
Figure 1. SRE Options 

Pre-reading Activities 
Motivating 
Relating the Reading to Students' Lives 
Activating Background Knowledge 
Building Text-Specific Knowledge 
Pre-teaching Vocabulary 
Pre-teaching Concepts 
Pre-questioning 
Predicting 
Direction Setting 
Suggesting Strategies 

During-reading Activities 
Silent Reading 

Note 

Reading to Students 
Guided Reading 
Oral Reading by Students 
Modifying the Text 

Post-reading Activities 
Questioning 
Discussion 
Writing 
Drama 
Artistic, Graphic, and Nonverbal 

Activities 
Application and Outreach Activities 
Re-teaching 

The SRE Options appearing in Figure 1 are taken with permission from 

Michael F. Graves and Bonnie B. Graves. Scaffoldin~ Readjn~ Experiences: 

Desijms for Student Success. Norwood, MA: Christopher-Gordon, 1994. 
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Publishing Shakespeare's Works 

by 
Louis Wilson Garrett 

Publishing one's works in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was 

not an easy task for any author, but surely that fact alone cannot explain why 

there is no evidence that Shakespeare ever published a single work during his 

lifetime. Many other writers in this prolific period were writing, publishing, and 

reaping the rewards of their creative endeavors, however meager those financial 

rewards may have been, but not Shakespeare. 

In the preface to The Complete Illustrated Shakespeare. Howard 

Staunton wrote: 

Of the personal history of Shakespeare, and of the usages of theatres 

formerly in relation to dramatic productions, so little is now known, that 

it is impossible to say why he made no provision for the publication of 

his transcendent works. Whether, having written them for the stage, he 

was satisfied with their success in that arena, or had forfeited the power 

of giving them a wider circulation, or was confident enough in their 

merits to believe they must survive all accidents, no one will probably 

ever determine. All we know upon the subject is, that, unlike his 

learned contemporary [Ben] Jonson, he published no collection of his 

"Plays" as "Works," and that although some of them were printed during 

his lifetime, there is no evidence to show that any one of them was ever 

corrected by his own hand. What is strange, too, of a writer so remark

able and of composition so admired, not a poem, a play, or fragment of 

either, in his manuscript, has come down to us. What is still more 

surprising, with the exception of five or six signatures, not a word in his 

handwriting is known to exist (v). 

Samuel Johnson, after identifying and listing various circumstances 

which tended to the corruption of Shakespeare's text, stated in his Preface to 

Shakespeare published in 1765 that "no other author ever gave up his works to 
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fortune and time with so little care" (qtd. in Staunton, vii). In fact, Johnson, 

according to the Bronson edition, stated : 

So careless was this great poet of future fame, that ... he made no 

collection of his works, nor desired to rescue those that had been already 

published from the depravations that obscured them, or secure to the 

rest a better destiny, by giving them to the world in their genuine state. 

Of the plays which bear the name of Skakespeare in the late editions, 

the greater part were not published till about seven years after his death, 

and the few which appeared in his life are apparently thrust into the 

world without the care of the author, and therefore probably without his 

knowledge (268-69). 

He seemingly committed the future of his works into the hands of actors, 

theater owners, and publishers, and he never took an interest in or worked on 

them again. How this could have been we surely will never know. 

Perhaps a partial answer to the problem is that an author in 

Shakespeare's England who was busy writing thirty-seven plays, 154 sonnets, 

long narrative poems-and we know not what else-may simply have been 

unwilling to endure the rigors of seeing a work published, and afterwards still 

being held responsible for decades for its contents. Lamson and Smith tell us 

that a "writer's troubles were not over when he had written his book [and] gone 

through the difficulty of finding a publisher, he still had to face many and 

stringent regulations of the press by political and ecclesiastical authorities, and 

the fact that he had sold a manuscript did not exempt him from responsibility for 

