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A Hermeneutic of Shrew-Taming1

DAVID S. CUNNINGHAM
College of St. Thomas, St. Paul, Minnesota

Theologians and pastors have become so fond of the words interpretation and
hermeneutics that some people are starting to get suspicious. Perhaps “interpretation” is just
another academic fad, destined eventually to be consigned to the scrap-heap of theological
jargon. Such skepticism is quite justifiable; and yet it would have been difficult to sustain at a
recent committee meeting at my church. The chairperson was arguing that very young children
should be taught Bible stories “with no interpretation.” This seemed to make the assembled
audience uneasy. “Wait a minute,” said one forthright Sunday School teacher. “You can’t tell a
Bible story without at least some interpretation.” It was one of those priceless moments:
hermeneutical theory meets interpretive practice.

As a theory, interpretation lives a quiet, civilized existence; it is often described as a self-
conscious, private decision to come into conversation with a text. But in actual practice,
interpretation is much less refined; it is more a part of the natural order of things. As the Sunday
School teacher knew, interpretation occurs publicly, unreflectively; it occurs whenever anyone
addresses an audience for the purpose of edification and/or entertainment. Interpretation is
complicated; its outcome is determined by interpersonal relationships, a variety of past
experiences, and even the availability of cookies and Kool-Aid. It is more than a private
conversation with a text.

We experience the public and practical aspect of interpretation in concert halls and
theatres, in schools and churches. In these public forums, we encounter conductors, directors,
teachers, and ministers—all of whom try to create a context in which human beings can think,
communicate, and act. This is often a difficult task, because the audience may not always be
willing to listen. Conductors find concert-

1Mysincere thanks to Andrew Adam, Stanley Hauerwas, Greg Jones, and Phil Kenneson for their
comments on an earlier version of this essay.
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goers resistant to atonal music, and high school students remain unconvinced of the relevance of
learning Latin. Matters are no different for the church; from early on, audiences found certain
aspects of the faith quite troublesome. “This is a hard saying; who can listen to it?” (John 6:60).
Nevertheless, if we remain committed to the preaching of the gospel, we must help others learn
how to listen. To discover how to do so, we should pay heed to the ways in which other
interpreters are presenting their own “hard sayings” to increasingly skeptical audiences. One such
presentation will provide us with an extended example.



I.
The Taming of the Shrew has always been one of Shakespeare’s most popular plays: a

brilliant comedy of deception, exchanged identities, and character transformation. It features a
fierce battle of wits between Petruchio and Katherine—as immortal a pair of characters as ever
graced the stage. Yet for all its appeal, this play presents modern audiences and directors with a
serious problem.

The typical audience’s attitude toward the role of women has changed greatly from
Shakespeare’s day, and the pace of that change has accelerated during this century. Those clever
rhymes and couplets about a woman’s role in society were once commonplaces; they now sound
arcane and even offensive. After all, doesn’t this play dramatize how a woman learns to accept a
subservient role? When we read this play (or watch it performed) some 400 years after it was
written, certain tensions are bound to arise.

Despite these obstacles, The Taming of the Shrew was still able to serve—in the midst of
the 1960s, no less—as the vehicle for a Franco Zeffirelli film. The film starred Richard Burton
and Elizabeth Taylor (whose Katherine was about as shrewish as can be). Taylor was particularly
well-situated to play Kate for a modern audience; her flamboyant personality and her well-
publicized lifestyle helped make audiences skeptical of the prospect of a true “taming.” Many
viewers detected more than a hint of sarcasm in Katherine’s voice as she flattered Petruchio and
submitted, with decreasing protest, to his demands. At least one commentator found, in her
subservience, a “delightful irony,” “playful hyperbole,” and a “new-found sense of role-
playing.”2 The film’s ending almost prevents the audience from thinking that Kate has been
tamed; she even sneaks out of the room during Petruchio’s final speech.

But only under special circumstances can one inject such calculation and sarcasm into
Katherine’s character. One can wink at the audience frequently; or one can be Elizabeth Taylor,
and not even need to wink much. But many actresses must come to abhor parts of Katherine’s
final speech:

A woman moved is like a fountain troubled,
Muddy, ill-seeming, thick, bereft of beauty;
And while it is so, none so dry or thirsty
Will deign to sip or touch one drop of it.
. . . . . . . . . . . .

