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a very lowly profession. The actors in A Shrew are humble, ill-
educated itinerants. They enter bearing packs on their backs and one
of them is so ignorant that he has not mastered the classical generic
terms of his trade. When the Lord asks them what they can perform
for him, Sander, the actor-clown, answers, “Marry, my lord, you may
have a tragical, or a comodity, or what you will,” and the other actor
fiercely corrects him, “A comedy, thou should’st say; souns, thou’lt shame
usall” (p. 3, 1l. 59—61). In A Shrew, the actors and Sly inhabit the same
world of hardship, and they are able to give him the entertainment he
wants: he remains awake enjoying it almost to the end. In The Shrew,
by contrast, the actors are allied with the Lord and his household
against Sly. They are urbane and well-educated, at home in the world
of humanist discourse rather than alien from it. In this version, unlike
the other one, Sly has never seen a play. The butt of the “comodity”
joke is not an actor, but Christopher Sly himself, who queries, when
offered a “pleasant comedy,” “Is not a comonty a Christmas gambold
or a tumbling trick?” (Induction 2.132-33). And of course the play
itself is far above him: he wearies of it by the end of the first scene,
“’Tis a very excellent piece of work, madam lady. Would ’twere
done!” and is never heard from again (1.1.243).

In The Shrew and in that version only, dramatic and pictorial art are
valued for their verisimilitude: Sly is presented with sexually explicit
pictures of Adonis, Cytherea, and o “beguiléd” and ravished by Jove,
“As lively painted as the deed was done” (Induction 2.52). The Lord
praises one of the actors for a similar verisimilitude in a previous role:
“that part / Was aptly fitted and naturally performed” (Induction
1.82—83). The same claim is made at least implicitly by the taming
play itself: instead of being bounded by the reappearance of Sly, it has
become independent of his narrow vision and attained, at the end, the
status of “nature” rather than performance. In The Shrew, the Induc-
tion is also more clearly localized than its counterpart in A Shrew, with
numerous evocations of Shakespeare’s own early neighborhood in
Warwickshire. In the nineteenth century, Bardolators liked to search
out Slys in the Stratford area as a way of pointing to the wonderful
realism of Shakespeare’s art—drawn to the very life.15

15. F. J. Furnivall, The New Shakespeare Society’s Transactions, Series 1, no. 1 (London, 1874),
104. See also the New Arden edition of The Taming of the Shrew, ed. Brian Morris (London,
1981), pp. 62—63. John Russell Brown uses the appeal to realism in The Shrew to build a broad



190 English Literary Renaissance

The Shrew’s more compelling aura of reality is one of the salient
characteristics for which that version has been preferred over the
cruder and more farcical A Shrew. We will note, however, that in The
Shrew the rising status of the actors in terms of their ability to claim a
kind of truth for their art is bought at the price of woman’s power and
autonomy, since there is nothing to qualify the “truth” of female
subordination they offer up at the end. If we imagine the play as a
relatively bounded economy, then the actors triumph by putting
women down, “realizing” womanly weakness in both senses of the
term through their staging of Kate’s submission. In A Shrew, the
actors are lower and stay low; the women are brought less low. John
Harington’s The Metamorphosis of Ajax (1596) referred to A Shrew in a
way that suggested he (and other readers of the quarto) found the
play’s message of shrew-taming in that version to be fatally and
ruefully compromised by Sly’s fantasy at the end: “For the shrewd
wife, reade the booke of taming a shrew, which hath made a number

of us so perfect, that now every one can rule a shrew in our countrey,
save he that hath her.”16

Vv

Given the significant ideological difference between the two versions
of the play, it is relatively easy to see why modern editors and critics
have been at such pains to distance the two texts from each other, or at
least to go along with earlier editorial decisions to keep them apart.
With the passage of the centuries, the gulf between the two has
widened. In the Renaissance, as we have noted, the two Shrews were
regarded as one in terms of copyright; in the early eighteenth century
they were considered an earlier and later draft by Shakespeare. Begin-
ning with Malone, A Shrew was less frequently considered early
Shakespeare, more frequently identified as Shakespeare’s source for
The Shrew. In all of these hypotheses A Shrew comes out as the earlier
play, and I have made a case for that view as well. The shifts from A
Shrew to The Shrew can be seen as the articulation of “modern” ideas

argument about increasing naturalism in acting styles during the age of Shakespeare, “On the
Acting of Shakespeare’s Plays,” (1953), rpt. in The Seventeenth-Century Stage: A Collection of
Critical Essays, ed. G. E. Bentley (Chicago, 1968), pp. 41—354.

