. It becomes more evident that even in the contem-
porary period, the period since 1937 in which the term "Prob-
lem-Comedy" predominates, esssntial elements are lacking.
Even the attempt to apply the historical approach to the play

Pl s
L%}

overlooks a pertlinent fac

pai

« That fact, ultimately, 1s simply

that Measure for Measure 1s a play. It is not an organiza-

tion of poetry and prose which exlsts simply to exemplify the
genius of its creator., It 1s not a play designed merely to
foster critical speculation. Its designed end was not the
closet but the stage.

The fact that this is a play and that it was designed
for the stage carries essential qualifications. If the audi=-
ence of the play wants merely idealistic realism, they do not

need the play. There 1s no dramatic production dealing with

i

1

¥

human nature, with the actions and reactions of people, wit
the machinations of the intellect and the will which is T0-

A
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to contain perfect logic. George Whetstone, himself, In
speaking of the English playwright, states that thse play-

wrisht

. o o 'ls most vain, indiscreet, and out of order;
he first grounds his work on impossibilities; then
in three hours he runs through the world: marries,
gets children: makes children men, men to conquer
kingdoms, murder monsters, and bringeth gods from

heaven, and fetcheth devils from hell.'l

Whetstone also directs that

e o » 'grave old men should Instruct young men,
strumpets should be lascivious, clowns disorderly,
intermingling all these actions in such sort as the
grave may lnstruct and the pleasant delight.'

The critics of Measure for lleasure by allowing the fac-

tor of "egocentricism" to &ffect their critical interpreta-
tion of the play, have committed a grave error. They have

accepted the fact that Shakespeare used Whetstone's Promos

and Cassandra in some degree as a model for Measure for Mea-

sure, but they have l1lgnored the fact that Promos and Cassan-

dra was designed by Whetstone to exemplify his theory of the
drama.® The fact to be gained nere 1s that if Whetstone l1g-
nored the unities or did not supply perfect logic in his play,
then, unless Shekespeare made drastic revisions, his adapta-
tion is also going to contain imperfections. Shakespeare, of
course, did make revisions, but these revisions were such as
were demanded by custom and by the stage.

The stage, then, 1is actually the clue to the critical

l. George Whetstone, as quoted by F. S. Boas, Shakespeare
and His Predecessors, p. 28.

2, Ibld.

3. 1Ibid,



interpretation of Measure for leasure. Rovert M. Smith rec-

nizes this key and says of 1t:

w

O

Brook's production demonstrates again that many of
the so-called 'problems' which have troubled the
literary and dramatic critics disappear on the

stage. What seemed so complex and paradoxical In
plot and charscter emerges as natural and sun-clear.
Instead of the heavy gloom and especlally the 'great
moral purpose,! which well iIntentioned moralists

have valnly endeavored to reassure us the play pos-
sesses, We have, according to one respensive specta-
tor, a 'merry, bawdy, and irrestible evening's enter-
tainment for audiences both critical and uncritical.!
Rempant sex, criminal purpose, even death 1tself are
congquered bty the best devices known to man, by for-
titude, by wise tolerance, and by laughter.?

The whole of this comment implicitly states that one impor-

4s}

tent factor to be considered in evaluating a play 1s, actual-
ly, avdience participation. This one factor of empathy gives

the dramatist license to present human nature out of itg nat-

j2

e

ural order. The audience is willing to accept the unusual,

the extraordlnary, the fantastic, If it can participate in

the dramatic production. E. M. W, Tillyard's comment is per-

tinent: ". . . in the drama the most powerful general effect

comes by way of absorptiorn into the immediate dramatic busi-

DENE « o« o D

Thls, of course, is just one point to be made in the ob-

Jective analysis of Measure for leasure. BEven considering

the source of the plot, the nature of the material, the addi-
tions which Shakespesre made to the source, the position of

the audience in relation to the material, and the psychology

4, "Robert M. S8mith, "Interpretations of Measure for
Measure, The Sﬁakespeare Quarterly, I (October, 1950), p. 209.
” 138. E. M, W, Tillyard, Shakespeare's Problem Plays,
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of the drama will not, in the last analysis, answer all of
the questions raised by the critics of this play. This 1s
correct, for the stage cannot give license to ilmmorality.
But 1f the problems concerning ethical values are examined
with the consistency of Smith and Tillyard certain reveal-
ing conclusions can be reached.

If the ethical actions of the play, such as the substi-
tution of Mariana for Isabella in the "bed-trick," are ex-
amined in themselves a fallacy in the arguments of some crit-
ices is immediately revealed. The key to this revelation is
contalned in a comment bty R. He. N, Hudson, who says:

It would seem Iindeed as 1f undue fault had sometimesg

been found, not so much with the play 1tself as with

gome of the persons, from trylng them by a moral
standard which cannot be fairly applied to them, or
from not duly weighing all the circumstances, feel=-
ings and motives under which they are represented as
acting.6

If the moral standards which have been used by most crit-
les to evaluate both Mariana and Igabella in relation to the
substitution are examined, it can be seen that the nature of
the Elizabethan betrothal has all but been ignored. To the
ordinary, play-going Elizabethans, the "bed-trick" violated
no ethical value. The sanctity of marriage and the rights
exchanged were not infringed upon. Why then should erities,
two hundred years later, object to this action? Shakespeare

was not writing for posterity. He was employing actions

which were sultable to and which were accepted by hils audi-

6. H. N. Hudson, Shakespeare: His Life, Art and Char-
acters, I, 408.
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ence. Thus, the criticism of this point becomes invalid.
The whole of this argument 1s stated by R. W. Batten=-
house when ne says: "Perhaps, then, our difficulty has been
largely a matter of failing to apply the proper measuring
rods "7 The improper measuring rods are actually improper
considerations of morality, and as Eattenhouse said, the ob-
server 1s out of focus.® The observer, the critic, is out
of focus when he falls to recognize the proper relatlonship

J

of himself to the play, when he falls to consider all of the
factors which are involved in a critical analysis, and when
he allows the use of inappropriate materials in the analysils
of the play.