2Jack J. Jorgens, “Franco Zeffirelli’s Taming of the Shrew,” in Shakespeare on Film (Bloomington: Indiana
University, 1977) 70.
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I am ashamed that women are so simple
To offer war where they should kneel for peace,
Or seek for rule, supremacy, and sway, 
When they are bound to serve, love, and obey.
. . . . . . . . . . . .
Then vail your stomachs, for it is no boot,
And place your hands below your husband’s foot:
In token of which duty, if he please,



My hand is ready; may it do him ease. (V.ii.142ff.)

Such self-directed misogyny will cause serious discomfort to many readers and viewers. The
speech brings to mind centuries of oppression, when women were taught not only to serve their
husbands, but to deprecate themselves as well. These lines suggest inadequacy, guilt, self-hate,
and alienation.

What choices are left open to a director who wants to present The Taming of the Shrew
—or any play which gives offense—to a modern audience? One may disregard the audience’s
“discomfort”—as a reminder of conditions in the historical period of the play’s writing, or even
as a critique of modern attitudes. Or, the offending lines of a text can be cut; this would be the
easy way out, although one might wonder what would be left of The Taming of the Shrew if all
elements of “taming” were removed.

Perhaps Zeffirelli’s film version was the play’s last gasp; Taming may fallout of the
standard theatre repertoire. The play’s assumptions about women, and Katherine’s final speech in
particular, are simply more than most audiences can take. But what if a director still considers the
play worthy of attention? One recent production of The Taming of the Shrew seemed to suggest
that the play need not be thrown into the dustbin of literary history simply because it seems to
offend.3

The director of this performance chose to set it in 20th-century Italy. Some of the
adaptations required by this setting were remarkably imaginative. For example, several of the
characters were mafioso-types with trench coats, slicked-back hair, and dark sunglasses.
Petruchio encounters three such characters on the road back to Padua; to test Kate’s willingness
to agree with him, he claims that their apparent leader is a woman. When Petruchio hails him
with a “Good morrow, gentle mistress,” the two mafia men behind him do what all good mafia
men would do: they reach inside their trench coats for their guns.

The general flavor of this production is best conveyed by the scene in which Petruchio
arrives—outrageously attired and very late—for his wedding. His servant Biondello arrives first,
to warn the assembled crowd of the spectacle which they are about to witness (III.ii.43ff.). His
long prose speech was delivered to a “rap” beat, echoed and accented by the entire company; the
result was a grandly choreographed show-stopper, complete with break-dancing. Petruchio
arrived in black-and-fluorescent-chartreuse bicycle shorts (“a pair of old breeches thrice turned,”
Biondello had announced). His lackey Grumio, whose headgear was described in the speech as
“an old hat, and ‘the humour of forty fancies’ pricked in’t for a feather,” was wearing a huge mop
of sewn-together Care-Bears, which swayed wildly as he ran about the stage.

3The production to be described here was presented by the PlayMakers Repertory Company at the Paul
Green Theatre in Chapel Hill, North Carolina, in April, 1989.
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This modern-dress production naturally raised the question of how the director would
handle the relationship between women and men. What would happen at the end? Would this
20th-century Italian woman surrender completely to her husband? Would she actually recite
those frightening closing lines? In order to understand this production’s approach to the final
scene, we need to return to its opening scene.

The Taming of the Shrew begins with a lengthy prologue or “induction.” Most



productions omit this section; but in this performance it was presented in full. The induction is
two scenes long, and its cast of characters is completely different from that of the rest of the play.
The main character is Christopher Sly, who begins the play stone-drunk. He is being thrown out
of an alehouse, by the hostess.

Enter three mafia-men, described in Shakespeare’s text as a Lord and two Huntsmen. One
of the three is clearly in charge; he looks and acts like The Godfather. He has an idea for a jest:
they’ll take this drunkard to a huge bedchamber, surround him with “wanton pictures,” bathe
him, robe him, and tell the household servants to fawn on him. They will tell him that he is their
noble master. A young servant, a page, will dress as a woman,

And say ‘What is’t your honour will command,
Wherein your lady and your humble wife
May show her duty and make known her love?’ (Ind.i.115-17)

This grand practical joke, at Sly’s expense, will be enjoyed with great mirth by The Godfather
and his cronies.