what was in it" (7). In addition, all printed materials in the sixteenth century 

and for years afterward had to "receive the imprimatur of the Archbishop of 

Canterbury and the Court of Star Chamber, the highest political authority in 

the realm below the Queen; then the Court of High Commission, the supreme 

ecclesiastical authority ... then the Stationers'Company" (7). An author such as 

Shakespeare may well have concluded that, in the face of these restrictions and 

difficulties, the process of publishing was not worth the effort. 
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These major impediments to publishing did not, however, deter others, 

lesser authors, from publishing their works. Lamson and Smith tell us that 

between 1475 and 1640 the published works and editions listed in the ShQn 

Title Catalogue included over 26,000 items (8). Others, contemporaries of 

Shakespeare, like Christopher Marlowe, George Peele, Thomas Kyd, and John 

Lily were regularly writing and publishing their works, but, again, Shakespeare 

was not in involved in publishing or keeping up with his plays and poems once 

they entered the public domain. 

Shakespeare seems likewise to have remained strangely aloof from his 

fellow poets and playwrights. While Gabriel Harvey, Robert Greene, and 

Thomas Nash were reading one another's works and responding to them, 

sometimes rather vitriolicly; Sir Walter Raleigh was encouraging the work of 

Edmund Spenser, and poets, playwrights, and patrons of the theater and of 

creative works exchanged correspondence, no one, as far as the known records 

reveal, was communicating with Shakespeare. Benezet says that "in all the 

thousands of letters which have been preserved .. . there is not one hint of the 

existence of a man from Stratford who was either an actor or a writer" (23 ). 

Moreover, "while other authors were constantly writing comments on each 

other's works, or writing prefaces to them, no one ever drew such a paper from 

the greatest of them all" (23-24 ). 

It is sometimes alleged that Shakespeare was interested in writing and 

publishing for the remuneration he would receive from these efforts. In view of 

the fact that he never published, Shakespeare obviously did not enrich himself 

by offering his works to the public in print. It is not surprising, therefore, that 

before 1610 there were "sixteen plays of Shakespeare's which were entered in the 

Stationers' Register ... without an author being named" (Ogburn 9), and 

"producer Henslowe, while recording payments of royalties to other playwrights, 

recorded none in the case of plays by Shakespeare which he produced" (9). At 

Shakespeare's death there were still twenty Shakespearean plays that had never 

been published at all and, thus, had never been officially identified to the world 

as the works of Shakespeare. These plays were published posthumously and 

attributed to Shakespeare in the First Folio of 1623. 
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"Philip Henslowe, owner of three London theaters, kept a diary for 

eighteen years (1591-1609). In it he names every playwright from whom he 

bought plays and every actor who played in any of his houses" (Benezet 19). In 

this most revealing document there "is no mention of Shakespeare" (19). It is 

known that during this time Henslowe produced eight or nine of Shakespeare's 

plays "but there is no record of his [Shakespeare's] having been paid ... for any 

of them" (19). It can safely be concluded therefore that truly Shakespeare did, 

as Samuel Johnson said, "give up his plays to fortune" without ever publishing 

them or receiving payment for writing them or concerning himself about the 

fame that would attach to his name as a result of his labors. These are astonish

ing and perhaps unsettling facts. 

It is often conjecrured that Shakespeare published his works with 

dedications to sponsors or patrons from whom he received stipends, and by this 

method he was enabled to improve his financial situation during his lifetime by 

his poems and plays. Lamson and Smith state: 

Financial rewards for writing and publishing prose or poetry came mostly 

in the form of gifts from patrons-in reality the old system of master and 

servant which had come down from the Middle Ages and had not 

changed much with the invention of printing. The writer by a dedica

tion hoped for a suitable reward, and in an age when honor and vanity 

were motives much more sharply defined or observed than they are 

today, this procedure sometimes worked .... Shakespeare's relations 

with his patron, the Earl of Southampton, little as we know about it, 

seem to have been satisfactory. (6) 

This relationship between Shakespeare and the Earl of Southampton has 

been accepted by most students and scholars of Shakespeare as an important 

source of funds and a method by which Shakespeare was enabled to strengthen 

his finances. However, Benezet comments on this relationship: 

Mrs. Stopes who wrote a life of Lord Southampton, because Shakespeare 

poems were dedicated to him, spent years hunting through his family 

papers, letters, diaries, and other memorabilia, yet failed to find the 
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slightest mention of anyone named Shakespeare or any name like it. 