16. John Harington, The Metamorphosis of Ajax, ed. Elizabeth Donno (London, 1962),
Pp- 153-354; cited in Oliver, p. 34.
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(for the Renaissance at least) about women’s place within the house-
hold and within the absolutist state; the name of Shakespeare thus
becomes identified with the rise of individualism and the develop-
ment of the haut-bourgeois family model. Similarly, the status of the
actors rises considerably from A Shrew to The Shrew, running parallel
to the rising status and prosperity that theatrical historians associate
with the profession during Shakespeare’s time and with Shakespeare’s
own career in particular.1”

During the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the cultural
need to naturalize the story of the play was so intense that in Garrick’s
highly popular afterpiece Catherine and Petruchio, The Taming of the
Shrew was whittled down to the taming story fout seul, a sentimen-
talized version of The Shrew with no Sly, no subplots, and a softened
conclusion in which Petruchio and Kate share in the delivery of the
final speech. John Lacy’s Sauny the Scot, or The Taming of the Shrew
(1667), similarly omitted the frame entirely. The Sly material was not
discarded, however; it formed the basis of two farces both called The
Cobler of Preston by Charles Johnson and Christopher Bullock respec-
tively and both published in 1716. On the eighteenth-century stage, it
would seem, the Sly plot and the taming plot were kept strictly
separate so that neither could compromise the “reality” of the other.
As Samuel Johnson noted scoffingly in his edition of Shakespeare, the
story of the shrew and her tamer was printed as fact in The Tatler,
passed off as a notable “transaction in Lincolnshire.”'® During the
same century Kate’s speech was split off from the play and published
separately (with a few added lines) as a wholesome sermon on wifely
duty. Eighteenth-century readers and playgoers seemingly wanted
the taming story to be true, although some women readers even then
found Kate’s submission excessive. However, they didn’t much care
whether or not the story was really Shakespeare.1®

Garrick’s Catherine and Petruchio continued popular on the stage

17. See G. E. Bentley, The Professions of Dramatist and Player in Shakespeare’s Time, 1590—1642,
one-volume paperback edition (1971 and 1984 rpt. Princeton, 1986); and Muriel C. Bradbrook,
“The Status Seekers: Society and the Common Player in the Reign of Elizabeth I,” 1961, rpt. in
Bentley, pp. 55-69.

18, The Plays of William Shakespeare, in Eight Volumes, ed. Samuel Johnson (1765), III, 99. For
discussion of eighteenth-century adaptations, see Haring-Smith, pp. 7—22; and Taming, ed.
Oliver, pp. 65—69.

19. See, for an example of women'’s response, Marianne Novy's introduction to her Women’s
Re-Visions of Shakespeare (Urbana, 1990), p. 7.
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until almost the end of the nineteenth century. But during the same
period there was a growing thirst for “authentic” Shakespeare on the
part of both editors and theater-goers. The name of the exalted Bard
had to be reattached to the taming story. The Shrew in its Folio version
had been absent from the stage for two hundred years. It was revived,
with the Induction but without the Sly interruptions and conclusion,
in England in the 1840s, in America in the 1880s. Thereafter the
“authentic” text of The Shrew gradually won the stage over from
Catherine and Petruchio. In Victorian productions most directors took
great care to keep Christopher Sly and the Induction from undercut-
ting the taming story. Critics and audiences of the Victorian produc-
tions of The Shrew seem generally to have liked Kate’s speech of
submission, applauding it wildly and calling it the “choicest gem of
the play.” H. N. Hudson asserted that The Shrew was worth “All the
volumes on household virtue that [ know of.” Even the most success-
ful and fiery of Victorian actresses to play the part of the Shrew, Ada
Rehan, saw the taming of Kate as bringing her “to the saving grace of
woman.” In the first British production of the “authentic” Shrew, one
of the actors in the Induction was made up to resemble Shakespeare,
then proceeded to take the role of Petruchio, brandishing the tradi-
tional whip, so that wife-taming became a Shakespearean virtue in-
deed.20 “Authentic” Shakespeare for the Victorians showed the beau-
ties of wifely acquiescence. We probably do not need to remind
ourselves that the same century, through the theories of Sigmund
Freud, gave us the concept of normal female masochism.

