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Abstract  

This thesis explores the perceptions of English secondary school teachers and students in 

relation to the use of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare texts in the classroom. Taking ‘reworked’ to 

mean texts that have been consciously altered, the aim of the research is to ascertain what 

value students and teachers perceive these texts to offer: in simple terms, what is gained 

and what is lost in the use of them. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with a 

sample of students and teachers, and responses analysed within a Grounded Theory 

framework. The intention was to construct a theory that responded to the question of value, 

and that also addressed the ‘what’, ‘why’ and ‘how’ of ‘reworked’ text use: whether they 

were being employed, if so for what reasons, in what way, and to what effect. 

The theory constructed suggests that ‘reworked’ Shakespeare texts are seen as a pragmatic 

bridge to the ‘original’ version of the play. There is value in the way that they help students 

to get over the barrier of Shakespeare’s language, but this value is limited: ‘reworked’ texts 

do not usually provide full access to the richness and ambiguity of Shakespeare’s language 

and this was cited as central to Shakespeare’s value, by students and teachers. ‘Exam 

pragmatism’ was much in evidence in the participant responses and ‘reworked’ texts were 

seen as potentially valuable in helping to provide the understanding required for the GCSE 

English Literature examination. However, ‘reworks’ were seen as both a benefit and a 

restriction in this context. They aid understanding of plot and character but, depending on 

the type of rework, may not allow for a full development of the skills required to write 

about Shakespeare’s actual words in GCSE English Literature questions.  

While an altering or a breaking down of text and language can provide greater clarity, too 

much can lead to an inability to see the whole narrative, and this is shown to create 

confusion, particularly for lower achieving students. For this reason, the use of whole text 

is potentially more helpful in aiding understanding than is perhaps considered.  

I argue that ‘reworked’ texts could offer more than instrumental value, if they were 

employed critically and creatively, in a way that allows students to deconstruct and 

reconstruct Shakespeare. This might allow students to truly consider, and find, the value of 

Shakespeare for themselves.  

Key Words 

Shakespeare; ‘reworked’; ‘original’; text; value; schools; language; examinations; play; 

challenge 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

1.1 Focus of, and Motivation for, the Research 

The research documented in this thesis is based around the question: ‘What is the value of 

‘reworked’ Shakespeare in English secondary schools? My aim was to explore what 

students and teachers perceive to be the value of a ‘reworked’ Shakespeare text when 

employed during learning and teaching in English lessons.  

The question was sparked by a conversation I had with an ex-student during my last 

English teaching post at a British School Overseas. During a library lesson, an English boy 

in Year 8 made rather a show of pleasure and pride in telling me that he had chosen John 

Marsden’s Hamlet (2009), a retelling of the young Dane’s story, from its position of 

prominent display at the front of the library. This was a very confident student, of high 

academic ability, who, from my knowledge of him, likely had good access to social, 

cultural, and monetary capital. 

Due to my previous MA research into the value given to Shakespeare within education, I 

was keen to know why he had chosen this ‘reworking’ of Shakespeare’s Hamlet. His 

answer was vague: he had heard of the play and wanted to know what it was about, but I 

was left with the impression that he had chosen it to please or impress somebody. Would 

that be me, his English teacher; the librarian; his parents or just himself? The blurb on the 

book jacket might have suggested not his English teacher. After a glowing description: 

‘Marsden’s version of Hamlet is smart, tough, lyrical, thoroughly readable, and 

uncompromisingly engaging’, there is an exhortation to ‘Back off, Mrs Phelps (my high-

school English teacher). I now get Hamlet’ (Crutcher, in Marsden, 2009). My first 

impression was that my student had some idea of cultural capital stemming from the text 

and that he perhaps wanted to avail himself of this, but the book might also have 

represented an opportunity for a young person to take ownership of an exalted literary 

figure on their own terms. Alternatively, the reasoning behind the choice could have been 

pragmatic: simply to understand a writer often perceived as difficult for young people and, 

in turn, to be engaged in something that might otherwise be considered unappealing. I 

wondered what my student would get from reading the book, but a follow up line of 

enquiry was lost amidst the busy teaching week.  

Later, the encounter led me to think of another text that might be considered a ‘reworking’ 

of Shakespeare, one that was part of my own teaching repertoire: Jan Mark’s novel 

Stratford Boys (2003). This is a book that I used as part of my introduction to Shakespeare 
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for Year 7 students. It is an imagining of Shakespeare’s adolescent years, grounded in the 

known facts of where he lived, his family members and his father’s profession. The 

children’s novel tells a humorous story of how Shakespeare creates his first acting 

company and puts on a play. As a contextual introduction to Shakespeare’s England, I 

found the book useful, but had identified that both the students and I found it a little dull. 

Why then, did I continue to use it? Was a knowledge of Shakespeare’s background so 

important? Did the book really add anything to my subsequent teaching of the plays? Did it 

serve as the bridge to Shakespeare that I thought it might? 

I decided that these questions were worth exploring in a PhD study. Rex Gibson, in his 

seminal text Teaching Shakespeare, asserts that the plays offer ‘virtually endless 

opportunities…for reinterpretation’ (1998:2). In an English education system that 

stipulates that young people should encounter Shakespeare during their time at school, at 

least in state schools, (DfE, 2013, 14), I wondered what opportunities reinterpretations 

offered young people and their teachers: what value was to be found in them. In the 

original plan for my research, I was interested both in ‘reworks’ that were chosen by young 

people themselves, as was the case with my student, and with the types of ‘reworked’ texts 

that teachers might be using in the classroom. In the event, most participant responses 

centred around the latter, and the research therefore became based around the value of 

‘reworked’ texts employed by teachers with students in the classroom. Along with the type 

of novelised ‘rework’ chosen by my student, I anticipated that ‘reworked’ Shakespeare in 

the classroom might include abridged, graphic, translated, film or animated versions of the 

plays. I wondered to what extent ‘reworked’ texts were being employed in the classroom, 

what reasoning there was behind choices, and what the impact of these choices was - what 

young people and their teachers ‘got out’ of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare (if, indeed they used 

it).  

Upon analysis of my data, simple statistical calculations showed that just over half of my 

21 participants reported that they had used or encountered ‘reworked’ texts in the 

classroom (this work can be seen at the end of Chapter 7: ‘Discussion of Data 2’). Use of 

‘rework’ was seemingly always in conjunction with an ‘original’ text (two students said 

they had used ‘reworked’ texts in isolation, but no teachers did.) ‘Reworked’ texts referred 

to specifically were: No Fear Shakespeare; Classic Comics Graphic Novels and Manga 

Shakespeare. The use of film was also reported, as was teacher prepared extracts, which 

can also be seen as a form of ‘rework’. ‘Reworked’ texts were more likely to be used at 

KS3 but was also in use in GCSE years. A preference for ‘reworked’ text over ‘original’ 
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was cited by only 2 out of 21 of all participants; 11 out of 21 said they would prefer to 

work with ‘original’ text, 4 with a mixture, and 3 liked both types of text equally. The 

remainder were unsure. 

The reasoning behind the use of ‘reworked’ texts was to assist students in getting over the 

perceived difficulty of the language, which they were seen to be intimidated by. When 

teachers used ‘reworked’ Shakespeare texts it tended to be with the aim of creating a 

pragmatic bridge to the ‘original’ version of the play, primarily to help students to reach 

the understanding required for examination success. Some teacher participants also 

expressed that they had chosen ‘reworks’ in the hope that they would engage students more 

than the ‘original’ form of the play. 

The impact of using a ‘reworked’ text was found to be beneficial, to an extent. Students 

‘got out’ a basic understanding of plot and character which provided the minimum 

necessary understanding for examinations. However, students themselves recognised that 

this benefit was limited, in fact, preferring the use of ‘original’ text in most cases. 

Increased engagement with Shakespeare was not in evidence after the use of ‘reworked’ 

texts, neither from the perspective of teachers nor students. Students, as with their teachers, 

cited language of being the primary value of Shakespeare and therefore believed that the 

‘original’ text was required to fully access this value. There was some evidence that lower 

achieving students lost understanding with fragmented text and that students, particularly 

higher ability ones, were open to embracing the challenge of understanding Shakespeare’s 

language in its ‘original’ form. In Chapters 8 and 9: ‘Findings’ and ‘Conclusions’, I make a 

case for using ‘reworked’ texts in a way that would provide greater value, via an 

embracing of the production of ‘rework’. Here students would be given the opportunity to 

engage in their own ‘reworking’ of Shakespeare and to discuss what the process of 

‘reworking’ might show us in terms of Shakespeare’s position in our education system and 

culture, in turn, allowing students themselves to engage with questions about the 

playwright’s value.  

So far in this introductory chapter, I have set out the focus for my research, the motivation 

for it, and the conclusions I ultimately came to. Next, I talk about the importance of the 

research and identify how the thesis makes an original contribution to knowledge, briefly 

noting how my work fits into the existing academic field. I go on to define and 

conceptualise my terms of reference, specifically the terms ‘value’ and ‘original’ and 

‘reworked’ texts. An overview of the types of ‘reworked’ and ‘original’ Shakespeare that 

might be found in English classrooms is offered via a survey of Shakespeare texts 
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marketed to English schools. I move on to outline how the project was carried out, in 

methodological terms, and close the chapter with a recognition of the scope and limitations 

of the research and an overview of the structure of the thesis.  

1.2 Importance of the Research 

From my perspective as an English teacher, I know that teachers are under pressure to 

achieve results and that target, and accountability, culture impacts much decision making 

in schools. I also know that teachers want to do their best for the students; they want them 

to achieve examination success and to be genuinely engaged with literature. In the reality 

of a fast-paced school, there is little time available for the discussions required to be 

confident that the best texts are being chosen for the circumstance. From my search of the 

literature, I am also aware that there is little data or research on the impact of Shakespeare 

text choices to support the decision-making process.  

Consequently, teachers, usually heads of English departments, perhaps in discussion with 

their colleagues, are making best-guess decisions as to the efficacy of the Shakespeare 

texts they are choosing to employ with their classes. Purchases of graphic ‘reworks’ might 

be made, for example, to motivate boys, as was the case in my second participant school. 

The participants in this location revealed that the choice had not necessarily had the impact 

they had hoped (See Chapter 6: ‘Discussion of Data 1’, School 2). I believed it to be 

important to provide teachers with research-based findings, showing the impact of text 

choices, specifically the impact of using ‘rework’ or ‘original’ Shakespeare texts, from the 

perspective of other teachers, and importantly, from the perspective of students themselves. 

I also felt that in discussing processes and perceptions around text choices, teachers and 

students would reveal wider details about the processes and values of the current English 

education system. It is notable that, in the sample I chose to survey, educational publishers 

appear not to be marketing graphic versions of Shakespeare. Perhaps this is indicative of a 

growing ‘robustness’ emerging from the embracing of the concept of ‘powerful 

knowledge’. If so, it is an example of how decisions and processes around text choice and 

use can provide important macro perspectives. 

An exploration of the value of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare texts in English classrooms should 

be framed within the context of relevant education policy. The National Curriculum 

English programmes of study are clear on the need for students to be taught to value the 

canon: the Key Stage 3 programme stipulates that pupils should ‘appreciate our rich and 

varied literary heritage’ (2014: 2) and the Key Stage 4 document specifies that pupils must 
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‘read and appreciate the power of the English literary heritage through reading high 

quality, challenging, classic literature’ (2014: 5). With Shakespeare as the only named 

writer in both documents, it is clear that the playwright is positioned as exemplary, and 

critical, in this regard. The added requirement, in the 2019 Ofsted Inspection Framework, 

that school leaders ensure that curricula give all learners ‘the knowledge and cultural 

capital they need to succeed in life’ has further embedded this discourse (Ofsted, updated 

2022a).  

The link between canonical texts and figures, and success, is made clear in a speech by 

Gibb (2018). A proponent of the works of ED Hirsch and his ideas on cultural literacy 

(2019) and an architect of much education policy in the last decade, he asks how policy 

can ensure education equity. His answer is by ‘Endowing pupils with knowledge of ‘the 

best that has been thought and said’ and preparing pupils to compete in an ever more 

competitive jobs market is the core purpose of schooling’ (2018). This interpretation of 

cultural capital did not go unchallenged by education academics, with a number of key 

figures voicing their response via a newspaper article at the time. Reay refers to the 

expectation as ‘authoritarian and elitist’, Yandell asks what is devalued and removed when 

one form of culture is prioritised over another, and Young points out that education cannot 

be made to compensate for societal issues (in Mansell, 2019).  

Schools working within this policy framework are, by necessity, prioritising Gibb’s, and 

Hirsch’s, ideas of cultural capital or literacy as something that can be conveyed via the 

correct sequencing of knowledge. Potentially, the drive to expose students to this iteration 

of ‘the best that has been thought and said’ may lead to a greater use of Shakespeare in the 

‘original’ form and to a devaluing of the potential of ‘reworked’ texts. The National 

Curriculum Programmes for Study (2014), and the English Research Review (Ofsted, 

2022b) are both clear that whole texts should be studied, in order that young people take 

most benefit from them. The English Research Review’s highlighting of the work of 

Applebee (2008) and Warwick and Speakman (2018) may further undermine the case for 

‘reworked’ texts. They argue that a focus on relevance has had a restrictive influence on 

curriculum. The impetus of certain forms of ‘rework’ is to provide greater appeal and 

relevance to young people. 
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1.3 Locating the Study within the Academic Field  

This research is important to two main fields: the field of education, as previously 

discussed, and the field of academic Shakespeare. On conducting my initial preliminary 

Literature Review for the project, I found that there was relatively little work on 

Shakespeare and Pedagogy, compared to the vast sphere that is academic Shakespeare. 

Moreover, when I looked for work at the intersection of Shakespeare and 

Value/Shakespeare and Pedagogy/Shakespeare and Adaptation, I found little that 

addressed all three elements and nothing that answered the question I initially posed: 

‘What is the value of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare in English secondary schools?’ The research 

that I have conducted, and the resultant thesis, fills this gap in the academic work and thus 

makes an original contribution to knowledge.  

In the ‘Literature Review’ chapter I consider work that falls into these three separate 

constituents: ‘Shakespeare and Value in Education’; ‘Shakespeare Texts and Adaptation’ 

and ‘Pedagogical Field Work’. These are briefly outlined below. 

Within the strand of ‘Shakespeare and Value’ in Education, I explore the arguments of 

Gibson (1998) as a foundational figure writing on what Shakespeare can offer young 

people. Gibson’s work on active approaches to teaching Shakespeare, grounded in the 

recorded practices of English teachers, influences Irish (2011); Lighthill (2011); Neelands 

and O’Hanlon (2011); Winston (2015, 2019) and Stredder (2009); all advocate active, 

drama-based approaches as ways to engage young people in the plays and to provide a 

means to explore Shakespeare’s ‘universal’ themes. Engaging with these themes is seen to 

make Shakespeare relevant to young people and to encourage personal development. 

The value of active pedagogies in the teaching of Shakespeare is challenged by McLuskie 

(2008); (Olive, 2011, 2015) and, to some extent, Thomson and Turchi (2016). These 

academics raise concerns as to whether the active approaches give young people enough 

opportunity to engage critically with other elements of the plays, in particular with the 

language. McLuskie and Olive are also interested in the position that Shakespeare is made 

to hold in the wider culture, interrogating the ways that he has become a proxy for value 

within cultural institutions. A number of academics deal with the issue of Shakespeare’s 

positioning in the curriculum, considering issues of canonicity and whether his 

‘monumentalism’ adds value to young people’s experience of literature (Blocksidge, 2005; 

Coles, 2001, 2003; 2009; 2013; Elliott, 2014; Stredder, 2009, Yandell 2018, Unyin and 

Yandell, 2016). Notions of cultural capital are central to these explorations. The way that 

Shakespeare is positioned within what are seen as restrictive educational structures, 
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assessment and examination practices is dealt with by Coles (2003, 2009) Yandell (2008, 

2011) and Semler (2013, 2016).  

In the ‘Shakespeare and Adaptation’ section, I consider works that relate to some element 

of adapted (or in my terminology, ‘reworked’) texts for young people. As there is little that 

looks at the value of Shakespeare texts for young people in schools, I separately consider 

writing that includes an element of these. 

I first consider the group of writers who have explored the history of Shakespeare that has 

been ‘reworked’ for young people (Bottoms, 2002, James, 2006, Frey, 2006, Ziegler, 

Chedgzoy, 2006, 2007). I move on to those who analyse more contemporary ‘reworks’: 

Hateley (2009, 2013, 2017); Gearhart (2007) and Rokison (2013) all argue that ‘reworks’ 

for young people embed Shakespeare as a monumental figure and function hegemonically 

to construct and uphold accepted ways of being. In contrast, a second group: Detmer-

Goebel (2017); Fazel and Geddes (2015); Clement (2013) and Hulbert et al; Dyches (2017) 

see ‘reworks’ as a form of liberation, destabilising the ivory tower position of Shakespeare 

in our culture and giving ownership to those who remake his plays as they see fit. A third 

group (Wetmore, 2006; Brown, 2017; Gerzic and Norrie (2020) explore the value of 

‘reworked’ texts in and of themselves, particularly in relation to graphic versions of the 

plays. Aebischer et al (2003); Rokison (2010, 2013) and Bickley and Stevens (2020) 

analyse the impact of ‘reworked’ performances. These three groups consider Shakespeare 

‘reworks’ for young people in wider cultural and ideological terms, rather than 

pedagogical. 

Sabeti (2012, 2013, 2017, 2021) does consider the impact of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare texts 

for young people, looking particularly at Manga versions of the plays. Her work focuses 

largely on the impact ‘reworks’ have on literacy and engagement; findings are positive, but 

perhaps relate more to the reading group situation that the ‘reworks’ were read within in 

her studies, rather than the ‘reworks’ themselves. Maynard (2012); De Vincente Yague- 

Jara (2018) and Elliott (2019) also specifically deal with the impact of ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare in the classroom, but the studies are more specialised than mine: Maynard’s is 

a meta-review of the impact of comic book versions; De Vicente-Yague Jara (2018) 

considers the use of Hamlet adaptations in the classroom and Elliott (2019) explores how 

the plays can be played with in generic terms. Oksa, Kayler and Chandler (2010) consider 

the impact of additional/explanatory notes alongside the play in ‘original’ Shakespeare 

texts and Brady 2010) analyses the use of the Cambridge School Shakespeare series. 
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One of my points of difference is that my research is conducted ‘in the field’ with both 

students and teachers. In the final section of my Literature Review I survey studies in the 

category of what I call ‘Pedagogical Field Work’. There are overlaps here with previous 

sections, for example with the already referenced work of Coles (2009, 2013); Irish (2011); 

Yandell (2008, 2013, 2018) Yandell and Brady, 2016; Sabeti (2012, 2013) and Dyches 

(2017).  

The following have conducted classroom-based studies that explore young people’s 

reactions to working with Shakespeare text. Erricker (2014) identifies young people, 

particularly those with additional learning needs, to be fearful and risk-averse when 

confronted with Shakespeare text; Balinska-Ourdeva et al (2013) find responses to 

extracted text to be superficial; Callow (2012) makes the case for multi-modal texts 

improving literacy, particularly for young people from lower socio-economic groups  and 

Dyches (2017) finds that young people are empowered when they are allowed to ‘re-story 

the Bard’. Lee et al (2019); Edmonston and McKibben (2010) and Irish (2011) explore the 

impact of active pedagogies in the classroom. Yandell (2001, 2013) and Yandell and 

Brady, 2016) argue for the benefits of community and co-construction in the exploration of 

Shakespeare.  

1.4 Definition of Terms and Concepts 

Value 

When posing the question ‘What is the value of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare?’ It is necessary 

to conceptualise what I mean by the notion of value. What follows is a short consideration 

of three ways that value has been defined and conceptualised in philosophical, educational, 

and sociological terms, and an explanation of how I found these relevant to my research 

question. The first relates to notions of intrinsic and extrinsic value, outlined, for example, 

by Zimmerman (2002) and Harold (2005); the second to capital, specifically Bourdieu’s 

notion of cultural capital, laid out in his work Distinction: A Social Critique on the 

Judgement of Taste (Bourdieu, 1984) and the third to the work of Eccles et al on models of 

‘Subjective Task Value’ (Eccles et al, 1983,  Eccles and Wigfield, 2000). At this point, my 

consideration does not include specific arguments on the value of Shakespeare in education 

or of the types of texts used to teach Shakespeare; an exploration of these can be found in 

the ‘Literature Review’ that follows this chapter.  

The Oxford English Dictionary defines ‘value’ as being ‘the amount of some commodity, 

medium of exchange, which is considered to be the equivalent of something else − a fair 

exchange’ (Waite, 2012). In terms of the central question of this thesis, this definition of 
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value might lead one to ask: ‘What is the exchange that takes place in and from young 

people’s encounters with ‘reworked’ versions of Shakespeare’s plays?’ Concomitant 

questions are: What are ‘reworked’ Shakespeare texts (or teachers employing them) 

‘giving’ and what are students receiving? ‘Do young people need to get something out of 

their encounter with a ‘reworked’ Shakespeare text, an extrinsic value, if so, what is this 

value? Does an encounter with Shakespeare have value in and of itself? If so, what is the 

intrinsic value? To consider the value of a ‘rework’, it was also necessary to ask wider 

questions about the value of Shakespeare in the ‘original’ form and to explore the 

relationship between the two, does, for example, a ‘reworked’ text provide instrumental 

access to the larger value of Shakespeare in the ‘original’, or does a ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare text have value in and of itself? 

Theoretical models of subjective task values and motivation (Eccles et al, 1983) proved 

interesting, when reflecting on these early questions, and when considering how and why 

young people ‘get something out’ of what is presented to them. Wigfield and Eccles (2020) 

explain how the models build on the work of Atkinson (1957), who linked ‘achievement 

performance and choice most proximally to individuals’ expectancy-related and task value 

beliefs’. Wigfield and Eccles expanded the work with additional consideration of 

psychological, social, situational, and cultural determinants (2020: 164). Eccles et al 

(1983) define ‘task value’ as having three major components: ‘(1) the attainment value of 

the task, (2) the intrinsic value or interest of the task, and (3) the utility value of the task for 

future goals’ (in Wigfield and Eccles, 2020: 89)  In this model, attainment value relates to 

the ‘fit’ of the perceived task characteristics with the individual’s self-schema/personal 

social identity/self-perception (whether they feel able to accomplish it); intrinsic value to 

how much they think they will enjoy the task, and utility value to how the task fits into an 

individual’s future plans. 

To exemplify, I will take my initial encounter with the boy choosing the ‘reworked’ 

Hamlet in the library, the choice to read the book equating to a ‘task’, here. Attainment 

value might be seen in the fact that the student felt able to choose book; he was already 

high attaining; possessed of existing cultural capital; the book was promoted via its 

positioning of display and the novelised form was perhaps suggestive of a greater ease of 

understanding. This was a book that the student was confident to select; he felt he would 

‘get something out of it’. In terms of intrinsic value − the enjoyment the boy felt he might 

gain from the book − the visuals perhaps gave the impression it would engage: it had a 

striking, dramatic cover, with a grey-scale skull on a beige background, the title Hamlet in 
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imposing gold font and ‘a novel’ in considerably smaller white lettering below, along with 

the blurb on the back that overtly promises the book can make one ‘love Shakespeare’ 

(Crutcher, in Marsden, 2009). Utility was perhaps at play in the desire for kudos I thought I 

had perceived: potentially, received admiration for engaging with Shakespeare from his 

English teacher, the librarian, his parents, his peers. There may also have been a more 

pragmatic sense of utility at work, thoughts of future examination success or the cultural 

capital acquired with being able to speak knowledgeably about Shakespeare. 

This notion of ‘task value’, and the three components of it I have identified, also form a 

similar frame to the questions I previously asked of ‘reworked’ texts. (1) Attainment value: 

to what extent does the student feel that the text is ‘right for them’? (2) Intrinsic value: to 

what extent does the student enjoy the text? (3) Utility value: how does the student feel the 

text will profit them in the future? These questions might equally be asked of the teacher’s 

choice of text. ‘Risk value’ was also added to the early models − what stands to be lost in 

the engagement with the task. Again, this has parallels with the framing of my questions: 

What do students miss out on or lose when a ‘reworked’ text is employed? I could not 

speculate as to whether the boy in the library felt that he had anything to lose in choosing 

the Hamlet rework. 

An exchange in Shakespeare’s Troilus and Cressida further exemplifies the concept of 

value in terms of intrinsic versus extrinsic worth (or as Eccles et al term it, utility.) Troilus 

implies that an entity only has the worth that somebody is prepared to place upon it: 

‘What’s aught but as ’tis as valued?’. Hector replies that things (or people) do indeed have 

a value in and of themselves: ‘value dwells not in particular will/It holds its estimate and 

dignity/As well wherein tis precious of itself (Act 2 Sc 2).  

The notion of extrinsic versus intrinsic value has its roots in ancient philosophy: 

This sense of ‘value’ should be placed in relation to two  

contrasts prominent in the history of philosophy. One contrast,  

from Plato onward, is between what is good as a means and what is  

good as an end. By value I mean goodness as an end: what is  

desirable for its own sake. A second contrast is between what is 

good as an end regardless of context (Kupperman, 1998: 3). 

 

The exploratory nature of my research question and of my inductive methodology allowed 

for the possibly of either of these positions: that there might be inherent, intrinsic value in 

the ‘reworked’ text and that the value might extrinsically exist in what the text produces, or 

results in. There is no reason, of course, that the value cannot be in some combination of 
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the two. In simple terms, I employed the term ‘value’ to try to determine what ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare texts ‘give’ to students and teachers and/or what they ‘get out of them’.  

I also needed to ask broader questions about what the study or experience of Shakespeare 

in the ‘original’ gives or is perceived to give young people, and to determine the 

relationship between them. Hence, my sub research questions were initially framed as 

follows:  

1) What reasons do teachers give for choosing to use ‘reworked’ or ‘original’ Shakespeare 

texts in their teaching?  

2) What reasons do young people give for choosing them (if choice is available)? 

3) Do teachers and students believe that they miss out or gain when they are accessing a 

‘reworked’ text rather than the ‘original’?  

4) What are these losses or gains perceived to be? 

 

As described at the beginning of this chapter, I began the project by thinking about value in 

terms of capital, specifically notions of cultural capital found in the theories of Bourdieu. 

The interaction with my student in the library led me to wonder whether, in choosing the 

Hamlet ‘rework’, he was subconsciously seeking or building habitus: ‘the habits of a 

system of dispositions to a certain practice’ (Bourdieu, 1990: 77 in Raey, 2004: 433). In 

Distinction (1984, 2010) Bourdieu outlines how the habits and dispositions of a practice 

within a given ‘field’ can lead one to a familiarity with and belonging to the legitimate 

culture within a society and, in turn, to the capital that is afforded by this belonging 

(Bourdieu, 1984). With its connection to what is perhaps the apex of a ‘legitimate’ literary 

figure, this ‘reworked’ text perhaps provided a route into the ‘legitimate’ culture for my 

student. In the choice of the book, I had felt he had been hoping for kudos and was 

therefore, either explicitly or implicitly, aware of it containing cultural capital. In the 

Introduction Routledge Classics Edition of Distinction this is type of capital (or value) is 

defined as: 

The distinctive forms of knowledge that students acquire- 

Whether at home, at school, or in the relations between  

the two − From their training in the cultural disciplines.  

This capital, which might be manifested in the particular  

musical, artistic, or literary tastes and competencies,  

Bourdieu argued, is to be regarded as much as an asset as  

economic forms of capital − a house or money, for example.  

This means that, like economic capital, there are distinctive  

mechanisms of inheritance through which cultural capital is  

transmitted from one generation to the next. And just as there  

are mechanisms for converting one form of economic capital  

to another (money) so there are mechanisms for converting  



22 

 

cultural capital into economic gain and back again  

(Bourdieu and Nice, 2010: xviii). 

 

While this notion of value as cultural capital was apparent in the academic literature about 

Shakespeare and pedagogy and about ‘reworked’ texts for young people (see ‘Literature 

Review’, Chapter 2), it did not emerge from the participant responses as strongly as I 

thought it might. Of course, participants were unlikely to have the language and frame of 

reference to refer to it explicitly. It did, however, remain as an important way to consider 

the wider issues that may have subconsciously fed into the perspectives and values 

expressed by my participants, and was sometimes discussed when prompted by my 

questioning. It must be noted that the theories I have outlined here, on the nature of value, 

did not form a theoretical framework prior to the collection and analysing of data. Rather, 

they assisted my thinking as the research progressed, in keeping with exploratory nature of 

the Grounded Theory methodology I employed (for a full discussion of this, see Chapters 3 

and 4, ‘Methodology’ and ‘Methods’. 

‘Reworked’ and ‘Original’ Shakespeare 

It is also crucial that I explain my use of the phrase ‘reworked’ Shakespeare in my research 

question and sub questions, along with the comparator ‘original’ Shakespeare. So far, in 

explaining the reasoning behind my choice of thesis topic, I have employed a range of 

words to denote Shakespeare that has been altered from the ‘original’: ‘reimagining’; 

‘retelling’; ‘reinterpretation’; ‘fictionalised’; ‘reworked’. In other parts of the thesis, for 

example, when exploring the relevant literature, I also refer to: ‘appropriation’; ‘revisions’; 

‘reiteration’ ‘adaptation’ and ‘transformation’. The thorniness of the nomenclature around 

altered Shakespeare has been discussed by those working in the wider field of Shakespeare 

and adaptation (Desmet, 2015; Novy, 1993; Sanders 2001, 2006, 2015). Bickley and 

Stevens (2020) offer a useful consideration of the range of terms and the connotations of 

some of these:  

‘re’ implies a revisionist activity, revisiting and  

reinterpreting − taking an ‘original’ source with the active  

intention of making it new, of recontextualising it. Trans suggests a  

crossing over, transmediating a text into a different medium or genre.  

Adaptation brings its own connotations of Darwinian survival;  

appropriation must always suggest a possessive and possibly aggressive  

act. Arguably, there is no neutral terminology (2021: 1). 

 

I chose to use the term ‘rework’ because I felt that the ‘re’ prefix most closely aligned with 

the types of texts I expected to find being used by and with young people − something that 
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had in some way been made anew for the intended audience. I chose the word ‘work’ as 

one that was perhaps broader and more neutral than other options, an umbrella term that 

would allow for encountering for a range of different text types. I employed the term 

because I did not know at the outset the specific types of texts I might find being used; I 

anticipated (and with the exception of novelised versions of the plays, found) the use of: 

abridged versions of the plays; plays that have been translated into modern English; 

novelised versions of the plays which tell the story from the perspective of a main or 

secondary character and graphic novel and film versions. 

By ‘original’ Shakespeare I refer to play texts that are employed by teachers with the belief 

that they are in their ‘fullest’, ‘traditional’ written format; the entire play, split into acts and 

scenes, unabridged and written in Early Modern English. The inverted commas around 

‘original’ must be figured large here. I am conscious that there can be no saying to what 

extent what I am referring to as a ‘full’ classroom play, for example a Cambridge School 

Shakespeare edition, might be said to be ‘original’. Editorial choices, additions and 

alterations will have been made many times since Shakespeare penned the play for stage.  

Debates on source material: which quarto best represents what Shakespeare intended; 

whether a working prompt book or a published quarto/folio is a more authentic 

representation of the play as it was produced for the stage, means that the idea of a 

definitive ‘original’ play is unrealistic (see, for example, Gurr, 2004; Jowett et al 2005; 

Smith 2019; Taylor, 1991). Indeed, it might be said that all iterations, readings, and 

productions since Shakespeare first set his words on a page, have been ‘reworks’ (Yandell 

and Franks, 2014; Yandell and Brady, 2016). 

However, after considering the issues around these terms, I decided that they were ones 

that would be understood by teachers and students, albeit with some additional explanation 

in participant information materials and at the start of interviews. They are therefore 

employed as a kind of ‘short hand’. What resulted from the use of the terms were 

conversations with teachers and students about the types of texts that were being used to 

teach Shakespeare and the impact of those. The conversations, discussed in Chapter 6: 

‘Discussion of Data 1’, provided insight into perceptions of Shakespeare’s value in the 

curriculum and wider culture and about text choices and teaching approaches to 

Shakespeare. The terms ‘reworked’ and ‘original’ served to create a helpful route into 

these conversations. For this reason, the ‘original’ research question ‘What is the value of 

‘reworked’ Shakespeare in English Schools? became the title ‘Exploring the perceived 

value of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare’ by the end of the thesis. 
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1.5 Brief Survey of ‘School Shakespeare’ Texts  

A look through the websites and catalogues of some key educational publishers gives an 

indication of the types of Shakespeare texts available for schools to purchase. The 

distinction I have made between ‘reworked’ and ‘original’ texts is apparent within them. 

In the Shakespeare section of Cambridge’s Secondary Teaching and Learning Resources 

catalogue the Cambridge School Shakespeare series is central. This series epitomises what 

I would think of as a typical ‘original’ Shakespeare text, perhaps because it was the one 

that I most frequently employed during my time as a secondary school English teacher. 

The texts in this series are described as having ‘complete plays on the right-hand pages, 

classroom activities on facing pages: running synopses of the action, explanations of 

unfamiliar words, and a wider range of classroom tested activities to help turn the script 

into drama’ (Cambridge, 2022). Active, drama-based pedagogy is clearly still at the 

forefront of Cambridge’s offer: as well as the Cambridge School Series that was borne out 

of Gibson’s Shakespeare and Schools project (see Olive, 2012), the catalogue advertises 

Gibson’s Teaching Shakespeare (2016); Stepping into Shakespeare (2000) and 

Shakespeare’s Language (1997). Stredder’s The North Face of Shakespeare (2009) and 

Neelands and Goode’s Structuring Drama Work (2015) further exemplify a propensity 

towards active/drama-based pedagogy. The Cambridge Shakespeare Guide (Smith, 2012) 

is also featured. 

The Collins catalogue offers further options for what I am terming ‘original’ text in The 

Alexander Shakespeare: ‘A beautifully presented full text Shakespeare edition with notes 

focusing on the play’s dramatic events’ and in Collins’ own editions of the plays for GCSE 

and A-Level that ‘include supportive notes for every page of the play’ (Collins, 2022). It 

also recommends the wonderful Starting Shakespeare (1983), ‘a stimulating introduction 

to Shakespeare with a range of activities covering plot, genre, character, theme, staging, 

and historical context’ (ibid, 2022). This is another text that I think of fondly from my own 

English teaching career. 

In their catalogue, Oxford University Press advertise that their Shakespeare resources: 

Oxford School Shakespeare and the supplementary Revision Guides are the ‘The number 1 

Shakespeare resources for schools’ (Oxford, 2022). They claim that these editions 

‘Encourage instant comprehension with clear notes and commentary’ and that ‘A highly 

accessible two-column format makes reference checking and explanations more 

immediate’. Also for sale are the RSC School Shakespeare play texts with which teachers 
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are encouraged to ‘Bring Shakespeare to life with the active trusted approaches from the 

world-renowned theatre company’. I would term both editions ‘original’ texts. This 

catalogue is the first in the survey thus far that offers what I have termed a ‘reworked’ text: 

the Oxford Playscripts series ‘provides students with the opportunity to immerse 

themselves in new characters and experience…genres and historical background through 

popular adaptations of ‘original’ drama’ and includes Lady Macbeth (Calcutt, 2005). This 

is described as ‘A retelling of Shakespeare’s Macbeth from the point of view of Lady 

Macbeth’. The text is said to provide ‘Motivating activities focusing on performance, close 

text analysis, language, and structure, together with varied creative tasks’. It is interesting 

to note how the ‘reworked’ text is marketed as motivational and aimed at Key Stage 3 

(KS3), while the ‘original’ play texts are aimed at GCSE and A-Level students and are 

designed to ‘immerse’ (Oxford, 2022). There is perhaps an implication that the ‘original’ 

texts are less motivational but required for the high-stakes stages of education. 

‘Reworked’ texts are also offered in the Pearson catalogue. In their ‘Collections and Short 

Stories for 11-14’ section, they suggest Stories from Shakespeare (McCaughrean, 1998). 

Again, ‘rework’ is clearly seen as the domain of KS3. In terms of ‘original’ plays, their 

version is Longman School Shakespeare for 14-16. The exam focus is apparent here; the 

texts include ‘supportive notes and detailed guidance on assessments and coursework’; 

Heinemann Advanced are provided for AS and A-Level (Pearson, 2022). Scholastic also 

put forward Oxford School Shakespeare as well as a limited number of plays in their own 

Scholastic Classics series. These are described as being ‘Complete playscripts’ and 

therefore fall in my ‘original’ category. Their ‘Reluctant Readers’ section includes 

‘reworks’ in the form of The Shakespeare Stories (Matthews and Ross, 2014). These are 

said to be ‘Faithful retellings which clarify the ‘original’ plays and ‘Help children gain 

familiarity with great literature’. They claim that ‘Kids and teachers alike love this 

bestselling series’ (Scholastic, 2022). Once again, it is notable that ‘reworked’ Shakespeare 

is only targeted for those who need additional support or motivation. Contrastingly, the 

Penguin online bookshop sells The Incomplete Shakespeare series, which it proffers in 

much more joyous terms: 

To celebrate the 400th anniversary of Shakespeare’s death,  

this is the first of a new collection of the Bard’s greatest plays,  

digested to a few thousand words, with invaluable side notes  

from John Sutherland. Funny and incredibly clever, these parodies  

are a joy for those who know their Shakespeare, perfect for the theatre  

goer needing a quick recap, and a massive relief for those just desperate  

to pass their English exam.  
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There is still an implication that ‘reworks’ function in instrumental terms, but also that they 

provide a value in their own right: enjoyment. However, despite the reference to 

examinations, these books were not found in the catalogues of the main education 

publishers.  