She told Captain B. M. Ward: "My life has been a failure. I am begin

ning to doubt the whole story." (24) 

Whatever the acrual relationship may have been between Shakespeare 

and the young Earl of Southampton, we will probably never be able to discover. 

It seems apparent, however, that just as Shakespeare was not paid for publishing 

or allowing his plays to be produced, he likewise seems never to have been able 

to increase his income by having a patron or sponsor to provide for him, even 

though he dedicated two of his long poems to Southampton. 

When Shakespeare's plays were brought together for publication by John 

Heminges and Henry Condell, they were declared by the two men to be nearly 

flawless. However, they had suffered abominably at the hands of actors, direc

tors, theater owners, unskilled printers, and publishers; they were in need of 

corrections by future skilled critics like Nicholas Rowe, Alexander Pope, Samuel 

Johnson, and others. Staunton observed: "Unhappily, it is a very ill printed 

book; so badly edited, and so negligently 'read,' that it abounds not only in the 

most transparent typographical inaccuracies, but with readings disputable and 

nonsensical beyond belief'' ( vii). Samuel Johnson stated: "The faults of all are 

indeed numerous and gross, and [careless handlers] have not only corrupted 

many passages perhaps beyond recovery, but have brought others into suspicion, 

which are only obscured by obsolete phraseology, or the writer's unskillfulness 

and affectation" (Bronson 269). 

Shakespeare would surely have done the world a great service ifhe had 

taken more interest in correcting and publishing his works; nevertheless, with all 

the errors, corruptions, and defilements, the plays have nonetheless enriched the 

lives of theater and movie goers, students, and scholars ever since they were 

made as gifts to the world by William Shakespeare. 
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How to Read a Film and Film a Reader 

by 
David Linton 

Eventually, after Gutenberg, reading became a solitary, silent act, no 

longer a shared recitation or an extension of the oral age. Reading, the unadul

terated, ink-wrought, one-on-one encounter with the manifest thoughts of an 

absent other in the solitude of one's own mental space, challenged the authority 

of God and governor, to which the fates of Luther, Tyndale, and the many 

martyrs of the right to read readily attest. And what could be more threatening 

to the social institution called "theater," a most ancient, oral, public enterprise, 

than that rapidly spreading, radicalizing, democratizing, privatizing emergent 

communications medium, the printed book? 

By the time of Elizabeth's reign, reading was in, and literacy was spread

ing rapidly. An alert culture critic such as Shakespeare could hardly help but 

notice the rise of reading and its potential to alter the media habits of the 

people-including their use of the theater. 

In its many manifestations, reading was a common concern of 

Shakespeare's. Every one of the 37 plays contains references to some aspect of 

literacy or reading matters-all within the first act. In fact, 28 of the plays 

contain such references in the first scene. In one form or another, signs of 

literacy virtually permeate the plays. But now we find ourselves in what some 

have called a post-literate period. And just as Shakespeare boldly borrowed from 

and adapted the histories, myths, and stories of his predecessors, our movie 

makers make free with their sources as well, editing and shifting, emphasizing or 

de-emphasizing according to what they deem worthy of attention. 

What do the screen writers and directors of the post-Gutenberg age 

make of Shakespeare's concern for those most un-theatrical-perhaps even anti

theatrical acts, reading and writing? Directors usually fudge the action, using 

voice-over, narration, and other devices to speed up the business. Shakespeare 

too knew that watching a character read an entire letter would bore an audience, 
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