In the second scene of the induction, Sly is dressed in fine robes and sitting on an elegant
bed, being attended by numerous servants, and protesting this royal treatment. The servants insist
that Sly—their “master”—has just recovered from fifteen years of sickness and sleep. The page
enters, in drag, claiming that (s)he is Sly’s wife: “My husband and my lord, my lord and husband;
/ I am your wife in all obedience” (Ind.ii.108-9). Once convinced of this, Sly decides that, after
fifteen years’ absence, he and his “wife” ought to be off to bed. This plan is interrupted by a
messenger, who announces the arrival of a troupe of players. Sly is told that the doctors

...thought it good you hear a play
And frame your mind to mirth and merriment,
Which bars a thousand harms and lengthens life.

Sly. Marry, I will let them play. It is not a comonty a 
Christmas gambold, or a tumbling-trick?

Page. No, my good lord; it is more pleasing stuff.
Sly. What! household stuff?
Page. It is a kind of history.
Sly. Well, we’ll see it. Come, madame wife, sit by my

side, and let the world slip: we shall ne’er be younger. (Ind.ii.136ff.)

Thus the induction ends; and the play which they see is the play which we know as The Taming
of the Shrew.

In Shakespeare’s text, Sly and the servants enter the scene only once more. After the first
scene of the play, the spotlight returns to the bed from which they are watching. The play is only
ten minutes old, but Sly is already falling asleep. “A good matter, surely,” he says, yawning.
“Comes there any more of it?” After this, Sly
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vanishes, never to be seen again. He is so completely absent from the play that in this production,



the same actor played both Christopher Sly and Petruchio.
Director David Hammond studied the induction with great interest, and became

convinced that it was an integral part of the play. In the program notes, he comments:

We’re watching a story being performed for Sly, and it’s very possible we’re
supposed to see some of that story the way Sly would perceive it. In the published
text he disappears after the first scene of the play-within-the-play. Why? What’s
the change in our perception that’s supposed to happen at this point in the action?4

Hammond doesn’t answer that question—leaving the viewers to discover the rest for themselves.
But the production does offer an occasional reminder that Sly and company are still around. The
Godfather comes out on a platform which rises above the stage and examines the action from
time to time; he throws some confetti on the wedding party just before intermission. He provides
a subtle reminder that this play is being performed as a play.

Eventually, the madcap farce draws to a close. Kate has delivered her final speech, in full,
and without a trace of sarcasm; this is beginning to make the audience feel very uncomfortable.
Petruchio entreats: “Why, there’s a wench! Come on, and kiss me, Kate” (V.ii.181). She does,
and they continue their kiss while the other characters take their leave. Meanwhile, Katherine is
removing Petruchio’s shirt. Their kiss ends, and Petruchio congratulates himself on his clever
feat of taming. With the stage now almost empty, Kate holds Petruchio’s shirt, dangling it in
front of her in a tantalizing gesture. She quickly walks off the back of the stage, leading him on;
he starts to follow her off. As we all know, this is where the play ends.

But it does not end. The two Huntsmen—the mafia-men—suddenly intercept Petruchio
on his way off stage. They throw him unceremoniously onto the middle of the stage. The lighting
changes to suggest that he has just been thrown out of a doorway. The Godfather appears on the
upper platform, smiling a knowing smile; Petruchio stares back in disbelief. The music grows
louder, the lights fade, and Petruchio—or is it now Christopher Sly?—reaches up toward the
platform in confusion and fear. The Godfather flicks a few ashes off his long cigarette, turns
around, and vanishes into the darkness.

II.
The director of this production neither excised offending lines nor wrote new ones. He

didn’t have Katherine deliver her speech with sarcasm or pretense. Nevertheless, the production
created a context in which the viewers were encouraged to reconsider their assumptions: Who
was really in charge of this “play within a play”? Who had the final word? Who tamed whom? In
the induction, Sly’s attitude toward women seems to reflect that of Shakespeare’s day—from the
quarrel with the alehouse hostess to Sly’s exchange with his “wife.” These attitudes seem to be
reinforced throughout the play. But at the end, Sly (Petruchio?) is turned out on his ear; this
throws the play’s “message” into question.

In presenting The Taming of the Shrew, the director had to make a decision. He

4David Hammond, “About the Production” (Interview by Adam Versenyi in the production’s playbill) 14.
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had no interest in the standard, “dated” interpretation; moreover, he did not want the audience to



approach the play with “the assumption that it has a message that requires an apology.”5

Nevertheless, he was convinced that the play said something very important—about human
relationships, about honesty and deception, about loneliness and love. Thus, he chose to create a
new context which enabled the audience to see in this play all that he had seen. He exercised
considerable freedom in offering this unusual interpretation. But in so doing, he encouraged his
audience to think-about marriage, about human relationships, and about themselves.