Neither to be found in the catalogues I surveyed, somewhat surprisingly, as they were 

referred to by a number of the teacher participants in my study, were any kind of graphic 

versions of the plays. To find descriptions of Classical Comics, Manga Shakespeare, and 

No Fear Shakespeare, all of which were specifically mentioned in my interviews, I had to 

go directly to their websites, the first two of which are clearly set up for sales to schools.      

Classical Comics produce graphic versions of the plays in three formats, the first of which 

substantiates my claim that the term ‘original’ text is one that can be simply understood in 

the school context. They explain their process: ‘In order to be true to the Bard’s works, our 

Shakespeare titles feature the entire script, unabridged, in the original setting. That is our 

starting point − the Original Text’. The second type of text they term ‘Plain Text’:  

Our research revealed how the complex Shakespeare                                     

language can deter many readers, especially those coming to a play                      

for the first time. To cater for that, we publish a translation into plain             

English (from the entire script) that we call ‘Plain Text’. The third                 

version is named ‘Quick Text’ and features ‘reduced and simplified             

dialogue for younger and reluctant readers’ (Classical Comics, 2022).  

The website provides downloads of the text for teachers and sells an accompanying 

teaching pack. 

With their strapline of: ‘Educational Quality and Adaptation’, Manga Shakespeare also 

aim to foreground their research and credentials, citing endorsements by The Scottish 

Office NATE, The Reading Agency, and the Quality and Curriculum Authority: ‘The 

Manga Shakespeare editorial team is led by a leading Shakespeare scholar and an 

educational editor. Advised by teachers and other educationalists, the team is expert in 

making serious works of literature more accessible’. The plays are described as ‘abridged 

to allow teachers to focus on key scenes, while following Shakespeare’s text’. They claim 

that Manga is ‘a proven teaching tool’, ‘widely used as an instruction medium in Japan’ 

which uses ‘sequential art’ to tell stories and to stimulate ideas. Here the claim is that 

rework can be used to both challenge and support: ‘for students exploring complex ideas 

and for those challenged by conventional reading’. It is also said to be ‘a superb 

educational aid for learning English as a second language’ (Manga Shakespeare, 2022). 



27 

 

The No Fear Shakespeare (Spark Notes) website opens with the question ‘Baffled by the 

Bard?’ and the reassurance ‘We’re Here to Help.’ It describes this series as ‘The full text 

of Shakespeare’s plays and sonnets side-by-side with translations into modern English.’ 

These texts are interesting because they constitute both ‘original’ and rework in one place. 

The texts are available online and in book form and include ‘insightful critical analyses 

[and] quick quizzes, so you can test your retention before the test’. (Spark Notes, 2022). 

Once again, the texts appear to be marketed in instrumental terms, to provide young people 

with the understanding they require for examination or assessment.  

1.6 Research Strategy  

My research was conducted by means of semi-structured interviews with students and 

teachers from three schools in North-West England. Data was collected in three distinct 

stages across an eight-month period and analysed using Grounded Theory methodology. 

This inductive methodology seeks to form theory from a methodical process of coding, 

creation of concepts and grouping and synthesis of categories. Continual comparison of 

data is key; emergent codes, concepts and categories are ‘tested’ against additional data by 

means of theoretical sampling (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, 2017; Morse et al, 2016; Strauss 

and Corbin 1997; Charmaz, 2008). NVivo software was employed to aid in the assigning of 

codes and categories to the transcribed data. Memos were also employed to assist in 

conceptualising and making connections and, subsequently, categories across elements of 

data. The final stage of data analysis, the creation of theory, was assisted by my devising of 

theoretical coding diagrams. 

Grounded Theory is a methodology that has developed into different branches over time, 

with various key proponents advocating slightly varying processes, underpinned by 

differing ontological and epistemological foundations (Breckenridge et al 2012; Guba and 

Lincoln, 1994; Ghezeljeh and Emami, 2009). The version of Grounded Theory that I chose 

to employ can be termed ‘constructivist’; it works on the assumption that knowledge is not 

fixed and ‘discoverable’ but created between social actors; in this case, the researcher, and 

the participants in the study (Charmaz, 2014, 2017; Mills, Bonner, and Francis, 2006; 

Glaser 2007). I have worked on the assumption that we come to ‘know’ via a process of 

questioning, discussion, and informed conceptualisation.  

Consequently, the ‘theory’ that has been produced is based on combined perceptions 

relating to a given phenomenon in a particular set of situations: the ‘value’ of ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare texts in a limited number of English schools. My aim is to offer a useful 
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‘theory’ that explains process in the schools I visited: what/why/how ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare were texts used. These questions on process led to further discussion and 

findings about the impact of the texts on young people and their teachers, specifically 

about what young people and their teachers felt was gained or lost by their use. While there 

is no claim that the ‘theory’ produced is definitive, the process of data analysis and 

sampling was rigorous enough to offer the theory as indicative of the perceptions, values, 

and processes in an average English school. The findings, stemming from the research and 

the resultant theory, offer a window into how Shakespeare is being taught, received, and 

valued. They also give an indication of how the wider educational landscape is impacting 

upon these factors. The ‘theory’ is built upon empirical data, gained from interviews with 

participants.  

1.7 Scope and Limitations of the Research  

This study sought to explore the use and value of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare texts as 

recounted by students and teachers in a sample of English schools. While the impetus for 

the research, my interaction with my student in the library, took place in a British School 

Overseas, I was in England for my PhD programme, and my research was thus conducted 

in English, not international schools. The first school was chosen via convenience 

sampling, on the understanding that all secondary schools offering public examinations 

would be teaching Shakespeare and therefore would be an appropriate place to collect data. 

At the theoretical sampling stages of data collection, effort was made to seek additional 

data from schools of a different type: subsequent schools had distinct socio-economic, 

religious, and ethnic demographics. However, it must be noted that the scale of the study 

did not allow for data to be collected from all possible secondary school types and with all 

types of students in England; I did not have an Academy, Free or Studio school in the 

sample, for example, and I did not seek to specifically talk to SEND students. 

Circumstances arising from the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic meant that I could not add a fourth 

school to the sample or to interview participants in another geographical location beyond 

the Northwest.  

Additionally, when explaining my requirements to the teachers coordinating my interviews 

within the schools, I asked for student participants to be chosen randomly, across the range 

of age and ability range. I found this not to be the case across all locations: the first school 

skewed towards higher ability students. However, I ensured a broader range of students via 

subsequent theoretical sampling. All three school locations put forward only student 
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participants in Key Stages 3 and 4, with a preponderance of students coming from Key 

Stage 4. Consequently, the study can only be seen to relate to these age groups. 

The way that I have employed the terms ‘original’, and ‘rework’ means that this thesis 

cannot offer a definitive answer as to the value of specific types of ‘reworked’ texts, for 

example of No Fear Shakespeare or Classical Comics, the types of ‘reworks’ that were 

most often referred to by participants, nor on types of ‘original’ texts used, such as 

Cambridge School Shakespeare. There were some participants who talked specifically 

about the impact of particular ‘reworks’ but, more often, what was discussed was the 

concept of a ‘reworked’ or ‘original’ text rather than a specific form or edition. Rather, the 

consideration of use of texts offers a useful way into talking about wider aspects of 

Shakespeare teaching and of the way the educational landscape is impacting student and 

teachers’ experience of this. 

1.8 Structure of the Thesis  

The following chapter of the thesis documents the Literature Review that I undertook part 

way through the collection of data, an approach that is acceptable in the Grounded Theory 

methodology I employed. The chapter explains my reasoning for conducting the review at 

this point in the project and surveys the arguments of others writing on aspects of my 

research. As already indicated, I show that there is no work combining all elements of my 

research and justify how my thesis fills a gap in the academic field. 

The ‘Literature Review’ is followed by my ‘Methodology’ and ‘Methods’ chapters. In 

these I expand upon the characteristics of the methodology, explaining why I found it to be 

the right choice for my research and outline the specific methods I employed within it. I go 

on, in Chapter 5, to describe the process I used for considering and implementing the 

ethical implications of the project. This chapter also includes details on my handling of 

data. In the following two chapters, Chapter 6: ‘Discussion and Data’ 1 and Chapter 7: 

‘Discussion of Data 2’ I present my data and talk through my process of analysis. 

‘Discussion of Data 1’ outlines the first stages of data analysis: how I formulated initial 

codes and tested them against subsequent data sets. This chapter also offers a brief analysis 

of each interview that I conducted, with the aim of explaining how codes and concepts 

emerged from the data. ‘Discussion of Data 2’ documents the steps I took to reach a 

theory; I use diagrams to show how I formed categories from memos and then synthesised 

these categories to create theory. 
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In the penultimate chapter, Chapter 8: ‘Findings and Recommendations’, I extrapolate and 

discuss findings from my resultant theory, relating them to the academic work discussed in 

the ‘Literature Review’ chapter. I offer recommendations largely aimed at those working 

in the field of education, but it is hoped that these recommendations will also contribute to 

existing academic arguments on Shakespeare and pedagogy. The final chapter, Chapter 9: 

‘Conclusions’ draws the thesis to a close by looking back at the research journey, 

considering how my thought processes have developed in relation to the early questions I 

asked. I reiterate the final ‘answer’ to my main research question: ‘What is the value of 

‘reworked’ Shakespeare in English secondary schools?’ and highlight the contribution I 

have made to the research. I also reflect on the efficacy and the limitations of the study. I 

end by discussing my recommendations for future research. 

A Reference List and Bibliography can be found after the ‘Conclusions’ chapter and 

appendices are placed at the end of the thesis. These include participant information and 

consent forms; my ‘interview guide’, incorporating the questions I employed in interviews; 

a sample interview transcript and examples of line-by-line coding.  

1.9 Conclusion 

This introductory chapter aimed to contextualise the thesis for the reader. I have thus 

explained: the motivating factors that instigated the project; the importance of it and how it 

fills a gap in the academic field; the concepts and terms employed in the research question 

and subsequent analysis; the process for carrying out the project and the structure the 

thesis. I have also outlined the conclusions I reached by the end of the research process. 

The following chapter, goes further into notions of value, adaptation, and pedagogy, in 

relation to Shakespeare, via a review of the relevant literature.  
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Chapter 2. Literature Review  

2.1 Introduction 

The following Literature Review was carried out after the first stage of data collection and 

analysis, at School 1. At that stage, line-by-line coding, memoing and focused coding had 

taken place and the early germs of theory were forming. I chose not to carry out the 

Literature Review prior to beginning data collection and analysis because I wanted to work 

in the spirit of Grounded Theory, with as few pre-conceptions as possible, so that I could 

allow thoughts and connections to form from the data, not from the academic literature. 

After School 1, it is possible that the literature could have influenced my analytical 

thinking but establishing my focused codes (and a strong sense of what was to become the 

core category) prior to a Literature Review meant that these drove the second and third 

stages of data collection and analysis (discussed in Chapter 6: ‘Data 1’). This chapter 

documents my reviewing of the literature, as it occurred at the time. It functions primarily 

to ensure that there was a gap in the literature that my work would fill. Once data analysis 

was complete and I had devised my theory, I came back to the Literature Review and 

reconsidered which academics’ arguments were most relevant to the theory I had 

constructed. This can be seen in Chapter 8: ‘Findings and Recommendations’, where I 

locate my points in relation to the most relevant work on the topic. 

This chapter begins with me explaining my process for conducting this review and an 

earlier, preliminary literature review. I then go on to discuss the literature within three 

strands that I identified in my search: work relating to ‘Shakespeare and Value’; work 

relating to ‘Shakespeare and Adaptation’ and work relating to ‘Pedagogical Field 

Work’. I argue that there is academic work in these three areas, but none that deals with 

the intersection of the three. My claim to an original contribution to knowledge stems from 

the fact that there is little or no work at the intersection; this is where my thesis is 

positioned. I finish the chapter by giving a brief overview of relevant works that have been 

published since the review was completed. 

2.2 Methodology, Search Terms and Scope of the Review 

An initial Literature Review for the project and the proposed question was carried out at 

the start of the PhD for the purposes of registration in January 2018. The search terms for 

this preliminary review were: 

- Shakespeare + value  

- Shakespeare + adaptation/appropriation/reimaginings/reworkings/revisions  

- Shakespeare +education + value/schools  

- Shakespeare + young people + adaptations 
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The aim at this point was to fulfil university requirements by ascertaining whether there 

was a gap in the field of study and scope to claim that my research would make an original 

contribution to knowledge. Here, I found that work fell largely into three strands 

previously outlined:  ‘Shakespeare and Value’; ‘Shakespeare and Adaptation’  (what I 

chose to refer to as ‘reworked’ texts, by which I mean anything that has been 

altered/reworded/restructured from the ‘original’ Shakespeare text) and what I termed 

‘Pedagogical Field Work’ (that is, work derived from studies conducted with 

students/teachers/in schools/classrooms). These findings led me to claim that while there 

was work being done in the three areas, there was nothing that combined the three. It was 

my belief that my research question necessitated a study of the ways in which the three 

intersected, and that the resultant work would provide an ‘original’ contribution to 

knowledge. On completion of a full Literature Review, I became confident that this was 

the case.  

The full Literature Review was conducted after the gathering and initial analysis of data in 

January to June 2020. The Charmaz form of Grounded Theory that I am employed accepts 

that a ‘tabula rasa’ when approaching data is unrealistic: we cannot ever truly put aside our 

experiences and preconceptions (Charmaz, 2014: 13). However, I still chose to conduct the 

review after the initial stages of my data analysis so that I might be less influenced by 

voices in the field. Thistoll et al (2016) argue that what they term a ‘Grounded Preliminary 

Literature Review’ (GPLR) is useful for acquiring theoretical sensitivity:  

By conducting a GPLR, researchers (in particular graduate students)  

can both satisfy mandatory university requirements to conduct a  

substantial literature review prior to beginning formal research and  

also meet generally accepted standards in the grounded theory  

method to delay reading in the substantive topic area until after the  

core category emerges from the data analysis (2016: 620).  

For this full review, search terms were reconsidered and expanded as follows:   

- Shakespeare + value  

- Shakespeare+adaptation/appropriation/reimaginings/reimagined/’reworking’s/’reworked’/ 

revisions/revised 

- Shakespeare +education + value/schools 

- Shakespeare+ pedagogy 

- Shakespeare+pedagogy+value 

- Shakespeare + young people/children  

- Shakespeare+ classroom 

- Shakespeare+classroom+texts 

- Shakespeare+classroom+resources 

- Shakespeare+ teaching 
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The Scopus database was employed for the search due to it having the ‘most 

comprehensive overview of the world’s research output in the fields of science, 

technology, medicine, social science, and arts and humanities’ (Elsevier, 2020). In 

addition, Scopus hosts the academic publishers via which I anticipated finding relevant 

materials, for example, Taylor and Francis: Changing English; Shakespeare; Cambridge: 

Shakespeare Survey. Wiley: Curriculum Journal; English in Education. These constituted 

a starting point, rather than a full list of the journals employed. There is no peer-reviewed 

journal that deals specifically with Shakespeare and Pedagogy; British Shakespeare 

Association’s magazine Teaching Shakespeare is helpful in this regard but is not peer 

reviewed. Work on Shakespeare and Pedagogy is usually published in journals focused on 

curriculum or on the teaching of English. Shakespeare Survey at times publishes editions 

focused on pedagogy but these tend to consider pedagogy in a wider sense than the 

classroom, for example, digital/active/theatrical approaches.  

I decided that only works from the year 2000 onwards would be considered. This was to 

make manageable the enormous amount that has been written on Shakespeare and to 

ensure that I was situating my work within current arguments in the field. For similar 

reasons, I generally disregarded texts that were related to EAL pedagogy, choosing to 

concentrate instead on pedagogies pertinent to the general teaching of Shakespeare in 

English schools. I also chose not to explore writing that comments on Shakespeare in 

Higher Education settings. While the focus of my research question and data collection is 

English schools, I have included some texts that relate to education systems in other 

countries, where they appeared informative.  

Results were cross-referenced to compare with the bibliographies of the texts from my 

search, to triangulate and ensure that I was aware of any potential items that had not been 

revealed by Scopus. Where this occurred, the items were added to my review list. 185 

pertinent references were found at these stages and stored and coded into thematic strands 

using the qualitative research software NVivo. Codes were partly created from the search 

terms relating to the three strands that I had identified on my initial Literature Review 

(Shakespeare and Value; Shakespeare and Adaptation; Pedagogical Field work); and from 

other key areas that I felt were emerging from the literature when grouped. (See Figure 1). 

Coding in this way allowed me to identify and connect common areas of focus in the 

literature as well as to see where there were gaps. In the area where my work lies: the 

intersection between Shakespeare and Value; Adaptation; Pedagogical Field work (what I 
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initially termed ‘Adaptation Pedagogical’ in my NVivo nodes) I initially identified only 

three texts. 

At the point of write-up of this review, I realised that I had duplicated texts across nodes 

and that some texts might be better placed elsewhere. I also refined the titles of the nodes 

for what have become the thematic sections of this review. The numbers in the table should 

be taken as indications of trends, rather than absolutes, and the node titles as starting points 

for groupings. 

Nodes showing number of instances of texts on a given theme 

The figure below shows the categories I initially employed to ‘code’ the results of my 

search and the number of texts that I found on a given strand of the literature. It clearly 

shows how few texts were to be found at the intersection of adaptation and pedagogy 

(‘Adaptation Pedagogical’ has three references). Following the figure, I talk through the 

literature under the three broader categories I formed from these nodes: ‘Shakespeare and 

Value’; ‘Shakespeare Texts and Adaptation’ and ‘Pedagogical Field Work’. 

Figure 1- Literature Review Themes in NVivo 

  

2.3 Part 1-Shakespeare and Value 

Within the parameters of my search, works that focus on the value of Shakespeare in 

relation to education tend to fall into three main categories: considerations of what value 
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Shakespeare offers young people; considerations of the best approaches to teaching 

Shakespeare (often active/dramatic pedagogies) and critiques of the way that Shakespeare 

has been positioned in the English school curriculum.  

2.3.1 Value of Shakespeare to Young People 

As previously indicated, the last twenty years has been taken as a parameter for a review of 

the academic literature. However, an exception has been made for the work of Rex Gibson; 

his monograph Teaching Shakespeare (1998) has become a seminal work in Shakespeare 

and Education and can be seen as a foundation of active, drama-based pedagogies. The 

monograph has its roots in the ‘Shakespeare and Schools’ project, run by Gibson (1986-

1994). This recorded and published, via teacher newsletters and later magazines, 

approaches that UK teachers were using to teach Shakespeare. Primarily active, 

collaborative, dialogic and drama-based activities, they were later included (to the benefit 

of many teachers, including myself) in the Cambridge School Shakespeare series, launched 

in 1991 (See Olive, 2012). The question of what value Shakespeare provides students is at 

the forefront of the monograph, with Gibson asking: ‘Why Teach Shakespeare?’ The 

following reasons are offered: ‘Abiding and Familiar Concerns; Student Development; 

Language; Otherness’ (1998: 1-6).  

2.3.2 Approaches to Shakespeare Teaching: ‘Universality’, ‘Student Development’ and 

Active Pedagogy 

The ‘abiding and familiar concerns’ argument is one that has been made in relation to the 

value of Shakespeare since Ben Jonson’s preface to the First Folio, published in 1623: ‘not 

of an age, but for all time’. The implication is that Shakespeare’s understanding and 

portrayal of humankind was of such insight that readers, scholars, and theatregoers of 

every subsequent era could relate the plays to the concerns of their own time and 

experience. Indeed, Gibson sees in the plays ‘virtually endless opportunities…for 

reinterpretation and local application of familiar human relationships and passions’ (1998: 

2). In this argument, the value of Shakespeare for young people is that the plays help them 

to consider their own place in the world and to develop their abilities to navigate through 

it.  

Besides the opportunities arising from exploration of Shakespeare’s themes, Gibson argues 

that active approaches are particularly ‘powerful in aiding student development’ because 

they encourage students to take responsibility for choices and necessitate collaboration and 

cooperation (1998: 4). He argues that ‘studying Shakespeare allows exploration of human 
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feelings in ways that give mental, physical and emotional release, but in the safe conditions 

of the classroom and drama-studio’ (1998: 4, see also 1994, 1997, 2000).  

Lighthill (2011) also concludes that the value of Shakespeare in education derives from the 

ways that the plays can be made relevant to the experience of young people. He considers 

the future position of Shakespeare after his removal from Key Stage 3 SATs and argues: 

‘By making his plays relevant, learners will make Shakespeare their buddy − will protect 

this endangered species’ (2011: 48). His work also questions the ways a study of 

Shakespeare’s plays might facilitate student development beyond traditional academic 

study. Via an interdisciplinary case study conducted with Key Stage 3 classes, he asks 

whether selected Shakespearean stories impact on personal and social development. His 

study explores whether the plays can stimulate Socratic dialogue and if an exploration of 

the characters’ actions might throw light on students’ own choices and moral reasonings.  

Irish (2011) is another proponent of the value of dialogic and active approaches to teaching 

Shakespeare. Active approaches here are derived from the ensemble techniques used by 

actors and directors in the rehearsal room. Irish is a contributor to the work of the Royal 

Shakespeare Company (RSC) education department and the influence of their approach 

runs through her work. The study explores how teachers can facilitate in such a way that 

young people might collaboratively understand or ‘own’ a Shakespeare text. She argues 

that English teachers should be supported to take risks in trying out active approaches to 

achieve a more dialogic process and a more meaningful relationship with Shakespeare for 

their students. In a document charting the history of Shakespeare teaching in England, 

written to support the RSC’s 2006 ‘Stand up for Shakespeare’ (a campaign that urged a ‘do 

it on your feet’ approach) Irish opens with the assertion ‘those who have written about the 

teaching of Shakespeare in the past century have overwhelmingly encouraged an active 

approach’ (2008: 1).  

The value of the RSC’s pedagogical approaches is surveyed by Winston (2015, 2013). He 

cites 2004 as the point at which the RSC began to have a ‘coherent strategy…national 

presence…influence’ on the way that Shakespeare was being taught in schools (2015: 9). 

The date coincides with the arrival of a new director of learning, Maria Evans, and a new 

executive director, Vikki Heyward. In a period when students were tested on Shakespeare 

at KS3 as well as at GCSE, the view at the RSC was that many young people, particularly 

in deprived areas, were experiencing Shakespeare in a desk-bound manner, focusing in 

depth on key scenes to prepare for examinations, rather than engaging with the play as a 

dynamic thing. Evans’ intention was to ‘promote theatrical pedagogy as the best means of 
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not only making the study of Shakespeare more enjoyable for students, but also as being 

potentially more effective in terms of test results’ (2015: 10). Jacqui Hanlon, the current 

education officer, was instrumental in developing the Learning Network (2005) which 

became the Learning and Performance Network (LPN) (2006-2017).  

The intention of the RSC’s programme was to create a network of schools in which 

external access to Shakespeare was considered unlikely for the demographic of students. 

Its primary aim was to ‘bring about a significant change in the way young people 

experience, engage with and take ownership of the work of Shakespeare’ (RSC, 2016: 5). 

Over a period of three years, participating schools worked in partnership with the RSC; 

teachers were trained in active approaches and encouraged to undertake postgraduate 

action research. An evaluation of the project that analysed participant responses reported 

‘additionality’ in areas including: increased skills, knowledge and confidence of teachers; 

reenergised teaching practice; increased levels of literacy; values and morals, ‘A view for 

some teachers was that the programme allowed students to observe in safety the 

consequences of the decisions that are made by Shakespeare’s characters which parallel the 

everyday decisions that some students may face in real life’ (2016: 41-42). 

Neelands and O Hanlon (2011) explain the philosophy and value of RSC Education and of 

the Learning and Performance Network:  

[the] pedagogic emphasis in the RSC approach on the authentic work  

of theatre, the quality of relationships and the importance of  

experience, has its beginnings in the social constructivist line from  

John Dewey and Lev Vygotsky through Jerome Bruner, Margaret  

Donaldson and Maxine Greene (2011: 242).  

 

The criticisms sometimes levelled at the active approach (see McLuskie 2008, Olive, 2011) 

are anticipated and addressed in the article. The writers pose the question: ‘in emphasizing 

to young and emergent audiences the social significance of Shakespeare’s plays and the 

means of making them, are we in danger of reducing his work into citizenship education? 

Are we resisting the ‘treasures that will only emerge with the kind of literary training that 

is associated with study at university level?’ (2011: 249). The question is partly answered 

in the admission that this social-constructivism and exploration of self and society is core 

to the purpose of theatre, but not fully addressed is whether the approach gives young 

people all that they need in their school educational context. The question here might 

equally be applied to ‘reworked’ texts: while they afford access to Shakespeare’s plays and 

perhaps enough instrumental knowledge to be useful in passing exams, do they ultimately 

exclude school children from the ‘treasures’ of Shakespeare? An evaluation of the 
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programme can be found in Strand,2009 (summarised in Winston, 2015) and Galloway and 

Strand (2010). 

These reports synthesise the findings from a series of surveys conducted to measure the 

success of the project with participating schools. Success is defined in relation to the 

primary aim of the LPN: ‘to create a more positive attitude towards Shakespeare’ (2010: 

95). Positive attitudes are said to relate to enjoyment, expectation of cultural access to 

Shakespeare, and belief in Shakespeare’s relevance. The attitudes are measured in thirteen 

statements which include ‘Shakespeare’s plays help us to understand ourselves better’; 

‘Shakespeare’s plays are relevant to events in the modern world’ and ‘I have learnt 

something about myself by studying Shakespeare’ (2015: 137). The final 2010 report 

concludes that there were ‘no significant changes’ to student attitudes between the start of 

the project and the final student student survey in 2009. However, it was shown that 

significantly more students agreed that they found Shakespeare fun and that they found 

Shakespeare’s plays less difficult to understand (2010: 2). The findings suggests that active 

approaches did not have the anticipated effect on ‘citizenship education’ referred to by 

Neelands and O’Hanlon (2011). While the increased understanding of Shakespeare is 

certainly of value, there is no detail of the form or depth of this understanding or on 

whether it has any impact on student and teachers’ pragmatic need for attainment.  

Yandell et al (2019) make an evaluation of another development project for teachers and 

their students: the Globe’s ‘Playing Shakespeare’. This Deutsche bank funded project 

offered school-based workshops along with free performances for students in London and 

Birmingham in state-maintained schools. As with the RSC’s programme, the workshops 

encouraged active, drama-based approaches, but also prepared for the viewing of the play. 

Yandell et al see the Deutsche bank project as a directly relating to the testing system: ‘It’s 

crucial for teenagers to understand Shakespeare’s themes and language as they have 

GCSEs to pass, and the results will affect their next steps in life.’ Deutsche Bank quoted in 

Yandell et al (2019: 210). Whereas for the Globe, ‘the play is the thing’ (2019: 210) The 

two positions here highlight the question of whether Shakespeare has (or should have) 

extrinsic or intrinsic value.  

The combining of the essential and the instrumental can also be seen in Thomson and 

Turchi (2016). Seeking to bridge the active, rehearsal room processes typical of the RSC, 

to the facilitation a deeper, critical analysis of the plays, they ask: ‘How can we combine 

the pleasure of socially collaborative activities with heightened expectations for individual 

critical analysis?’ (2016: 2). Whilst they also speak to the universality of Shakespeare, 
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suggesting that Shakespeare might be used to develop students’ interests in diverse identity 

politics (race, gender, sexuality, physical ability) there are elements of instrumentalism in 

their approach. They assert that ‘In order for advanced learners to be university and 

employment ready they need to be collaboratively and independently engaged in complex 

texts’ (2016: 1-2). 

2.3.3 Language 

Thomson and Turchi raise the same dilemma that was voiced, perhaps ironically, by 

Neelands and O’ Hanlon (2011); that is, whether a focus on active approaches limits time 

spent on a detailed exploration of language, the (‘treasures that will only emerge with the 

kind of literary training that is associated with study at university level?’). McLuskie 

(2008) expresses the concern more emphatically, overtly questioning the value of active 

approaches to teaching Shakespeare. Using an exchange between characters in Beckett’s 

Waiting for Godot (1954) she reviews and critiques the way that active pedagogies have 

become dominant in education: ‘Beckett…dramatizes the twin poles of artistic and 

intellectual endeavour, one can dance, or one can think: in either case time passes, as it 

would have done if neither activity had taken place. There is no hierarchy between dancing 

and thinking’ (2008: 124). While McLuskie does not entirely condemn active pedagogies 

via this analogy, she does appear to suggest that they have diluted the intellectual rigour 

that might once have been associated with the study of the playwright. Drawing on a letter 

written by Gibson for an application to the Leverhulme Trust, she highlights the 

construction of the previously discussed ‘universal’ Shakespeare in Gibson’s assertion that:  

All pupils have a right to Shakespeare. That right is echoed in the recent 

words of Cicely Berry: ‘he is not the exclusive property of the educated 

middle classes’ (Guardian 11 January 1986) and in the words of his fellow 

actors and editors John Heminge and Henry Condell ‘to the great variety of 

Readers, from the most able to him that can but spell’ (Preface to the First 

Folio 1623, quoted in McLuskie 2008: 129). 

McLuskie goes on to suggest how this universal ownership was achieved: ‘The thinking 

had to end so that the dancing could begin again. ‘Shakespeare’ had been rescued from 

conservative ideology and with the customary protean capacity, morphed into the place of 

creativity and child-centred education’ (2008: 130). She argues that active approaches have 

allowed students to take ownership of the cultural value of Shakespeare, but at the cost of a 

true grappling with the alienating language and historical differences. While she does not 

consider them in this article, she might very well say the same of the ‘reworked’ texts that 

seek to simplify, with the aim of making Shakespeare more accessible. Rather than seeking 
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to return Shakespeare to the elites, McLuskie seems simply impatient, even a little sad, that 

other ways of engaging with the texts are pedagogically marginalised; for example, via 

language/poetry/performance/editing history. Perhaps some disservice is done to Gibson 

here; one of his key justifications for teaching Shakespeare is ‘Language’ (Gibson, 1998: 

5). He, too, sees this a both a ‘model and a resource’ for students in its beauty and 

complexity (1998:5). Instead of being a barrier, language is seen as a positive challenge 

that can take young people beyond the realms of their everyday communication.  

Olive (2011) more specifically questions the active, rehearsal room approaches of the RSC. 

She argues that the RSC have, via their Learning and Performance Network and ‘Stand up 

for Shakespeare’ campaign, created a kind of prescriptivism, even a dogmatism. She 

asserts that ‘the values of the RSC are made, by the company, to stand for the value of 

Shakespeare, in a way that changes what constitutes Shakespeare for students and teachers’ 

(2011: 252). Using quotations from students and teachers who took part in performances as 

part of the project, she suggests that the language of theatre and of the RSCs projects and 

campaigns (‘production’, ‘ensemble’, ‘rehearsal room’, ‘ownership’) permeates the 

responses of the participants and shows that they have come to see Shakespeare and the 

methods of the RSC as one and the same. She also claims that there is little reference to the 

substance of the plays themselves in these soundbites, rather it is the process of 

performance creation that is at the forefront of their minds (McLuskie’s ‘dancing, not 

thinking’, perhaps). Olive, to some extent, contradicts herself on this point, by claiming 

both that active approaches do not sufficiently prepare students for exams, while also 

seeming to suggest that the RSC unduly influences and is influenced by government 

Shakespeare policy (2011: 259). She clarifies that she does not want to dismiss the value of 

active methods (2011: 257) but it must be said that she does not offer specific critique on 

the specific benefits and limitations of the pedagogy itself. Rather, she seems, like 

McLuskie (and as will be discussed later, Coles), to be impatient about what she argues is a 

dogma that dismisses more traditional ‘desk-based’ approaches. For Olive, the value of 

Shakespeare should be more intrinsic to the play itself, more than resultant in personal 

development. She suggests that the feedback given by participants regarding what they 

have gained and learned could be applied to any play or text, not just Shakespeare. 

2.3.4 Cultural Value 

Olive takes her consideration of the value of Shakespeare further in her 2015 monograph. 

This explores the way in which ‘the existing, multi-faceted and pervasive value of 

Shakespeare is generated, modified, and sustained by key individuals and organisations 
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(governments and theatre companies, for example) in formal and informal educational 

settings’. In doing so, she counteracts assertions ‘of his inherent value in terms of the 

universality or the greatness of his works’ (2015: 4). Rumbold (2010) and McLuskie and 

Rumbold (2015) return to a similar critique of these institutions and the ways that they 

offer access and value, querying ‘not the appropriation of Shakespeare by new media but 

the appropriation of new media by traditional Shakespeare institutions’ such as the RSC, 

the Globe, Shakespeare Birthplace Trust, and the British Library (Rumbold, 2010: 313). 

They argue that these institutions ‘simultaneously celebrate the value they apparently 

create in their visitors and strive to recapture that value virtually, metaphorically, and even 

physically in the structure of their buildings’. Perhaps in a similar line of questioning to 

mine on the impact of using a ‘reworked’ text to teach Shakespeare, they wonder whether 

‘this shift toward creativity and collaboration might motivate institutions to reassert the 

prior value of the objects and artifacts that are more firmly in their grasp − only to find that 

the older language of intrinsic value has been transformed’ (2010: 315).  

For Rumbold and McLuskie, in the market model, value does not exist only in the inherent 

value of the product, or in the value conferred on it by the producer; it is significantly 

dependant on the value added by the processes of distribution. This changes the meaning 

and significance of the object in ways that make it acceptable, and, in conditions of 

oversupply, necessary to its consumers:  

  Shakespeare’s plays, we suggest, have the potential to  

  provide a tangible proxy for value that may (however temporarily)  

  stabilise the contingency and uncertainty that attends the  

  discussion of both value and culture in the twenty-first century (2015: 5). 

It is an argument picked up by Bird et al (2016) who look at the way that Shakespeare as 

an icon was used to add weight to ‘selling’ the UK during the ‘GREAT’ marketing 

campaign for 2012 Olympics. It is further explored by Lanier: ‘like all brand icons, 

Shakespeare is a ‘signifier’ open to ‘appropriation’, ‘rearticulation’, extension...and 

depending on the needs of the user, ready for rebranding, ‘should the need arise’ (in 

Shellard and Keenan, 2016: 7). 

2.3.5 Curriculum 

Coles (2003) and Yandell (2011) similarly write on the way that Shakespeare has become a 

proxy for value and culture in the English school curriculum. Coles contests that ‘For over 

a century, Shakespeare has been ideologically manipulated to provide the educational 

lynchpin of a particular version of English, where tradition, stability and literary ‘value’ 



42 

 

are paramount’ (2003: 4). She argues that this literary value is narrowly defined, in 

pedagogical terms, in effect, being defined and measured via examination success. 

Discussing the now defunct English SATs, of which the Shakespeare was a significant   

component, she describes assessment that ‘assumed a very traditional model of literary 

theory’ that ‘encourage[d] a narrow set of teaching practices’ (2003:5). While students in 

English schools no longer sit SATs examinations, the current GCSE Literature 

examination questions on Shakespeare might still be seen to rely on the quotation retrieval 

and ‘Bradleyan notions of character’ that Coles identified as required for SATs success. 

Coles sees this as creating a conflict between active teaching approaches and a tendency to 

teach to the test. She describes the limiting effect of teaching to the test in this period in the 

strongest of terms: describing it as ‘cultural vandalism’ (2003:7). 

However, she does not necessarily see the limiting of active teaching approaches as 

detrimental to the study of Shakespeare. In a study of how the discourse of SATs impacts 

upon students’ interactions with the play text of Macbeth, she concludes there is a ‘false 

dichotomy between desk-bound teaching (bad) and active teaching (good) that has 

proliferated since Gibson. Like McLuskie (2008), Coles claims that these approaches can, 

in fact, minimise students’ own capacity for finding meaning (2009: 34). She questions the 

primacy of access as the most important outcome of such approaches, as well as the 

assumption that providing access to this reified text is inherently beneficial, in the 

Arnoldian sense (might the same argument be applied to ‘reworked’ texts?). She concludes 

that even with a skilful teacher, exam pressures intrude and quotes Bourdieu to emphasise 

that exams mediate works of art in such a way as ‘to offer cultural legitimacy, 

institutionalise specific cultural practices and establish hierarchies’ (quoted in Coles, 2009: 

47).  