VI

Amidst all of this thirst for authenticity, there was a conceptual prob-
lem that editors had to wrestle with. If The Shrew was “true” Shake-
speare, then what was to be done with A Shrew? If A Shrew was also
Shakespeare, then the wife-taming message was harder to associate
unequivocally with his name. If A Shrew was not Shakespeare, then
his originality went out the window: The Shrew was massively bor-
rowed from its earlier and cruder prototype and therefore less than au-
thentic. The problem did not come to a head until the early twentieth

20. For all of these and other examples, see Haring-Smith, pp. 43—-64. See also Susan J.
Wolfson, “Explaining to Her Sisters: Mary Lamb’s Tales_from Shakespear,” in Novy, pp. 16—40,
especially pp. 23—27.
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century, but already toward the end of the nineteenth, we find editors
entertaining the idea that A Shrew did not precede The Shrew, but
instead derived from it. Victorian editors of Shakespeare were gen-
erally uncomfortable with the strong, outspoken women in Shake-
speare’s early plays. Furnivall, for example, expressed the strong hope
that Shakespeare was not responsible for “all the women’s rant” in
Titus Andronicus, the Henry VI trilogy, and Richard 111.2' To regard A
Shrew not as a source but as a debased copy allowed them to associate
the realism and patriarchy of The Shrew with “authentic Shakespeare.”
The Shrew and its message of wifely submission were the “original.”
A Shrew, with its freer relationship between Petruchio/Ferando and
Kate, its many undercuttings of the shrew-taming moral, was, in a
subtly sexualized language of transgression, a debased and brazen
travesty of the “manly” Shakespearean original, put together in all
likelihood by itinerant actors as ignorant of dramatic art and as mean
and destitute as the poor players within A Shrew itself.

The next stage of this editorial development is rather deliciously
predictable. Widespread editorial agreement with the new textual
theory by which The Shrew was original Shakespeare, or close to it,
and A Shrew a “vamped up” copy came in the 1920s, along with the
triumph of women’s suffrage. The late nineteenth- and early twen-
tieth-century struggle for women’s rights made “authentic Shake-
speare” on stage in The Taming of the Shrew more and more un-
comfortable. Increasingly, directors tried either to engage the play’s
topical potential directly—at least one production cast Kate as the
“new woman”—or to mitigate the tensions by staging the play as
farce. Reviewers commented regularly on Kate’s submission as un-
likely to commend itself, as one of them put it, “to the out-and-out
feminists of the Women’s Federation League or the generality of the
shingled and Eton-cropped sisterhood.”?2 In 1926, two years before
women’s suffrage in Britain, Peter Alexander wrote an influential
series of articles in the Times Literary Supplement contending yet once
more that A Shrew was a “later and degraded version” of Shake-
speare’s play and relying heavily on arguments first broached a half
century before. Other editors during the 1920s and later put Shake-
speare at an even greater distance, arguing that his original play was

21. New Shakspere Society’s Transactions (1874), 95—103. See also William Benzie, Dr. F. J.
Eurnivall: Victorian Scholar Adventurer (Norman, 1983), PP. 194—96.
22. Thompson, p. 21.
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lost, and that both A Shrew and The Shrew were derivative, although
the latter was more strongly Shakespearean than the former.2? At the
same time that “new women” were agitating for the vote in England,
editors were burying the “vamped up” version of A Shrew deeper and
deeper—like a shameful skeleton in the Shakespearean closet that had
to be kept out of sight. Even editors who remained skeptical about
Alexander’s view of the relationship between the two plays displayed
a nostalgia for past simplicities, as in Quiller-Couch’s comment in the
Cambridge edition (1928), “avoiding the present times and recalling
Dickens, most fertile of inventors since Shakespeare, with Dickens’s
long gallery of middle-aged wives who make household life intoler-
able by various and odious methods, one cannot help thinking a little
wistfully that the Petruchian discipline had something to say for
itself 24

The textual arguments by which editors have convinced them-
selves (and others) that A Shrew is a contaminated version of The
Shrew, or of an earlier play that was genuine Shakespeare, rest on an
implicit prior ranking by which The Shrew is assumed to be “what
Shakespeare meant,” so that deviations from it are invariably read as
corruptions. In the two versions we have already noted of Kate’s
placing her hand beneath her husband’s foot, for example, the stan-
dard argument is that “the imitator, as usual, has caught something of
the words of the original, which he has laboured to reproduce at a
most unusual sacrifice of grammar and sense . . . he has by omitting
the words ‘in token of which duty’ omitted the whole point of the
passage.”?5 | have argued earlier that the “imitator” is instead making