If the comments of Smith, Tillyard and Eattenhouse are
analyzed, certain canons of criticism may be established which

will, in a more positive way, insure a more acceptable inter-

pretation of Measure for Measure. These canons involve the

recognition of the certain essential limitations. The first
of these limitations deals with the material with which
Shakespeare worked.

As Shakespeare was dealing with materisl drawn from Whet-
stone, the nature and intention of the origlinal material has
to be considered. This materlal has certaln internsl restric-
tions. There 1s a limlt to the adaptation which can be ac-

complished with this material. Also, the additions and de-

letions of Shakespeare must be taken into consideration. It

7. R. V. Battenhouse, "Measure for Measure and the Chris-
tian Doctrine of Atonement," PMLA, ILXI (Decemter, 1946), 1031.
8. Ibid,



76

must be noted how the additions affect the original material,
and the nature of the additions themselves must be taken in-
to consideration. Some critics of the last period of criti-

cism of Measure for Measure noted these limitations and made

their criticism with them in mind, but the idea is actually
found earlier. W, W. Lawrence notes that

The solution of the apparent contradictions must
depend, it seems to me, upon careful separation of
the elements which Shakespeare added from those
which he borrowed from his sources, and upon an
examination of the significance of these elements,
in the light of narrative tradltion and custom, and
of the way in which they were combined with the

basic action into an organilc whole.®

Ty

The second limitation which has

to be considered 1s the
limitation of the stage. Under the limitation of the stage

certain related things have to be considered. Shakespeare

wrote Measure for lMeasure for the Elizabethan stage. This

stagze had necesssry demands and restrictions. The dramatic
structure of the play is controlled, toc some extent, not only
by the physical limitation of the stage and by the limitations
of Shekespeare's company, but by the accepted traditions and
operations relative to that stage. In this, the limitations
of the stage are intimately united with those of the materlal.
The third limitation to be considered is that of the audi-
ence., In some respects thls 1s the most important of the three.
What were the Elizabethan audiences prepared to accept in the

way of comedy? What were the customs with which they were

9. W. %, Lawrence, Shakespeare's Problem Comedies,
joN 80.
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familisr? Wnat were their demands upon the playwright? All

o be taken intc consideration. A schol-

ct

of these things have
arly critic would not think of examining Hamlet wlthout first
acquainting himself with the terminology, slang, customs,
traditions, et cetera which Shakespeare inserts in that play.
If, then, scholars are willing to accept these practices as

common in the understanding of Hamlet, why are they reluctant

to move to the same extremes with lleasure for Measure? Why

condemnn Isabella for leavin: the convent on ethical grounds

without first determining the nature of Isabella's relation-
gship to the convent, the vows she had or had not made and the
accepted custom of the novitlate? The true critic of Measure

for Measure does not examine the play in the 1llght of the

customs of his age, but by the lizht of the accepted practilces
of the age of Shakegpeare. On this same point Lawrence re-
marks:

The important thing is that Shakespeare's plays are
not to be judged by the works of Hull or Overbury,
who wrote for small circles, and were In no wise
representative of the general thought of their
time, but by the literature with which the audi-
ences of Shalkespeare were familiar, literature
which has proved its right to bte remembered

through generations of men, high and low, rich

and poor.

The important thing to be remembered, then, 1s that ob-
jective standards of criticism must be employed in the ex-

amination of any dramatic production. The error of "

€g0-
centricism" has no place in the accepted standards of liter-

ary criticism, and it must be eliminated if an ecceptatle in-

10. Lawrence, op. cit., p. 100.
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terpretation of Measure for lMeasure is to be had. Only tnen

the play be considered in 1ts rightful position as a
work of art, and not the workings of a strange misanthrope
recently plunged from the heights into the depthse. R. W,

Chembers sets this standard when he asks the critics of

Measure for Measure to consider the works of Shakespesare as
nll
L]

. . the works of art we know them to be .

This thesis has demonstrated that the critics in each

succeeding period of the criticism of Measure for lleasure al-

lowed thelr examinations of the play to be strongly Influ-
enced by the factors of "egocentricism. The result was,

first of all, that the ethical standards used to evaluate the

specific actions and characters In the plsy were relative,

Lo

41]

rent in each critical age. The application of

lll

o8
e

and wer

these relative ethlcal standards to the play's specific prob-

| aad

[z

[
Lo

[0
"
1

lems produced, in turn, a varied and relative aesthet n

pretation of not cnly specific characters, spesches, and ac-
tions, but of the whole nature of the play. It was then
shown that the combined ethico-sesthetic interpretation of
each group of critics took such a definite shape or pattern

that 1t became customsry to apply various categorical terms

to the pley, by way of definition, such as "Dark-Comedy,"

"Tragi-Comedy," "Eltter-Comedy," and "Problem-Comedy." These
terms are indicative of both the technigue used by the age

which produced the term and of the general attitude of each

11. Chambers, op. cit., p. 59.
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critical age to Measure for Measure as a whole. The examina-

tion of these terms revealed that the critics in each of these
perlods contradicted Shakespeare--who wrote the play as a

comedy--and denled that it is a comedy In the true sense.
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