Yandell (2011) has similar research interests in respect to Shakespeare: the position the 

playwright has been attributed in the curriculum; the constrictive nature of testing systems; 

the relationship of learners to canonical texts. He argues that young people can bring their 

own agency to the canon, if allowed to bring their experiences, culture, and community. He 

is more convinced by the value of active approaches than, perhaps, Coles (though Coles, 

like McLuskie, may simply be rejecting ubiquity of approach). For Yandell, the power of 

the approach stems from the creation of community: he describes students engaging 

actively and dramatically with text as ‘acts of cultural making’ that can afford them ‘power 

over a text’ (2011: 228). Like Coles, Yandell is concerned with how systems of assessment 

and examination affect the teaching of Shakespeare and with how ‘the dominance of the 
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assessment regime reinforces the assumption that learning happens in the individual, the 

test subject.’ (2008: 86).  

Semler (2013, 2016) is also concerned about the constricting systemisation of education- 

what he terms ‘sys ed’. The term is intended as shorthand for the effects of a neoliberal, 

institutionalised education: ‘the state, processes and truths of modern, professionalised 

education which positions educators and students in an interlocking network of systems 

that deliver standardisation, measurement and compliance’ (2016, 3-4.) He makes the case 

for a freer landscape for Shakespeare teaching, outside of these systems, coining the 

expression ‘Ardenspaces’ to describe this free pedagogical state, a play on Frye’s notion of 

the ‘Green World’ of the comedies (1957); ‘gathering points where resistant energy may 

be marshalled’ (2016, 4.) 

2.3.6 Cultural Capital 

With the fourth reason he gives for the value of teaching Shakespeare, ‘Otherness’, Gibson 

makes the case that the unfamiliarity of the plays: the far-removed settings, characters, 

situations, as well as the language, are something of value in an education system that, 

according to Gibson, should be about ‘opening doors’ for young people (1998:6). While 

Gibson is likely speaking in simple terms of introducing young people to something they 

would not otherwise experience, there is perhaps the beginning of a ‘Shakespeare as 

‘cultural capital’ argument here. Furthermore, the writing of Shakespeare himself is framed 

as ‘other’ or beyond the norm. In Gibson’s estimation: ‘Every student has the right to make 

the acquaintance of a genius’ (1998: 6).  

Stredder (2009) pays homage to Gibson in the introduction to The North Face of 

Shakespeare: Activities for teaching the plays and agrees with Gibson the capacity of the 

works to stimulate ‘creative, emotional, and intellectual/critical insights’, particularly via 

active pedagogy (2009:7). However, whereas Gibson does not shy from proclaiming the 

genius of Shakespeare, or from making him an exceptional figure, Stredder argues against 

what he terms Shakespeare’s ‘monumentalism’ in the curriculum, claiming that it ‘entombs 

and mystifies the object of study.’ His book presents active teaching approaches as a way 

of ‘overcoming the mental encrustation, the deadening effects’ (2009:7).  

In his edited collected essays on Shakespeare in Education, Blocksidge (2005) also tackles 

this question of whether Shakespeare is monumental or, in his terms, ‘iconic or relevant’ in 

a chapter of the same name (2005: 1). The chapter tracks the position that Shakespeare has 

held in education, the suggested approaches for teaching his works, and the uses to which 
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he has been put. It opens with a quotation from Sir Walter Raleigh, from the English Men 

of Letters series: ‘he has been separated from his fellows and recognised for what he is: 

perhaps the best poet of all time; one who has said more about humanity than any other 

writer’ (quoted in 2005: 1). Blocksidge also refers to the Newbolt report of 1921, which 

encouraged the teaching of Shakespeare’s plays as dramatic texts: ‘It is a legitimate hope 

that a rational use of drama in schools may bring back to England an unashamed joy in 

pleasures of the imagination and in purposed expressions of wholesome and natural 

feelings’. The belief that the study of Shakespeare allows for the consideration of the 

human condition is again apparent here, as are shades of nationalism in the desire to use 

Shakespeare to return to ‘bring back to England’ these virtues of a … ‘no inglorious time 

of our history’ (quoted in 2005: 5).  

Coles (2013) could be seen to be challenging Gibson’s assertion that access to Shakespeare 

is the right of every child in the article ‘Every Child’s Birthright’? Democratic entitlement 

and the role of canonical literature in the English National Curriculum’. The article is 

based on a study exploring two classes’, and their teacher’s, reactions to Shakespeare. 

Findings from the study leave Coles to argue against overly simplistic notions that access 

to Shakespeare is automatically a ‘democratising and unifying process’ that affords 

cultural capital to all students. She observes that even where pedagogy is active, lower 

achiever students can only access the text when mediated by their teacher, and therefore 

the interaction is passive and simplistic. ‘In all four classrooms students only deal 

fleetingly with the printed play text and rarely read more than a small percentage of the 

play as a whole’ (2013: 59). Once again, the argument in relation to access/active 

approaches here might also be applied to ‘reworked’ texts. Do these simply create a 

different kind of mediated passivity? Coles ultimately sees the attempt to provide access to 

all as exclusionary and demoralising − students who struggle are aware that they are not 

able to access something that they are told they should for their own good. 

In ‘Much ado about Nationhood and Culture: Shakespeare and the Search for an ‘English’ 

Identity’ (2004) Coles asks how participant students experience Shakespeare. Her 

questions: ‘Why do you think Shakespeare is part of your course?’ What preconceptions 

did you have before? are not dissimilar to some of those I asked in my own interviews. 

Responses to Coles’ questions include the words: ‘funny language’; ‘boring’; ‘difficult’, 

and the illuminating response: ‘I got pleased we were going to do some because higher 

people, you know, are always talking about it and I don’t know anything. I think it should 

be learnt because it’s so famous and it’s history and educational’ (2004: 49). In her taped 
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classroom conversations, Coles finds that the students are touching on complex issues 

relating to the ways that Shakespeare has been positioned in society and education and the 

ways in which they relate to that. She concludes that ‘Where students can be afforded the 

space to reflect on reading as a social practice, to explore the different sets of cultural 

knowledge they bring to any text, questions of difference and power can be opened up’ 

(2004: 49). However, when Shakespeare is at the heart of a restrictive testing system in 

which very particular ways of engaging with the texts are imposed by the requirements of 

the test or exam (as with SATs at the time of writing and as of today in the English GCSE 

and A- Level) ‘the effect will be to support and uphold hegemonic practices, to engender 

an illusory and excluding sense of Englishness’ (2004: 57).  

Elliott (2014) also considers Shakespeare’s positioning as the ‘treasure house of a nation’ 

along with his actual impact on young people. (2014, 282). She argues that the notion of 

Shakespeare as pinnacle and repository of all that is good in literature has been rejected by 

teachers and students, commenting that the view is more frequently seen in the rhetoric of 

politicians. In her view, the cultural capital argument, often put forward as a reason for a 

knowledge of Shakespeare being so important to young people, marginalises those who 

might not feel a connection with the example of greatness that has been selected for them. 

Moe (2016) comments on the way that the cultural capital argument is constructed in Zadie 

Smith’s novel White Teeth (2000) and Judith Ortiz Cofer’s short story Arturo’s Flight 

(1996). She identifies the two paradigms in Shakespeare teaching previously discussed: 

Miss Roody’s: a traditional, ‘desk based’ teaching for ‘knowledge’ (is this perhaps what 

McLuskie is countenancing?) and Miss Rathbone’s: a teaching of Shakespeare that puts the 

students’ experience and interpretation at the centre (in the mode of Gibson et al). Moe 

concludes that both writers’ use of the sonnets demonstrates that for Shakespeare to 

continue to be relevant (and of value?) to students, the students must be encouraged to 

realise what ‘Shakespeare literacy’ can do for them, both in terms of educational access 

and societal mobility, Shakespeare is ‘the secret handshake of the literate’ (2016, 256). It is 

argued that both teachers in these stories use Shakespeare as a gate-keeping mechanism to 

intellectual access: ‘the access that Shakespeare literacy provides reifies a dominant social 

order that continues to construe equilateral access as the ability to learn to appreciate 

Shakespeare the way those who have the power to read and interpret him always have’ 

(2016, 266). 

This elevation is questioned by Bradford, (2015: 6) who asks in the title of his book: ‘Is 

Shakespeare any Good?’  The  book is an attempt to show why certain literary works and 
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authors are treated as superior to others. Bradford questions canonicity and seeks to enable 

readers to articulate and formulate their own arguments about the quality of literature, 

including works that convention forbids us to dislike. Shakespeare’s elevated position is 

also questioned by Martin-Smith et al (2017), who asks whether Shakespeare offers 

‘cultural transmission or cultural transformation’ in an article situated in the Caribbean 

context. He argues that Shakespeare has been appropriated in education, amongst other 

things, to offer young people access to cultural capital (though via a deficit model: there is 

a sense that students lack their own culture and must be aided to access that of the elite. 

Similar issues are explored by Abad (2016) in a Philippines context. 

2.3.7 Part 1 Summary  

For many of those writing on the practical aspects of Shakespeare pedagogy, the value of 

Shakespeare lies is his positioning as ‘the humanist’: in exploring his seemingly universal 

understanding of humanity, we can better understand ourselves and our position in the 

world. For most writers in the previous section, active, co-constructive approaches are 

recommended as the most beneficial way of accessing this value (with the notable 

exceptions of McLuskie and Olive). There is also the view, expressed by Gibson, and 

contested by Elliott, that young people have the right to access Shakespeare’s genius, that 

it is an educator’s moral obligation to provide access to what is deemed to be most 

valuable − the ‘best that has been thought and said’ (Arnold, 1869 in Matthew, 1993). We 

have seen that those considering value from a wider academic perspective consider the 

construction of Shakespeare’s cultural value and question whether this is used cynically by 

institutions. The cultural value of Shakespeare is further considered in the following 

section, in terms of how it interrelates with Shakespeare and Adaptation. 

2.4 Part 2-Shakespeare Texts and Adaptation 

Part 2 considers the academic work and arguments around the adaptation and use of 

Shakespeare texts. I group these into the following sub-categories: ‘Adapted Shakespeare 

for Young People’ (without a pedagogical focus); ‘Texts used for Shakespeare Teaching’ 

(non- adapted); ‘Adapted Shakespeare for Young People’ (with a pedagogical focus); 

‘Film Adaptations’ and ‘Digital Adaptations’. 

2.4.1 Adapted Shakespeare for Young People (without a pedagogical focus)  

The first section considers work relating to Shakespeare texts that have been adapted for 

young people. However, they do not have a specific pedagogical focus. I would term this 
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work as relating to the general literary or cultural value of adapted Shakespeare that has 

been created for youngsters. 

Bottoms (2002) considers a range of Shakespeare texts that have been ‘reworked’ for 

children, from the Lambs’ Tales from Shakespeare (1807) to Leon Garfield’s books and 

video versions of The Animated Tales (1992, 1994). She notes how those who have 

produced Shakespeare texts for children have brought their own, often moralising, 

interpretation to them. She argues that the richness of the texts comes from the dilemmas 

that they present and that ‘reworkers’ should try to avoid didacticism (2002: 23). Bottoms 

believes that ‘It is possible for Shakespeare to become overfamiliar’ and that space must be 

left for children to form their own questions and interpretations, to ‘answer back’ to the 

texts (2002: 23). This is an interesting standpoint and prompts the question of whether the 

same can be said of the use of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare texts in the classroom. It is a line of 

thought I return to in Chapters 8 and 9: ‘Findings’/’Conclusion’. 

James (2006) also sees the didacticism in the Lambs’ Shakespeare, terming them ‘a very 

personal negotiation with concepts of childhood and family, imagination, and control, 

inflected by the Lambs’ own experiences’ (2006, 147). The article discusses the Lambs’ 

attempts to open-up what they term the ‘wild poetic garden’ of Shakespeare’s language for 

the early nineteenth-century (quoted in Frey 2001), but also how the ‘reworked’ stories 

were used to teach children the accepted morality of the time. Frey (2001) makes a survey 

of the history of Shakespeare texts for children that he concludes by suggesting that the 

history of Shakespeare for children is limited and that a study should be made of which 

aspects of Shakespeare, at which levels and learning styles, best appeal to them (2001, 

156). (See also Ziegler (2006). Chedgzoy (2007) explores Shakespeare and childhood but 

focuses on the significance of the portrayal of children within the plays. 

Hateley (2017, 2013, 2009), too, sees the ways that adapted Shakespeare can be used to 

moralise to young people, maintaining that children’s literature is required to give children 

an understanding of society and of their place within it. Her work investigates ‘what 

happens in contemporary children’s novels when that which is marked as ‘valuable…is 

Shakespeare, and what in turn Shakespeare is made to mean’ (2009: 2). Her argument is 

that when children’s literature is what she calls ‘Shakespeared’ it rewards cultural capital. 

Furthermore, she identifies ‘gendered juvenile readers who are made subject to a literary 

culture within which the Bard functions as a father figure to sons or daughters’ (2009:1). 

For her, the expansion of ‘Shakespeare’ in this way becomes an ‘emphatically political act’ 

in that it ‘reflects and shapes normative models of being and knowing’ (2009: 1-2). 
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‘reworked’ texts must serve two masters: education and entertainment, with the latter often 

hiding the former. For Hateley, ‘children’s texts do not simply imply readers, they 

construct them… appropriations must negotiate the ideals of rewarding cultural capital and 

the realities of retaining the interest of the readers’ (2009: 2).  

Gearhart (2007) additionally questions why writers have adapted Shakespeare’s plays for 

young children, despite the difficulty of the language. Like Hateley, she believes that 

adults must be critical of their own motivations for and methods of adapting Shakespeare 

for young people. She lists some of the potential justifications: the Lambs’ depiction of 

Shakespeare as a moralist; Nesbit’s clarity and simplification of the complexity of 

Shakespeare’s plays; the cultural capital that access to the works of Shakespeare can 

provide. She questions whether ‘familiarity destabilises Shakespeare’s ivory tower status’ 

or whether it serves the cause of adults wanting the kudos of their children or students 

understanding the plays (2007: 49). Ultimately, for Gearhart, direct access to the plays is 

preferable, rather than via mediated forms.  

Rokison (2010, 2013) similarly argues against the assumption that a simplified story/plot is 

the best way to introduce Shakespeare to young people. She acknowledges that this can be 

a useful step into them, but that ‘the appeal of the plays is lost when their language is 

reduced to modern prose narrative’, seeing these as ‘passive’ (2013, 7). Rokison sees a 

rework as something ‘original’ in and of itself. However, she is ‘less concerned with the 

teaching of Shakespeare in the classroom, and more with the various means − theatrical, 

filmic and textual-through which young people encounter the plays’ (2013, 1).  

Detmer-Goebel (2017) looks at Young Adult novelisations of Shakespeare plays and 

considers them particularly in the light of fanfiction. In this arena, canonical texts are 

‘reworked’ in a process that makes them familiar, and therefore potentially democratising 

to young people. Rather than compounding the distancing ivory tower status of 

Shakespeare, the view here is that these texts instead create an opening up to and of them.  

She argues that while millennials are not engaged by the language of Shakespeare, they are 

engaged by the stories. She suggests that millennials share ‘an openness to adaptation’ 

(2017: 115) that stems from a ‘convergence culture’ (as referred to in the title of the 

article) coming from the ‘globalization of media texts, old and new’ (2017:15). Young 

people expect a multi-modality and for texts to ‘speak to them’ (Lewis’ and Docker (2006) 

quoted in 2017).  
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The potential for democratising Shakespeare is also seen by Fazel and Geddes (2015); for 

them, there is a ‘collaborative authority’ that stems from the creation of Shakespeare 

fanfiction. They believe there is a real value in this format in the way that it offers scholars 

an opportunity to see how Shakespeare is being received ‘outside of dominant hegemonic 

structures’ (2015: 275). Such texts are part of an online ‘communal experience of 

consumption and production’ (2015: 274) where anybody who so chooses can rework 

Shakespeare and create alternate endings, additional characters, a modernised writing style. 

This is not only a liberation, but an educative act, in Fazel and Geddes’s eyes. They 

conclude with a quote from Holderness (2011 quoted in Fazel and Geddes, 2015: 283) ‘we 

can only know the work by reinventing it’.  For more on fanfiction, see also Yost (193-

213) in Hartley (ed) ‘Shakespeare and Millennial Fiction’ (2017).  

Similarly, Clement, J (2013), sees the potential of ‘reworked’ texts to disrupt the ivory 

tower status of Shakespeare. She explores two books in Terry Pratchett’s Discworld series 

in which elements of Shakespeare’s plays are ‘reworked’: Wyrd Sisters (1998) and Lords 

and Ladies (1992). Unlike Hateley and Gearhart, who see a potentially reactionary and 

limiting effect in the process of ‘reworking’ Shakespeare, Clement believes that fantasy 

fiction’s relatively low status in the literary hierarchy allows for Shakespeare to be 

‘remade’ in a way that is somewhat subversive. Making a similar case to Detmer-Goebel 

and Fazel and Geddes, regarding ‘reworks’ in the realms of Young Adult Fiction and Fan 

Fiction, she argues that a ‘high and low’ is created when Discworld is combined with 

Shakespeare that challenges and counteracts the ‘Bardolatrous’ status of the plays and 

Shakespeare’s canonical position (2013:1); Hwel, Shakespeare in the novels, is eventually 

written out. Clement suggests that these novels are distinct from graphic forms such as 

Manga, where creators and critics are often keen to point out their reputable nature and 

faithful renderings of the ‘original’ that allow a trustworthy access to the plays rather than 

questioning or even having fun with the elite positioning of them (see, for example, Sabeti, 

2014, 2017). In Clement’s view, ‘Pratchett satirises Bardolatrous tendencies’ without 

challenging the appeal of Shakespeare’s actual writing (2013: 3). Wells (2010) terms this 

‘bardolatry’ ‘Schlockspeare’ when comparing the phenomenon to ‘Austenpop’. The article 

is aimed at Austen scholars, but she considers issues surrounding Shakespeare ‘reworks’ to 

illuminate Austen ones. Both writers have canonical epithets of ‘the greatest’ and carry 

significant cultural legacy.  

Hulbert et al (2006) also consider what happens when the ‘high and the low’ are merged in 

works that reduce, translate, and reference Shakespeare for and by young people. Hulbert 
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believes that ‘What might at first glance be dismissed as immature, trendy, silly, or 

insignificant is actually indicative of both Shakespeare’s place in contemporary culture as 

well as indicative of the dominance of youth culture, even in the face of the “universality” 

and classical status of Shakespeare’ (2006:1). He also points out that ‘The usual first 

encounter with Shakespeare by youth is in secondary education, in which the classroom 

becomes a site of resistance − to Shakespeare, that is.’ (2006:1-2). If the combining of the 

low and the high alter this first reaction to Shakespeare to something that looks like 

genuine motivation and engagement, this is surely something of value (if we are to believe 

that an engagement with Shakespeare is something to be inherently valued). However, if 

students react to the combination in a way that reveals they see an instrumental watering 

down, an attempt to provide them with what Gearhart calls ‘faint and imperfect stamps’, in 

my opinion this is of less value (2007: 44). However, the purpose of my study, and of 

Grounded Theory methodology, was to allow the views of my student participants and 

their teachers to be heard. 

Wetmore (2006) points out the distinct properties of the graphic novel or comic book form 

and, in turn, the way they may be engaged with differently to standard written text; there is 

more complexity to them than might be initially apparent. Drawing on the work of comic 

book theorist Eisner, he highlights a closeness between the processes of creating a graphic 

novel and the production of theatre. Theatre productions start with a script, usually 

singularly authored, which ‘then undergoes a collaborative process of visual storytelling’ 

followed by choices relating to design, context, period, genre. These choices will also have 

to be made when ‘reworking’ a classic text into a graphic novel or comic book form. A 

‘visual literacy’ is necessary when engaging with graphic novels (Eisner, quoted in 

Wetmore, 2006: 173); there is a requirement on the reader to ‘not only link the pictures 

sequentially and link the pictures to the text [but also to] fill in the missing part of the 

pictures’, making the reader an active, not passive, participant (2006: 173).  

In the title of her 2017 article, Brown poses the provocative question: ‘Manga Shakespeare 

and Cervantes: Trash or Reclamation?’. Like Wetmore and Eisner, she also points to the 

visual complexity of the comic book/graphic novel, suggesting that Manga are 

sophisticated texts that require their own skill set to read. She goes further than Wetmore 

and claims that the visual form of Manga is a more authentic mode of adaptation than 

written text, in the sense that the text in its ‘original’ iteration was intended to produce a 

play that would have been viewed.  Her view is that the skill of reading a Manga text is one 

that is picked up via practice, rather than learned. This, perhaps, has its own type of 
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democratising effect, giving students an advantage and ownership when they can bring 

skills acquired in a non-academic environment to a text of high authorial authority.  

The complexity of graphic novel forms of Shakespeare is also explored in Gerzic and 

Norrie (eds), 2020. The book focuses on playfulness in Shakespearean adaptations: ‘the 

practices of Shakespeare adaptation are frequently products of playful, and sometimes 

irreverent, engagements that allow new ‘Shakespeares’ to emerge, revealing Shakespeare’s 

ongoing impact in popular culture’ (2020, 1). A useful chapter is Horne’s ‘Playing with 

genre and form − the magic art of graphic novel adaptation in Shakespeare’. She argues for 

‘reworked’ forms being ‘more than just a stepping-stone, but instead, a self-standing genre 

full of possibilities (Horne, in Gerzic and Norrie, (2020, 89).  Neil Gaiman’s The Sandman 

series and his ‘reworking’ of A Midsummer Night’s Dream is considered as an example. 

Horne argues that the graphic novel form engages readers neurologically; the dual coding 

of image and text mean that the brain processes visual input both conceptually and 

emotionally and this affords new insights (2020, 96.) She goes further, suggesting that 

visual representations are closer to process of creating theatre − they have an ‘essential 

performativity’ (2020, 93). Every theatre performance is an adaptation of the ‘original’ 

text, why then should written or visual texts not also be? 

Aebischer et al (2003) look at contemporary remakings of Shakespeare via the intersecting 

theoretical lenses of Shakespeare studies, performance studies, post-colonial criticism and 

cultural studies. Hartley et al also consider the cultural relevance of 21st century ‘reworks’ 

of Shakespeare in the collection of essays ‘Shakespeare and Millennial Fiction’ (2017). 

Though not specifically commenting on texts for young people, two chapters do focus on 

Young Adult literature: Erica Hateley’s and Emily Detmer Goebel’s (discussed in the 

following section). The collection is wide-ranging, but a common thread is the notion that 

the plays in adaptation have been ‘deployed in order to address the needs of specific 

artistic, historical and social moments’ (2013: 1). Bickley and Stevens (2020) make a 

similar point on the palimpestuous quality of the Shakespeare’s works in their review of 

adaptations from the Restoration to YouTube.  

2.4.2 Texts used for Shakespeare Teaching (non-adapted) 

The following section reviews academics who explore the impact of types of Shakespeare 

texts used with children in schools. However, they do not specifically relate to ‘reworked’ 

texts. 
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A study by Oksa, Kayler and Chandler (2010) looks at the impact of additional/explanatory 

notes alongside ‘original’ Shakespeare text via the lens of cognitive load theory. It was 

found that additional notes alongside the text are useful to comprehension for those with 

little or no background knowledge of the play being studied. However, for more 

knowledgeable readers integrated notes become redundant; the dividing of attention 

between the ‘original’ texts and the notes added to extraneous cognitive load and interfered 

with their comprehension. This study used extracts prepared for the study, rather than 

commercially published ‘reworked’ texts employed in the classroom. Brady (2016) does 

look at texts frequently used by English teachers: the Cambridge School Shakespeare 

series, first edited by Rex Gibson. Brady, too, notes that criticism on school Shakespeare is 

‘lagging’ (2016 :2). She argues that the new series maintains the positive elements of the 

‘original’s (scene summaries, performance photographs, ideas for active learning and 

teaching activities) and includes additionally useful material, such as performance history 

and coded analysis. 

2.4.3 Adapted Shakespeare for Young People (with a pedagogical focus) 

The next writers come closest to my area of focus in that they do consider the use of 

‘reworked’ Shakespeare from a pedagogical position. However, they do not look 

specifically at the impact of the range of ‘reworked’ texts used in English classrooms, as I 

do in my study. 

Sabeti (2012, 2013) comments on the shared ownership created in the emergent literacy 

practices of a school‐based extra-curricular reading club in Scotland. Students here 

encountered a broad range of graphic novels, but Sabeti’s later work looks specifically at 

Manga versions of Shakespeare. In the 2013 article, Sabeti explores ‘the fine-grained 

aspects that compose a literacy practice’ (2013: 835). In doing so, she engages with New 

Literacy Studies and the idea that the impact of a text is not fixed, but instead will change 

dependent upon the situation and locale in which it is read (see, for example, Moss, 2000, 

2001, 2007). She also draws concepts from work on multi-literacies (see, for example, 

Cope and Kalantzis, 2000) and multi-modality (Kress, 2003), concluding that literacy 

practices that occur outside of the classroom are not given the consideration and value they 

should be. The ownership that participants appeared to achieve stemmed from taking part 

in something outside of the normal structures and hierarchies of education. It was ‘a 

different kind of reading’ (Su, a student quoted in Sabeti, 2013: 840). This was not only 

due to the format of the text, but to the increased freedom and camaraderie of the non-

classroom situation of the reading. The experience was ‘fun’ according to Adam (quoted in 
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Sabeti: 840), and for Robert, it was the ‘group experience’, the reading and chatting over 

cups of tea that made the difference (quoted in Sabeti: 840). Adam goes on to explain that 

the visual form allows two people to read at once and to point out amusing things to each 

other. Fergus explains that graphic novels allow the reader to spend more time on the text, 

the visual images allow you to ‘build on that in your head, or you can just keep it to that, 

spend as much time as you like on that, just looking (quoted in Sabeti, 2013: 840). 

In the 2012 article, Sabeti draws on Fish’s work on ‘interpretive communities’ particularly 

notions of the way that teachers themselves fall into the construction of text when offering 

frameworks for analysis for their students. While she acknowledges that the comic book 

format somewhat disrupts this process, by requiring non-traditional literary skills to be 

deployed in the reading of them, it is once again, the situation and locale itself, outside of 

the norms of a classroom, that Sabeti feels to be the most freeing and productive for the 

students in creating their own non-teacher directed responses to the texts. Of course, this 

more open forum does not need to be confined with the exploration of ‘non-standard’ texts; 

it could also profitably be applied when exploring the ‘original’. Sabeti moves on to 

‘reworkings’ of Shakespeare in the graphic novel format in the article ‘Shakespeare, 

adaptation and ‘matters of trust’ (2017) and ‘The ‘strange alteration of Hamlet: comic 

books, adaptation and constructions of adolescent literacy’ (2014). Both are part of a larger 

study of Manga adaptations of Shakespeare’s plays based on a series of semi-structured 

interviews with the producers (publishers, artists, textual editors) involved in the 

adaptation process. 

The earlier article examines two comic book adaptations of Shakespeare’s Hamlet 

produced for teenage readers and used in school classrooms. It seeks to understand the 

ways in which particular kinds of literacy are being implied and constructed through the 

textual practice of multimodal adaptation. Sabeti wishes to consider the ways that implied 

readers are constructed in the text and how assumptions about those readers are played out 

in the re-presenting of Shakespeare. She argues that ‘while the texts discussed here appeal 

to the supposed visual literacy of the younger generation and embrace what is also 

supposed to be that generation’s medium and aesthetic, they also reinstate Shakespeare as 

central to being ‘literate’. His authority (whether through plot or language) is never 

questioned and the texts themselves always point back to their source (2014:14). Sabeti 

here, appears to see ‘reworks’ as potentially solidifying Shakespeare’s ivory tower 

position, rather than disrupting it. Whether or not they do so, or whether they ‘democratise’ 

Shakespeare as in the previous argument, perhaps depends on the individual accessing the 
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text, and/or on the way that a teacher contextualises such a text when it is presented for 

teaching. Bhattacharya (2017) goes beyond the written play texts, also considering film, 

TV, comic, and YouTube in her consideration of the authorial validity of Shakespeare 

when ‘high and ‘low’ forms are combined. She asks whether the ‘democratising’ of 

Shakespeare via these forms has any real impact. Bhattacharya sees the use of Shakespeare 

comic books in schools as ‘consolidation, rather than a contestation of Shakespeare’s 

authorial legacy…class aspiration is written into the very form of these comics as they are 

aimed to encourage a deeper study of the originals’ (2017, 75). 

Sabeti stresses the importance of investigating the values and assumptions inherent in these 

transactions further and says that more work needs to be done in an educational context 

(2014: 195). This is the very nature of my work: rather than drawing conclusions based on 

analyses of the text or on the motivations of their creators, it elicits the views of those in 

the field who encounter these texts − the teachers and the students themselves.  

The more recent article also tackles the implied authority of Shakespeare, and how this can 

be negotiated when ‘reworking’ his plays. This time the focus is on the motivations and 

sense of responsibility of the adapters themselves. Sabeti asks: ‘Who is the reader being 

assumed, and constructed, through the practice of multimodal adaptation? What theories of 

learning inform the representational choices being made? What kinds of knowledge of, and 

about, Shakespeare are being implicitly valued, mobilised, or omitted?’ (2017: 338). 

Where these questions focus on the process and motivation behind the production of such 

texts, the overarching question of my study ‘What is the value of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare 

in English schools’ and the sub questions that I employed during my interviews focus more 

on the reasoning behind using them (from the perspective of the teacher) and the impact of 

them (from both the student and the teacher’s perspective.) 

Sabeti is keen to report the care taken in their adaptation choices and the desire to build the 

crucial element of ‘trust’. She explains: 

There are several strands (or kinds) of trust at play:  

trust between the people involved in carrying out the  

job (interpersonal trust); a trust in the textual outcome as  

‘Shakespeare’; a trust in this text as a convincing comic book  

and Manga; a trust in the potential reader and his/her  

practice of reading; and the reader’s imagined trust in a  

logical fictional world. I also found another kind of trust: a  

notion that they had Shakespeare’s trust in the integrity of  

what they were doing. (2017: 343).  
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She concludes that the adaptors see the task as one of great responsibility and care − they 

‘refuse to dumb down’ (2017: 353). They see the job as a pedagogic one, themselves as 

mediators between the world of Shakespeare, the comic book, and the teenager. ‘They 

were acutely aware that what they produced had to be viable as Shakespeare in both the 

classroom and the curriculum in order for it to have credibility with educators. But they 

were also aware of the need for the adaptation to be viable as fiction in its own right, to 

gain credibility with its teenage audience’ (2017: 339). This raises the question of who 

confers credibility and of what constitutes credibility: is a text credible when it engages a 

reader and encourages them to continue reading, when it is deemed to convey the ‘essence’ 

of what a writer originally set down or when it satisfies the instrumental needs of an 

education system? 

Maynard (2012) has also studied the perceived impact of comic book versions of 

Shakespeare on students. She has a pragmatic view of the value of ‘reworked’ texts being 

in aiding young people’s reading and engagement with Shakespeare. Though writing from 

within an Australian context, Maynard makes the somewhat startling claim that graphic 

novels are being used in the UK to ‘address the literary crisis (2012: 96), in particular, 

when teaching Shakespeare. The methodology here is a meta-review of writing on the 

topic; it does not directly engage with teachers or students to elicit the value or impact of 

the texts on them. She cites a survey in a ‘Times’ newspaper article of 2008 that puts 

Shakespeare second to bottom on the list of things young people want to read and claims 

that boys, especially, are disinterested in reading. The article goes on to survey the views 

of some ‘prominent Shakespearean scholars’, Maynard’s perhaps somewhat sweeping 

conclusion is that these scholars believe that ‘the works of Shakespeare should not be 

limited to the elite, as his themes, characters and most importantly, language, is universal’ 

(2012: 96).  

A Spanish study by De Vicente-Yague Jara (2018) considers the use of Hamlet adaptations 

in the classroom and relates their usefulness to the impact they have upon reading in a 

similarly pragmatic way. While her work is based on classroom impact of the ‘reworked’ 

texts, conclusions are drawn from a content analysis approach, rather than on qualitative 

research conducted with students and teachers, as in my study. The study is a detailed 

analysis of what the texts include. Attention is paid to format; linguistic style, sentence 

structures; illustrations; appropriate level/age; thematic comparisons; gender. Her aim is to 

ascertain the ‘didactic opportunity’ of the texts as pertaining to particular learners. She 

believes that literary adaptations facilitate ‘the humanistic formation of students’ (2018: 
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20). For her, the aim of reading classic literature in the classroom should be to ‘promote 

the reading habit’ (2018: 21) and ‘reworks’ are beneficial to students who are on a 

‘training process’ of reading (2018: 22). It is interesting that the article considers the texts 

on a primarily practical basis, simply questioning how they might aid reading. There is less 

consideration of the cultural value/political positioning of Shakespeare in education than is 

so often the case in studies conducted from within English schools. Perhaps she is 

somewhat freer of the ideological weightiness that surrounds Shakespeare in the English 

education system.  

Pragmatism might also be seen to be the approach with Isaac (2000). She believes that 

‘Teaching Shakespeare and young adult literature as complementary aspects of literary, 

artistic, and social history offers an opportunity to inform both approaches to education and 

curriculum design’ (2000: 9). Explaining the benefits of creating an intertextuality between 

classic Shakespeare texts and the contemporary, her book talks of how the plots and 

characters of classic texts, particularly Shakespeare, inform the modern. She suggests that 

multiple layers can be revealed when they are read in tandem. While the book offers some 

ideas for incorporating Shakespeare into the classroom, the bulk of the work is in 

providing analytical readings of young adult novels that have Shakespearean features. 

Isaac also conducts readings of historical fiction considering the ways they might be 

related to Shakespeare. There is no direct reflection on the value of such works from the 

point of view of students or teachers. 

Elliott (2019) writes close to my area of interest. In this article she explores what insights 

can be gained on Hamlet by considering the play via the genre of crime writing. She talks 

of a long tradition of ‘retro fitting’ plays in schools to fit different genres, for example, the 

Gothic, when working with Macbeth (2019: 283). This is perhaps in a similar vein to 

teachers seeking to make Shakespeare relevant to or ‘fit’ the life experiences of students, in 

the Shakespeare as a universal; the ‘Not of an age, but for all time’ argument. As seen 

elsewhere in this review, Elliott does conduct work directly in the field of education, but 

this article is ‘desk based’ in the sense that it theorises on genre studies. She sums up by 

concluding that teachers should challenge any generic elements they find in the play as 

much as they employ them. ‘They must ensure that students understand the more specific 

generic context of the play − as revenge tragedy − and problematize the question of Hamlet 

as crime, and the whole notion of genre’ (2019: 304).  

In an article reporting the views of trainee teachers on the potential challenges of teaching 

Shakespeare, Elliott finds three strongly inter-related concerns: ‘overcoming the 
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perceptions of students, the strangeness of the language, and the challenge of teaching 

Shakespeare to lower-achievers’ (2016: 206). In terms of what student teachers might use 

for support, she comments that there is a ‘preponderance of professional pedagogic texts, 

or even proselytising guides, far greater than the body of empirical research into 

Shakespearean pedagogy.’ (2016: 201).  

2.4.4 Film Adaptation 

In my interviews with participants, I largely focus on the use of varieties of printed 

Shakespeare texts, but it is important to acknowledge film as a form of ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare, not least because it is very frequently used in the classroom.  

Based on surveys, observations from within her own classroom and of those of colleagues, 

Coles (2014) claims that ‘nearly every’ English teacher explores the ‘pedagogical 

possibilities’ of film for teaching the plays. She points out that while government policy 

recommends considering performances, film is still not given the weight of theatre 

performance, in terms of pedagogical value (2014: 1). She argues that film in the 

classroom is usually used to support understanding of plot, rather than interrogated in its 

own right. As might also be said of other ‘reworked’ forms such as the comic book, films 

are being used to provide access and a surface understanding of plot, rather than seen as 

potentially radical reconstructions/responses to Shakespeare that can be profitably 

deconstructed in and of themselves. In an exploration of Baz Luhrmann’s Romeo and 

Juliet (1996) Keam (2008) does just this, looking for: 

 alternative ways that teachers might be able to resurrect 

 this canonical figure… in a manner that invites young  

 females to deconstruct the cultural capital associated with  

 this figure, and perhaps appropriate some of this to  

 shape their own developing identities. (2008: 39).  

 

Olive (2016) also explores a collection of televised adaptations of Shakespeare, intended to 

support teaching and modelled in the genre of reality TV. She comments on how the 

‘humanist’ positioning of Shakespeare is particularly well-suited to the reality TV genre, 

arguing that the versions ‘repackage(s) for twenty-first century Britons long-established, 

liberal humanist beliefs in the transformative power of Shakespeare’s works. (2016:7). 