23. See Peter Alexander, “The Taming of a Shrew,” Times Literary Supplement Thursday,
Sept. 16, 1926, p. 614. See also his “‘II. Henry VI.” and the Copy for ‘The Contention’ (1594),”
Times Literary Supplement, Oct. 9, 1924, pp. 629—30; and “ ‘3 Henry VI' and ‘Richard, Duke of
York,'” Times Literary Supplement, Nov. 13, 1924, p. 730. For more recent refinements of the
argument by which A Shrew is derived from The Shrew or from a common ancestor of both,
see, ¢.g., Raymond A. Houk, “The Evolution of The Taming of the Shrew,” PMLA, 57 (1942),
1009-38; Henry David Gray, “The Taming of a Shrew,” Philological Quarterly, 20 (1941), 325-33;
and G. 1. Duthie, “The Taming of a Shrew and The Taming of the Shrew,” Review of English Studies,
19 (1943), 337-56. Similar arguments are made in almost every modern single-volume edition
of the play; for dissenting’ views, see the sources in n. 6 above.

24. The Taming of the Shrew, ed. Sir Arthur Quiller-Couch and John Dover Wilson (Cam-
bridge, Eng., 1928), p. xxvi. For another similar view, see A. L. Rowse, ed., The Annotated
Shakespeare, Vol. I: The Comedies (New York, 1978), pp. 119-21.

25. Wilson, ed., citing, as nearly all discussions of the problem do, Samuel Hickson,
“Marlowe and the Old ‘Taming of a Shrew,”” Notes and Queries, 1 (1850), 194, 226—27, in the
Cambridge ed., p. 179.
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a different point. Two other telltale passages for the derivative nature
of A Shrew are drawn from the scene between Kate and the tailor. In
the “authorized” version Grumio protests to the tailor, “Master, if
ever I said ‘loose-bodied gown,’ sew me in the skirts of it and beat me
to death with a bottom of brown thread” (4.3.131-32). The equiv-
alent speech in A Shrew is, “Master, if ever I said loose body’s gown,
sew me in a seam and beat me to death with [a] bottom of brown
thread!” (p. 44, 1l. 20—31). The criticism of A Shrew here is that “the
reporter is very close but the difference is enough to show his hand.
‘Sew me in the skirts of it’ has meaning whereas the variation has
none.”2¢ The talk during the scene has been of facings, and facings
quite commonly require the type of seam (although admittedly not
quite the amplitude) in which a person could be sewn. Why does the
idea of being sewn in a seam have no meaning? It requires no great
powers of observation to recognize that facings in portraits of Eliz-
abethan women’s dresses are commonly sewn double, like what we
would now call “French seams.” The speech in A Shrew is more
ludicrous than its counterpart in The Shrew, and also more deviously
ribald if one takes the idea of being sewn in a lady’s seam as relating to
her person, not her clothes. But in what way is the passage clearly
derivative? Only if one has already decided what constitutes “good
sense” in the text of the play, with variations representing nothing
more than “rant” or “nonsense.” In the second passage, which fol-
lows hard upon the first, A Shrew has the following exchange:

San. Dost thou hear, tailor? Thou hast braved many men: brave
not me. Thou’st faced many men—
Tailor. Well, sir.
San. Face not me: I'll neither be faced nor braved at thy hands, I
can tell thee! (p. 44, ll. 37—41)

The equivalent passage in The Shrew reads:

Grumro. Thou hast faced many things.
TarLor. Ihave.

GRrumro. Face not me. Thou hast braved many men; brave not me.
I will neither be faced nor braved. (4.3.121~24)

In this case, editors argue, A Shrew misses the puns on “faced” and
“braved” and therefore declares itself as the derivative version. But all

26. Wilson, ed., citing Hickson, Cambridge ed., p. 168.
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that would be required for A Shrew to make as much “sense” as The
Shrew would be for the actor to indicate through gesture that the
braving and facing he has in mind are punningly linked to the tailor’s
trade. A Shrew’s version of the passage is less explicit, but would
hardly be regarded as corrupt if it were allowed to stand on its own: it
1s editorially suspect only because it does not replicate every nuance of
The Shrew.