The problem which this director faced is well known to theologians, biblical scholars,
ministers, and teachers. We are convinced that the repertoire of Christian stories—and especially
those in the Bible—are of fundamental significance for Christianity. But these are also
scandalous texts, texts which cause great difficulties for modern audiences. We can happily
embrace the central scandal of the faith, the scandal of the cross—much to the consternation of
“those who are perishing” (1 Cor 1:19). But our stories can become scandalous in another way as
well; their message can be obscured by the scandals which surface as the gospel is preached in
the modern world. These false scandals can become the “stones of stumbling” which we are
cautioned not to place in the way of our brothers and sisters (Rom 14:13).

The preaching of the gospel does not depend upon the wisdom of the wise; but on the
other hand, it would be a travesty of the faith to allow the false scandals imposed by the modern
world to obscure the centrality of the true scandal, the crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus.6 At
one level, the gospel must remain scandalous; it most not degenerate into an apology for the evil
that people do. But at another level, it must overcome the minor scandals imposed on it by the
world, so that those who have ears to hear can hear. This is a narrow route indeed, as is well
attested by an exegetical history littered with failed attempts to navigate the strait. Neither Scylla
nor Charybdis very often want for company.

One of the “false scandals” which the world imposes on the gospel concerns the
relationship between men and women. Preachers and exegetes might have preferred St. Paul to
have written simply that “there is neither male nor female” (Gal 3:28) and left well enough alone.
But in fact, he seems to have had a great deal to say on the subject, and especially on the
relationship between husband and wife (Eph 5:21-33; Col 3:18-25). These passages call to mind
a variety of biblical images which have proven troubling to women and to men—images well
described by Elisabeth Moltmann-Wendel:

Expressed in these images is women’s very own suffering, caused by society, by
systems of education, by men and fathers, and also by mothers who were brought
up in patriarchy. It seems to me that those images are a mirror of our own
alienation, of our lack of identity, self-esteem and self acceptance, of our self-
hate.7

5Ibid.,15.
6Nicholas Lash (Lecture delivered in The Divinity School, Cambridge, 16 May 1984); cf. Paul Ricoeur,

“Preface to Bultmann,” in Essays on Biblical Interpretation, ed. Lewis S. Mudge (Philadelphia: Fortress; London:
SPCK,1980) 60.

7E1isabeth Moltmann-Wendel, “Self-Love and Self-Acceptance,” in Love: The Foundation of Hope: The
Theology of Jürgen Moltmann and Elisabeth Moltmann-Wendel, ed. Frederic B. Burnharn, Charles S. McCoy, and
M. Douglas Meeks (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1988) 24.
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This is a scandal, but it is not the scandal that Christians are called to embrace. This is a scandal
wrought by a world which imposes barriers.

The passages in Ephesians and Colossians which describe the marriage relationship are
sure to give headaches to pastors and teachers. In many ways, these passages resemble some of
the language in The Taming of the Shrew; most audiences will see the texts either as hymns to
patriarchy or as accounts which are of “merely historical” interest. And yet, these passages are
part of Scripture; as such, they remain a part of the gospel we proclaim.

What choices are open to the pastor or commentator who seeks to present these passages
to an audience? In many ways, the alternatives are similar to those available to directors of
Shakespeare. For example, one can avoid Ephesians and Colossians altogether, just as a director
can avoid The Taming of the Shrew and an English professor can avoid Huckleberry Finn. In
fact, the interpreter of Scripture has the best of all possible excuses: the Bible is a vast treasure,
and there are always so many good texts from which to choose. Even those who play “lectionary
roulette” each Sunday have two or three alternative texts at their disposal. Why preach on
“Wives, be subject to your husbands”? It will probably alienate half the members of the
congregation; the others will be confirmed in their worst prejudices.

But this “solution by avoidance” may be worse than the original problem. An English
professor can teach American Fiction for years without mentioning Mark Twain; but some
students will read Huck Finn anyway, and the professor’s silence will only compound the book’s
troubling racial comments. Similarly, if a passage about the submission of women is read as a
part of the lectionary and the preacher doesn’t touch it, the congregation will draw its own
conclusions. As many would-be censors have discovered, a scandalous text just doesn’t seem to
go away. To suppress it—or even simply to ignore it—is to invite speculation, interest, and
conflict.