2.4.5 Digital Adaptation 

There is an interesting area of research that considers the use of technology/digital 

approaches and Shakespeare. Some of these specifically relate to pedagogy and how 

technology can be used as a tool to engender new classroom interactions with Shakespeare 
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(see, for example, Birmingham and Davies, 2001, Hunter, 2019, Harvey 2020, Callow, 

2012, Tan, 2010). Technology, in this case, might be a tool for and source of potential 

‘reworkings’. Birmingham and Davies (2001) look at the impact of software that allows 

students to digitally storyboard Shakespeare and finds that in the small study undertaken, 

the value of the activity lay in the discussion the students had about the text when creating 

the storyboards, rather than in the technological capabilities of the software.  

Harvey et al (2020) are more positive, seeing a need to ‘modernise’ Shakespeare with 

‘multimodal stations’ that include, for example, virtual reality headsets and smartphones 

with augmented reality capabilities. Findings here were that the approaches did improve 

student engagement and ‘immersion’, helping them to form ‘meaningful relationships with 

difficult texts’ (2020, 559). Tan (2010) explores the way that children in a Singapore 

school use a 3D learning environment called ‘Media Stage’ to recreate elements of a 

Shakespeare play. The conclusion is less about the specifics of Shakespeare pedagogy and 

more an argument for a social view of literacy: more attention should be given to the way 

that students understand the ideologies behind media and the way that they are positioned 

within them.  

Erlich, 2008, surveys the electronic pedagogical resources available for teaching 

Shakespeare (for example wikis, blogs, online texts, concordances, ‘performance media’) 

and examines the ways in which they can be used to help students. It is argued that 

teachers need ‘to consider reorienting our pedagogy so that it acknowledges the extra-

Shakespearean cultural and media practices through which our students − and we ourselves 

− grasp performance …’ (Osborne, quoted in Erlich, 2008: 240). Further work in this area 

has been conducted by Donaldson (2008) and recorded in the article ‘The Shakespeare 

Electronic Archive: Collections and multimedia tools for teaching and research, 1992–

2008’ (2014). Kirwan raises questions about the impact of increased digital availability of 

Shakespeare, commenting on the paradoxical ability of technology to bring Shakespeare 

closer while simultaneously distancing: if archives are online, why go to the source? If you 

can see the play on ‘Digital Theatre’, why go to see it live? Fischlin et al (2014) explore 

adaptations on YouTube and iTunes, social networking, cloud computing, and mobile 

devices as well as radio, television.  

There is also work that considers whether digital technologies and platforms might be 

considered democratising in the way that they allow a wider range of people to comment 

upon and question the works of Shakespeare on and in their own terms. (Desmet, 2014, 

Blackwell, 2018, Ullyot, 2018). Desmet considers the ways in which Shakespeare has been 
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curated on YouTube, for example with clips of performances or of ‘reworkings’, such as a 

1964 Beatles version of Pyramus and Thisbe.  Ullyot looks at how Twitter can be used to 

encourage students to pose questions about the Shakespeare texts being studied; Blackwell 

studies the way that twitter hash tags/references to Shakespeare can be used to view 

‘everyday engagements with Shakespeare’s creative legacy as well as his broader cultural 

capital’ (2018: 288).  Here the technology offers new ways of supporting discussion, 

collaboration, and active engagement with the texts. 

2.4.6 Part 2 Summary 

In this section, some writers have argued that ‘reworked’ texts democratise access to 

Shakespeare; via the altered text that becomes more accessible to readers/consumers or via 

the act of alteration itself.  The act of reconstruction can be radical: putting Shakespeare 

into the hands of those who might not normally be expected to have ownership removes 

him from the ivory tower. An alternative view is that ‘reworks’ are cynically instrumental, 

designed to ensure that young people have access to Shakespeare by whatever means, 

thereby entrenching his ivory tower status. Those who do not easily understand might only 

encounter a ‘faint stamp’ that offers them little and exacerbates feelings that they are 

lacking because they cannot access something deemed so important. Notions of canonicity, 

cultural value and cultural legacy in the curriculum were identified in the work of Coles 

and Yandell and are further explored in the following section. 

2.5 Part 3-Pedagogical Field Work 

There is variety of work in the field of Shakespeare and pedagogy that is drawn from 

studies conducted with students and or teachers. Some of the key figures working in this 

field, for example, Coles, Elliott, Yandell were also explored earlier in the Literature 

Review. Those referred to below are examples of studies with a variety of foci; those 

looking specifically at the impact of types of Shakespeare texts used in the classroom are 

considered in the section afterwards. 

The impact of rehearsal room approaches such as the RSC’s (discussed in the early 

sections of this review) is a thread running through the ‘field work’ studies. Lee et al 

describe a ‘quasi experimental study’ exploring the impact of rehearsal room approaches 

(RRP) on high school students’ motivation, attitudes, and the perceptions of the value of 

reading Shakespeare’s plays (2019: 70). It was found that students who experienced RRP 

while studying the plays were more motivated, saw them as relevant to their lives, and 

wanted to read additional challenging texts at the end of the program. It is suggested that a 

dialogic approach-including students and their thoughts/responses to the pedagogical 
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process-was beneficial. Edmonston and McKibben (2010) also argue for the motivational 

impact of rehearsal approaches and dramatic enquiry. The article reports findings on a 

collaborative action research study on the teaching of ‘King Lear’. Edmonston argues for: 

‘An active, collaborative, ensemble‐based rehearsal approach, rooted in both dramatic play 

and dramatic performance, promotes engagement in, and meaning‐making about, the 

fictional world of a text’ (2010:86).  

As seen previously with Coles, a number of studies explore students’ reactions to the study 

of Shakespeare. Erricker (2014) looks at the reactions of GCSE students. The qualitative 

study compares the experience of those with additional learning needs to those without. 

Responses showed that students with additional needs were more risk averse and fearful of 

failure, finding the linguistic complexities of Shakespeare’s language particularly difficult. 

Callow (2012) conducted case studies in Australian schools, considering the ways that 

students from low socioeconomic backgrounds experience Shakespeare, particularly in 

terms of the use of multi-modal texts. He claims that multi-modality has been part of the 

experience of Shakespeare since the folios included illustration and suggests that multi-

model texts require multiple literacies, arguing that giving students access to works that 

allow them to build these skills (online, and across ‘visual, social and aural boundaries…is 

socially just’ (2012: 69-70). Balinska-Ourdeva et al (2103) also ask ‘What Say these 

Young Ones’ to Shakespeare-An Icon of Englishness.’ The research, conducted in a 

Canadian high school, studied student responses to extracts of Shakespeare text. The 

writers argue that responses were superficial and related to popular culture references. The 

feeling here is that contextual references used to gain insight to texts should be treated with 

caution.  

The question of how young people might position themselves in relation to this ‘icon of 

Englishness’ is raised by Dyches in ‘Shaking off Shakespeare: A White Teacher, Urban 

Students and the Mediating Powers of a Canonical Counter Curriculum’ (2017). The 

article is based on the findings of an ethnographical study where the teacher found power 

in multi-modal approaches to the works of iconic writers, arguing that they ‘cultivated 

students’ socio-political consciousness and provided them… opportunities to re-story 

themselves into and against’ the canonical texts (Dyches, 2017: 300). It is the opportunity 

for students to bring themselves and their own experiences to the texts that creates the 

power here. Cantwell (2014) makes similar arguments about the way that learning takes 

place when students reconstruct the Shakespeare text as part of a semiotic and dialogic 

process (via drama, role play and devised performance). 
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The following articles might be grouped in the sense that they advocate the power of co-

constructed meaning when encountering Shakespeare. Yandell and Brady (2016) and 

Yandell (2017) consider the ‘powerful’ knowledge that is transmitted to students via the 

curriculum versus knowledge they bring from their own experience and community. This 

is a different kind of ‘powerful knowledge’ here, to that described by Young (2013) It is a 

knowledge that is constructed by and directly relevant to the experiences of the student. 

They see the connection to Shakespeare as being in the particular, not the universal, and in 

the co-constructed explorations of those encountering a text in any one time and place 

(2017: 54). While a study of Shakespeare might allow us to explore themes universal to us 

all, what we bring to a play is distinct to our background, experience, geography, 

community. Philip (2019) sees similar scope for exploring the human condition, 

specifically in terms of gender and sexuality. 

Yandell writes more on co-construction in ‘The social construction of meaning: Reading 

literature in urban English classrooms’ (2013) and the article ‘Reading Shakespeare, or 

ways with Will’ (1997). This article recounts a research project conducted in the writer’s 

school English department, exploring how teachers teach Shakespeare and their past 

experiences and views of it. Yandell concludes that Shakespeare’s ‘authority ‘does not rest 

in the words themselves, but in the meanings which are negotiated through the experiences 

of the group’ (1997: 293). Though this article is outside the time frame that I established 

for this literature review, one question asked of the students (Why they should study 

Shakespeare) prompted responses so similar to those in my own study that I have chosen to 

include it.  Responses ranged from the instrumental: ‘it’s  part  of  our  education’; ‘we’ve  

got  to  because  of  the  exam’, to the cultural:  ‘because  he  was  the  best’; ‘you  don’t  

hear  of  no  other  people  that  do  plays  like  him’; ‘because  the  play  is  written  in  

English’ and the pragmatic: ‘when  his  plays  came  out,  the  first  people  who  saw  it  

thought  it  was  really  good, but  it’s  hard  for  us  to  understand  it  because  times  have  

changed’ (1997: 278). 

The way that Shakespeare teaching intersects with current pedagogical expectations is a 

recurrent theme. Bomford (2019) uses Shakespeare teaching as an example through which 

to ask: ‘What are (English) lessons for?’ She argues that powerful teaching moments are to 

be found beyond the increasingly prescriptive confines of curricular and schemes of work 

and often arise from what has been unplanned. She cites Yandell and Brady’s 

recommendation for narrative modes of enquiry in the classroom, a methodology that 
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allows teachers to reflect upon and make judgements about best practice in their own 

contexts (2019: 5). 

Hansen (2014) talks of the ‘shadow network’ in the classroom environment; the term refers 

to that which occurs beyond the expectations of sanctioned structures of medium and 

short-term teaching plans (what Semler terms ‘Arden Spaces’ (2013, 2016)). With findings 

drawn from observations in a school in Sydney and from interviews with teachers, she 

argues that what occurs within the ‘gaps’ of what is expected or planned often leads to the 

richest moments in the classroom (2014: 112). Charlton (2012) talks of the English 

classroom being a ‘liminal space, an open threshold between left and right-brain learning 

that encourages free navigation between expressive and analytical modes of thought’ 

(2012: 7). 

2.5.1 Pedagogical Field Work Summary 

In this section writers questioning the position that Shakespeare has been given in the 

National Curriculum and national testing have taken us full circle to the starting point of 

this literature review. They argue that the testing system stifles the true value young people 

can find in Shakespeare (the exploration of self, of relationships, of the world and their 

position in it) and restrict the active, co-constructive approaches that facilitate this 

exploration. Others, questioning the position Shakespeare has been given as the ‘treasure 

house of a nation’ have overlapping concerns with writers in Part 2 who debate whether 

providing mediated access to the cultural he affords cultural capital he apparently affords is 

radical or reactionary. 

2.6 Recent Publications 

The following important texts have been published since the completion of the review: 

Elliott and Olive (2021) report on data from a survey conducted in 2017-18, asking which 

Shakespeare plays were being taught in schools and why. This work is crucial in providing 

a comparator for my findings (further discussed in Chapter 8: ‘Findings and 

Recommendations’), though the survey focuses on choice of play rather than the type of 

text used to teach it. They find that ‘At age 11, A Midsummer Night’s Dream and The 

Tempest dominate, while at A-Level Othello, Hamlet, King Lear and Macbeth are the most 

popular. Teacher responses showed that texts were chosen due to clarity of plot, 

appropriate themes and characters that worked well for analysis. I saw a similar reason 

given as to the value of reworked texts: ease of understanding of plot and character. Elliott 

and Olive also noted pragmatism at work, and texts chosen out of necessity for exam 
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preparation. ‘Reworked’ texts were not specifically considered but were mentioned in 

relation to the existence of support materials, recognised as a factor in text choice. These 

support materials included ‘versions such as translations of texts and graphic novels’ and 

were categorised as ‘easier’ (2021: 11). As my findings show, it tends to be teachers who 

believe ‘reworked’ texts to be easier; lower achieving students appeared to be nonplussed 

or indifferent to them. 

Sabeti (2021) again considers the production of graphic novels aimed at young people, in a 

book chapter that has a number of findings in common with those of my study. Speaking to 

producers and illustrators involved in the creation of Classical Comics and No Fear 

Shakespeare, Sabeti sees a strong pedagogical desire in those who have worked on the 

texts, a wish to help young people to experience Shakespeare. The term ‘bridge’ is used 

here, as it was by participants in my study: ‘Through the practice of textual and visual 

adaptation, the adaptors imagine and enact how they might bridge the world of 

Shakespeare and the world of contemporary teenagers’ (2021: 119). However, Sabeti 

questions whether the cultural references imbued by the illustrators are at the cost of 

immersion in the poetic language. One of her participants inadvertently highlights the 

problem:  

  The comic book— the graphic novel— doesn’t like dwelling  

  too long on the text. You’ve got to move on. It’s got to move  

  on at a particular pace. If you are sitting there for even one  

  minute looking at this long speech going, ‘Yeah, okay, so  

  what’s happening already? Come on!’ That won’t do (Sabeti, 2021: 123). 

Sabeti discusses the illustrators’ view that visual texts are closer to the dynamic experience 

of watching a play (again, it must be said that this did not tally with the reactions of the 

students to whom I spoke − see analysis of interviews in Chapter 6: Discussion of Data 1.) 

As I found from my data, what rather results when encountering a ‘rework’, is an ease of 

access to plot, theme, and character. Sabeti questions whether graphic novels can fully 

convey the depth of human emotion and experience that is presented on the stage or from a 

detailed analysis of Shakespeare’s words. She concludes, as do I, in my ‘Findings and 

Recommendations’ and Conclusions’ chapters, that additional value could be found if 

young people were taught to deconstruct the form itself. 

Shakespeare Survey, edited by Smith (2021) focuses on Shakespeare and Education, with 

several articles showing that performance pedagogies are still of primary interest to 
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academics of Shakespeare and pedagogy. Here, when in conjunction with the online spaces 

necessitated during the pandemic (Bloom, Toothma and Buswell; Schupak; Quarmby).  

2.7 Conclusion 

The three strands of relevance that I initially identified in the literature have held up as a 

useful way to think about the writing in the field. While the arguments and concerns of the 

writers in the different categories overlap and have relevance to each other, they rarely 

speak to each other’s work and arguments directly (if at all). Those writing about the 

radical potential (or otherwise) of ‘reworked’ texts, for example, are not directly engaging 

with the arguments of those writing about the way that Shakespeare is experienced in the 

classroom. The closest to this is Sabeti, who explores graphic novel versions of 

Shakespeare. However, she is either considering the process of production for these texts 

or looking in broad terms at their reception as part of a school reading group. She does not 

investigate the value of the texts in explicit pedagogical terms, from the perspective of 

teacher and student, as does my research. My initial belief that there is a gap in the 

literature at the intersection of Value/Adaptation/Pedagogy has held to be true.  

The next chapter, ‘Methodology’ discusses my choice of methodology and my ontological 

and epistemological positioning. 
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Chapter 3. Methodology  

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter begins with a reflection on the ontological nature of the thesis topic and of 

how one might come to answer a research question of the kind I am dealing with, in 

epistemological terms. It explains the rationale of choosing Grounded Theory as a 

methodology, considering how the approach matches the nature of what I sought to know 

with the nature of how one can come to know it. The ontological and epistemological 

underpinnings and development of Grounded Theory are explored and the branch of 

Grounded Theory that I have chosen to employ defined more specifically. Potential 

limitations and difficulties of employing Grounded Theory as a methodology are discussed 

as are alternative methodologies that were initially considered. Explanations of specific 

choices regarding research design and methods employed can be found in the ‘Methods’ 

chapter that follows this one. 

3.2 Research Philosophy-Ontological Positioning 

Guba and Lincoln (1994) describe ontology as relating to assumptions about the form and 

nature of reality: in essence, it is the study of being. In planning a research project that 

aims to form conclusions pertaining to the reality of English teachers and their students, it 

is necessary to consider what makes up the specific reality of that group, and to reflect 

upon how the researcher defines reality itself.  

The teaching of Shakespeare is dictated for all English state secondary schools by national 

policy makers, manifesting in Key Stage 3 and Key Stage 4 programmes of study (DfE 

2013, 2014) and GCSE and A-Level specifications for English Literature (DfE, 2014). 

Whilst those outside of the state system: academies, free schools, and independent schools, 

are not obliged to follow the KS3 programmes of study set out by the DfE (GOV.UK, 

2019), it is likely that they will teach Shakespeare to prepare their students for the 

Shakespeare component on national public examinations for English. Thus, the question 

‘What is the value of using ‘reworked’ Shakespeare in English secondary schools?’ is 

one that is relevant to the reality of most English teachers (and their students) in English 

secondary schools. 

However, the ‘reality’ of schools and English classrooms vary considerably, perhaps even 

within the department of a single school. My findings, therefore, seek to represent 

processes and perceptions in the settings and with the participants that I encountered. 

These findings offer a window on the use of Shakespeare texts and on the ways that the 
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wider educational landscape affects this use. As they were reached after detailed 

comparative coding across several schools and participants, I believe that it is likely they 

will be reflective of a broader cohort, but I do not claim them to be definitive. 

3.3 Research Design 

To explore the question, I employed a qualitative research methodology over a fixed data 

collection period − roughly eight months. I employed semi-structured interviews that 

would allow me to ask a sample of English teachers and students about the reasoning 

behind and perceived impact of text choices in the teaching and learning of Shakespeare. 

(The specific elements of the research design are discussed in detail in Chapter 4: 

‘Methods’.) 

3.4 Research Philosophy-Epistemological Positioning 

My epistemological leanings are clear here; they stem from the belief that reality is 

experienced by the perceiver, rather than found ‘out there’ (Braun and Clarke, 2019: 5). I 

anticipated that I would come to know the experience of my participants via their 

subjective perceptions and via my interpretation of these. I did not expect to find any kind 

of definitive answer to my question, as one might expect to find in research with a 

positivist philosophical basis. Instead, I foresaw that there would be a range of responses 

that, with systematic comparison, might allow for a useful theory to be formed from an 

analytical synthesis of the participant contributions. Theory would be formed from the 

ground up, in an inductive process. 

The choices of individual English teachers, and the effect of their choices on their students, 

are influenced not only by national policy, but potentially also by middle or senior 

leadership within their school setting and by wider societal and cultural notions on the 

nature and value of Shakespeare. This combination of micro and macro elements meant 

that an investigation into the topic was contingent upon an interpretivist or constructivist 

view of reality, one which claims that social phenomena and their meanings are continually 

created by social actors (Bryman 2012). In this constructivist paradigm, it is the interplay 

of social actors: policy makers, teachers, managers, students (and the researcher) that 

constructs ‘reality’ within a given set of circumstances. The amalgamated action of these 

actors creates potential answers (rather than one, objectivist, definitive answer) to my 

question ‘What is the value using ‘reworked’ Shakespeare?’ Semi-structured interview as a 

data collection method would facilitate this co-constructed created of knowledge. 
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Investigating what I believe to be a co-constructed, interpreted reality necessitated a 

methodology and research design that was suitable for analysing subjective individual 

perspectives as well as for considering how these perspectives relate to the wider structures 

and systems influencing Shakespeare teaching. Teachers are both subject to and creators of 

those perceptions, attitudes, and values; a teacher in their classroom is an individual, but 

one who is part of the wider structures and processes of their department, school, and 

government agencies. In addition, they are subject to, and creators of, long-standing 

societal perceptions, attitudes and values relating to the figure and works of Shakespeare, 

as is the researcher.  

3.5 Choice of and Justification for Methodology 

My research question relates to the micro and the macro; it leads a researcher to ask about 

the basic practices of English teachers on a day-to-day basis and to question how these 

practices might be influenced by the much broader weight (or value) that Shakespeare 

holds at a political, societal, and cultural level. Grounded Theory (GT) allows these macro 

and micro-structures and processes, and the connection between them, to be explored from 

the starting point and subsequent comparison of relevant individual voices. It offers a 

framework for identifying ‘the interrelationship between meaning in the perception of the 

subjects and their action’ (Glaser, 1992: 16). 

Grounded Theory was established as a qualitative research methodology by Glaser and 

Strauss in The Discovery of Grounded Theory (1967). This seminal work explains the 

analytical processes used to explore professional practice, specifically the treatment and 

experience of dying patients in nursing. Glaser and Strauss generated an ‘on the ground’ 

theory as to how and why individuals within the structures of a wider medical arena deal 

with the process. GT constructs theory that is ‘grounded’ in data (Charmaz, 2014:1). 

Theory is formulated via an iterative, inductive process of concurrent data collection and 

analysis and constant comparison. Themes, then concepts, are connected and synthesised 

down to a core category that comes to form the theory (Birks and Mills, 2011). For Glaser, 

the aim of Grounded Theory methodology was to recognise the ‘patterned, systematic 

uniformity flows of social life which people go through, and which can be conceptually 

‘captured’ and further understood through the construction of basic social process theories’ 

(1978: 100).  

Starks and Brown-Trinidad, (2007) suggest that a typical research question in this 

methodology will consider ‘How does the basic social process of X happen in the context 

of Y environment?’ (2007: 1373). Morse et al (2016) argue that most qualitative research 
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asks ‘what’ and ‘how’ questions, but that Grounded Theory leads to ‘why’ questions where 

researchers ‘locate the answers in the conditions of their production’ (2016, 299). This 

methodology, then, lends itself well to my research. My research questions were posed in 

terms of ‘what and how’: What reasons do teachers give for choosing to use ‘reworked’ or 

‘original’ Shakespeare texts in their teaching? What reasons do young people give for 

choosing them (if choice is available)? Do teachers and students believe that they miss out 

or gain when they are accessing a ‘reworked’ text rather than the ‘original’? What are these 

losses or gains perceived to be? However, underneath these questions is a ‘why’. Why is 

one form of Shakespeare text being chosen in a particular context and what is the impact of 

that? The how remains significant: How does the learning context and the teachers and 

learners within it have an impact upon that choice? How do the views, experiences and 

preconceptions of those teachers and students play into the choices of text and the effect of 

them?  

3.6 Philosophical Foundations of Grounded Theory 

Weed (2016) places the development of Grounded Theory into three broad strands, in 

terms of its ontological and epistemological concerns: Realist-Positivist, where an 

objectivist ontology implies that a single truth exists and can be discovered (Glaser and 

Strauss, 1967, Glaser, 1992); Realist-Interpretivist or Post-Positivist, where the ontology 

remains partially realist in the sense that it insists on recognising bias and maintaining 

objectivity while also accepting that some elements of the world cannot be measured 

(Strauss and Corbin (1990, 1994); and Constructivist-Interpretivist, where the notion of 

objectivity is rejected in favour of a concentration on the ways that meanings are 

constructed from interpretations of  data (Charmaz, 2006, Clarke, 2003 and Bryant, 2002). 

The title of the ‘original’ Glaser and Strauss work The Discovery of Grounded Theory 

(1967) suggests that there is an objective world in which knowledge or theory is waiting to 

be unearthed and that ‘reality is unitary, knowable and waiting to be discovered’ (Bryant 

and Charmaz, 2007). In the opinion of later Grounded Theorists such as Charmaz, Glaser’s 

and Strauss’ ‘original’ methodology (1965, 1967) can be said to have positivist 

underpinnings. That is, the belief that knowledge and conceptualisations can be found or 

made to emerge from data through a rigorous analytical process. Though Glaser saw the 

methodology as an inductive one, in the view of Bryant and Charmaz (2007) it is perhaps 

not so far removed from the deductive methods of the natural sciences in approach. They 

believe that in the original iteration, the methodology ‘was far too readily open to being 

anchored in clearly positivist epistemology’ (35). They speculate that the historical context 
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of the 1960s, a time in which qualitative research methods were often seen as second rate, 

meant that Glaser and Strauss sought to lend legitimacy to Grounded Theory methodology 

(and the knowledge, or theory that it provided) with defined processes for data gathering 

and analysis that were quasi-scientific in nature. Charmaz (2014) suggests that in seeking 

to create a qualitative methodology for the social sciences that could be seen as robust and 

reliable in relation to the more established and accepted methodologies of the natural 

sciences, the creators of Grounded Theory in some ways aped the more established 

positivist ontologies of research and enquiry via the intricacies of their methodological 

processes. 

For Glaser, analysis in GT is said to be objective and verifiable due to the rigorous and 

constant scrutiny and comparison of data and emerging codes; from this process the data 

becomes conceptual and in turn valid theoretically (Glaser 2001). In this iteration, the 

epistemology of Grounded Theory is unproblematic; the researcher assumes a neutrality, 

passivity, and authority, not dissimilar to the cool head of the scientist, and priority is given 

to the voice of the researcher in the ‘discovery’ of knowledge, rather than the participant. 

(Bryant and Charmaz, 2010). There is, additionally, an idealised concept of the researcher 

beginning the process without prior knowledge of existing theory and literature so that data 

that emerges may be thought to be untainted by the prejudices of the individual.  

However, the philosophical underpinnings of Grounded Theory led to a splitting of its 

‘original’ proponents, Glaser and Strauss, and divergence in its development. The 

methodology was borne out of a combination of two traditions in sociology: Colombia 

School positivism, and Chicago school pragmatism. Glaser’s quantitative training at 

Columbia University led him to an epistemological stance that favoured a ‘dispassionate’, 

systematic approach to enquiry focused on ‘rigorous codified methods’ and emphasised 

‘emergent discoveries’ (Charmaz, 2014: 9). Strauss was more influenced by the pragmatist 

philosophical tradition of Blumer (1969) and Mead (1934) that informed symbolic 

interactionism (in Charmaz 2014). This philosophy sees human beings as active agents and 

process, not structure, as being fundamental to human existence. It takes the constructivist 

stance that ‘Reality and self are constructed through interaction and thus reliant on 

language and communication’ (Charmaz, 2014: 9).  

Strauss recognised that meaning cannot be neatly and definitively extracted from data 

without some external human influence being brought to bear. In Mirrors and Masks: The 

Search for Identity (1959) a book that predates The Discovery of Grounded Theory (1967), 

he notes that ‘Classifications are not in the object; an object gets classified from some 
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perspective’ (Strauss 1959/1969: 48). Following his divergence from Glaser, starting with 

Qualitative Analysis for Social Scientists (1987) and culminating in the collaboration with 

Juliet Corbin in Basics of Qualitative Research (1990, 1999, 2008) he makes clear: 

‘Although we do not create data, we create theory out of data’ (Strauss and Corbin, 1998: 

56). This would seem to position the new iteration of Grounded Theory as somewhere 

between an artistic and a scientific process, but in effect, the epistemology of this new 

Grounded Theory remains an objectivist one. Strauss and Corbin seek an even greater 

emphasis on a scientific notion of verification, derived from the more defined technical 

processes they recommend, such as axial coding being applied to the data, rather than 

allowing for the emergence of knowledge or theory, as was the intention in the initial 

version of GT. Glaser argued that Strauss and Corbin’s development was a more rigid 

paradigm and that it forced data into preconceived categories (Glaser 1992).   

Charmaz (2014) sees Strauss and Corbin’s processes as leading to an approach that is to 

some extent ‘formulaic’. The steps in her version of GT allow for some degree of 

flexibility on the part of the researcher. These are outlined in Constructing Grounded 

Theory: A Practical Guide, a work that has come to represent a still later renewal of the 

methodology (Charmaz 2006, 2014). Here she advocates a constructivist epistemology, as 

suggested in the title of her work. This assumes that data or knowledge is constructed 

mutually, between researcher and participant and that the representation is problematic, 

being that it cannot help but be situated in and derived from a specific context and must, 

therefore, be analysed as such. A researcher cannot help but bring their own experiences, 

background, and professional knowledge to the process of data collection and 

interpretation. The participant brings their own unique set of circumstances, and it is from 

this combination that theory, or, in effect, the distilled views on some aspect of reality, can 

be created, rather than found. It is, then, incumbent upon the researcher to consider their 

own positioning, values, and priorities as well as that of their participants and apply 

reflexivity to the research process. In Charmaz’ epistemology, what we come to know can 

only ever be generalised, conditional and partial and reliant upon interpretive 

understanding (Charmaz 2009). In this ontology, there are multiple realities to be 

understood and therefore multiple options for versions of theory on any given question.  

Urquhart and Fernandez (2013) believe that the successful use of Grounded Theory as a 

methodology is not reliant upon any specific ontological grounding, as evidenced, perhaps, 

by the variations in the three broad schools outlined previously. However, what is said to 

be important is that researchers understand where they themselves lie, in ontological and 



71 

 

epistemological terms, as this will impact upon the methods that they choose to employ 

from the range of Grounded Theory approaches. Grounded Theory appealed to me as an 

approach that allowed for a genuinely exploratory starting point, but it was necessary to 

decide which version of Grounded Theory (GT) to employ as a framework for data 

collection and analysis: Glaser and Strauss’ classical or traditional GT, positivist in its 

ontological underpinnings (1967); Strauss and Corbin’s post-positivist version, (1990) or 

Charmaz’ interpretivist, constructivist approach (2006, 2014). My method of data 

collection (semi-structured interview) and my projected processes for analysing data, were 

reflective of a constructivist ontology, a sense that reality is not fixed, but relative and 

contingent; something that is created within particular contexts and from the varying 

interactions of people within those different contexts. As such, I believed there to be no 

singular ‘answers’ to the questions to be found in the realist ontological sense. Rather, as in 

constructivist ontology, there were numerous answers through which common themes 

were interpreted.   

I was therefore most drawn to the work of Charmaz in terms of my ontological and 

epistemological positioning. As an English teacher for many years, I encouraged students 

to have a sense of plurality in their interpretations of literature; in fact, examination mark 

schemes rewarded it. As an individual, I see the world as something that is subjective and 

shifting rather than objective and fixed and, consequently, must also do so when 

considering how one can come to know it. Similarly, as an English teacher, I was 

encouraged to teach my students to consider the impact of social and historical context 

when analysing a literary text. Regarding my research questions, these will have impacted 

students and teachers differently, depending on the context in which they are asked. A 

student or teacher in a private school may have a very different sense of the value, or 

perhaps cultural capital of Shakespeare, to those in a state school in a deprived area, for 

example. I was conscious that I brought my own set of values, assumptions, and biases to 

the process, from my time as an English teacher, from the types of schools in which I was 

taught (UK state, International and British Schools Overseas) and from my own socio-

economic and class positioning (working-class). I was therefore aware of the need for 

reflexivity in my own research process. I was also aware that my experience and values as 

a teacher would feed into my preconceptions and to my interview questioning-the tabula 

rasa required for objectivist research was unrealistic, in my context. I also found Strauss 

and Corbin’s quasi-scientific methods of coding and analysis unnecessarily complex and 

felt that they would obscure my ability to interpret the data.  
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Charmaz (2014) suggests that researchers who prefer simple, flexible guidelines − and can 

accept ambiguity − do not need to do undertake the complex axial coding defined by 

Strauss and Corbin (1990). She explains that researchers can instead follow the leads that 

they define in their empirical materials (Charmaz, 2014: 148). I preferred to work with 

these looser guidelines set out in Charmaz’ Constructing Grounded Theory (2006, 2014). 

The lack of fixity seemed to me to better represent my ontological and epistemological 

positioning. The constructivist epistemological stance in the Charmaz GT that I employed 

retains the realism of Strauss and Corbin (our own positioning cannot and should not be 

denied) and it aligns with my view that knowledge is co-created between a researcher and 

participant, rather the found or confirmed as in the earlier positivist-based iterations of 

Grounded Theory.  

3.7 Limitations of Grounded Theory 

Though Grounded Theory was decided upon as the best methodological option, its 

limitations needed to be considered. One potential risk with GT is that, during comparative 

analysis, a researcher can begin to unwittingly force data into themes or codes. To guard 

against this, a researcher must employ reflexivity and be always aware of how their own 

perceptions, attitudes and values may be informing their analysis and the themes that they 

believe they are identifying. Detailed memoing and a research journal, as suggested by 

Charmaz (2006) should also create rigour, if not full objectivity, which is never entirely 

possible in the constructivist approach to GT that I chose to employ.  

Another potential area of difficulty was that it is not possible to plan sample size or all sites 

of data collection in advance, in GT, due to not knowing the point at which saturation will 

occur and to needing to remain open to where the data may have led after the initial stages 

of collection (my processes for defining saturation and of theoretical sampling are 

discussed further in ‘Methods’). It was possible to mitigate against this with careful 

estimation and blocks of time set aside for periods of data collection, but it did mean that I 

had to be willing to work with a certain amount of ambiguity. El Hussein et al (2014) talk 

about the ‘exhaustive process’ of Grounded Theory in the sense that a great deal of data 

may need to be collected and analysed before saturation occurs; in practice, I felt that I was 

able to reach saturation with a manageable amount of data.  

El Hussein et al (2014) also identify the multiple approaches of GT as problematic, as well 

as the question of how to deal with the Literature Review in a way that avoids prejudicing 

the data collection. The fact that I took time to understand the different branches of 
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Grounded Theory, and consciously chose the version that best matched my ontological and 

epistemological positioning, helped to avoid confusion that can be caused by the varying 

methods within the different approaches, for example of coding. Regarding my Literature 

Review, I chose to conduct it after collecting my first set of data, as was suggested by the 

earlier forms of GT but, with the more pragmatic perspective of Charmaz in mind, I did not 

believe that I was conducting interviews without preconceptions. El Hussein et al also 

point out the ‘limited generalizability’ of Grounded Theory (2014: 3). In response to the 

final point here, I would say that Grounded Theory, and the findings of my research, do not 

claim to offer definitive, verifiable answers, rather potential answers: perceptions and 

insights on the topic, drawn from a representative sample of the relevant groups. 

3.8 Alternative Methodologies Considered 

Before coming to the decision to employ Grounded Theory, a range of other 

methodologies were considered. The issues associated with employing the differing 

methodologies helped me to shape my thinking about the topic and to refine my thinking in 

terms of what I wanted to achieve from the research process. It might have been possible to 

partially answer my research question via quantitative methods, for example, by carrying 

out a statistical analysis of examination results, but I quickly discounted this. If I were able 

to access the data and to isolate marks on exam papers question by question, it might be 

feasible to ascertain whether students being taught using a reworked version of 

Shakespeare text were faring any better or worse on the Shakespeare element than those 

being taught with the ‘original’ version. However, attaining this data would have been 

difficult and, even if it were possible to study it, correlation does not mean causation and 

contextual variables have would meant that the data would not offer such straightforward 

conclusions. Furthermore, statistical data here would have only given an answer to one 

specific question: do students do academically better when being taught with a full or 

reworked version of Shakespeare? I believe that young people deserve more, in terms of 

value, from their experience of literature than the bottom line of an exam result. I wanted 

to be able to offer teachers theory relating to value in a much broader sense, providing 

insights that support them in making reflexive and informed decisions when choosing 

which type of Shakespeare to use with students. This theory was to be derived from themes 

arising from the experiences and perceptions of teachers and students themselves and, as 

such, needed to be qualitative.  
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In the initial planning stages, I considered a design that incorporated Action Research. I 

thought about creating short schemes of work to be delivered either by myself or in 

conjunction with an English teacher as co-researcher/inquirer and observing how 

successful the schemes were when using a full and a reworked version of Shakespeare. 

However, the difficulty would have been in how to measure or ascertain ‘success’ and 

‘value’ and, as with the quantitative model, might have led to narrow conclusions based 

only on academic attainment and progress. In addition, intervention of this sort with 

individual classes may have had ethical issues, changing the experience of students, which 

might have been for better or worse, rather than just seeking perceptions and views on 

learning and teaching as it was already taking place. I also realised that it might have be 

difficult to obtain participant agreement (in my experience, schools are rather prescriptive 

in their curricula and programmes these days) and that even if a willing co-researcher 

could be found, a further potential issue might have been with authorship and ownership of 

the research outcomes: to what extent would they also belong to the teacher and how 

would this work in the context of a PhD submission.   

Case Study was another potential option but was rejected on the grounds that, as an in- 

depth study of one situation, it would require a significant time in a school and still more if 

it were to be the comparative study, I thought might be most useful. I also questioned 

whether the period of curriculum time that an observed teacher participant would spend on 

Shakespeare would be long enough to be considered ‘in depth’ and whether the data 

gathered would be rich and robust enough to extrapolate from. Case studies are useful 

when one wishes to consider a place or situation of particular interest: an outlier 

(Johansson, 227, Meyer, 2001). As Shakespeare is being taught to students in almost all 

secondary schools in England, it did not seem useful to try to find one or two places that 

would give insights on the many. Furthermore, case study requires a somewhat 

longitudinal approach that might not be practical, especially as timings for data collection 

would ideally coincide with when Shakespeare had been designated for teaching during the 

academic year, an issue that would likely become even more problematic if two schools 

were to be used in the study.  