Perhaps the most damning flaw of A Shrew in the minds of those
who have argued for its derivative status is its frequent Marlovian
echoes. The argument here is that the ignorant actors who patched
together the pirated version of the play threw in snatches of Marlowe
whenever their memories failed them, creating a pastiche with no
claim to independent literary integrity. Peter Alexander characterizes
the putative compiler(s) as having “a mentality very like that of
ancient Pistol, and a head no more proof against the intoxication of
tragic diction.”?” That A Shrew contains numerous passages echoing
Tamburlaine the Great and Doctor Faustus is undeniable, although some
of the alleged parallels are too faint to be convincing. If we grant that
text the same privilege of putative intentionality that is routincly
granted to The Shrew, however, we can regard the Marlovian pas-
sages not as mere unassimilated bombast, but as deliberate stage
quotations of tragedies well known to audiences in the early 1590s—
quotations designed to create a ludicrous effect of mock heroic in their
new and incongruous setting. In the Induction to A Shrew, for exam-
ple, when the nobleman and his men first enter, his grand language
echoes the famous speech with which Faustus first conjures up his
devils:

Now that the gloomy shadow of the night,
Longing to view Orion’s drizzling looks,
Leaps from th’ Antarctic world unto the sky,
And dims the welkin with her pitchy breath,
And darksome night o’ershads the crystal heavens (pp. 1-2, 11.9-13)

What the Lord conjures up, however, is not demons but the drunken,
sleeping Sly. The humor can scarcely be said to be subtle, but it might

27. Alexander, p. 614. All editorial argument about Marlovian borrowings rests ultimately
on Hickson, n. 25 above. On Marlovian borrowings, sec also Boas, pp. xxx—xxxii and 91-98,
and nearly every modern edition of the play. My own argument that the Marlovian passages
work as successful burlesque has been anticipated in part by a few editors, most prominently
Quiller-Couch, pp. xxi—xxii.
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have been quite funny on stage. In the corresponding scene at the end
of the play, when Sly is once again lying before the alehouse, the
Tapster utters a parallel passage just before stumbling upon him:

Now that the darksome night is overpassed,
And dawning day appears in crystal sky,
Now must I haste abroad. But soft, who's this?
What, Sly? (p. 64, 1. 1—4)

The device is doubly ludicrous the second time, and helps to under-
line the return of Christopher Sly: his discovery, once again, takes
center stage. Marlovian echoes serve a similar comic, deflating func-
tion throughout the play, sometimes even taking the form of stage
business. In the scene at Petruchio’s house, A Shrew, unlike The Shrew,
specifies that Petruchio / Ferando enters “with a piece of meat upon his
dagger’s point,” echoing the hideously powerful moment in Tambur-
laine the Great Part I, 4.4 in which Tamburlaine offers food at his
sword’s end to the conquered Bajazeth. The many Marlovian echoes
of A Shrew help to keep the play firmly within the realm of farce,
overturning any faint whisper of the heroic about Petruchio/ Fer-
ando’s campaign against the shrew, undercutting any incipient claim
to realism (of the kind so prominently made in The Shrew) before it
has a chance to develop.

VII

Barring the discovery of new historical artifacts—such as a working
manuscript of one or both texts in the same hand as the passages from
Sir Thomas More believed to be in Shakespeare’s—we are unlikely
ever to settle the question of which play came first, or how much of
either is genuine Shakespeare. We may settle such matters to our own
satisfactions, but if past editorial opinion is any guide, what pleases us
as explanation may not equally please those who come after us. To the
author of the present essay, A Shrew sounds distinctly earlier, sounds
as though it could perhaps contain bits of early Shakespeare and be
designed to capitalize on the public passion for Marlowe during the
early 1590s. Whether or not we label A Shrew as Shakespeare, we need
to recognize that it is a more interesting, intriguing play than its Jong
history of suppression would suggest. But what would be the point
Just now of insisting on the priority of one or another version? To do
so would be to revert to the old editorial mode of creating hierarchies
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of texts which are invariably value-laden. [ would suggest instead that
we start thinking of the different versions of The Taming of the Shrew
intertextually—as a cluster of related texts which can be fruitfully
read together and against each other as “Shakespeare.” To do that, of
course, is to give up the idea that either Shakespeare or the canon of
his works is a single determinate thing. It is to carry Shakespearean
textual studies out of the filiative search for a single “authentic” point
of origin and into the purview of poststructuralist criticism, where
the authority of the author loses its élan and the text becomes a
multiple, shifting process rather than an artifact set permanently in
print. In the case of A Shrew and The Shrew, it is also to interrogate the
canonical version of a play we may no longer want to live with.