A second escape route is to perform a bit of surgery on the text. One need not look far to
find a commentary on Colossians or Ephesians which will claim that, for one reason or another,
these passages may be safely ignored. It may argue that Paul did not even write these letters; or if
he did, that he probably adapted these “household rules” from some of the more progressive
elements in Stoicism. We are thus advised to discount the relevance of these passages to
Christian theology.

Such textual surgery, however, not only leaves the preacher without much to say; it may
have other undesirable side effects as well. For example, commentators who seek to undermine
the authenticity of the passages in Ephesians and Colossians may have a difficult time explaining
the persistence of other anti-feminist Pauline passages (e.g., 1 Cor 14:34-35—“women should
keep silence in the churches”). This in turn demands further explanations. It is an interpolation?
An instruction which applies only when Christians assemble? Or perhaps just a warning against
idle chatter? The rationale for Paul’s distinctly illiberal comments will eventually begin to sound
like special pleading. Biblical scholars should not bear all the blame for this tendency; they are
often under intense pressure to treat the Bible as if it were the script for a TV docu-drama. And
systematic theologians are equally willing to ignore passages of Scripture which seem to critique
their doctrinal presuppositions.

A third alternative is still less drastic. The preacher or biblical commentator can remind
the audience that the ancient author is a product of his or her age, and
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is bound by that era’ s assumptions. We cannot expect Paul to espouse modern views about the
roles of women and slaves; in fact (the argument often continues), within his limited horizon, he
was surprisingly progressive. Similarly, Shakespeare was a child of his age, and we cannot
expect him to hold terribly enlightened views about the relationship between men and women.

Of course, this approach tends to reduce the value not only of the work at hand, but of
everything else the author wrote as well. If Shakespeare’s plays and Paul’s letters are classified
simply as “products of their age,” audiences may be less likely to think them worthy of sustained
attention. One should not ignore the origin of these works in a specific time and place; but by
dwelling on such details to the exclusion of everything else, the interpreter may fail to provoke
the audience to thought and action.

All three of these approaches are very common, and all rely on the model of interpretation
as a “civilized, private conversation.” We expect the text to “say something” which we will be
able to understand. When it fails to do so, we usually (1) ignore the passage; (2) amend the
passage; or (3) explain the passage.8 But all three of these options are interpretations of the last
resort: instead of attempting to discern the mystery, we blame the text for its inability to “speak”
to our lives. None of this would be necessary if we acknowledged the public character of
interpretation, and thus took seriously our responsibility to build a context for thought and action.

The gospel cannot proclaim itself, any more than Shakespeare’s plays can present
themselves; thus, everything depends on the goals of those who do the proclaiming and
presenting. In whose service will we act? On what basis will we decide how to present our
claims? The value we attribute to a work written in the past reveals a great deal about who we are
in the present. We can emphasize a text’s remoteness or its proximity, its strangeness or its
enduring value. We can bring a text to life, or put it on the shelf. No one who is engaged in
interpretation can avoid making such judgments.9

All interpretation has a strong ethical element.10 The interpreter urges an audience to
think or act in a certain way; thus interpretive choices are ethical choices. What attitude do I want
the audience to adopt toward this author? How do I want these people to think about the social,
cultural, and religious values which are here espoused? What sort of people do I yearn for them
to be? These questions will always playa larger role in interpretation than will assertions about
“what the text might say”—if it could only speak.

III.
Simply recognizing the ethical nature of interpretation, however, is still afar cry from

commenting intelligently on difficult passages of Scripture. How should

8For further reflections on the advantages and disadvantages of some of these alternatives (with special
reference to feminism), see Katharine Doob Sakenfeld, “Feminist Uses of Biblical Materials,” in Feminist
Interpretation of the Bible, ed. Letty M. Russell (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1985) 55-64.

9See the perceptive comments on this matter by Elisabeth Schüssler Fiorenza, “The Ethics of Interpretation:
De-Centering Biblical Scholarship,” Journal of Biblical Literature 107/1 (1988) 3-17.

10This point, which is becoming more widely accepted among literary critics, is explored by Wayne C.
Booth, The Company We Keep: An Ethics of Fiction (Berkeley: University of California, 1988).
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we understand St. Paul when he speaks about marriage and the family? What resources will help
us to accept and even embrace our responsibility to interpret such difficult passages? Most
important of all, will the much-awaited solution to these problems be as slick and clever as the
one offered by that wild, modern-dress production of The Taming of the Shrew?