Narrative Enquiry was briefly considered: Clandinin and Connelly (2000) explain that 

most narrative inquiries begin with asking participants to tell their stories in relation to the 

topic in question. I had doubts about whether participants, particularly student participants, 

would be able to communicate their ‘story’ in relation to their experience of varied 

Shakespeare texts in enough depth. This methodology explores ‘lived experiences’; I felt 
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that to verbalise that in a story form, the experience of encountering one type of 

Shakespeare text or another would have had to have created a deep personal impact on 

participants that had led to memory. While this may have been the case for some 

participants, I did not imagine for the majority. 

Ethnography, the systematic study of people and cultures, also deals in lived experience 

and as such was considered inappropriate for the project. Goulding explains that ‘the roots 

of ethnography lie in cultural anthropology, with its focus on small-scale societies and the 

original central concept remains paramount today [it has] a concern with the nature, 

construction, and maintenance of culture’ (2005: 298). Though schools and classrooms 

could be considered a culture of their own, this study is more concerned with the decisions 

made by teachers and the impact of these decisions upon students. These effects will be 

contained to specific moments or timeframes, situations, and locales rather than affecting 

the day-to-day existence of teachers and students. That is, the choice of employing a full 

version of a Shakespeare text may lead to a frustrating (or inspiring) experience in a 

particular lesson or series of lessons but it is unlikely to impact upon the wider knowledge 

and the system of meanings in the lives of a cultural group, which is what ethnography 

seeks to understand. It also requires a period of prolonged observation and interaction with 

participants, which is impractical for a researcher requesting access to a school 

environment. 

Phenomenology was similarly discounted due to its focus on lived experience. Starks and 

Brown-Trinidad explain the methodology as a ‘close examination of individual 

experiences, [through which] phenomenological analysts seek to capture the meaning and 

common features, or essences, of an experience or event. The truth of the event, as an 

abstract entity, is subjective and knowable only through embodied perception’ (2007: 

1372). I questioned whether teachers’ and young people’s experiences of Shakespeare texts 

could be said to be ‘embodied’; rather, it is more likely that their passing experience of 

them comes as part of the everyday structural systems and processes of the school 

environment − this is closer to what GT aims to work with. Charmaz says that Grounded 

Theory aims to construct theory; phenomenology aims to describe’ (2016: 299). 

The previous consideration of methodological possibilities was conducted early in the 

research process from a position of relative naivety. It should be noted that the reflections 

document stages in my thought process, rather than a deep understanding of alternatives. It 

is possible that other methodologies could also have provided profitable data. However, 

having used Grounded Theory methodology, I am glad, in hindsight, to have employed a 
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methodology that provided a series of steps that structured the research process. Having 

used Constructivist Grounded Theory, I felt that there was enough space within these 

processes for me to really connect with, interpret and shape the data.   

3.9 Conclusion 

This chapter has explained how I view the ontological and epistemic nature of the topic 

and how the methodology that I chose to employ, Grounded Theory, thus supported my 

search aims and design. It has explored the various types of Grounded Theory and outlined 

why I chose the constructivist version. Potential limitations and difficulties of employing 

Grounded Theory as a methodology were discussed and potential alternative 

methodologies documented. The following chapter, ‘Methods’ describes specific choices 

regarding research design and methods employed and further explains how they are 

underpinned by my ontological and epistemological standpoints.  
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Chapter 4. Methods  

4.1 Introduction 

The proceeding chapter outlines the specific methods employed to carry out the project. It 

explains the choices I made in relation to sampling and recruitment; data collection; 

ensuring participants’ privacy; data analysis; creation of theory. It also outlines my 

justification for claiming that my research will be valid. These elements of my research 

process are explained in in the context of the constructivist version of Grounded Theory 

that I have employed (Charmaz, 2014).  

4.2 Sampling and Recruitment 

After ethical approval had been granted, I set about planning for the recruitment of 

participants. The nature of Grounded Theory means that it is not possible to know in 

advance exactly how many participants will be needed for a study, as one cannot know 

when saturation of data will be reached. Charmaz states that ‘having enough material to 

anchor the experience takes rich and ample data…Extremely small, grounded theory 

studies risk being disconnected from their social contexts and situations’ but does not give 

an indication of how many participants might be needed to gather ‘ample’ data (Charmaz 

2014: 240). To project manage, I needed to plan for how many participants I might require 

and how long it would take to facilitate data collection and analysis. Thomson (2010) 

reviewed one hundred Grounded Theory studies and revealed that the average sample size 

was twenty-five (2011: 450).  

This led me to anticipate interviewing in around four school locations and to conduct in the 

region of twenty-five interviews. I knew that I wanted to interview a mixture of students 

and teachers and thought that schools agreeing to take part might be willing to 

accommodate between four and six interviews over a period of one or two days, in 

practical terms. Having been a teacher, I was very aware of time pressures in schools and 

was careful to explain that the school should let me know what would work for them in 

terms of time and numbers and that I would work around them as far as possible.  

Morse (2007) offers a model for sampling in Grounded Theory that I found useful in 

planning my approach for selecting participants. The first stage is convenience sampling, 

where participants are chosen based on their accessibility; the second is purposeful 

sampling, which has participants selected based on the indications emerging from analysis 

of the first interviews; the third is theoretical sampling, with participants chosen to further 

investigate emerging categories and theory, and the final is theoretical group interviews to 
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verify the model (2007: 234-241). I followed the first three of the stages; had my project 

not been interrupted by the pandemic, I might have considered using the fourth. However, 

I was quite convinced that the categories were accounted for by the third stage; the final 

stage would simply have been further verification. The first three stages corresponded to 

the sampling I employed at School 1, 2 and 3. 

Initial explanations of the project and invitations to take part were sent out to eleven 

schools in the North-West of England. These schools were targeted after a colleague in the 

ITE sector suggested they might be amenable to being involved in research. Rather than 

contact these schools ‘cold’, I asked the colleague, who was known to Heads of English in 

the schools, to forward my e mail with a brief introduction. Knowing that teachers struggle 

to find time to deal with their daily e mails, I judged that an e mail would more likely find 

its way to the appropriate person, and be read and carefully considered, if it came from a 

known contact. Initially I had six expressions of interest in reply. This number was 

eventually reduced to two that were able to work with me in reality: some schools found 

that as the term progressed, they were not able to accommodate me due to workload; some 

simply stopped engaging in communication. I was able to recruit another school later for a 

third stage of data collection. In the end, I conducted sixteen interviews, but as five of 

these were paired interviews, I had twenty-one participants in total, made up of fourteen 

students and seven teachers.  

I began to see signs of saturation in School 2, and this was confirmed by School 3. I 

therefore felt confident that my sample size provided ample and rich data. I would have 

sought to test my codes in a fourth location, if the onset of the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic had 

not restricted access to participants.  

As all state secondary schools in England must teach Shakespeare (and any 11-16 school 

or college that offers GCSE examinations), I was confident that convenience sampling 

would create a representational sample in this instance and thus serve as a useful starting 

point for data collection and analysis and for themes to begin to emerge. The location for 

my first set of interviews was a local school from the two schools who had agreed to take 

part in my first round of recruitment. The second school was the other. However, for the 

second school there was a purposeful element to my choice: after analysing and tentatively 

coding the data from the first school, I needed to check whether my initial codes were 

viable. This did not necessarily require any specific type of school, student, or teacher, but 

I did choose to hold the second interviews in a school that had a slightly different socio-

economic demographic than the first, as well as a different authority structure (faith school 
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as opposed to general state). The third stage of sampling became theoretical: I wanted to 

test out my categories and emerging theory. Again, the categories and tentative theory that 

emerged did not need to be tested on any particular cohort, but I again wanted to allow for 

an element of variation with the final data set. This time I invited a private school that had 

not been in the ‘original’ response group to take part; it was also chosen because I had a 

contact at the school who could facilitate access.   

School 1 was a voluntary-controlled mixed comprehensive in an averagely affluent area.                         

Here I conducted five interviews: three with students and two with teachers. Two of the 

student interviews were paired (I had offered this option to schools if it would help with 

their scheduling) making a total of seven participants. These interviews were transcribed 

and analysed via line-by-line coding. During the process, memos were written on what 

appeared to be emerging codes. (There is further discussion of the memo-writing, line by 

line-coding and tentative coding stages later in this chapter.) 

School 2 was a mixed voluntary aided Catholic school in a relatively economically- 

deprived area. Here I conducted six interviews: three with teachers and three with students. 

One of the student interviews was paired, making a total of seven participants. At this 

school I tested the tentative categories I created at School 1. 

School 3 was a mixed Independent School in the North-West of England with a diverse 

intake. At this school I conducted four interviews-two with teachers and two with students 

(paired) making a total of six participants. Here I interviewed with a view to testing the 

categories and theory I had devised after analysis from school 2. 

An oveview of the charactersitics of participants across the schools can be seen in the 

figure below. 
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Table 1 - Overview of Sample 

 

4.3 Data Collection-Semi-Structured Interviews 

Glaser (1978) claimed that ‘all is data’ when it comes to the methodology of Grounded 

Theory; nothing should be discounted in terms of what might be found useful for analysis. 

For this project, I considered a range of data sources: transcribed recordings of students 

being taught with ‘original’ or ‘reworked’ Shakespeare; journals or blogs that students and 

teachers might write recording their perceptions after using an ‘original’ or ‘reworked’ 

text; transcriptions of focus group discussions. While these undoubtedly would have 

provided rich data, they would not have given the opportunity for me to be part of the 

process for creating data, something that I think is crucial from my constructivist 

standpoint. Consequently, I chose to gather data via semi-structured interviews: they 

allowed for the gathering of rich data and were appropriate to my constructivist 

epistemological stance: one may come to know people’s ‘realities’ via the way that they 

represent and present their experience; simply listening to students and teachers in a 

classroom situation would not allow for the stage of consciously presenting their 

experience to a listener. (For a useful account of how social knowledge can be revealed via 

semi-structured interview in GT, see Riley, 1996.)  I decided that journal writing might 

prove to be too much of an imposition on the time of teachers and students and that 

collecting data via individual or paired interviews would be a more manageable process 

than focus groups, both for myself and for a teacher organising the removal of students 

from class. In practical terms, the format of semi-structured interview also meant that it 
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was possible to return to and take a line of questioning further within the interview. In 

advance of the interviews, I prepared what Charmaz refers to as an ‘interview guide’ 

(Charmaz, 2014: 62). This involved creating a set of questions that ‘simultaneously focuses 

[the] topic and fosters pursuing new ideas’ (Karp, 2009, quoted in Charmaz, 2014: 63). 

Charmaz makes clear that the guide should be a working document that alters over the 

course of the data collection. Notes made in an accompanying research journal, after an 

interview was complete, helped me to be self-reflexive and to amend my questions and 

questioning technique for later stages of data collection. They include: ‘Have I asked 

enough about process − what’s being done with text types?’; ‘Were my questions 

consistent enough?’; ‘Am I putting words into mouths or developing/confirming?’ I also 

made observations on the circumstances of the interviews, for example on location and 

atmosphere and on the demeanour of participants. This came to provide a useful source of 

meta-data, as described in later paragraphs.   

Charmaz advises beginning the study with some ‘broad open-ended questions that 

encourage unanticipated statements and stories to emerge’ and then focusing down to more 

detailed questions (ibid: 65).  In devising the questions, I was conscious that I wanted them 

to cover broader issues of Shakespeare’s value and of the value of ‘reworked’ texts, as well 

as more specific, process driven questions about the use of the texts and the impact of them 

in the classroom. While I wanted to give participants enough space to freely construct 

accounts of their experience, I also wanted to ensure that I had enough precise data on 

processes to draw conclusions that would be genuinely useful to teachers. I prepared 

separate teacher and student guides which were very similar in content but worded 

appropriate to the audience and divergent where necessary. For example, both guides 

began with the questions: ‘What is your view of Shakespeare?’; ‘What has been your 

experience of teaching/being taught Shakespeare?’ and ‘What texts do you use to teach 

Shakespeare/What types of things have been used to teach you Shakespeare?’ With teacher 

participants I was able to ask process questions on intention that were not suitable for the 

students, such as: ‘When/with whom/in what circumstances do you use 

‘original’/’reworked’ texts? Why is this the case?’.  

Both guides then included questions on the ways the different text types were used and the 

effect of this as well as preferences in relation to them. Both were structured to return to 

broader questions of value at the end of the interviews: ‘What has been the value of using 

one text or another?’ (With students I also used the term ‘worth’) and ‘What does value 
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mean to you, in terms of the teaching of Shakespeare?’ (a full set of questions can be seen 

in Appendix I).  

As the stages of data collection progressed, I decided it would be useful to add in the 

question: ‘Is there anything else you would like to say/expand on/go back to?’ I also asked 

additional questions that came to mind in the course of the interviews in relation to the 

specific contributions of participants. During the interviews, I employed a portable audio 

recorder to record the data, afterwards transferring the files to an encrypted file on my 

laptop. The interviews took place in various locations in the participating schools, chosen 

by the coordinating teacher in the school. They were conducted in autumn, winter, and the 

following summer. 

In School 1, the location was the Head of Sixth Form’s office in the sixth form centre; I 

saw some Year 12/13 students and the coordinating teacher but had no interaction with the 

rest of the school. The office was small, with a teacher’s desk, and the set up dictated that 

the interviews were conducted with me, as interviewer, and the participants sat on either 

side of the desk. As this was a senior manager’s office, I wondered whether the seating 

might have created something of a power imbalance. The day was very efficiently 

organised, with students sent to me according to a pre-planned schedule and, though I had 

requested that student participants be selected randomly, I sensed that they might have 

been chosen as ones who would be amenable and reliable; all student participants were in 

Set 1 for English. I had asked for students to come from a mixture of Key Stage 3 and 4 

and this was the case. I had left it to the coordinating teacher to decide whether students 

were sent in pairs or alone; I offered the choice because I wanted to minimise disruption 

and to take as little time as possible from lessons. Paired interviews allowed for two sets of 

voices to be heard in roughly the same amount of time as one and it meant that there would 

be less coming and going from the classroom. I thought that students might feel more 

comfortable with a peer, in what could have felt like an intimidating situation. The students 

in the paired interviews did speak more fluently than the student who was alone, but this 

might equally have been a result of character. Though more halting, the individual 

participant provided some very thoughtful responses, which might not have come out in a 

paired interview. In the other interviews there was a sense of the students building on what 

each other said, which was both a positive and a potential negative: positive in that it added 

another layer in the construction of knowledge, negative in the sense that it might have 

limited individual ideas. I wondered whether the formality of the interviews here 

corresponded with an element of Shakespeare being seen as something ‘weighty’: I 
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perhaps felt that the student participants had discussed their ideas on the topic in advance 

and that both student and teacher participants were keen to show that they appreciated the 

value of Shakespeare. Two teacher interviews took place in the same location on the 

following day. These were equally smooth-running and both teachers provided interesting 

and detailed responses. A third teacher participant had originally been scheduled but they 

were absent on the day.  

School 2 provided a contrast, in terms of the set up for the interviews. I visited the school 

in the last few days before the Christmas holidays and there was the usual feeling of a 

school running slightly differently than normal. During breaks, I spent time in the 

staffroom, chatting to members of the English department. Here the schedule for 

interviews and the organising of locations was more organic, with places found and 

participating students retrieved at short notice. Interviews took place in a classroom, a 

‘removal area’ and in two different parts of the library. At times there were interruptions 

and the need to move. I did not find this to be detrimental; in fact, it made the interviews 

somewhat informal, and the participants relaxed and open. The coordinator at this school 

did provide a more mixed group of student participants, in terms of academic ability, with 

the students coming from high and lower sets, though the students were all in Key Stage 4. 

There was only one paired student interview here (and three individual). As noted in 

School 1, the students were less fluent when talking alone, but again, this could have been 

due to character or academic ability. Students at this school did not appear to feel that they 

needed to speak about Shakespeare in any particular way, largely, they did not have strong 

opinions on the texts or the way they were taught. The teacher interviews were rich and 

thought-provoking: adult participants here were keen to talk about the contextual realities 

of teaching Shakespeare in their setting from their personal perspectives. 

The interviews at School 3 all took place in one location, the silent area of the library, and 

the process for students arriving for interviews felt relaxed and organised. I had met other 

members of the English department at the start of the day in their staffroom and had lunch 

with them and subsequently felt that I had a real sense of the pleasant atmosphere of the 

school. All student interviews here were paired and the student participants were confident 

and fluent. I felt that that they were able to speak directly; I did not get the sense that they 

felt there was a ‘correct way’ to talk about the value of Shakespeare: some students spoke 

highly of Shakespeare, some were happy to speak of finding the study of Shakespeare texts 

tedious. Teacher interviews were individual, as had been the case in all three schools. 

There was also a good range of opinion from the teacher participants at this school, with 
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one strongly against the use of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare texts and one in favour. Again, the 

data was rich and thought-provoking. 

4.4 Transcription 

I transcribed the collected data after each set of interviews by playing the recordings into a 

Google doc while using the ‘voice’ function; this created a rudimentary first transcription. I 

then replayed the recording to correct and refine the transcription by hand. These two 

stages allowed me to ‘re-live’ the interviews and to begin to form connections and analyses 

at the time of listening. I made notes on my thought processes as comments in the 

document. These later came to form the first stages of memoing. An example of an 

interview transcript can be found in Appendix J. 

4.5 Anonymising 

At the transcription stage, the participant interviews were anonymised by use of initials: I 

am referred to as KM and participants as, for example, B and L. During the analysis stages, 

as outlined in Chapters 6 and 7: ‘Discussion of Data 1’ and Discussion of Data 2’, the 

participants were given pseudonyms. School locations were anonymised by use of 

numbers: School 1, 2, 3. I chose to include details about interview settings and 

demographics of the schools as I felt that these were, at times, relevant to elements of the 

analysis. While these details might allow those taking part in the research to guess at 

sections of analysis that relate to their own setting, this would not be the case for a wider 

readership. Participant schools were contacted and made aware that they could choose to 

read a copy of their transcribed interview and, in the final stages of research, a summary of 

findings, if they chose to. None requested this. 

4.6 Memoing 

Charmaz terms memo writing a ‘crucial method’ in Grounded Theory which encourages a 

researcher to ‘catch… thoughts, capture the comparisons and connections…and crystalize 

questions and directions’ (2014: 162). Memos are effectively conversations with oneself, 

recording the thought process that has led to links, themes, and categories in the data. As 

explained previously, this began at the stage of transcription and continued throughout the 

stages of coding. In the early stages, I gave memos titles that best summed up the content 

of the thought.  

As the stages of coding progressed, I began to group the memos with similar headings 

under broader terms that reflected emerging themes (see Discussion of Data 2-Memoing). 

Some of the headings emerged as thoughts and ideas during the line-by-line coding phase 
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but they were crystallised during the process of turning the line-by-line codes into a 

manageable number of focused codes. The intention was to begin the process of creating 

substantive categories and subsequently to use a pared down set of memos to think about 

how the categories connect and relate to each other. (See diagram in Discussion of Data 2- 

‘Integrating the Categories’.) 

4.7 Coding 

Despite the numerous versions of Grounded Theory (GT) methodology, Weed (2017) 

identifies eight commonalities that exist across all GT strands: ‘an iterative process, the 

creation of codes and memos to identify concepts, theoretical sampling, constant 

comparison, theoretical saturation, validity based upon fit, work, relevance, modifiability, 

research that results in substantive theory and theoretical sensitivity’ (149). He notes that 

confusion can arise when researchers attempt to separate out what constitutes the defining 

characteristics of GT (those that need to be present to claim the use of a robust 

methodology) and the methods and practices that vary across the versions. Key differences 

usually stem from the coding and conceptualisation of data (2017: 152).  

Post Glaser (1967), Strauss and Corbin (1990) outline a technical and prescriptive process 

for conceptualising data that includes line-by-line coding, open coding, axial coding, and 

selective coding. Choosing Charmaz’ version of Grounded Theory, as I have done, 

simplifies the process in that coding moves from line-by-line to focused (selective) without 

the need for axial coding. While Charmaz describes Strauss and Corbin’s axial coding as 

potentially helpful (‘relating categories to subcategories [by] specifying the properties and 

dimensions… by asking questions such as ‘when, where, who, how, why and with what 

consequences?’ she goes on to suggest that: ‘Axial coding provides a frame for researchers 

to apply. The frame may extend or limit your vision…Those who prefer simple, flexible 

guidelines − and can tolerate ambiguity − do not need to do axial coding’ (2014: 147-148). 

I believe myself to be somebody who tolerates ambiguity well and suspected that the frame 

of axial coding would overly complicate and consequently limit my ability to see the data 

clearly. I thus chose to employ the simplified three main stages: initial line-by-line coding, 

where an analytical ‘label’ is attributed to each line of speech; the creation of focused 

codes that are tested against subsequent data, and theoretical coding where the data is 

brought back together: codes and memos are collated and linked to form categories and, in 

turn, concepts that will come to form the overall theory.  
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Birks and Mills explain the first two stages here: ‘Initial coding is often said to fracture the 

data, whereas intermediate coding reconnects the data in ways that are conceptually much 

more abstract than would be produced by a thematic analysis’ (2011: 12). Hernandez 

describes the third stage, theoretical coding, as ‘the relational model through which all 

substantive codes/categories are related to the core category (2009: 51). These stages are 

briefly demonstrated in the model below, borrowed from Belgrave and Seide (2019: 17). I 

have used examples from my data and analysis to show how the coding process moves 

from raw data to theoretical concepts. 

Table 2- Sequence of Coding Process 
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The next diagram presents the specific methods I employed to progress through the three 

main coding stages. Chapters 6 and 7: ‘Discussion of Data 1’ and Discussion of Data 2’, 

explain and exemplify the processes in more detail. 

Figure 2-Stages of Data Analysis 

 

4.8 Theoretical Saturation  

‘Theoretical saturation’ is a term employed in Grounded Theory to refer to the point at 

which ‘no additional issues or insights emerge from data and all relevant conceptual 

categories have been identified, explored, and exhausted’ (Hennink, Kaiser, and Marconi 

2016: 592). It can also be referred to as ‘saturation of data’ and, as with coding, the varying 

iterations of Grounded Theory have produced their own definitions for what is meant by 

this point of saturation. In early GT, Glaser and Strauss (1967) describe it as the point at 

which ‘no additional data are being found… the researcher sees similar instances over and 

over again [and] becomes empirically confident that a category is saturated’ (61). Strauss 

and Corbin (1998) term it when ‘the relationships among categories are well established 

and validated’ (212) and Charmaz (2006) labels it ‘the point at which gathering more data 

about a theoretical category reveals no new properties nor yields any further theoretical 

insights about the emerging theory’ (189). Hennink, Kaiser, and Marconi (2016) provide 

helpful further clarification, identifying two distinct forms of data saturation: ‘code 

saturation’ and ‘meaning saturation’. They suggest that code saturation can be reached in 
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nine interviews, at the point that researchers have ‘heard it all’, while it takes in the region 

of 16-24 interviews to ‘understand it all’ for meaning saturation (591). 

In my study, I began to consider whether I was seeing saturation of data during my coding 

of the data from school 2. I was consistently coding the new data to the categories (nodes 

in NVivo) that I had established for School 1, showing that themes were recurring, and 

categories were robust. At School 1, I conducted five interviews, with a total of seven 

participants; this stage of data analysis might be seen to equate to the ‘coding saturation’ 

referred to by Hennink et al (2016). However, I added additional nodes (categories) at this 

stage, meaning that further theoretical sampling was required to explore the new categories 

and the properties within them; this was conducted at School 3. By the end of the coding 

for School 3, I was identifying no new categories or properties in the data and was able to 

integrate the existing categories via the process described in Chapter 7: ‘Discussion of 

Data 2’. Across the three schools, I conducted sixteen interviews with a total of 21 

participants; analysis at my third point of data collection might be said to equate to the 

point of ‘meaning saturation’ referred to by Hennink et al (ibid). While I followed 

Charmaz’ constructivist approach to GT for my project, in this instance, I was satisfied I 

had achieved saturation as defined by all three of the definitions to which I earlier referred.  

4.9 Emergence of Theory 

Charmaz (2014) notes that ‘theory’ is a ‘slippery’ term in Grounded Theory and, as such, 

helps to define it for the GT researcher: ‘A theory states relationships between abstract 

concepts and may aim for either explanation or understanding’ (Thornberg and Charmaz, 

quoted in Charmaz, 2014: 228). She elaborates: ‘Theories try to answer questions. 

Theories offer accounts for what happens, how it ensues and may aim to account for why it 

happened’ (ibid 228). The development of Grounded Theory means that there are differing 

paradigms that underpin the notion of theory, the two most significant being positivism and 

interpretivism (Charmaz 2014: 229-230). In the positivist paradigm, theory stems from the 

creation of models that allow a hypothesis to be tested via observation and empirical 

measurement. In the interpretivist paradigm, abstract understanding is prioritised over 

explanation: ‘Interpretive theory calls for the imaginative understanding of the studied 

phenomenon. This type of theory assumes emergent, multiple realities; indeterminacy, 

facts and values as linked; truth as provisional’ (ibid 231). Charmaz suggests that 

Grounded Theory studies are likely to have elements of both paradigms, in the sense that 

data is gathered via empirical observation (transcription of interviews, in my case) but 

analysed via the researcher’s construction of meaning (ibid 231).  
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In the constructivist grounded theory that I have employed, theory is reliant upon the view 

of the researcher; it does not exist without it (Braun and Clarke, 2012). It emerges as part 

of the iterative process of data analysis and can begin to form as early as the transcription 

stage, with memos that capture the germs of ideas. Elements of my final theory did indeed 

begin to emerge from the notes, memos, and in vivo codes at the earliest stages of analysis. 

These grew as subsequent data was analysed, compared, and connected via my processes 

of refining and converting line-by-line codes into focused codes, testing, and comparing 

the codes across data sets using NVivo, grouping and connecting memos thematically to 

create substantive codes and categories and integrating the substantive categories into the 

core category by way of diagramming. This final stage, when all substantive categories 

were accounted for, felt like the point at which a cogent theory was possible. (These 

processes are fully exemplified in Chapters 6 and 7: ‘Discussion of Data 1’ and 

‘Discussion of Data 2’).  

4.10 Theoretical Sensitivity  

The title of Glaser’s early book on Grounded Theory, ‘Theoretical Sensitivity’ (1978) 

shows the importance of this element of the methodology. The positivist underpinnings of 

traditional GT can be seen in his explanation of the term: ‘The first step in gaining 

theoretical sensitivity is to enter the research setting with as few predetermined ideas as 

possible − especially logically deducted, a prior [sic] hypotheses. In this posture, the 

analyst is able to remain sensitive to the data by being able to record events and detect 

happenings without first having them filtered through and squared with pre-existing 

hypotheses and biases.’ (Glaser, 1978: 2-3). However, the notion is perhaps less clear-cut 

when a somewhat contradictory note is added: ‘Sensitivity is necessarily increased by 

being steeped in the literature…’ (Glaser, 1978: 3). 

This ambiguity between an objective and informed sensitivity is somewhat clarified in the 

second, post-positivist phase of GT development (Strauss, 1987, Strauss and Corbin, 

1990). Strauss and Corbin (1990) centre the perspective of the researcher much more 

specifically: [theoretical sensitivity] ‘refers to the personal qualities of the researcher. It 

indicates an awareness of the subtleties of meaning of data. One can come to a research 

situation with varying degrees of sensitivity depending upon previous reading and 

experience with or relevant to that area… from a number of sources: 

…literature…including reading, research and documents…professional experience…if the 

researcher is fortunate enough to have had this experience’ (Strauss & Corbin, 1990: 41-

42). Unlike in Glaser’s definition, where sensitivity stems primarily from objectivity, here 
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theoretical sensitivity refers both to an ability to form sensitive theoretical connections 

from data and to the particular experiences of the researcher that have created the ability to 

be sensitive to that data. 

In the third wave of constructivist GT, Charmaz also describes theoretical sensitivity as an 

analytical skill: ‘the ability to understand and define phenomena in abstract terms and to 

demonstrate abstract relationships between studied phenomena’ (2014: 161). She 

acknowledges GT’s positivist roots, accepting that it is preferable to remain open-minded 

in any research endeavour but points out that ‘the notion that entering inquiry with no 

preconceptions is itself a preconception. This dictum can serve as an excuse for not 

examining fundamental preconceptions: what the researcher takes for granted about self, 

situation, and the world.’ For Charmaz, examining these preconceptions and 

acknowledging how prior experience informs analysis is enriching to the research process 

(Charmaz, 2014: 160).  

My own experience of teaching of Shakespeare as a secondary school teacher will 

inevitably have influenced all stages of my data analysis: the way that I formed and asked 

interview questions, wrote memos, coded, created, and integrated categories. Similarly, my 

social background; my political and class perspective, and the way that influences my 

views on the structures of education; my experience of working in international schools, 

will no doubt have found their way into my interpretation and organisation of the data. The 

‘original’ stimulus for the research question itself − the boy with the ‘reworked’ Hamlet in 

the library − will have formed preconceived ideas about cultural capital before the PhD 

topic even came into existence. I was conscious of a tendency I had to question participants 

on a connection between Shakespeare and cultural capital, and during transcription I 

became aware that in most cases it was not naturally emerging from responses. Thus, it 

formed an early code and was considered in the final integration and creation of theory, but 

it did not become a core code or substantive category. 

Charmaz warns that unexamined preconceived ideas can lead to a forcing of data into pre- 

established codes. To counteract this, she advises that codes must be analytical, not 

descriptive, and that initial codes should identify actions and processes, not topics. 

(Charmaz, 2014: 159). I did my best to ensure that this was the case. My use of a journal, 

while conducting interviews, and my process of writing notes during the transcription stage 

also created the structures for reflexivity. This reflexivity was maintained via subsequent 

memoing and throughout the stages of analysis. 
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4.11 Validity  

Lomborg and Kirkevold (2003) explain that Grounded Theory’s claims to validity are also 

based in differing ontological paradigms. Traditional GT is supported by a realist view that 

there is observable truth in the world and that a research study sets out to prove that truth 

(2003: 192). However, they go on to point out that the concept of truth is not addressed 

directly in Glaser and Strauss’ ‘original’ iteration of GT. Glaser and Strauss do not use the 

term ‘validity’, instead referring to ‘credibility’, ‘trustworthiness’ and ‘faithfulness’ (ibid 

192). They claim that this can be achieved by their method of systematic comparison: 

‘Paying heed to these strictures on emergence and the application of integrative schemes, 

as well as to strictures on the emergence of concepts can ensure that substantive and formal 

theories will correspond closely to the ‘real’ world’ (Glaser & Strauss, 1967: 42 quoted in 

Lomborg and Kirkevold, 2003: 192). The claim to validity here comes from the robustness 

of the methodology and the thoroughness of the researcher. Levers (2013) further explains 

that in traditional GT, the aim is to discover an emergent theory that is fitting, works to 

explain a process and is understandable to those involved in the process: ‘The fit, work, 

and understanding criteria are an indicator of how close to the truth the theory is − for 

theories close to the truth, these three criteria will be very clear, but for those theories a bit 

further from the truth, the criteria will not be as evident’ (2013: 1). 

In the following development of GT, Strauss and Corbin clearly reject the early positivist 

ontology of the methodology. In this iteration of GT, ‘theory is not a formulation of some 

discovered aspects of a pre-existing reality ‘out there’. To think otherwise is to take a 

positivistic position that, as we have said above, we reject, as do most qualitative 

researchers’ (Strauss & Corbin, 1998: 171). For Strauss and Corbin here, ‘truth’ is 

something that is enacted, and theories are interpretations of that truth, created from the 

perspectives of those involved in the phenomena. They assert that it is possible to judge the 

soundness of theories even though they are bound to a time, place, and set of specific 

experiences, and are therefore never entirely realised. (Strauss & Corbin, 1998 in Lomborg 

and Kirkevold, 2003: 194). 

Charmaz (2000, 2014) compounds the interpretivist stance in the constructivist version of 

GT that I have employed. This relativist position sees knowledge as a mutual creation 

between the researcher and participant, aiming towards an interpreted understanding of 

participants’ meanings (Lomborg and Kirkevold, 2003: 194). For Charmaz, ‘A 

constructivist grounded theory distinguishes between the real and the true. The 

constructivist approach does not seek truth-single, universal, and lasting. Still, it remains 

https://onlinelibrary-wiley-com.edgehill.idm.oclc.org/doi/full/10.1046/j.1466-769X.2003.00139.x?sid=worldcat.org#b1
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realist because it addresses human realities and assumes the existence of real worlds. 

(Charmaz, 2000: 523). To reach a ‘valid’ theory, Charmaz explains that the developed 

categories should be ‘consistent’ with the studied life, and codes and categories should 

‘preserve’ images of experience, to compose a story (Lomborg and Kirkevold, 2003: 194). 

In terms of my project, I claim validity via a combination of these definitions. I reached my 

conclusions via a robust and thorough application of GT methods, created a theory that I 

believe to work for those involved in the teaching of Shakespeare and that tells the story of 

my participants’ experience as I can best interpret it. 

4.12 Conclusion 

This chapter has described the methods used to carry out the research. It has covered: 

sampling and recruitment; data collection; ensuring participants’ privacy; data analysis and 

creation of theory. I have also outlined how I justify claiming that my research is valid. In 

the next chapter, I discuss the process I undertook to ensure that my research was ethical. 
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Chapter 5. Ethics 

5.1 Introduction 

Once the methodology and methods for the project were established, it was necessary to 

consider the potential ethical implications of the research design. A core element of the 

regulatory process on the part of a university is a requirement to attain ethical approval 

prior to embarking on the research. Ethical approval was granted for this project on 

13/06/18 and was in place for 24 months; the ethical considerations of the project were 

continually reviewed. The following chapter explains how I used policy and guideline 

documents and codes to identify key principles in the ethics of educational research. It 

goes on to explain how these principles informed my specific ethical considerations, 

indicating how I put them into practice during the real-world research journey. The chapter 

also offers a brief overview of philosophies that underpin the ethical guidance in these 

documents.  

5.2 Ethics Policy and Guideline Documents 

In considering the ethical issues relevant to this research project I consulted Edge Hill 

University’s Research Ethics Policy (2017) and its Code of Practice for the Conduct of 

Research (2014, amended 2016, 2017). Due to the project being one of educational 

research, I made particular use of the document: Edge Hill University-Ethics Output 

Guidance-Children and Young People (2012) and the recently updated BERA Ethical 

Guidelines for Educational Research (2018).  

A number of key principles are stressed across the four documents:  

- the importance of adhering to legalities and codes  

- the necessity of ensuring production of quality research and of academic freedom  

- the need to ensure choice on the part of participants  

- the interests of participants as paramount   

- the requirement to be alert to imbalances in power in relationships  

- the balancing of benefit and risk  

- the need for diversity and a sensitivity to cultural issues  

- the consideration of issues relating to privacy, confidentiality, and disclosure  

- the requirement for dissemination and/ or feedback on research and an understanding on 

the part of participants as to how to access data.  

- the need for careful consideration of data handling and protection   

- the primary concepts of care and responsibility should be applied to the researcher to as 

well as to their participants, stakeholders and to the wider education and research 

community.  

- words such as: ‘Integrity’, ‘duty’, ‘responsibility’, ‘dignity’ ‘respect’ and ‘honesty’ are 

repeated across the policies and guidelines. 
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5.3 Philosophies Underpinning Ethics 

A combination of ethical theories underpins these principles and key words: Deontology, a 

branch of ethics built on the premise that there are fundamental rights and wrongs, 

regardless of outcome; Consequentialism, or Utilitarianism, which considers rights and 

wrongs based on outcome and the balance of good versus harm, and Virtue Ethics, which 

holds that there are certain attributes to being, and in turn, acting, as a good person (Cohen 

et al, 2018; Brooks et al 2014). These theories can be broadly categorised as absolutist or 

relativist. In Deontology, there are absolute moral imperatives and inalienable rights that 

must be upheld in all circumstances, these imperatives and rights are based primarily on 

the right to liberty and can be seen, for example, in the references to choice, dignity of 

participants/respect for persons and the right to privacy in the BERA and Edge Hill 

documents. This branch of ‘rights based’ ethics stretches back to the 17th century and John 

Locke with his assertion that ‘natural rights put limits on the legitimate authority of the 

state’ (cited in Wenar, 2011: section 6,1, para 2).   

With Consequentialism or Utilitarianism there is a belief that the circumstance and 

situation must be taken into account when making ethical decisions: a ‘situated ethics’ 

(Simons and Usher, 2000). This ‘ethics of care’ can be found in both Edge Hill and 

BERA’s documents, with the principle of balancing benefit and risk or beneficence and 

non-maleficence. Virtue Ethics might be seen to cross categories, in the sense that there 

have been named absolutes of character that would make one an ethical person; for 

example, Aristotle’s courage, temperance, justice, pride, friendliness, truthfulness 

(Freakley and Burgh, 2000). However, these might alter over time or cultures, or become 

problematic in a particular circumstance:  the point at which pride, or friendliness become 

excessive, or inappropriate, for example.  Virtue Ethics can be seen in words such as 

‘honesty’, ‘responsibility’ and ‘integrity’ in the documents I employed to form the basis of 

my ethical considerations.  