In twentieth-century productions of The Shrew, the patriarchal
message of the piece has been evaded by many ingenious methods:
Kate may wink at the audience even as she hoodwinks Petruchio, as in
Mary Pickford’s film version. Kate may be portrayed as a loveless
neurotic who is cured by Petruchio through a kind of psychodrama
that shows her her own excess. Quite often she abases herself out of
love. Or the whole thing can be reduced to farce. At present, how-
ever, all of these methods seem to have played themselves out on stage
(and film), and there are signs that the equivalent critical readings are
playing themselves out as well—not only among modern feminists,
who find the text too alienating to be “set right” by such strategies,
but also among our students, who are increasingly unhappy with our
usual readings emphasizing the mutuality of the taming and other
such palliatives designed to smooth over the reality of Petruchio’s
domination. We can choose, of course, to remove the play quietly
from the list of those we teach and discuss, as Shirley Garner and
other perceptive readers have suggested we do.?8 Or we can bring
back The Shrew’s long suppressed intertext A Shrew, the tactic re-
sorted to on the modern stage.

In the eighteenth century, readers of Shakespeare got the Sly ending
to the play, while theater-goers saw the play cleansed of Sly and re-
christened Catherine and Petruchio. Now the opposite pattern prevails:
theatrical productions depend on the Sly framework to cast the whole
patriarchal system constructed by the taming plot into doubt and

28. “The Taming of the Shrew: Inside or Outside of the Joke?” in “Bad” Shakespeare, pp. 105~
19.
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unreality, while our texts banish Sly at the end and conclude with the
“reality” of Kate’s capitulation. If A Shrew comes to be accepted by
editors and readers as an acceptable intertext of The Shrew (whether as
a first draft, source, or early derivative), then several things could
happen. In editions of Shakespeare that offer composite texts of other
plays, The Shrew could also become composite. In the same way that
editors have regularly inserted the mock trial scene and other brief
segments from the 1608 quarto of King Lear into the Folio text, so
editors could insert the Sly episodes from the 1594 quarto A Shrew—
and perhaps other material as well—into The Taming of the Shrew. A
more satisfying alternative would follow the pattern of the newest
editions of King Lear and print both texts in their entirety, one after
the other. Such a format would preserve the integrity of each early
version while offering readers a dazzling, unsettling empowerment:
with only a slight stretching of the traditional rationale of copytext by
which the best possible text is arrived at through the combination of
variant early versions, readers would be freed, if the task appealed to
them, to become their own editors, to create new combinations of the
two texts that are as much “Shakespeare” as the composite texts to
which we are already accustomed in our standard editions of the
plays.

But, it may be objected, such a procedure would be irresponsibly
chaotic and ahistorical—it would take us much too far afield from the
Renaissance itself, in which, whether we like it or not, patriarchy was
as dominant and univocal as it is in The Taming of the Shrew. That is by
no means clear. I have pointed to a process of naturalization by which
the patriarchal ideology of The Shrew gradually became “reality” in
terms of public expectations in the theater and readers’ expectations of
Shakespeare. But that process was not without its glitches, temporary
reversals, and ambivalences in any period—certainly not in the Re-
naissance itself. The same culture that preferred The Shrew to A Shrew
also made space for an antidote. In the early seventeenth century, John
Fletcher continued the story of Petruchio in The Woman’s Prize, or The
Tamer Tamed, in which Kate has died and Petruchio marries a second
wife, Maria, who tames him as effectively as he had earlier tamed
Kate, except that Maria’s methods are draconian to the point of
paramilitarism. When Shakespeare’s The Shrew and Fletcher’s The
Woman’s Prize were performed within a few days of each other at the
court of Charles I in 1633, Shakespeare’s The Shrew was “liked” but
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Fletcher’s play was “very well liked.”?? It is probably fair to say that
patriarchy as a system has regularly been more consistent and orderly
in the minds of historically-inclined editors and readers than it has
been in society at large. If we are to interrogate the canonical Shake-

speare, then we need to interrogate the editorial assumptions underly-
ing the texts by which we have come to “know” him.
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29. Oliver, p. 64.
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