Well, no. It would be fruitless to turn St. Paul into Shakespeare, or to treat a passage of
Scripture as Elizabethan theatre, and then to expect coherence. But the comparison may still
serve to remind us that interpretation is not an end in itself; it is a means to a higher goal. Just as
a director wants the audience to appreciate Shakespeare and his characters, we want our listeners
to become disciples of Jesus. Our obligation to proclaim the gospel is a solemn bond, and so, like
the marriage bond, it “is not to be entered into unadvisedly or lightly, but reverently, deliberately,
and in accordance with the purposes for which it was instituted by God.”11 We can interpret
Scripture only if we constantly remind ourselves who we are, where we are, and where we
believe we are headed.

Instead of hoping that the Bible will “speak for itself,” Christians must take the risk of
proclaiming it publicly—much as a director presents a play. In fact, only when the Scriptures are
“performed” do they create a context for Christian discipleship. “The performance of the New
Testament enacts the conviction that these texts are most appropriately read as the story of Jesus,
the story of everyone else, and the story of God.”12 When we come across passages which give
offense, we ought not react by ignoring or amending or explaining. Rather, we should attempt to
discern whatever light the passage might shed on our lives. To preach the gospel, we must take
an active role: we must try to build a context in which people may, through our faltering words,
come to know the true Word.

When we face those troublesome passages from St. Paul, we can start by keeping Christ
at the center. After all, the texts in Ephesians and Colossians are not simply household rules
(though that may be their genre), and are not simply an appreciation of Stoicism (though that may
be their source). They are also about what all of Scripture is about: Jesus Christ. Paul himself
reminds us that these texts are more than household rules: “This mystery is a profound one, and I
am saying that it refers to Christ and the church” (Eph 5:32). Paul’s hermeneutical advice seems
to suggest that, in these passages, we will probably learn considerably less about the relationship
between men and women than about Christ’s relationship to the church.

We tend to be scandalized by these passages because we seek to transcend their advocacy
of female subservience; we believe that “all are one in Christ Jesus” (Gal 3:28). Our own
“performance” of these passages should therefore focus not on their commentary about men and
women, but rather on their commentary about Christ and the church. We have good reasons,
scriptural reasons, to disapprove of the notion of “marital subservience”—even when it is
reciprocated with “love.” In fact, a marriage based on mutual self-giving is truer to the Christian
faith than

11Protestant Episcopal Church in the U.S.A., The Book of Common Prayer (New York: Church Hymnal
Corp. and Seabury, 1979) 423.

12Nicholas Lash, “Performing the Scriptures,” in Theology on the Way to Emmaus (London: SCM, 1986)
42.
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anything Paul could have imagined! But Paul’s limited and undeveloped view of marriage can
still help us understand the relationship between Christ and the church. A Christian submission
is not that of women to men, not that of any human being to another, but that of the whole church
to the loving lordship of Christ.

This insight should guide a Christian reading of any text which seems to assert the natural
subservience of one person to another. Consider, for example, Katherine’s final speech in The
Taming of the Shrew, which is typically read as a false view of the role of women. An
imaginative interpreter could build a context in which this speech would apply to all of us, male
and female, in the church. As the church, we tend to be a bit shrewish ourselves. We insult those
who would do us well, and seek revenge on those nearest to us. We who make up Christ’s church
are always in need of “taming.”

In this light, Katherine’s final speech takes on a new significance. These are words which
all of us, male and female, should be eager to speak, as we confess that our authority is in Jesus
Christ our Lord:

Come, come, you froward and unable worms!
My mind hath been as big as one of yours,
My heart as great, my reason haply more,
To bandy word for word and frown for frown;
But now I see our lances are but straws,
Our strength as weak, our weakness past compare,
That seeming to be most which we indeed least are. (V.ii.170-176)

It is no scandal, but rather the glory of the church, that we all should submit ourselves to Jesus—
presenting “our selves, our souls and bodies, to be a reasonable, holy, and living sacrifice.”13 Let
us all recognize our own shrewish ways, and let down our pride, and place our own hands below
our Savior’s wounded feet.

In token of which duty, if he please,
My hand is ready; may it do him ease. (V.ii.179-180)14

13Book of Common Prayer, 336.
14The quotations from The Taming of the Shrew are from The Yale Shakespeare, ed. Henry Ten Eyck Perry

(New Haven: Yale University, 1921).