However, ethical decisions are not always straight forward: an absolutist approach might 

have unintended negative consequences, for example, where maintaining the privacy and 

confidentiality of one person would leave uncovered a harm that was being done. The 

greater ‘good’ of Consequentialism raises difficult questions of whose greater good is to be 

prioritised and the integrity, crucial to Virtue Ethics, is potentially subjective. While a 

researcher must be guided by available guidelines and codes, in the end they must make 

their own ethical and moral choices based on their own project and situations they come 

across. 
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5.4 Legalities and Codes 

Understandably, for the purposes of insurance, as well as ethics, the institution within 

which a researcher is a working has an obligation to ensure that research is being carried 

out in a manner that operates within the law, in line with the advice of professional bodies 

such as BERA, QAA and the Ethics Research Council (Edge Hill Research Ethics Policy: 

2017) and in adherence with risk assessment and health and safety policies. Such policies 

reflect increased oversight and regulation in the modern workplace and are intended to 

protect the institution, the researcher and the researched. However, the number of 

documents that need to be consulted, all with similar, yet distinct, principles and 

regulations can be difficult to negotiate and may be seen by some as a bureaucratic burden 

and perhaps even a barrier to research. Haggarty (2004) for example, talks of the increase 

in terms of an ‘ethics creep’. 

The BERA ethical guidelines document (2018) reminds researchers of the ‘legal 

responsibilities as well as the moral duty of institutions towards the safety of staff and 

students’ (BERA, 2018: 35). There were several layers of responsibilities and duties 

pertinent in my circumstance: that of Edge Hill University towards me as a student 

researcher, of me towards the students that I interviewed in schools and of me towards the 

staff in schools who also had to consider how my work might impact upon their 

responsibility towards their students. BERA suggests that the researcher considers carrying 

out a full risk assessment prior to engaging in the field and Edge Hill also stipulate in their 

document Risk Assessment Guidance at EHU (2014) that this is vital. I carried out an 

initial risk assessment and while the overall risk for this project was low, there were some 

risks that needed to be anticipated in terms of the interviewing process.  

The EHU document asks researchers to consider possible negative outcomes of lone 

working, for example ‘physical threat and abuse’ and of ‘being in a compromising 

situation in which there might be accusations of improper behaviour’ (Edge Hill, 2014: 2). 

To mitigate these possibilities, I considered whether it was necessary to have another adult 

present in the room during interviews with individual students or to at least ask one to pop 

their head into the room during the interview period. I ensured that the door to interview 

venues was left open and, where possible, that the room was one that had visibility to those 

passing by. I ensured that I knew in advance who to contact and how in the case of a 

problematic or threatening situation. It was important to ask questions prior to visits to 

schools to ascertain whether there were any specific issues or regulations that I needed to 

be aware of in the location. This was not the case in the schools I visited. To comply with 
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laws on safeguarding, I updated my DBS certificate to carry out my interviews with 

students within schools.  

5.5 High Standards and Level of Competence for Quality Research 

The EHU risk assessment document identifies potential risks to the university in terms of 

reputation, should the research project and output not be of sufficient quality. The term 

‘quality’ in this regard is found across the four key documents I consulted. BERA (2018) is 

keen that educational researchers uphold the reputation of the profession and of research in 

the field and, of course, there is a duty to participants (and to the researcher herself) that 

they are giving their time to something that is of worth and hopefully, long term benefit. I 

ensured that the research was designed, and methodology chosen, as carefully as possible 

and in consultation with supervisors. The supervision process, as well as self-reflection on 

the part of the researcher, worked to assure quality of application throughout the period of 

the project. I sought out and attended training in areas where I felt my knowledge and 

skills need to be developed, to be certain of my own competence. 

5.6 Autonomy/Academic Freedom 

Both BERA (2018) and EHU believe that academic freedom and autonomy are key aspects 

in creating quality research: ‘ethical research is best assured if researchers retain 

independence in their research and research relationships’ (EHU, 2017:4). This is 

particularly important in educational research, in light of its close relationship with policy 

and practice. Brooks, de Riele and Maguire (2014) point out that ‘a considerable amount of 

educational research worldwide is sponsored’ (2014: 4). Torrance (1989) argues that this 

type of research is often used as justification for a new or existing policy or as an 

evaluation of the policy that is, rather, a policing of it. There has, perhaps, been a differing 

view of research that is sponsored and potentially carried out instrumentally, to that 

conducted on a more individual basis, in the realms of academia.  

Brooks et al offer a reminder that educational research has come under particular scrutiny 

from the government, for example in a review of the quality of educational research in the 

late 90s that was critical of the work being done in universities (Tooley and Darby, 1998). 

BERA’s publication of Why Educational Research Matters (2013) and its insistence in its 

ethical guidelines that researchers have an obligation to conduct quality research to uphold 

the reputation of the field, speaks of the imperative for autonomous voices and findings to 

be heard. An education system is a powerful tool in the formation of society, and it is 
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crucial that the policies and practices that go into that system are allowed to be freely 

questioned. 

BERA’s document is built on the five principles of the Academy of Social Sciences 

(AoSS, 2015). The first principle asserts that: ‘Social Science is fundamental to a 

democratic society’ (BERA, 2018:4). I take this to mean that there is a fundamental moral 

obligation upon educational researchers to question practice and the policies they stem 

from, to interrogate the impact that they are having upon children and young people and in 

turn, on the society that they will form or inhabit. My enquiry into which types of texts are 

being used to teach Shakespeare may seem a prosaic one, on the surface, but underneath it 

are policy issues that have a potentially profound impact.  

The remaining four AoSS principles are: ‘All social science should respect the privacy, 

autonomy, diversity, values and dignity of individuals, groups and communities; All social 

science should be conducted with integrity throughout, employing the most appropriate 

methods for the research purpose; All social scientists should act with regard to their 

social responsibilities in conducting and disseminating their research; All social science 

should aim to maximise benefit and minimise harm (Academy of Social Sciences, 2015, 

cited in BERA 2018). BERA has also retained its guiding principles from the previous 

iterations of its ethical guidelines: ‘all educational research should be conducted within an 

ethic of respect for: the person; knowledge; democratic values; the quality of educational 

research; and academic freedom’ (BERA, 2018). It has added ‘trust’ as a ‘further essential 

element within the relationship between researcher and researched’. 

Choice-Voluntary informed consent and right to withdraw 

Both the Edge Hill and BERA documents highlight the child, young person, or adult’s 

choice in taking part in the research and, therefore, the need to obtain voluntary informed 

consent. This means that participants should be fully informed, in a language that will be 

clear to them, of the purposes, process, potential outcomes, benefits, risks and output of the 

research as well as of the right to withdraw. My information for participants document (see 

Appendices C/D) addressed these requirements and made clear that a person can decline to 

be a part of the research at any time and that the relationship around them will not change 

if they do so. Invited participants were provided with time after receiving the document to 

question how participating in research would affect them. Gatekeepers (parents/guardians, 

if the participant is under the age of 18, head teachers, English teachers, pastoral staff, as 

appropriate) were also asked for their voluntary informed consent.  
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A consent form (Appendix E) laid out what a participant would experience and what would 

happen to the data they provided in interviews, both as part of the PhD project and beyond. 

A withdrawal form (Appendix F) was given at the same time, making clear that the 

participant could withdraw at any time, with or without reason. The form offered the 

opportunity to explain the reason so that I might reflect upon whether anything could or 

should have been done differently in the participant process. On the information sheet and 

consent form I said that it is possible to withdraw up to August 2019. This was when the 

research process would be over for the participant, but when analysed data started to form 

part of the PhD. At this point, a request to withdraw data would cause difficulties. GDPR 

regulations relating to ‘personal information’ mean that the participant can request that 

identifiable information be destroyed, but not that which has been anonymised. (Edge Hill, 

2018). 

5.7 Respect for Persons/Best interests of the Participant as Primary 

BERA endorses the United Nations’ Convention on the Rights of the Child (BERA 2018). 

Articles 3 and 12 are relevant to the practices of research. Article 3 requires that in all 

actions concerning children, the best interests of the child must be the primary 

consideration. Article 12 requires that children who are capable of forming their own views 

should be granted the right to express these views freely in all matters affecting them, 

commensurate with their age and maturity (see Ofsted, 2012). My Participant Information 

Sheet and Consent documentation allows this to be ensured, whether young participants 

wish to express these views or wish to express a desire not to. The Edge Hill Code of 

Practice for the Conduct of Research (2014) makes clear that the ‘dignity, rights, safety 

and well-being of participants must be the primary consideration in any research project’ 

(EHU, 2014:12) whether adult or child. 

The documentation from both Edge Hill and BERA express the need to form the right 

working relationships with participants to build trust and ensure that their dignity is seen as 

paramount. I worked hard, from the point of initial recruitment, to be clear, warm, and 

understanding of potential participants’ circumstances, in order to begin this process of 

trust building. Both organisations suggest that time is set aside in the interview process and 

beyond to allow participants time to feed back on their experience and to express any 

concerns that they may have. I tried to leave 15 minutes within an interview slot of an hour 

to do this, but with the realities of a school day, it was not always possible. It was 

important that honesty and integrity were employed with participants from the outset and 

that no false promises were made, or expectations raised. For example, while I have 

https://www.edgehill.ac.uk/documents/code-of-practice-for-the-conduct-of-research/
https://www.edgehill.ac.uk/documents/code-of-practice-for-the-conduct-of-research/
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explained in the participant information sheet that a benefit of the research may be to 

influence practice or even policy, the former was more likely, and most probably on a 

localised, rather than national level; I made this clear in conversations with schools that 

confirmed they were taking part. Participants were given the opportunity to review the way 

that their interview responses were included in the thesis. 

5.8 The Balance of Potential Benefit and Risk of Harm-Beneficence 

Edge Hill Ethical Guidance for Undertaking Research with Children and Young People 

(2012) states that ‘The research may not benefit the participant directly but have a 

recognized benefit for other children and young people in the future’ (Edge Hill, 2012: 4). 

The same principle can be said to apply for an adult participant (in this case, teachers). The 

guidance goes on to suggest that a researcher ask themselves: ‘How significant, severe, or 

how common is the phenomenon that the research aims to address?’ My response would be 

that as all children have to study Shakespeare during their time at school (and teachers 

teach it during their career), and both cannot but be involved in the examining of it, data, 

and findings on modes of teaching Shakespeare is of wide-reaching potential benefit.  A 

second question is how likely is it that gained knowledge will be used? I would say that in 

individual schools, where findings from research is fed back to participants (teachers and 

students) this is very likely. Teachers will want to reflect on their own best practice in light 

of findings. Findings can also be fed back to teacher participants in the form of CPD and to 

a wider education community via journal articles and conferences. References I have made 

to my research is likely to influence trainee teachers I have taught during the time-period 

of my thesis and potentially impact on their own teaching in a way that is long-lasting.  

Taking part in the research allowed student participants to express their views on 

something that directly affects them − a right that Article 12 of the Convention of the 

Rights of the Child (1989) enshrines. The expression of these views may also benefit 

children or young participants in terms of ownership of their learning. Increased levels of 

motivation and self-esteem can result when young people feel that they have a role to play 

in how they are being taught. The same can apply to adult participants: teachers who, in an 

increasingly micro-managed profession, often have less of a say in the way that they teach 

than was once the case. The interview process provided a space for their voice to be heard 

and some time for self and professional reflection in an otherwise busy working 

environment. The teacher participants expressed an enjoyment of this and commented that 

they wished they had time to partake in such conversations more frequently. The school or 

individual may have benefited from being able to say that they took part in research that 
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advances understanding and quality of learning and teaching. Being part of a research 

process might have sparked a desire in participant teachers to become involved in research 

themselves, whether practice based or academic. This can only be of benefit to the 

profession as a whole. 

This perhaps leads to the question of whether a larger number of participants should have 

been offered the potential benefit of taking part in the research. In terms of the data, 

saturation occurs at some point, with repeated themes and responses arising; repetition 

begins to occur and the cost to young people’s and teachers’ time would begin to outweigh 

the benefits. I also needed to be pragmatic about the amount of data I could reasonably 

deal with and about access difficulties that arose due to the pandemic. 

In line with the Edge Hill checklist, I asked myself whether there might have been a less 

intrusive research method that could be used. I considered written journals that students 

could fill in after Shakespeare teaching sessions but concluded that uptake may be more 

difficult with this method and that I would miss out on the non-verbal information that can 

also be recorded in interviews. I also was not convinced that eliciting response in this way 

would be any less time consuming and intrusive if done away from a more formal 

situation. 

5.9 The Balance of Potential Benefit and Risk of Harm-Non-Maleficence 

Alongside considering the benefits of research, the potential harm or risk involved needed 

to be thought through and, where possible, mitigated. The most likely harm to both 

teachers and children/young people in their involvement in my project was the cost to their 

time. Inevitably, something else would have to be missed during the time an interview was 

taking place: a lesson; a lunchtime; a free period. Participants were alerted to this loss in 

the participant information sheet, and I tried to ensure, in consultation with gatekeepers, 

that young participants would not be put in a position of missing any important curriculum 

content, nor, if possible, their free time in the day. I thought it best to take this on a school- 

by-school basis and to ask the opinion of students and staff as to when would be the most 

appropriate time to conduct interviews to cause the least disruption and to minimise the 

possibility of participants missing out on anything. This also held true for adult 

participants. Schools are extremely busy places and the workload heavy. It was important 

to allow, as far as possible, participants to take part in interviews at a time that was 

convenient to them and in manner that was as time efficient as possible. (Interviews were 

scheduled to be no longer than 45 minutes long.)  
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The feelings of all young people in the school setting were considered, in terms of the 

selection process. Young people may feel embarrassed amongst their peers, either by being 

specifically included or excluded in the interview process. To mitigate this, I initially asked 

teachers to make it clear to their students that they were randomly selecting participants to 

invite and only target individuals if analysis of primary data showed it to be necessary. In 

reality, this seemed not to be the case: there appeared to be an element of teachers 

choosing participants who they felt would give a good account of themselves and of the 

school. However, in my sampling process, I ensured there was a diverse range of academic 

ability in the second round of interviews and, when recruiting for my third round of data 

collection, I chose a school that could put forward students with a wider ethnic diversity. 

Consideration was given to the conspicuousness of children and young people when 

accessing the place where interviews took place. Again, decisions about such things as 

location of interviews and levels of privacy or visibility needed to be taken in conjunction 

with stake holders at the school.  

The Edge Hill document notes that it is not always possible to recognise risk from harm 

and distress in advance: ‘The response to risk of a child or a young person may be 

unpredictable and a procedure or research process that ‘bothers one child may not bother 

another’ (Edge Hill, 2012: 3). In case of instances of distress, I ensured that details of 

support services were known to myself (for example a pastoral point of contact) and 

available and accessible to the participant. I also considered whether behaviour issues 

might arise, especially in the instance of paired interviews.  It was useful to take advice 

from teachers on this and again, to have a staff point of contact for any issues that might 

need to have been referred.  

5.10 Potential Imbalances in Power and Structural Relationships 

I was sensitive to the feelings of teachers in terms of their participation in the research as I 

was conscious that they may have had some anxieties talking about their views and 

teaching practices. Reassurances were given regarding anonymity and the purposes, 

benefits, and potential dissemination of the research. The Edge Hill University document 

advises that disparity between the power and status of the researcher and the participant 

child(ren) or young person(s) should be addressed within the research design. I was careful 

to be aware of this as I am not sure it can be eliminated, apart from with the 

communication skills and approach of the researcher. In my introductions, questioning 

during interviews and all other interactions, I was mindful that participants might have felt 
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nervous or stressed in terms of this power dynamic and sought to keep my language 

grounded in the vocabulary of collaboration.   

5.11 Privacy and Confidentiality/Disclosure 

It was made clear in the participant information sheet that participants and schools would 

be anonymised in the data, as quickly and far as possible. While participants could expect 

confidentiality around their expressed views in most circumstances, it was stated that, in 

circumstances where potential or actual illegality or harm is revealed, a disclosure to 

relevant parties must be made. If any serious issues emerge from data collection, the Edge 

Hill document insists that ‘Any decision to disclose confidential information to a third 

party must be explained to the competent child before disclosure; Researchers have 

responsibilities within the context of safeguarding children if they have reasonable cause 

for concern that a child is suffering harm. In this case, the researcher has a responsibility to 

liaise urgently with social services or the clinical carers of the child or young person. 

Relaying sensitive information should be discussed with the child by the researcher prior to 

disclosure (Edge Hill, 2012: 5). 

5.12 Feedback and Dissemination 

Both BERA (2018) and Edge Hill University (2012, 2017) explain that participants should 

understand how they can access their data. I made clear that participants could review the 

recordings and transcripts of their interview should they wish to do so and that they could 

be provided with summaries of ongoing data analysis upon request. The consent form I 

prepared told participants that they could review and comment upon an executive summary 

of the draft PhD thesis should they wish to do so. They were made aware of the types of 

databases, journals, and conferences where the data or PhD may eventually be located. 

However, as the data was not attributable to individuals, it was not considered to be 

‘personal’ and, as such, these actions were a courtesy, rather than legality.  

Both institutions talk about the responsibility of the researcher to disseminate research 

once complete: ‘Researchers have a responsibility to make the results of their research 

public for the benefit of educational professionals, policymakers and the wider public’ 

(BERA, 2018: 32); Edge Hill states that it is part of the researcher’s ‘duty of care to 

research subjects, fellow researchers, students and themselves’ to disseminate their 

findings (Edge Hill University, 2017: 3). This was done at the BERA and British 

Shakespeare Association conferences of 2019, with ITE students and with school partners. 
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Lastly, but crucially, both BERA and Edge Hill remind researchers of the need to consider 

the duty of care that they have to themselves as well as to their participants and 

stakeholders; indeed, a researcher cannot make the decisions required to act ethically, 

morally and for the greater good, if they are not taking the steps required to keep 

themselves mentally, physically, and emotionally healthy. It was important, particularly 

during the period of the pandemic, to maintain good habits in relation to wellbeing and to 

try to ensure that processes for project management and communication remained strong. 

5.13 Data Handling and Protection 

The updated BERA ethical guidelines now make clear the importance of data management 

as part of research design and process. It reminds the researcher of the requirement to 

follow GDPR stipulations: ‘in essence, citizens are entitled to know how and why their 

personal data is being stored, to what uses it is being put and to whom it may be made 

available. Researchers must have participants’ explicit permission to disclose personal 

information to third parties and are required to ensure that such parties are permitted to 

have access to that information. They are also required to independently confirm the 

identity of such persons to their own satisfaction and must keep a record of any 

disclosures’ (BERA, 2018: 24). I ensured that this explicit permission was given (and 

could be withdrawn) in an appendix to the consent form labelled GDPR compliance 

(Appendices G/H). The participant information sheet and consent form also mean that 

these stipulations can be adhered to. 

BERA (2018) outlines the responsibilities that researchers have in terms of the storage of 

data. It alerts a researcher of the need to use secure computer networks; to ensure that data 

is stored on secure premises; to use password protection and to encrypt data; to avoid 

portable data storage devices such as laptops and USB sticks; to use courier or secure 

electronic transfer when moving data; to anonymise records and to ensure that any third-

party users of the data agree to a data-sharing agreement so that the same assurances are 

given for the protection of data. My data management plan covers most of these aspects 

and was reviewed throughout the research period (Appendix B). Hard copy data such as 

field notes and documentation were kept in a locked environment; data from recording 

devices was quickly transferred into a form that could be encrypted and transcripts were 

created so that participants could be anonymised as soon as practicable. Digital data was 

stored on password protected platforms. 
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5.14 Conclusion 

In this ‘Ethics’ chapter, I discussed the documents and frameworks that I employed to 

ensure that I conducted an ethical research project and explained how I applied key 

principles in my research context. The following chapter, ‘Discussion of Data 1’, explains 

the coding processes that I undertook in the first stages of my data analysis. 
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Chapter 6. Discussion of Data 1 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter further exemplifies the methodical choices outlined in Chapter 4: ‘Methods’, 

this time combined with the presentation and discussion of the data obtained. It documents 

the analysis conducted as per the first three stages of Grounded Theory methodology: 

1) Transcription/initial memoing and early coding 

2) Line by line coding 

3) Line by line codes→focused codes  

The final two stages of analysis will be presented in Chapter 7: ‘Discussion of Data 2’:  

4) Focused codes→integration of categories (theoretical coding) 

5) Presentation of theory 

 

I explain how I established initial codes, how I synthesised these into focused codes and 

how I tested the codes during subsequent stages of data collection and analysis. I also offer 

analysis of each of the interviews that I conducted. Starting with a graph depicting the 

codes that were apparent in the transcribed responses, I go on to discuss how the interview 

and the resultant codes impacted my thinking and the eventual emergence of theory. 

6.2 Transcription and Early Potential Codes 

During the transcription of data from School 1, I summarised potential themes and codes 

emerging from the data at the end of transcribing each interview. These constituted a form 

of early memoing and coding.  

Table 3-Initial Potential Codes 

Key: S1= School Name + S1= student interview pair one; S2= student interview pair two; S3= individual 

student interview three; T1= individual teacher one interview; T2= individual teacher two interview 

‘Reworked’ or ‘original’ used? 

Start out with ‘original’ text, supported by ‘reworked’ later. Starting with ‘original’ is assumed in schemes of 

work S1T2 

Mostly ‘reworked’ texts seem to have been used, with ‘snippets’ of ‘original’s S1S1 

Mostly ‘original’ text used-need to for GCSE exam; modern translation just as support S1S2 

‘reworked’ is a way of leading in or giving students initial understanding S1T1 

Mainly experiencing full play, supported by translated ‘original’ S1S3 

Further ‘reworked’ or ‘original’ general comments 

Writer’s intention important when considering ‘reworked’ texts S1T2 

‘reworked’ should be adapted differently for different people S1S2 
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Both types of text to be used S1T2 

Both types of texts are required S1T1 

Mix is the ideal S1S3 

Mix of ‘reworked’ and ‘original’ useful S1S1 

‘original’ magic’ [B] lost with ‘reworked’, doesn’t give the ‘full, blown away’ experience [L] S1S1 

Identified that different ‘reworked’/ ‘original’ can be used for different purposes- ‘original’ if you want to 

focus on language and ‘reworked’ if looking at creative writing/ storytelling S1S1 

Exams 

Mostly ‘original’ text used-need to for GCSE exam; modern translation just as support S1S2 

‘original’ text needs to be used to prepare for exams because quotation and analysis required S1T1 

Surprisingly little remembered pre–GCSE S1S2 

Shakespeare as cultural/iconic figure 

Shakespeare as unique-better than other writers, but participant can’t exactly define why S1S2 

Recognition of elevated view of Shakespeare in society and think he’s ‘earned the title’ but don’t want to 

buy into the elitism, rather Shakespeare as ‘everyman’ S1S2 

Even when reimagined, Shakespeare remains -Shakespeare ‘almost transcends the texts themselves’ S1T2 

Shakespeare as a marker of the beginning of modern ways of thinking and being in the literary timeline-a 

‘lynchpin’; ‘pivot-point’; ‘cultural marker’ S1T2 

Cultural Capital 

Some sense of Shakespeare having power in terms of social mobility, but not an understanding of why- 

thinks in terms of the impact of the characters and stories he creates rather than of Shakespeare as a 

figure/cultural icon S1S3 

Linking the language to being eloquent and ‘well spoken’ S1S3 

Indirect sense of cultural capital/mobility-a sense of ‘I’ve done Shakespeare, maybe I can do other things’ 

S1T2 

Seen as linked to intelligence S1S2 

Connected Shakespeare with ‘smartness’. Real desire [L] to be smart and advance but didn’t necessarily see 

familiarity with Shakespeare as an aid to this directly, although impressive if you can understand all the 

words of Shakespeare [L]. Did not identify this as what could be termed cultural capital, however. No 

distinction between Shakespeare and Roald Dahl S1S1 

Historic/literary heritage 

Important that students are given access to cultural heritage of Shakespeare S1T2 

Shakespeare as part of literary heritage S1T1 

History and understanding of Elizabethan society important S1S3 

Historical, but can still be linked to modern times via topics S1S2 
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Language 

Students struggle with language-often intimidated S1T2 

Real belief in the power of Shakespeare’s language without having a real sense of why S1S3 

Language- ‘rich’ ‘full’, subtlety’ S1T2 

Richness of language S1S2 

‘original’ develops a ‘linguistic skillset’ that can be used elsewhere S1T2 

Students find a familiarity with language and ideas after digging in S1T2 

Preference for the old, ‘original’ language S1S3 

Depth often referred to alongside ‘original’ version S1S3 

Importance of words/ language to L- Shakespeare’s seen as high value, quality in broadening vocabulary 

and speaking and writing well-need the ‘original’ text to make the most of this, Desire for personal 

advancement seems linked to this, though link not overtly made my participant [L] S1S1 

Looking at both ‘reworked’/’original’ useful in seeing language change over time/comparing language S1S1 

Further Language 

Complex and precise-can be lost in ‘reworked’, but doesn’t mean not useful S1S2 

Shakespeare’s ‘mastery’ of language lost in ‘reworked’ texts S1T2 

Challenge/Difficulty 

Virtue in students looking at something they perceive as difficult’- likened to learning a musical instrument 

S1T2 

If students can tackle this, they can tackle other things. Sense of ‘excitement’ to understand and 

‘achievement’ when they do S1T2 

‘original’, when tackled outright, provides challenge and satisfaction, opportunity to ‘conquer’ something 

difficult S1T1 

Shakespeare as complex, a challenge S1S1 

Access 

Moral obligation to give students opportunity to access Shakespeare S1T2 

Accessibility important - students put off/ ‘daunted’ by ‘original’ S1T1 

All should be able to access, but that it shouldn’t be forced. S1S2 

Accessibility what’s most important S1S2 

‘reworked’ texts as a ‘bridge’ [B and L] doesn’t matter how you get there S1S1 

Need to know what’s suitable for individual classes S1T1 and 2 

Engagement 

Everybody should be introduced to Shakespeare, but not forced to continue, if not enjoying, counter- 

productive, too many people already don’t enjoy English/reading. S1S1 
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Importance of engagement and personal choice. Have to enjoy it to succeed. Things shouldn’t be forced 

S1S1 

Need to grab attention S1T2 

Value of ‘reworked’ is in helping students to engage- initially the most important thing S1T1 

‘reworked’ provides immediate ability to engage- [more necessary/expected for/of students these days?] 

S1T1 

‘reworked’ is a way of leading in or giving students initial understanding, to get them to the point of being 

able to use the ‘original’-don’t have value on own, but to help students progress to the ‘original’ S1T1 

‘original’ initially intimidating, a ‘mountain to climb’- many are bored and lose focus S1S2 

‘reworked’ text provides ‘reassurance’ and ‘no excuses’ for ‘initial resistance’ S1T1 

Breaking up reading to look at translation can make things take too long and can therefore become boring 

S1S3 

Loss of fluency of reading experience and pace and tension when also referring to a translated version to 

check words-and unknown words would otherwise be worked out from the context. Loss of play 

functioning as a dramatic piece of work? S1S3 

Translation gives more of the ‘personality’ as easier to read and get more from S1S2 

Englishness 

Shakespeare represents ‘pinnacle’ of what English is S1T2 

Shakespeare a concept, part of our national identity, like the Queen and Buckingham Palace S1T2 

Saw Shakespeare as part of the representation of Englishness to foreigners S1S1 

Importance of reading to L- impact on English language acquisition as a second language English speaker. 

Reading Shakespeare was part of this development, but not necessarily because he was the figure of 

Shakespeare-just like any other writer S1S1 

Double sense of the ‘exotic’ in Shakespeare: so different to what students are used to and in that his stories 

are set in other countries- sense of looking ‘outward’, a ‘cultural openness’ S1T2 

Themes/ universality/Helping to understand selves/ world 

Importance of Shakespeare’s themes-universality Shakespeare expresses the ‘deeply human’; ‘the human 

condition’ S1T2 

Students relate to themes, especially in re contextualised ‘reworked’ texts S1T2 

Students deal with mature themes in Shakespeare that then lead them to respond maturely S1T2 

‘original’ Shakespeare does not strip out the tragedy-shows young people all sides of life, ‘un- 

sanitised’ S1T2 

Morality 

Shakespeare has ability to teach young people about morality S1T1 

Shakespeare’s characters and plots can help people make moral choices S1S3 

Shakespeare as understanding morals and the behaviour/actions of people S1S2 

Autonomy in text choice 

Text choice has become standardised for all teachers to allow for shared resources, exam revision-text 
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choices are practical and instrumental S1T1 

Curriculum constraints hinder ability to see live performance S1T1 

Uncategorised 

Importance of story and storytelling to B- was happy to remove the ‘fluff’ as long as the story was told S1S1 

 

6.3 Initial memoing 

At this early stage of interview transcription, I was gathering my thoughts on potential 

themes and codes via memos. Charmaz terms memo writing a  

pivotal intermediate step between data collection and  

writing of papers…[it] constitutes a crucial method in  

grounded theory because it prompts you to analyze your  

codes and data early in the research process’ (2014: 162).  

 

I made early memos while transcribing the interviews in the form of in-text comments on 

the transcription itself (for an example, see the transcription in Appendix J). These were 

transferred to a digital pro forma and grouped to support the identification of links and 

themes between them. An example is given below the remainder from School 1 can be 

found in ‘Discussion of Data 2’. These early memos constitute my thoughts at the point of 

transcribing and listening to/reading interviews back, rather than codes derived from the 

responses. The underlining provides a title/summary for the thought. Bold indicates a 

common thread running through memos that I felt could be grouped together.  

Table 4-Early Memos  

Memo 

Re: Explaining that ‘reworked’ texts provide 

understanding but lose what makes a play 

engaging-drama 

Suggesting that dramatic function (‘suspense’) is 

lost with ‘reworked’ versions 

Suggesting that the pace and spirit of dramatic 

performance would be maintained with trying to 

work through the ‘original’ 

From: General thoughts from OH interviews 

I wonder whether, in trying to make the plays 

more palatable and accessible, by using ‘reworks’, 

and often pre- selected text, teachers are taking 

out the very thing that should make a play an 

engaging thing. The dramatic techniques and 

stagecraft that a playwright builds in to create 

suspense, pace is lost. Also, any sense of a play as 

Memo 

Re: Revealing that even top sets found starting with full 

version daunting  

From: V interview at OH 

Teacher’s tone here made it seem like it would be folly to 

introduce any class to a Shakespeare text with a full, 

‘original’ version, and that this was something she had 

only done when lacking experience. 

It made me think of my own Sh teaching, where I have 

always begun with and used full versions of plays (at least 

at point text was introduced) and that students have 

always coped and engaged, no matter what type of 

school or level of student. 

Have students become so much more difficult in typical 

schools that it is folly to try and do this in most cases, or 

are teachers underestimating the ability of students to 

grapple with the difficulty if they had to? Most students I 
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being something that should be experienced as a 

group- any sense of a group of actors (or even 

readers) and any sense of an audience. There is 

little sense that a play should be entertainment, 

though this participant is perhaps indirectly 

referring to it. Is it any wonder students are bored? 

Is engagement being lost in the attempt to achieve 

a necessary accessibility? 

 

have spoken to so far, say they would like to use the 

‘original’ text. If this could be sold to them as a challenge, 

rather than a barrier, might there ultimately be more 

engagement? 

Does the pressure for results mean that literature is 

being diluted to such an extent that it is meaningless? 

Paradoxically, most participants so far have referred to 

the need to study the ‘original’ text for exam 

circumstances. However, they do not say because it 

might be more engaging/entertaining to deal with a 

whole play, but because of what is required to answer 

and exam question 

 

6.4 Line-by-Line Coding 

After this initial phase of transcription and memoing, the interview transcripts were put 

through a process of ‘line-by-line coding’. This type of coding in effect ‘names’ segments 

of data with a label that ‘simultaneously categorizes, summarizes, and accounts for’ [it] 

(Star, 2007 quoted in Charmaz, 2014: 111). Charmaz explains that  

by engaging in thorough coding early in the research process  

and comparing data and codes, the researcher can identify  

which codes to explore as tentative categories (Charmaz, 2014: 115).  

  

She advises using gerunds when encapsulating the essence of a line, as ‘Grounded theory 

‘fosters studying actions and processes’ (2014: 113). An example of some of the coding 

from one interview is shown below; the remaining codes within this interview can be seen 

in Appendix J.  

Table 5-Line-by-Line Coding 

Line by line codes from interview transcript School 1 Interview 1 

Commenting on Sh as a historical figure 

Opining on the importance of Sh 

Repeating view on the historic place of Sh  

Stating appreciation of Sh as a writer 

Expressing importance of access today 

Summarising that Shakespeare should be updated to modern English 

 

6.5 Line-by-Line Codes to Focused Codes 

All interviews from School 1 have line-by-line codes, but as seen above, this coding 

process creates an unmanageable number of codes to take forward for analysis. They 
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needed to be synthesised into a much smaller number of sharper dominant codes, to carry 

out the next stage of Grounded Theory analysis: focused coding. To do so, I uploaded the 

lists of focused codes into NVivo to create word clouds and word frequency tables that 

would highlight the topics that were coming up most frequently within these line-by-line 

codes. I removed the obvious words: ‘reworked’; ‘original’ ‘text’ etc; they were used 

frequently because they were the basis of questions and therefore responses. Where they 

remain in the tables, it is because I felt they were used more than functionally and 

contributed to a potential theme/code. I then highlighted what I thought to be significant 

words, based on my recall and early memo-making. Non-highlighted frequency words 

found their way back into codes later in analysis, if they were revealed in interviews: for 

example, with the word ‘intelligence’ here. From this highlighted list of words, I created 

potential focused codes for each interview data set in School 1. The intention was to ‘test’ 

these codes against the data from the remaining schools during focused coding. 

This process can be seen in the tables below. 

Table 6-Establising Focused Codes: School 1, Interview 1 
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Table 7-Establishing Focused Codes: School 1, Interview 2 

Table 8-Establishing Focused Codes: School 1, Interview 3
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Table 9-Establishing Focused Codes: School 1, Interview 4 

Table 10-Establishing Focused Codes: School 1, Interview 5 
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6.6 Focused Codes from School 1 

The potential focused codes were aggregated and narrowed down to what appeared to be 

the most significant. The bold shown in the list below indicates the eleven that were chosen. 

• Value of Shakespeare’s language 

• Difficulty of understanding ‘original’ language as barrier 

• ‘reworked’ texts used to get past the initial difficulty in understanding, ‘original’ texts 

used, accessed with support of ‘reworked’, ‘reworked’ texts used pragmatically, ‘reworks’ 

to understand plot Rework as a bridge 

• Value of Challenge Desire for challenge, Challenge of Shakespeare helps young people to 

unlock further understanding 

• Value of choice/mix, Desire for choice 

• Value of the historical 

• Value of Shakespeare to literary and cultural heritage 

• Shakespeare providing cultural capital 

• Rejecting ‘elitism’ 

• Shakespeare as humanist, Study of Shakespeare allows young people to access ‘grown 

up themes’ (humanist Shakespeare), Moral lessons coming from Shakespeare 

• Importance of the text being seen as a play, Dramatic structures of ‘original’ needed to 

engage audience, Interacting with the play should be a collective experience 

• Ability to analyse ‘original’ text required for GCSE exam, Full, ‘original’ text used for 

GCSE, supported by ‘reworks’, Exam pragmatism 

• ‘Reworked’ texts used at KS3 

• ‘Original’ texts for GCSE 

• Film as beneficial to access and understanding 

 

6.7 Testing the Focused Codes 

These finalised focused codes were applied to the interview transcript from School 1, 

Interview 1, using NVivo. This school is a mixed, 11-18, voluntary controlled 

comprehensive school in the north of England. At the time of interviews, the school had 

18% Pupil Premium students. The interviews took place in an office in the Sixth Form 

Centre, separate from the main school.  

The number of times participants in Interview 1 referred to each code is indicated in the 

figure below. 
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Figure 3-References to Focused Codes in NVivo 

 

As references were made to most of the focused codes, I was confident that the codes were 

useful ones to take forward. I kept the codes with no references, as, from memory, I knew 

it was likely that there would be references to these in other interviews. The same 

information can be viewed as a chart (below). I decided that this format made it easier to 

assess which codes were most relevant in the interview and would be employed for the 

interviews going forward. All participant names are pseudonyms. 

6.7.1 School 1, Interview 1- Bruno and Lara  

Figure 4-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Bruno and Lara Interview 
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A fleshing out of each interview and of the significance of the focused codes within it is 

labelled ‘Analysis’, as below. 

Analysis 

Interview 1 is with Bruno and Lara, a boy and girl in top set Year 9. The code ‘Value of 

Language’ features significantly in this discussion, with 18 references. These are mostly 

generated by Lara, who perhaps places so much importance on language due to speaking 

English as a second language. She sees Shakespeare as a means by which to ‘broaden 

language and vocabulary’ and is frustrated that the use of ‘reworked’ texts (it seemed this 

was largely what was being used up to Year 9, along with ‘snippets’ of the ‘original’). She 

explains: ‘it was shortened in modern English, which was a bit annoying because it didn’t 

open us up to other vocabulary, so it did kind of hinder us’. Lara explains that she is driven 

and motivated by a desire for social mobility; for her, being able to use the English 

language with dexterity is a key part of what this will look like. She does not seem to see 

Shakespeare as offering cultural capital, rather it is the sophistication and complexity of the 

language itself that she feels offers value; the value for her is in increasing standards of 

literacy.  

Her frustration at the shortened text implies that the value comes with accessing the 

‘original’. Her use of the word ‘other’ here is interesting, ‘Otherness’ is one of Gibson’s 

justifications of Shakespeare’s value, in the sense that exploring the plays offers young 

people access to concepts, characters, places (and here language) that they might not 

otherwise experience (See Chapter 2 Literature Review, Gibson, 1998: 6). The ‘reworked’ 

text, in this instance, perhaps takes away this opportunity. She is also keen to enjoy the 

challenge of Shakespeare, and indeed tells the story of being frustrated when a teacher 

admonished in her in primary school for choosing to read a Shakespeare play of her own 

accord. 

The second student in the interview, Bruno, is supportive of Lara’s ideas, but is more 

focused on talking about the aspects of story in the plays (13 references, the second most 

frequent node in the NVivo table. The term ‘node’ is employed in NVivo to indicate the 

gathering of common material; for my purposes here, it can be used interchangeably with 

the term ‘code’ as previously used). In response to Lara’s frustration at ‘reworked’ texts, 

he counters: ‘although in my opinion it was still a good read, I appreciated the story more 

when I could understand it’. Bruno identifies perhaps the most obvious value of the 
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‘reworked’ text here: it offers a way to understand, to access the plays, at least in terms of 

plot and character. He does not really have a sense of whether or why it’s important to 

understand or whether Shakespeare’s stories are more important than anybody else’s 

(though he does see value in the ways they make us consider history). For him it is the 

imaginative aspects of the text that are important: he enjoyed A Midsummer Night’s Dream 

because ‘it’s more fantasy’; he sees the play in terms of genre, rather than language, and it 

is engagement with it and enjoyment of it in its own right that seem important to him. He 

draws from the imaginative world again, when asked whether it is the specific words of 

Shakespeare that makes the plays special: ‘In my opinion, rewritten pieces of literature can 

be special in their own right, like a version of Little Red Riding Hood, where, I don’t know, 

Little Red Riding Hood brandishes a weapon this time, was prob… is very much different 

from the ‘original’ story.’  Lara, however, is less certain: ‘the stories can be copied, but the 

value, and how well they can be changed is different’ and Bruno thinks again: ‘Although 

I’m quite on the side of ‘reworked’ here, Lara makes a very good point in the fact that, you 

know, some of the ‘original’ magic from that piece is lost when you reformat it’. 

However, the interviewees are pragmatic in seeing that the ‘reworked’ text can serve to 

provide understanding, and that there is value in a form that helps students get over the 

barrier of language. It seems to me that this notion of the ‘reworked’ text as a ‘bridge’, as 

termed by Lara in the extract below, is an important one and it has provided what I believe 

will be a useful in vivo code:  

     I’m not saying like everyone should be really smart and everyone  

     should understand the vocabulary, it is just what you want, it is  

     about how interested you are. It’s kind of like if there was a big gap  

                 between you, between you and understanding it, it doesn’t matter  

     what kind of bridge you use, as long as you get over that gap…  

     What type of bridge doesn’t matter, if you use one that is kind of  

                             like a bit unsafe, but it still gets you there, as long as you get to that 

                 understanding point, it doesn’t matter how. 

Both Bruno and Lara talk frequently of a desire to choose, particularly to choose whether 

to study certain subjects and things; they express their frustration at working alongside 

people who clearly do not want to do the things they are asked to do. Lara is equally 

pragmatic in identifying that a mixture of ‘original’ and ‘reworked’ would be beneficial: 

‘they should…do at least one ‘rework’ and one of the complete stories and compare how 

they have changed…And that way you involve both and you get both and you’ll be able to 

see how things have changed and story development and you’ll be able to see how the 

vocabulary… you’ll be able to do it all in a term’. 
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6.7.2 School 1, Interview 2-Morgan and Melissa 

Figure 5-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Morgan and Melissa Interview 

 

Analysis 

The second interview was with two female students in top set Year 11 for English (Morgan 

and Melissa). Seven of the focused codes were again represented during the interview, 

with ‘Value of Language’ the second most frequently discussed this time. As is clear from 

the chart, the code of ‘Shakespeare as Cultural Capital’ is the most apparent in this 

interview. The students feel that an understanding of Shakespeare is linked to intelligence. 

Morgan explains: 

   I feel like people just assume that that anyone  

   that has read Shakespeare must be intelligent and  

   that sort of stuff and I feel like before you read  

   one, like I know I was like this, like when we were  

   told that we had to do a Shakespeare novel for our  

   GCSEs, I was like, I don’t know how I’m going to  

   manage that. 

 

The students are keen to express an admiration for Shakespeare, but struggle a little to say 

where it comes from, Morgan continues:  

   I don’t really know, I really couldn’t put a word on it,  

   to be honest, I feel like there’s so many different  

   factors, like his use of language is just like amazing 

 

Melissa:  

   I think that the language that’s used can be so complex,  

   there’s so much to it, so many points of you can have  

   on one little section of the story, someone might interpret it  
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   this way, but another person might interpret it another  

   way. 

  

Compared to Lara, in the previous interview, for whom the admiration for Shakespeare’s 

language was personal, and perhaps instrumental, here the relationship is possibly more 

founded in the requirements for examinations and in what teachers have said is important; I 

can almost hear the teacher who has taken the students through detailed analysis of text in 

the background. I wonder if even the recognition of ambiguity in Shakespeare’s words is 

rooted in the knowledge that alternative analyses are beneficial in examination responses. 

These students have most recently experienced Shakespeare in the ‘original’ form and 

point out that this was required for the exam. There is some use of ‘reworked’ text in the 

form of online ‘translations’ that they were encouraged to access in their own time. 

Melissa’s view is that ‘These help to an extent, but I think you do need to, like, uhm, 

because in the exam, you can’t use the translated version, you have to use the words from 

the ‘original’. Though they talk about the initial ‘barrier’ of the texts in the ‘original’ form: 

‘it’s hard to understand at first’, it seems that once past the intimidation caused by the 

unfamiliar language, the students are happy using the full ‘original’ play. Morgan explains:  

   I think using the ‘original’ Shakespeare text,  

   it’s difficult to logically understand, but I feel like,  

   you sort of grasp what he’s trying to say but when  

   it’s like the translated version, you get a broader  

   understanding of what’s being said, but I feel like you  

   do lose some of the tone and that sort of stuff.  

 

Here the loss is potentially very important: being able to write about the complexity, and 

ambiguity of Shakespeare’s language is key to success in the GCSE examination.  

At this stage, I wanted to see whether the focused codes were relevant across interviews 

and created the diagram below, comparing the codes in School 1 interview 1 and 2. 
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Figure 6-Comparison of Codes Referenced in School 1, Interview 1 and 2 

  

The central area of the diagram shows the focused codes that are holding up as dominant at 

this stage: ‘Value of Language’; ‘Value of the Historical’; ‘Shakespeare as Humanist’; 

‘Original Language as a Barrier’; ‘Rework as a Bridge’ and ‘Shakespeare as Cultural 

Capital’, as they are common to both Interview 1 and 2 (School 1). The codes to the left 

and right of centre are those that were only to be found in one or other of the interviews. 

This was not to say that they were not relevant; they remained profitable codes in later 

interviews.
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6.7.3 School 1, Interview 3-Alan 

Figure 7-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Alan Interview 

 

Analysis 

My third interview at School 1 is with Alan, a Year 11 in top set English. Once again, 

‘Value of Language’ is the code (node in NVivo) that is most apparent in the transcript of 

his interview. He describes mainly experiencing the full ‘original’ play, supported by 

translations and ‘glossaries’; there is also a mention of an online version with ‘translations’ 

being employed. As Alan is in Year 11, he is preparing for the GCSE examination. 

As in previous student interviews, Alan acknowledges that Shakespeare’s language is 

initially difficult, and that he would ‘struggle on the-old fashioned words’ but he sees this 

as something that can be overcome: ‘through the context I’d be able to figure, something 

along the same lines’. He does not seem to see an initial struggle with the language as 

being a negative, in fact it appears that it is the difficulty of the language that creates the 

value: ‘The old-style language… I think, erm, it’s trying to help people learn, like more 

sophisticated ways to speak, like say things, explain things and all that’. Here he echoes L 

in Interview 1 who sees the value of Shakespeare’s language as being in its ability to 

develop levels of literacy and in particular, verbal ‘sophistication’.  

When recalling a Shakespeare play that he saw at primary school, Alan emphasises: ‘when 

they do it in plays, sometimes they like, make it more modern, but I prefer like, the old 

language instead of like the modern language’. I ask him whether he felt that anything was 

lost when using ‘reworked’ texts and he makes an interesting observation: ‘Erm, probably 

the suspense a little bit, because like if you don’t know a word you have to stop and go 
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look at it, but if you just carried on, you’d get a better feel for how the play is… I think the 

speed of the play and the tension it gives’. I think Alan is referring to texts that have a 

‘translated’ or modern English element alongside them here and is explaining that 

switching between the ‘original’ word and the translated ultimately impedes engagement 

and perhaps, therefore, understanding for him. For Alan, then, understanding may come 

from a genuine immersion in a play as a dramatic form. As he said previously, he wants to 

be able to work out the meaning of words from the context. He is identifying the dramatic 

structure that drives a play and that this can be lost when turning the play into something 

else. He continues: ‘with plays, you can interact more when you’re learning, whereas with 

normal texts, I tend to get bored reading it because it’s just like from one 

perspective…different people can play different characters, so you don’t get bored reading 

it alone. When I ask, ‘What doesn’t the re-make give you?’ Alan responds: ‘The same 

atmosphere, when you read like plays, it makes you feel like you’re there watching it, but 

if you just read like a novel, it just feels like you’re at home’. Again here, Alan seems to be 

describing an engagement that he gets from the play as a dramatic form; the shared 

experience of reading or watching a play is perhaps something that is lost with ‘reworked’ 

versions that might be used in the classroom. 

When asked about the value of Shakespeare more generally, Alan again talks with a sense 

of genuine engagement with the play as a whole, describing how Shakespeare’s characters 

and plots can help people make moral choices: ‘by using Macbeth, like Macbeth wanted to 

be king and whatever, so he killed, but he was still unhappy, because he was haunted and 

stuff, so Shakespeare shows that one bad mistake can haunt you for the rest of your life’ he 

sees this as being of wider benefit to young people: ‘say they er, hear something on the 

street or see something on the TV and they don’t know what it means, by using 

Shakespeare’s old language, they’ll probably know what it means, take it into account, like 

let it help them’. It is interesting here, that Alan sees the ‘original’ language as the medium 

through which these lessons can be learned. 
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6.7.4 School 1, Interview 4-Valerie 

Figure 8-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Valerie Interview 

 

Analysis  

The participant in this interview, Valerie, is an experienced female teacher. In this data set, 

the node (code) of ‘exam pragmatism’ is the most dominant. Valerie is clear that the 

‘original’ text needs to be used to prepare for students for exams: ‘I think ‘original’ 

provides the challenge, it provides ultimately the analysis skills that they need and it’s very 

much sort of exam focused, in terms of they need to know the quotes and they need to be 

able to analyse the quotes and they will be severely limited on the exam if all they can do 

is tell the story’. In this interview extract, Valerie is also touching upon the limitations of 

the rework, at least at KS4: it provides understanding of plot and character and can provide 

a useful ‘bridge’ to the ‘original’ text, but students need to be able to show more than 

understanding, at least in terms of examination success.  

It occurred to me that where I had previously been thinking about ‘reworked’ texts being 

employed instrumentally, in this interview I began to see the ‘original’ text talked of in 

instrumental terms: Shakespeare’s ‘original’ language is discussed in terms of skills of 

quotation and analysis required for the exam. Valerie discusses ‘reworked’ texts as way of 

leading in or giving students initial understanding (again the code ‘Rework as a Bridge’ is 

proving profitable) ‘depending on who, which students you’ve got in front of you… but 

ultimately we know, they have got to be able to use that ‘original’, so yes, use whatever 

‘reworks’ to help get them to that stage that they can, but the real value really does come 

from their ability to engage and use…’ Here she trails off but, based on previous 
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discussion, she seems to be referring to the language of the ‘original’ play. She talks of 

‘reworked’ texts providing ‘reassurance, at first, and quite often you can reduce the use 

you’re making of a translation, or a text as you go on or as they gain that confidence’ but 

‘the value of the sort of secondary texts, on their own, they don’t really have a value other 

than sort of your basic comprehension, but I think the value comes in what they then allow 

the student to do as you progress’.  

Valerie describes using the No Fear Shakespeare edition of plays, with their mixture of 

‘original’ and modern ‘translated’ text on adjacent pages: ‘that tends to sort of work quite 

well because there’s sort of no excuses for ‘oh I don’t understand that’, because they can 

generally transfer it quite well’. Once again, it is clear what is required is something that 

gets students over an ‘initial resistance’ to the text that is caused by the barrier of language 

and, perhaps, the barrier of intimidation caused by students’ perception of the difficulty of 

the ‘original’ play form. At the same time, an element of struggle with the ‘original’ text is 

discussed as valuable: ‘I think the value of the ‘original’, is that, they get, hopefully, a 

genuine sort of sense of what the writer was trying to say and they can sort of work that out 

for themselves, and as I say, there is a sense of satisfaction that comes from that and that 

perhaps that sometimes, that almost makes it more memorable for them if they’ve worked 

it out for themselves’. However, she does also speak of negative experiences early in her 

teaching career when she tried to begin teaching classes an ‘original’ play with no lead in 

and is pragmatic in pointing out that decisions regarding texts need to made depending on 

the class. 
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6.7.5 School 1, Interview 5-Paul 

Figure 9-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Paul Interview 

 

Analysis 

Interview 5 is with a male teacher, Paul. The chart shows that much of the talk in the 

interview focused on the value of Shakespeare. The code that I have termed ‘Shakespeare 

as Humanist’ (that is, the idea that Shakespeare has something to teach us about the human 

condition) came up most frequently. He explains:  

Shakespeare’s plays deal with quite grand narratives,                              

big adult themes, and I think often as teachers and as adults,                   

we often shield students from those ideas, we say ‘no this isn’t                 

for you until’, you can start to introduce really big ideas through  

Shakespeare, in a way that students respond to maturely; it           

encourages them to try and consider these things in quite a grown-            

up way. Because you’re saying, ‘well here’s some grown up stuff,                               

in this very grown-up wrapping, that you know is a big deal,            

because Shakespeare is kind of a big deal, we talk about           

relationships and we talk about infidelity, and we talk about                   

why women were treated in this way, erm, you know why                    

she’s rejected at the altar, Claudio think’s she had an affair and               

all that kind of stuff, and they, I don’t know whether                                

it’s just a virtuous circle − you’re studying something mature,                   

it’s got mature themes, so they respond maturely. 

 

Paul describes using a mixture of ‘original’ and ‘reworked’ texts in his Shakespeare 

lessons: starting out with the ‘original’, he might later back this up with a ‘rework’. He 

believes that all classes can gain understanding from the ‘original’ text and in fact sees the 

initial difficulty of Shakespeare as a positive, in the sense by being able to access 

something that they perceive as difficult and weighty, students gain confidence. He recalls 



126 

 

an experience of teaching a class of lower achiever boys ‘you might just say ‘foul is’ and 

they’d immediately respond with fair’ and they can access it and they do get it. Whether 

that, I’d love to say for every one of them they were like ‘woooahh, this is amazing, we 

can do Shakespeare, now, let me at academia, haha, I’m in, I’m sold, it doesn’t quite 

happen that way, erm, but, you know, I do think there is a perception from them I’ve 

accessed, I’ve done Shakespeare, maybe I can do other things’ (emphasis Paul’s). 

Once again, the depth of Shakespeare’s language is discussed as being highly valuable: 

Paul likens the analysis of it as ‘eating incredibly rich food’, and the process of becoming 

familiar with it as ‘a bit like learning an instrument. It appears to be a different language, 

but I think it gives, it develops a linguistic skill set that then translated into lots of other 

things’. There are echoes of Lara in interview 1 here. Paul acknowledges that this richness 

can be lost if using a ‘reworked’ text that has been heavily altered, but sees ‘reworked’ 

texts ‘opening doors…occasionally [it] will offer students who are either particularly 

disaffected or who struggle with language and language processing, if you can get the plot 

over in a nice straight forward, ‘reworked’, trimmed down, you know whatever way that 

happens, if you can get that across, maybe you’re on your way to launching in… so going 

back to those big weighty themes, some of them are universal themes that the students will 

recognise themselves, a ‘reworked’ text, that moves the context, so they recognise 

themselves in it, I think can be really valuable’. 

 6.13 Summary of References Coded at end of School 1 Interviews 

Figure 10-Summary of Codes Referenced at School 1 Interviews 
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The list of nodes (my focused codes) in the figure above shows that references were 

consistently being found relating to the focused codes, with ‘Value of Language’ emerging 

as by far the strongest code, followed by ‘Value of Plot or Story’ and ‘original’ Language 

as a Barrier’/’Rework as a Bridge’. There was nothing coming from the data that led me to 

think that a new code was required. I altered the wording of two codes as I was working 

my way through the data: ‘Original Language as a Barrier’ became ‘Original’ (Language) 

as a Barrier and ‘Importance of Whole Play’ was altered to ‘Importance of (Whole) Play. 

The parentheses allowed me to subsume information that might otherwise have become a 

different code. Putting ‘language’ in parentheses allowed me to also consider the whole/ 

‘original’ text as a barrier and ‘whole’ bracketed off means that this code can relate to 

references to the importance of considering the play in its entirety, something that needs to 

be experienced with its dramatic structures intact and play as pedagogy, in terms of 

exploring the play via active and dramatic approaches.  

After the application of the focused codes to School 1, I was satisfied that it would be 

profitable to test them in the data from a second school. In terms of theoretical sampling, I 

knew that any secondary school would allow me to further test this set of focused codes, so 

I did not need to seek out anything in particular for a second round of interviews, beyond a 

general wish to get a range of types of school, if possible. All secondary schools are 

required to teach Shakespeare: two texts at Key Stage 3; 1 at Key Stage 4. 

While School 1 was a representative UK school (mixed sex; average numbers of Pupil 

Premium students showing a relatively socially mixed demographic), I was conscious that 

the students put forward for interviews all came from top set English and were clearly 

engaged and keen to show and appreciation for Shakespeare. I was concerned that there 

could have been an element of them telling me what they thought I wanted to hear. I also 

wanted to hear what kind of texts were being employed with those in lower achiever sets.  

School 1 showed that ‘reworked’ texts are often used at KS3 as a way of introducing 

students to Shakespeare and at KS4 as a way of bridging or support understanding. 

However, the thrust at KS4 was for using ‘original’ texts, as this is what was required for 

the exam. School 2 is not far from school 1 in geographical terms, but it is in a more 

socially deprived area. This school put forward a wider range of students for interview: 

there were once again students from top set who were keen to show their literary 

appreciation, but also some who were more ambivalent towards Shakespeare. 
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6.8 Further Application of Focused Codes.  

This is a mixed sex, 11-16 voluntary aided Catholic school, also in the north of England. 

The percentage of Pupil Premium students at the time of interviews was 33%; it is in a 

somewhat more socially deprived area than School 1. The school is an area of little ethnic 

diversity, and this is reflected in its intake. The interviews took place in various locations: 

a classroom, office and in the library. The organisation of the interviews was more organic 

than at School 1, with locations being found on the day. This allowed me to get a better 

feel for the school than I had at school 1. The participants were also perhaps more relaxed 

in this setting; there seemed to be less of a sense of Shakespeare’s, and of the interview 

situations, ‘weightiness’. The interviews began with a teacher: Theresa. 

6.8.1 School 2, Interview 1-Theresa 

Figure 11-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Theresa Interview 

 

Analysis 

The chart above shows that Theresa spoke most frequently about topics that I have termed 

‘Exam Pragmatism’. It seems that this is a significant code in the interviews with teachers. 

The GCSE requirement that students must analyse an extract of text and relate it to the rest 

of the play means that the ‘original’ texts (or graphic texts in the ‘original’ language) are 

used at KS4. After explaining that the school employs an online package that allows the 

texts to be seen as graphic novels in different formats (Theresa: ‘I think it goes, ‘original’, 

‘plain’, ‘quick’) she confirms that the ‘original’ version is used: ‘Because we feel like it’s 

the language that they get tested on really, in the exam, and not necessarily on their 
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knowledge of Shakespeare. Because if it was the knowledge of Shakespeare, the questions 

would be, they wouldn’t have an extract on the page, they’d just be saying, you know, 

what kind of a character was Romeo? It’s all very well saying how is hate presented, but 

what they’re expecting is quotes…it seems a shame really, but do we have to have it 

accessed at such a young age when, in a culture, in a society that doesn’t necessarily value 

education, I think if we had more value on education, then perhaps, they’d appreciate the 

access to it. But I wonder whether we’re doing Shakespeare an injustice by teaching it the 

way we do.’  

Theresa is clearly a creative teacher who plays with text to engage the students in 

Shakespeare. When I ask what her view of Shakespeare is she responds: ‘I’m not quite on 

the worshipping front, but I do appreciate how good he was, so it’s not my favourite thing 

to teach, but when I’m teaching it, I’m passionate about it, so especially from a language 

point of view’. Again, the value of Shakespeare’s language is foregrounded: ‘Value of 

Language’ is the third most frequent code in the interview. She talks of referencing Yoda 

to demystify Shakespeare’s word order and playing ‘Shakespeare or Not Shakespeare’ 

with quotations. Another teacher in the department later tells me that Theresa produces her 

own beautifully illustrated summaries of texts to support students via wall displays. Given 

this example of creative ‘reworking’ in action, it is interesting that she talks of the 

‘reworked’ texts that the school has employed in largely instrumental terms; there is no 

mention of inherent value within them. Tellingly, she says that the department ‘invested in’ 

graphic novels – the vocabulary would suggest that capital is expended to result in a 

desired outcome: exam success. They are required because of the difficulty students 

initially experience with language. Once again, the term ‘barrier’ is used: ‘There’s 

definitely that barrier where they do see it as gobbledegook and they’re very unwilling to 

see past that’. Despite this, she continues to place value on the language and here for 

aesthetic, rather than pragmatic reasons: ‘I find language so interesting, that’s probably 

why I like that idea of the ‘original’ and it wouldn’t be right to lose it’. 

My questions prompt Theresa to consider her own relationship with Shakespeare in quite 

candid terms, and this led to the second most frequent code being ‘Shakespeare as Cultural 

Capital’. She describes experiencing a feeling of shame at having attended and not 

understood a performance of an unfamiliar Shakespeare play and I ask: ‘Where does that 

shame come from? Why should you possibly feel ashamed that you didn’t understand?’ 
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Theresa: ‘I know!... I think I must have some kind of weird class chip on my shoulder, I 

must have, because I can imagine if I were with a group of, I don’t know, intellectuals, or 

whatever, I’d be worried that if I was dropping in Shakespeare things, I’d be worried that 

they’d think that I was trying too hard. That’s got to be a class chip on my shoulder’. 

Theresa is clearly intelligent herself, so it is striking that at some time, and on some level, 

she has absorbed a sense that the cultural capital attached to Shakespeare is for others. She 

goes on to wonder: ‘So surely if we’re saying that the students need to have access to it, 

and yeah, I do think they do in that sense, but is it wrong to give them access to it if it’s not 

a natural thing?’ Here I think she uses the phrase ‘not natural’ to denote ‘not easy’ for the 

students she teaches, but it is an interesting choice of phrase in the context of her own 

admission of discomfort. She continues: ‘People assume you’ve got to teach Shakespeare, 

it’s got to be on the curriculum, but really, if we’re doing that all of the time, focussing on 

that one man, what other things have we missed out on, because we’ve taken all of that 

focus away?’  

6.8.2 School 2, Interview 2-Anna 

Figure 12-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Anna Interview 

 

Analsysis  

This interview was with Anna, a female Year 11 student. She explains that, being in Set 1, 

she is exposed to the ‘original’ Shakespeare text, though it is a text that has a 

glossary/short translated summaries alongside the ‘original’. However, she describes how a 

‘reworked’ text had been used as a bridge to the ‘original’: ‘I remember we had a 

‘reworked’ version with the part about Friar Lawrence talking to Romeo. I think we had… 
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it was really difficult, and everyone was finding the language really difficult, and nobody 

really knew what was going on, and so Miss put on the ‘reworked’ version and put up a 

five-minute clip and everyone just got it. Then we went back to the ‘original’ text, and 

everyone was like ‘oh yes!’ I believe here, she is talking about a film version. She also 

explains how her teacher creates her own ‘reworked’ text that acts as a bridge for those in 

the class who may be finding it more difficult: ‘on the board there’ll be like the whole act 

and just a line but described in like a modern way’.  

Perhaps due to her set and year group, Anna talks about Shakespeare almost exclusively in 

relation to examination requirements. Her language is grounded in the terminology of 

exams: ‘AOs,’, ‘skills’, ‘structuring answer’, ‘writer’s methods and techniques’. This is 

evident in the chart which shows ‘Exam Pragmatism’ is the most dominant code from the 

interview. Anna is pragmatic about the use of ‘reworks’: ‘I think that because we get 

extracts on the exam paper and it’s going to be the ‘original’ not the ‘reworked’, so I think 

that if you’re using the ‘reworked’ version all of the time, you kind of miss out what the 

actual words are in the play…so you’re not using quotes as much that you need to put in 

the answer. Or you might not understand it because you have only been used to using the 

‘reworked’ version. I think if you use both, you cover it all’. At this point I added a new 

node to the NVivo list: ‘Importance of using ‘Rework’ and ‘Original’. It is not the first time 

that participants have made this point, and it being expressed so explicitly made me decide 

to code references to it going forward. 

6.8.3 School 2, Interview 3-Kelvin 

Figure 13-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Kelvin Interview 
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Analysis  

Kelvin, in this interview, is a male student in a lower set Year 10. What I find most striking 

in the interview is his bemusement about his experience of Shakespeare; this is perhaps 

reflected in the fact that I only made 11 references to codes during the interview − the 

mean at this stage is 30 references; the mode 24. When asked about the methods/formats 

that were being used to teach him Shakespeare he references what appears to be a 

‘reworked’ text in the form of a graphic novel, but in vague terms:  

Kelvin: I think we had like a cartoon one with like pictures on the cover, but it did 

have old language in. 

  KM: Did it have speech bubbles but the ‘original’ words? 

  K: Yeah, yeah. 

KM: And when you use that were you only using that, or did you use what looked 

like a traditional play? 

  K: Erm, no we used the book thing.  

  KM: In what year? 

  K: In Year 8 

  KM: And what about for GCSE what are you using? 

  K: Near enough the same thing. 

 

When I ask what types of things happen when studying Shakespeare in class, Kelvin 

explains: ‘We get like a sheet, and we have to pick stuff out, like love and hate and that 

and then we have to pick them out and then write about it and then write about hate or love 

in the whole of the play’. He appears to be describing practising the skills required for the 

GCSE examination, with text that has been reduced (or ‘reworked’) by the teacher, in the 

form of salient extracts.  This process seems to have resulted in Shakespeare having little 

meaning for Kelvin; he is aware that there is a requirement to be able to employ a skill for 

the examination, but there is no sense of a Shakespeare play as an entire story, much less a 

piece of literature that was originally created to engage and entertain. Kelvin does find 

some engagement with the ‘fighting’ in Romeo and Juliet, which he references twice. 

When asked directly whether he would prefer a play in the ‘original’ language or in a 

‘reworked’ form, he opts for a ‘reworked’ form: ‘Because it helps you understand more, 

because you want to learn it then, like better than just getting a huge book in front of you.’ 

The connection between understanding and a desire to learn that Kelvin makes here is 

interesting; as seen in previous interviews, ‘reworks’ have been identified (and coded) as a 

bridge to understanding, to overcoming the initial barriers of language. Kelvin, like several 

other participants, identifies the language barrier (‘it’s hard to read’) and the ‘bridge’ that a 



133 

 

‘reworked’ text can provide: ‘but where you’ve got the like text it’s not that much but it’s 

like more interesting and it’s got pictures and stuff so you can see what is happening’. 

However, this interview made me wonder whether, with some lower achiever students, the 

dismantling of a text might have the opposite effect, and lead to a situation where there is 

nothing concrete for the student to latch on to. At this stage I added the code ‘Negative 

Dismantling’ to see whether the theme arises again. 

6.8.4 School 2, Interview 4-Nancy 

Figure 14-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Nancy Interview 

 

Analysis  

Nancy is an experienced female English teacher. Her interview is rich in data and led me to 

create a new code: ‘Reworks’ Negative’. She is the only participant thus far to express 

specifically that ‘reworked’ texts were not having the impact the English department had 

hoped for. The school had invested in a range of graphic novels (full/plain/quick) to 

address ‘middle ability boys [who] were more disengaged and we thought having the 

images would help. I’ve not seen having the graphic novels, or having the pictures in 

general, help with engagement at all. A lot of them will still not look at it at all. Even 

though I’m saying to them, it looks like a long book, but look how much writing is on each 

page (this is the only way you can get to some kids) I say: ‘We only have to read a few 

speech bubbles on each page’. I don’t think the images help, really.’ Nancy explains that a 

larger issue with disengagement is not overcome with these texts. The initial barrier that 

students have towards the difficulty of the language is coupled with what appears to be an 

ennui with the requirements of the exam system as a whole: ‘we see a lot of head on the 
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desks in this paper, because they just give up, they think it’s above them, they’ve never 

been to a theatre, they don’t understand the value of the audience reaction to the characters 

or the language’. Nancy talks of her frustration at how, despite much support, students are 

unable to analyse the language in the way that is required for the exam (though reference to 

the text rather than direct quotation is acceptable for Part 2, where students refer to the play 

as a whole, when working on the extract in Part 1, analysis at word level is required), 

Nancy: ‘I’m finding the actual analysis of language, they will still pick out a quote from 

the extract and they will tell me what it means but very rarely am I finding learners who 

are able to talk about why Shakespeare has chosen it. Where they can do it in a more 

modern text.’  

Nancy goes on to say that the graphic novel versions of other set texts are not particularly 

successful either:   

             I had the same with other versions…we have the abridged 

                              A Christmas Carol, we’ve got the graphic novel of Frankenstein,  

                             we’ve got the plain version of that; they’re not interested in looking  

                             at the pictures to understand the story. They want to be told the story  

                             and they like us talking about the extract and they like writing down the  

                             annotations, but that’s very teacher led I think they’re so… they don’t  

                             have the confidence with Shakespeare in general, that they’re just waiting  

                             for me to give them the answers. And I’ve never seen them actually engage,  

                             looking at the images, figuring out who the characters are. Because say  

                             you’ve got your graphic novel and you’ve got a picture of two people 

                            talking together that’s more challenging for them, to figure out who those  

                             people are, than if they are looking in a modern text and it says: ‘Mercutio  

                             says’, ‘Benvolio replies’, blah blah blah. I don’t see them looking at them  

                            with interest, in the way I think we thought they would when we bought them. 

 

Nancy speaks engagingly about her own enjoyment of Shakespeare and of the challenge 

involved in studying and teaching it; she also sees some higher ability students enjoying 

this challenge. However, her frustration with the exam system and the requirement of 

Shakespeare for all is clear: ‘The exams are too prescribed. I think if Shakespeare was an 

option on the exam and the learners chose it, I think that would just be beautiful to watch 

and to teach and we would use a lot of the ‘reworked’ versions to help students in that 

differentiated group of learners who would appreciate the value of it, even if they couldn’t 

see it at first, and wanted to. I think having Shakespeare for every learner, across the 

country doesn’t work, disheartens them.’ She continues: ‘I don’t think it’s really helping 

our learners…And I feel like it’s a real shame, is all. I don’t think it’s as accessible, even 

with, I don’t think these ‘reworked’ versions are having the effect that maybe they should 

have in getting them engaged and excited.’ 
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I had begun to wonder in the interview with Kelvin, whether the ‘dismantling’ of text was 

only adding another layer of obscurity for students who would already be deemed ‘lower 

achiever’; the text becomes something nebulous to the students; simply something upon 

which they are required to conduct disassociated language analysis. I am beginning to ask 

myself whether encountering the play as a whole and studying it in a way that allows it to 

be met as a thing designed to entertain an audience, would be of more value than using 

‘reworked’ texts. In her suggestion that ‘we should be looking into more things like live 

streams or maybe things they can have on their phones, or different apps and things to get 

them interested’, Nancy is perhaps in agreement. 

6.9 Tentative Theoretical Coding  

Some connections between categories and potential theoretical coding began to form in my 

mind at this stage and are shown in the diagram below. I return to and build on this starting 

point in my theoretical coding diagrams in Chapter 7 ‘Discussion of Data 2’. 

Figure 15-Tentative Theoretical Coding Diagram

  

The value of language was, at this point, the most frequently cited code by some margin, 

so I placed it centrally as a potential core category. This came up in a range of ways: 

participants talked frequently of Shakespeare’s contribution to the English language 

(teachers and students); of the way that an understanding of this complex language can 

improve literacy (mostly students); of the value in exploring its aesthetic beauty (mainly 

teacher participants) and of the pragmatic necessity of analysis for exam (both teacher and 

student participants). 
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The difficulty posed by Shakespeare’s language in its ‘original’ form perhaps makes 

‘reworked’ texts (at least those that abridge or modernise Shakespeare’s language) 

appealing, and the interview data has shown that they can be valuable in acting as a bridge 

to the ‘original’ text. However, teacher and student participants expressed that the 

difficulty of the language can be overcome, once initial feelings of intimidation have 

passed. It was also expressed that the value of the ‘reworked’ texts is limited, particularly 

at this second school. They may offer a ‘bridge’ to Shakespeare but, in reducing the 

amount or richness of language, cannot provide full access to the value of language that 

has been talked of. 

References to what I coded ‘Exam Pragmatism’ were also frequent in the interview data, 

and here, the ‘reworked’ text becomes something of a paradox. It might appear to offer a 

useful aid to students who are intimidated by the language of Shakespeare who need, 

regardless, to engage with it for exams. But ‘reworked’ texts that specifically adapt 

language cannot offer access to what is required for GCSE examinations: students are able 

to analyse extracts from the text in its ‘original’ form. Indeed, for lower achiever students, 

a ‘dismantling’ of Shakespeare text seems to cause increased confusion: they are unable to 

get any sense of the overall dramatic or narrative drive of what is, in fact, a play. Some 

lower achiever students, like K, can only talk in vague terms about ‘extracts’ that they are 

provided with. Therefore, whether for reasons of exam pragmatism or for the wider range 

of values associated with language, it is perhaps necessary to come back to the play in its 

whole/ ‘original’ form. 

6.8.5 School 2, Interview 5-Greta and Zara  

Figure 16-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Greta and Zara Interview 
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Analsysis 

Greta and Zara are two top set female students in Year 10. Early on in the discussion they 

were keen to express the importance of whole texts being employed. This is what they had 

experienced as top set students. Zara: ‘because we are high achieving, we do use the actual 

books. There is [sic] translations which are very helpful, but it is the word of Shakespeare. 

It is word for word, and I think that’s exactly what it should be, because there’s no point 

like, you don’t get the full effect if you’re not reading the whole.’ The students don’t quite 

hit on an explanation for what a full text gives them, but I sense a hint of ‘top set pride’ at 

play here. Being able to handle Shakespeare in the ‘original’ is something that shows they 

have earned their place, or perhaps being in top set gives these students the confidence to 

believe they can tackle the whole text. Students in top sets have expressed a similar leaning 

in earlier interviews. 

The chart for this interview shows that the second most frequently referenced code is 

‘Reworked’ Negative’. Greta is more precise when discussing the limitations of a graphic 

text, albeit not a Shakespeare one:  

    When you did the graphic novel with Mary Shelley  

    you know with Frankenstein, I felt like it wasn’t the same.  

    I felt like I was reading a kid’s book, because obviously  

    with Frankenstein there is a kid’s version of it. I felt like  

    I was reading like a story, and I didn’t have my analytic  

    thinking on that I could take stuff from it, I was just listening  

    to a story.  

 

Recalling a previous year when a graphic Shakespeare text was used, she continues:  

  It’s also so narrow-minded, you end up associating that  

  picture with that part of the story, whereas when you’ve  

  got the book, and obviously watch the film as well and that helps,  

  but when you’ve got the book, you can make your own mind  

  up about it. You’re going to get what you initially thought and  

  maybe what other people thought, but with a comic you’re  

  just literally looking at a picture’ [I believe she is making  

  the common student error of referring to a Shakespeare play  

  as a book, here] the pictures show facial expressions that tell  

  you how he’s feeling, when normally it’s our job to figure  

  out that.  

Zara agrees:  
  When you’re looking at the pictures you don’t actually listen  

  to the quotes because everything is in different places and you’re  

  just trying to remember. But with a book you’re not distracted  

  because you know.  

 

The students here seem to perceive the pictures in the text as limiting in the sense that they 

take away the ability to see the image in their own mind’s eye. 
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While I can see that the two students are genuinely getting something out of the plurality of 

analysis that they are experiencing in their English lessons, once again, the discourse of 

examinations can be heard in their language: ‘analytic; ‘quotes’. The use of the word 

‘distracted’ suggests that ultimately there is a job in hand: to process quotations for the 

examinations and in this instance, for these students, the ‘reworked’ text does not support 

this. 

However, by the end of the interview, both students have become more expansive in seeing 

the benefits of using both a ‘reworked’ and ‘original’ text, at least for some students 

(‘Importance of Rework and ‘original’ code): Greta:  

  I do think now, after discussing it, I go from ‘no, you 

  have to use the ‘original’ text’ but I can appreciate that  

  if you’re at a different level, you’re probably not ready to sit  

  there and read a whole Shakespeare book and the ‘original’  

  language. There is going to be value in both. But I think  

  if you have got people, say in Year 11, who are taking  

  their GCSEs, it’s probably best to expose them to the  

  whole thing because that way you get more of a feel for it.  

  That way you get the full effect, you don’t get the diluted  

  version, where you’re just not as aware of what’s going on with it. 

 

 Zara is in agreement: ‘I think a mixture of both would be better, like you’ve got the 

graphic novels that give you a basic view and understanding and then if you want to go 

[inaudible] so I think a mixture of both and then, like Greta said, if you want to take it 

further, the ‘original’ script is the way to go.’ Here the code ‘Rework as a Bridge’ is again 

apparent. 

6.8.6 School 2, Interview 6-Michael  

Figure 17-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Michael Interview 
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Analysis  

Michael is a male student in Year 10 and was in either set 2/3 for English (he was unsure, 

when asked.) He is able to tell me that a ‘reworked’ text is used in his English lessons: ‘We 

have the comic sort, stuff like that or novels’ but he is less clear on whether or not the 

language within them is ‘original’: ‘I think there are some of the same quotes that are in it, 

stuff like that, stuff that you need but I don’t think it has all of it in.’ It sounds as if the 

‘quick’ version of the graphic novel is being used, here: Shakespearean language, but 

condensed. 

It strikes me again that, with lower achiever students, the use of ‘reworked’ texts is perhaps 

leading to bemusement. I wonder whether employing a ‘reworked’ text (also teacher 

prepared extracts) means a disassociation with what Shakespeare is. By employing a 

graphic novel, students may be able to grasp plot, but perhaps they lose the ability to see 

the whole picture − that Shakespeare was a playwright who created pieces of drama for the 

purposes of entertainment. If it were to be explored as a whole play, not just in terms of 

‘original’ language, but as a full entity, might students be able to better connect to, and 

understand the work of Shakespeare? Might they be more genuinely engaged by the 

narrative drive and more able to understand elements when they see the whole?  The 

intention of ‘reworks’ seems to be to create a bridge to (or act in replacement of?) 

understanding the ‘original’ Shakespeare, but with lower achiever students this doesn’t 

seem to be having the intended effect (see also the Nancy interview). Rather, a dismantling 

of the text seems to lead students to a vague sense that there are some disembodied 

‘quotes’ that need to be analysed in relation to specified themes (as in Kelvin interview). 

This is likely to be the practice they are undertaking for Part 1 of the examination question: 

analysis of an extract of text. 

Once again, what Michael grasps onto is that an ability to respond to the text is required for 

examination purposes. I asked myself, here, whether it could be that ‘Exam Pragmatism’ 

ultimately leads to some students being unable to have a genuine connection a Shakespeare 

play.
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6.8.7 School 2, Interview 7-Claire 

Figure 18-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Claire Interview 

 

Analysis 

Interview 7 is with Claire, an experienced and skilled teacher. She talks of her own 

enjoyment of studying and teaching Shakespeare and I referenced ‘Value of the Historical’ 

as reasons for this. Claire explains:  

  Looking at the Elizabethan era, and you are looking at  

  your patriarchal society. Kids love historical things.  

  They really tune into that kind of thing as well.  

  Because I think the historical context is really important.  

  I just think why would you not want to know that? Really,  

  I think we are doing them and injustice if we don’t give  

  them access to that.  

 

I have seen this to be the case in many of the student interviews and it led me to wonder 

whether the element of the historical is something that is lost in a ‘reworked’ texts. Claire 

responds: ‘when you get the abridged versions, if they haven’t got a lot of the language in, 

it will help them with the context of the content but it’s not going to help them in the exam 

if it’s language based, so you have still got to do the extract with them haven’t you? Even 

if you have done the abridged version, you’ve got to keep giving them the extract because 

that’s what they’re going to have.’ Claire clarifies that the historic is able to be accessed in 

a ‘reworked’ text, as long as there are sufficient amounts of ‘original’ language: ‘when you 

are teaching, you are talking about that aren’t you? When you are looking at your 

quotations you know your patriarchy is Act 3 scene 5 in Romeo and Juliet.  

Claire talks of the rich discussions that can emerge from these examples with higher 

ability, engaged students, but as in other interviews, the explanations of how students 
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interact with Shakespeare are largely grounded in the discourse of examinations. It is 

interesting to note that, even though Claire talks of using the ‘original’ text with higher 

sets, this is in extract form, still a form of ‘rework’, in the sense that the teacher has chosen 

how best to extract text for their students. Once again, I wonder whether such an 

‘atomisation’ of Shakespeare might potentially decrease understanding. However, the 

instrumentalism is entirely understandable: teachers need to prepare lower achiever 

students, as well as higher, for the exam. 

The most dominant codes in this interview are ‘Exam Pragmatism’ and ‘Value of 

Challenge’. These represent a significant portion of the interview where Claire expresses 

her frustration at the mindset of students in relation to their studies. For her, the difficulty 

with accessing Shakespeare comes in large part from the expectations and aspirations of 

students themselves. It is obvious that Claire includes engaging activities in her 

Shakespeare lessons to draw students in, but she is frustrated that this is always necessary: 

‘I think that is what is lost with them now. They haven’t got that aspiration. That’s what 

we are dealing with today and it’s just trying to give them and enthuse them.’ 

She believes that ‘everything has been dumbed down for the kids now. But as I say, I think 

it is necessary to get them through that. I think they do need to know, I think even with 

some top sets that you are having to dumb some things down as well, because not everyone 

is a top set child. Giving them extract from the whole sometimes, I will say ‘look on page 

such and such a thing’… and they are very reluctant even to find it in the book. You are 

having to give them everything. I think we have made that rod for our own backs.’  

At this point I created a memo entitled ‘Reading as a Barrier’. Where I was coding 

frequently for ‘original’ (language) as a Barrier’, perhaps for some lower achiever students, 

it is the unwillingness to read at all that has to be overcome. This was also evident in 

Nancy’s interview, at the same school, where she described having to cajole students to see 

how little they had to read on the page. I think the ‘rod’ that Claire refers to here is the 

process of making things easier and easier for students. Ultimately, do ‘reworks’ (which 

lower achiever students appear bemused by) do more harm than good? Perhaps being faced 

with the challenge of a full text might engage them more when they get over the initial 

barrier. Claire herself says:  

  I love Shakespeare because I think it’s challenging and I  

  think part of development is being challenged, isn’t it? If  

  things are too easy for them… and they’d also get very bored if  

  everything was the same. I think it’s a challenge to look at  

  different language and to look at how much it is changed over time. 
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6.10 Summary of References Coded at end of School 2 Interviews 

Figure 19-Summary of Codes Referenced at End of School 2 Interviews 

 

At this stage I was very sure that the focused codes were useful ones. To some extent there 

was a saturation of data (the tally on the ‘original’ set of codes has continued to rise.) 

However, the fact that I have added four more codes during analysis of this second 

school’s data (‘Use of Extracts’; ‘Importance of both ‘Original’ and Rework’; ‘Negative 

Dismantling’; ‘Reworks’ Negative’) showed that there were potential new threads coming 

out of the data that needed to be tested. They were applied to a third school, chosen to 

provide data from a more culturally diverse demographic. I was interested to see whether 

my sense that the concept of ‘reworked’ texts acting as a bridge is of limited value came 

out in the staff and student interviews. 

6.10.1 School 3, Interview 1-Ellen 

This is a mixed sex, 4-18, independent school in the north of England. It does not publish 

Pupil Premium numbers, but as a fee-paying school, it is a fair conjecture that most 

students come from a relatively affluent background. The school describes itself as having 

a ‘broad ethnic mix’. The interviews took place in a room adjacent to the library. The 

atmosphere was pleasant and calm. 
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Figure 20-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Ellen Interview

 

Analysis 

Ellen is an experienced teacher at the school with responsibility for curriculum. She offers 

the other English teachers an element of choice in the texts they employ to teach 

Shakespeare, though there is an expectation that ultimately, ‘original’ text will be used for 

common assessments across the year groups ‘so they always do get some experience of the 

‘original’.  

Ellen enthusiastically expresses her own love of Shakespeare. For her, using the ‘original’ 

play is paramount (she prefers the Cambridge School Shakespeare), but she has 

experimented with ‘reworked’ texts on the recommendation of her colleagues (Manga/No 

Fear Shakespeare). However, these have only strengthened her belief in the power of the 

‘original’ versions. She asserts: ‘for me this isn’t Shakespeare, this is butchered 

Shakespeare’. Her strength of feeling is reflected in the chart: the most frequently referred 

to code is ‘Reworks Negative’. This is closely followed by the ’Value of Language’ code; 

for Ellen, much of the value of Shakespeare is in the ‘beauty’ of his language and she sees 

this as being lost in ‘reworked’ versions.  

Referring to her attempt at using No Fear Shakespeare she says: ‘I found the modern 

English wooden. So, for example: ‘Or I will deliver your insult to his face’. I know that 

makes sense to us, but because I was doing it to it with a middle to bottom set that was the 

whole reason for me not using the ‘original’ version. They didn’t understand that much 

more then they understood the ‘original’.’ We go on to discuss whether it was, in fact, the 

verse style that young people found difficult, as this was, to some extent still evident in the 
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No Fear Shakespeare translations; though the words were modern, the sentence structure 

still sounded archaic. Ellen suggests that while the language in the ‘original’ might be 

difficult, the beauty of it will engage:  

I think there is a beauty in the language. In a sense, no matter  

whether the child particularly warms to language they can  

still feel the beauty of it in my opinion. The metre, you can  

appreciate that even if you don’t fully understand the words. 

  

She goes further, explaining that the ‘original’ metre actually embeds the meaning more 

effectively:  

I think it’s easier because, you know you have to remember  

quotations now for the GCSE, they don’t get the text. I think  

it’s easier to remember them because of the metre in the  

‘original’, you know because otherwise if you’ve not studied  

the ‘original’ how on earth, you’ve got to go back anyway. 

 

This quotation also highlights a theme that was in clear evidence in the interview, as it has 

been across the participant schools: ‘Exam pragmatism’. Since Shakespeare became 

examined, rather than assessed for controlled assessment, the requirement that students 

analyse an unseen extract and relate it to other parts of the play means that recall of 

quotations is necessary (though these do not have to be exact). Ellen also talks about the 

effect that the syllabus change has had in a wider context: trips to the theatre have become 

more difficult as across the school it is deemed as much curriculum time as possible must 

be allocated to exam preparation (GCSE texts begin to be taught in Year 9). Ellen 

comments that this is ‘a shame’ and it is evident that she endeavours to maintain the 

importance of play (both as a theatrical event and a pedagogical tool − RSC live streams 

are utilised, though technical issues render them not entirely successful, and a garden 

gnome is brought in to accompany the use of the film adaptation Gnomeo and Juliet.) Ellen 

seems more positive about the use of film versions of the plays, and these are used as 

opportunities to view performance, as an end of term treat, as well as interspersed with 

analytical work in the classroom. 

Towards the end of the interview, she is keen to express how lucky they are at the school, 

that students are engaged, and parents supportive and there is a sense that the middle-class 

demographic are more open to the cultural capital offered by Shakespeare:  

  I do think we’ve got parents who think that it’s important  

  and will take their children to see Shakespeare, and therefore  

  its more acceptable at home. And also, I think when we set,  

  like Set 1 are much more positive, but as you go lower down,  

  and ironically Set 5.  
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It is interesting here that the fall off in positive engagement is in the lower, but not bottom 

set − is there perhaps less self- consciousness there? Set 1 perhaps believe that they are 

equipped to and expected to deal with the challenge of Shakespeare, where it might be the 

setting of those below have made them less confident. 
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6.10.2 School 3, Interview 2-Rochelle  

Figure 21-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Rochelle Interview 

 

Analysis 

Rochelle is a female English teacher with a range of experience across ages and 

demographics. Her interview data led me to add an additional code: ‘Different Texts for 

Different Abilities’ as she talked a number of times about how different levels of value can 

be found in ‘reworked’ texts, depending on their audience. At her current school, she uses 

both ‘original’ texts (Cambridge School Shakespeare) and ‘reworked’ (No Fear 

Shakespeare and various film versions.) At her previous school, which had a high 

percentage of Pupil Premium children, she also used Manga versions of the plays. She 

speaks about her choices across schools here:   

  For Year 9, because I had a particular year group who were  

  very into their graphic novels, that’s why I did a Manga  

  one with them, loved doing that. But with my other kids,  

  the special needs kids that I taught at my other place, just  

  the graphic novel and we did A Midsummer Night’s Dream,  

  rather than the actual text. The graphic novel for them, essential.  

  I could not manage without it, so I differentiated that way,  

  so, I had a massive split. It was a huge group, with different  

  abilities so I’d have my top ability people who were reading  

  the actual text, alongside the No Fear.... I would have then a  

middling group of ability who would read the text and the  

No Fear, but my very, very, very low ability would only read  

the graphic novel because that was all they could read and have  

it explained to them. 

 

Rochelle began the interview by explaining what she sees as the value of Shakespeare. Her 

thoughts first go to what I have termed ‘Shakespeare as Humanist’ in my coding: ‘he 

speaks to us, in my opinion, across the ages. These themes are universally relevant’. I ask 
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her whether the ‘reworked’ texts that are being used, often with lower achieving students, 

allow them to access this value in the same way. She answers:  

  For some, it will only ever be enough to do that, because 

  they can’t necessarily access the language. However, it  

  depends how you edit the language, as well. So no, I think  

  it has value in itself... Will they ever be able to access the  

  depth of meaning and the style…possibly not. However, you’d  

  be surprised at how much, even extremely low ability kids can  

  use certain ‘the course of true love never did run smooth’, they  

  could quote that like that. They know, for example ‘the be all and end all. 

 

It is interesting here that what Rochelle refers to is language, rather than theme and, in fact, 

the ability to remember quotations. From the descriptions of her teaching approaches, her 

teaching encourages far more than this, but it is obviously the case that what I have termed 

‘Exam Pragmatism’ in the codes has an impact on her pedagogical choices. As a number of 

teachers have explained, the change in the way Shakespeare is examined has had an impact 

on teaching and on students’ response to Shakespeare. Rochelle clarifies: ‘it’s the new 

GCSE that’s done that. So beforehand you had time, especially when it was coursework, 

you still had a little bit of time now but it’s very much we’re taking them through. Because 

in the new GCSE, it’s an extract that they have to write on, and then the rest of the play, 

which in the olden days was an A-Level skill, not a GCSE skill and that means because 

they’re nervous about the language, still, which they’re going to be, some of them, 

especially if they’re not the higher ability kids, you need to analyse it, you need to go 

through it in depth. But I still use the No Fear Shakespeare. She explains that the ‘stress’ 

of the final exam ‘kills it for them’; students are fearful that they need to understand every 

word in the extract they are given to analyse: ‘when they were doing it for coursework, it 

didn’t matter that they didn’t understand every word. You were looking at the themes, you 

were looking at the character, you were looking at the context of it. So, I think that’s 

what’s changed.’ 

Although students will need to be familiar with the text in its ‘original’ form to be able to 

exhibit the skills required, Rochelle is quick to point out that she still uses No Fear 

Shakespeare. She describes a process of interspersing ‘original’ text with ‘reworked’ 

versions, both in print and in film as providing ‘ways in’. 
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6.10.3 School 3, Interview 3-Hamza and Chloe 

Figure 22-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Hamza and Chloe Interview 

 

Analysis 

Hamza and Chloe are two Year 10 pupils. Chloe is in set 1 and Hamza is in set 2. They 

express somewhat differing opinions on the value of ‘reworked’ texts and, on coding the 

interview, I sometimes felt as though they contradict themselves, at times showing 

appreciation for what they see as the contribution that Shakespeare has made to the English 

language and literary heritage and at others, expressing frustration at the level of language 

analysis that is inherent in the teaching of Shakespeare in preparation for public exams. 

However, by the end of the interview, I began to see a pattern in their responses and 

concluded: ‘You enjoy the challenge of playing with the language I think [Chloe] and I 

think you get a bit frustrated by it [Hamza]? 

Chloe, like many other participants, sees value in an in-depth exploration of Shakespeare’s 

language in its ‘original’ form, though she expresses it in the context of skills required for 

the exam: ‘I think it should be [on the exam] because it’s a skill to pick out all the 

metaphors and the similes and the language. I think if we didn’t then society would just be 

dumbing down. It just stimulates you because we’ve read A Christmas Carol and it wasn’t 

in Shakespearean or anything, so everyone understands what it meant but in Shakespeare 

everyone has to think about it, if you know what I mean.’ She touches on themes that have 

been established in other interviews here: the notion that knowledge and appreciation of 

Shakespeare conveys a cultural capital, that there is value in the challenge of ‘original’ 
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Shakespeare. For Chloe, it seems that the complexity of the language in its ‘original’ form 

offers something that other writing doesn’t. 

Hamza, however, explains:  

  I think it’s important to know about who he was. Not  

  the background information, but like what he did because  

  he’s such an important part of the history of English,  

  so, I think it’s important that we should know what he did,  

  but I’m kind of like the opposite. I think that we shouldn’t  

  go into it in as much detail, into like all the different wording,  

  because I don’t really see the point. In nowadays English we  

  don’t talk the way he uses and it’s not really what we say so  

  I don’t… I think it’s important that we understand the history of it,  

  and we should understand the things that you use and things like that  

  but not going to so much detail. As if we need to know exactly  

  what happened. We need to learn all the quotes, I get that, but I don’t  

  really see too much other the point because how’s that going to really help? 

 

I was drawn, here, to the notion of ‘negative dismantling’ that I represented in my earlier 

tentative theoretical coding diagram: the sense that the Shakespeare text is being broken 

down to such as extent, with the pragmatic aim of building analytical skill for the exam, 

that it becomes almost meaningless to some students. After I asked whether the students 

would keep Shakespeare on the syllabus, given a choice, Hamza responds:  

  it’s like the little bits, how it just doesn’t really make much  

  sense, in the way it’s worded it doesn’t actually make much  

  sense for what it would do nowadays so that’s why I think that  

  it shouldn’t be like, there. 

 

As GCSE students, Hamza and Chloe are taught using the ‘original’ text (Cambridge 

School Shakespeare) but there is perhaps little sense of a whole play or a narrative arc. The 

closest Hamza seems to come to this is when film is interspersed with reading and 

analysis: ‘We read through a section of the play or an act then they have the movie on so 

we can watch that part of it and get an understanding of it. If we don’t really understand so 

much the plot, we can understand it there’. In the coding of this interview, I created a new 

code for ‘Value of film as Rework’. This has come up in other interviews and I have 

included it in the code ‘Importance of Whole play’, in the sense that experience of a 

performance is valuable. When asked specifically about the value of ‘reworked’ texts, 

Hamza and Chloe had no strong frame of reference or memories of having used them, 

beyond ‘translations’ that a teacher had created for them lower down the school. The 

comment on these from Chloe was ‘I think over time you kind of understand what the 

Shakespearean means, and you get used to it’. This would seem to support the notion 
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within the code ‘Rework as a Bridge’ that I established early in the coding. I tried to 

prompt her further: 

  KM:  So, do you feel like they [‘reworks’] are a good idea for  

  younger year groups? Or are they maybe a good idea for  

  students in the lower set? What do you think about these ones that  

  either do a translation or cut things down or add graphics or images? 

 

  C:  I think they’re good with the lower years because it's kind of a  

  shock to go from normal books to like Shakespearean. But when  

  they get older, they should be able to understand it a bit more. 
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6.10.4 School 3, Interview 4-Ben and Fathiya 

Figure 23-NVivo Chart of Codes Referenced: Ben and Fathiya Interview 

 

Analysis 

This was a paired student interview with Ben (male) and Fathiya (female), who are in Year 

8, in a mixed ability English class. Both students are quite strongly in favour of 

experiencing Shakespeare in the ‘original’ form. They indicate that No Fear Shakespeare 

is employed in their lessons, but that they are taught via the ‘original’ portion of the text. 

They also refer to Cambridge School Shakespeare being used. The students are in different 

classes; Fathiya has a male English teacher and Ben a female. Ben talks about worksheets 

being used by the teacher to support understanding and Fathiya says that her teacher 

suggests that students support their learning with the No Fear Shakespeare online 

resources.  

When I ask how they would feel if a teacher chose to use a ‘reworked’ text in their lessons 

Ben responds:  

  I’d be like, this is really cool because I like drawing and I like  

  art and I like graphic novels as a general topic. But I do feel  

  like in some cases we’re missing out on what the play was  

  actually like. Because if they are just telling the base storyline  

  from those graphic novels then you’re not really getting the feel  

  of what the actors said, why it was that funny.  

 

Here Ben is identifying a recurrent theme in the interviews, what I have coded ‘Value of 

Language’. Whether it is because they see Shakespeare as a contributor to, or even creator 

of, the English language or because they recognise the need to be able to analyse the 
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language for exams, the need to appreciate Shakespeare’s language in the ‘original’ form 

comes up time and again with students. 

Fathiya agrees:  

  I think Shakespeare’s ‘original’ work should be loved and  

  read the way Shakespeare wanted it to be read and loved.  

  If it is changed into a graphic novel, yeah people will enjoy  

  it people will understand it and enjoy the images and stuff,  

  but it’s not Shakespeare.  

 

Ben adds: ‘It’s more the story of Shakespeare’. He does acknowledge that using a 

combination of texts could be profitable:  

  I think that if you do Shakespeare, if you have the  

  resources, then you could read the novel and then after that  

  act is done you could read the actual play or vice versa to see  

  actually what has happened with the graphic novel and the  

  actual book…if you read the actual book, you get the full  

  language and the feel of it but if you get the graphic novel  

  you’ll start to understand it because of the pictures. 

 

Here Ben helpfully encapsulates what might become a possible theory: the ‘reworked’ 

texts offer a useful understanding of plot but cannot provide the richness of experience in 

terms of the language. Fathiya also talks about a combination of rework and ‘original’ 

being helpful, but combined in the one text, rather than across two:  

  Because it’s a play, I think it’s already, you can almost  

  visualise it and stuff like that. I think the graphic novel  

  is just a different section of it… aspect. If you stick to it 

   just being a plain and maybe have a shortened version of it  

  on the side, like a story version, I think reading that in a  

  very short version just to get the baseline of the story is better  

  than a graphic novel because that's how it was meant to be. 

 

Fathiya is particularly enthusiastic about Shakespeare, explaining that she came to the 

plays herself, prior to secondary school, initially to give herself a head start on her 

learning. She began with translated and abridged texts and moved on to the ‘originals’. Her 

comments show the importance of the ‘Rework as a Bridge’ code. She explains: ‘When I 

started reading the ‘original’ play, I realised it was very difficult to understand, but on the 

side of the book it does have some like help so that did help me get my head around it. The 

‘original’ shortened version did also help me get my head around it.’ It seems for her, 

‘reworked’ texts have created a bridge to the ‘original’, even without the input of a teacher. 

She talks further about how she sees value in the challenge of Shakespeare: ‘I almost see it 

as a challenge to get myself to understand what Shakespeare was talking about really. If I 

managed to understand the story, I’m almost proud of myself at the end. I’m like ‘I 
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understood that story’ and that story means more to you then afterwards…it’s a puzzle’. 

Here Fathiya highlights something else that might be lost with the use of ‘reworked’ texts: 

the satisfaction that can be gained from mastering something difficult. B also touches on 

this theme when he says that he would like to study a lesser-known text: ‘I really want to 

read books that not many people know. Much Ado About Nothing was one I had never 

heard of before’. 

Both students talk about Shakespeare’s value in terms of literary heritage, and in relation to 

historical context. Throughout my interviews I have been surprised by this theme coming 

from the students: many have seen Shakespeare’s plays as offering a window into the past 

and into ways of living. Ben explains: ‘We all know he was one of the greatest playwrights 

ever, so I think it’s good to learn about the history. It’s also kind of a history lesson mixed 

in with an English lesson because you’re looking at what was in people’s minds what was 

actually funny and what was sad to them and what they wanted to see from a play’. This 

preoccupation with context could be due to the weight it is given in assessment objectives 

in GCSE Literature syllabi, or perhaps it is the case that young people enjoy learning about 

other times and ways of living. 

6.11 Summary of References Coded at end of School 3 Interviews 

Figure 24-Summary of Codes Referenced at end of School 3 Interviews 
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I was unsurprised to see ‘Value of Language’ coming out as the most frequently referenced 

code at this stage; it was apparent throughout the interview and coding process how 

important this was to both teachers and students. Nor was it surprising to see ‘Exam 

Pragmatism’ as the second most frequently referenced; this clearly affects the way 

Shakespeare is being taught and the way young people are experiencing it. While many 

participants referred to the language of ‘original’ texts as a barrier, this was often talked 

about as an initial barrier that can be overcome. The code ‘Rework as a Bridge’ shows that 

this might be the preferred way of using adapted texts − as a way in to the ‘original’. 

Students themselves talk of not wanting the ‘original’ texts to be replaced, with the code 

‘Value of Challenge’ often given as a reason, alongside the ‘original’ text not allowing for 

language to be properly explored. 

6.12 Saturation 

By this stage I was confident to say that saturation had been reached. There were no new 

themes coming out of the interviews and I was consistently able to place participant 

responses within the codes that I had devised. I added the codes ‘Value of Film as Rework’ 

and ‘Different texts for different abilities and ages’ not because they had not been brought 

up before, but because I felt they had been subsumed within other codes. I didn’t see these 

as needing to be tested with further interviews. 

6.13 Summary of Types of Texts Employed and Reaction to/Views of them 

I considered it useful, at the end of this first stage of data analysis, to collate the 

information on which types of texts were being used in the classroom along with the 

viewpoint of them. This information can be found in the following tables. The data is 

further commented upon in ‘Findings and Recommendations’ (Chapter 8). 
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6.14 Tally of Text Type/Views on Text Types 

Table 11-Tally on Text Types/Views of Texts 
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Totals of Texts Used with/by particular groupings  

Table 12-Totals on texts Used/Views (All participants) 

 

Table 13-Totals on Texts Used/Views (KS3 Students) 

 
Table 14-Totals on Texts Used (KS4 Students) 

 

Table 15-Totals on Texts Used/Views (High Set Students) 
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Table 16-Totals on Texts Used/Views (Low Set Students) 

 

Table 17-Totals on Texts Used (Mixed Set Students) 

 
Table 18-Totals on Texts Used/Views (Teacher Perspective) 

 

6.15 Conclusion 

In this chapter, ‘Discussion of Data 1’, I have shown how I conducted the first stages of 

my data analysis and have discussed how my examination of participant interviews 

influenced my ongoing coding processes. The following chapter, ‘Discussion of Data 2’, 

deals with the next steps I took in my analysis of data and how these built towards my 

establishing of theory.  
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Chapter 7. Discussion of Data 2 

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter again deals with the presentation and discussion of data, this time with the 

latter processes of Grounded Theory, where theory is established. This stage was 

conducted after the Literature Review took place. In the chapter, I explain the 

establishment of categories and the integration of substantive and core categories via 

theoretical coding diagrams, depicting how this culminates in theory. I go on to present the 

theory I have constructed.  

What will be seen is that ‘reworked’ texts act as an instrumental bridge to the ‘original’ 

play: they help students to get over initial difficulties with Shakespeare’s language, to 

reach an understanding deemed as crucial to examination success. However, this value 

tends to be over-estimated by teachers; students do not, for the most part, prefer ‘reworked’ 

texts and they recognise that they do not usually provide full access to the richness and 

aesthetic value of Shakespeare’s works. To a degree, a breaking down of text and language 

can provide greater clarity for students, but too much appears to impede the ability to see 

an entire narrative, and this creates confusion, particularly for lower achieving students. 

While it can be helpful to employ both types of texts, ‘reworks’ as a starting point and 

‘original’ to access the full value of Shakespeare, dealing with the whole text is possibly 

more helpful in achieving understanding than is often considered. 

I begin with an important step in my process for establishing theory: the grouping of 

memos.  

7.2 Memo Grouping 

The grouping of memos served as the first step in the creation of substantive categories. 

The memos were created at various stages of the data analysis process, from transcription, 

through line-by-line coding, to focused coding. The memos were grouped thematically 

with the intention of creating categories and, later, connections between categories and 

sub-categories. 

I created five overarching groupings from the memos. Group 1 was named ‘Value of the 

Historical’. This group included memos that I had titled ‘Value of Literary and Cultural 

Heritage’ and ‘Shakespeare as Humanist’. Group 2 was named ‘Value of Language’. 

This included memos with the title ‘Original’ Language as a Barrier’, ‘Rework’ as a 

Bridge’, ‘Value of Plot or Story’, ‘Value of Challenge’ and ‘Shakespeare as Cultural 

Capital’. Group 3, I called ‘Reworks’ Negative’. Within this group were memos that I 
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had titled ‘Exam Pragmatism’; ‘Use of Extracts’, ‘Negative Dismantling’ and ‘Importance 

of (whole) play’. Group 4 was named ‘Importance of both ‘original’ and Rework’ and 

included memos with the title ‘Value of Choice or Mix’, ‘Different texts for different 

abilities/ages’ and ‘Value of Film as Rework’. The final grouping was ‘Other’: memos that 

were miscellaneous. This memo grouping can be seen in full in Appendix K 

7.3 Integrating the Categories 

With the support of the memos, the codes/nodes identified in NVivo were grouped into four 

substantive categories and sub-categories, initially using post-it notes (represented in the 

diagram below). This was intended as the first stage of formal theoretical coding (less 

formal connections were also formed throughout the coding and memoing process). 

Charmaz describes this process as helping to ‘specify possible relationships between [the] 

categories…developed through focused coding’ (Charmaz, 2014: 150). There is debate as 

to whether this should be ‘an application or an emergent process’ (2014: 150). My process 

is emergent, connections are made without the application of pre-defined codes. 

Figure 25-Grouping of Categories and Sub-Categories 
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7.4 Theoretical Coding Diagrams 

After the initial ordering of the categories using post-it notes, I moved on to identifying 

and explaining the connections I was making. I have narrated this in stages in the layers of 

the diagrams below. There are 5 layers that work to make a complete diagram of the 

theoretical coding. The boxes outlined in green explain my thought processes in placing 

and connecting the categories; the orange boxes show substantive categories; the blue 

boxes show the sub-categories within them. Blue lines show where categories link.  

7.4.1 Layer 1 

The diagram that follows begins in the top left corner with my question: ‘What is the value 

of Shakespeare?’ This was the first question that I asked of participants. To get to a theory 

on ‘What is the value of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare?’ it seemed to me necessary first to 

explore the overall value of Shakespeare; the value of ‘reworked’ texts would, to a large 

extent, be defined by how effective they are in allowing access to this overall value. The 

codes that represent an answer to this question are linked with the blue lines. The most 

significant answer, I have represented as the centrally placed core category: ‘Value of 

Language’. It was the answer that came up most frequently with both students and teachers 

in interviews, as can be seen in the final summary of codes/categories (Figure 6.11). 

Responses related to the richness and beauty of the language, the necessity of being able to 

analyse it for the GCSE exam and the contribution Shakespeare had made to the 

development of the English language itself. 

Many students and teachers also talked about various aspects of what I have termed ‘The 

Historical’ in the second core category column. Both teachers and students talked of 

Shakespeare’s value in terms of his contribution to our literary and cultural heritage and 

described value in understanding a different time and way of living via the plays. This 

interest is likely coming from the weight that ‘context’ has in the AOs for GGCE 

Literature examinations; in preparation for the exams, this has also filtered down to Key 

Stage 3. ‘Value of the Historical’ was a category in the coding stages, and I made it a 

substantive category at the ordering stage, due to its links with the ‘Value of Literary and 

Cultural Heritage’ and ‘Shakespeare as Humanist’. I have also placed the sub-category of 

‘Shakespeare as Humanist’ in this category. The label refers to responses that place value 

on Shakespeare’s apparent ability to understand, or at least explore, what it is to be human. 

This oft-termed ‘universality’, the ‘not of an age, but for all time’ argument, connects to 

the historical in that it is a potential reason that the plays are still being performed, read, 

and taught over four hundred years later. 
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The value of challenge also came out as a frequently referenced code (38 times), but this 

was often revealed when talking about what the whole text offered in comparison to 

‘reworked’, rather than as an initial response to the value of Shakespeare question, so I 

have chosen to place it within a different category, rather than making it one on its own. 

The value of Shakespeare as cultural capital also came up a notable number of times (21), 

but it tended to come out as answers to questions that I had posed, rather than 

spontaneously, so I have also kept this as a sub-category. 

Figure 26-Layer 1 Theoretical Coding Diagram 

 

7.4.2 Layer 2 

The second stage of the process was applying the question ‘Do ‘reworks’ allow this value 

to be accessed?’ Here, Layer 2 of the diagram shows the ways in which respondents 

explained how they do. The black arrows make the connections as to how and why. Yes 

[the ‘reworked’ texts allow access to Shakespeare’s value] because they can mitigate the 

barrier that is created by the ‘original’ language. Many respondents, both teacher and 

student, talked about how Shakespeare’s language in ‘original’ form can be initially 

daunting and can act as a barrier to understanding (‘original’ Language as a barrier 

category=43 references). ‘reworked’ texts such as No Fear Shakespeare and graphic novel 

versions of the plays were said to provide a less intimidating way into the plays (the 

category ‘Rework as a Bridge’ was named from an in vivo code). ‘reworked’ texts also 

provided a useful initial understanding of the plot of the play. 
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Figure 27-Layer 2 Theoretical Coding Diagram 

 

7.4.3 Layer 3 

The following third layer of the diagram begins below the red line in column two. This 

indicates the categories that represent the ways in which the ‘reworked’ texts do not fully 

allow Shakespeare’s value to be accessed (starting but students…). The red arrows in this 

section indicate what may be lost with ‘reworks’. The first, at the top of the ‘Value of 

Language Category’ demonstrates that while the ‘reworked’ texts allow initial access to 

Shakespeare’s language, depending on the type of ‘reworked’ text used, there is likely to 

be a loss of richness, compared to the ‘original’ form. Furthermore, while students and 

teachers explained that the ‘original’ language was initially a barrier, they also said that 

this was usually overcome once existing fears and preconceptions were alleviated. Not 

having the opportunity to grapple with the complexity and depth of the ‘original’ language 

subsequently became a negative (loss of access to ‘Value of Challenge’.) This value was 

described in and of itself, but also in terms of exam requirements, as will be discussed in 

the next stage of the diagram. Again, depending on the type of rework used, the access to 
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plot provided might, or might not, be enough to explore theme in the kind of depth that 

would allow students to explore ‘the universal’ or to feel that they are accessing the true 

literary and cultural heritage of Shakespeare. With teachers for whom literary and cultural 

heritage was particularly important, a preference for the whole text tended to be shown. 

Students were largely unable to verbalise Shakespeare’s contribution to this heritage, 

beyond their strong views on his contribution to the English language. 

Figure 28-Layer 3 Theoretical Coding Diagram 

 

 

7.4.4 Layer 4 

In Layer 4, the next diagram connects from the categories that have begun to show what is 

lost with ‘reworked’ texts (indicated with the blue connecting line from ‘And may miss…’ 

to ‘Reworks Negative’). This category was somewhat loosely devised during coding, but it 
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works as an overarching, if not core, category, in this column. When coding, the category 

contained a range of responses including ‘it’s not Shakespeare’; ‘it’s like reading a kid’s 

story…I didn’t have my analytical head on’ and ‘I wouldn’t be too happy [using a 

‘reworked’ text] because we need the detail for the exam’. As themes began to become 

apparent within this category, I also coded them within others, for example, the last of the 

quotes here was coded in ‘Exam Pragmatism’. The negatives of ‘reworked’ texts were 

talked about by both teachers and students in terms of exam preparation. Interestingly, 

while the ‘reworked’ text was identified as a bridge, this can be seen in both positive and 

negative terms (depicted via the red and black arrows). Reworks lead to a useful initial 

understanding of the ‘original’ text, but it does not stretch far enough to allow the detailed 

exploration of language necessary for the GCSE examination questions.  

I was surprised that no students spoke strongly for ‘reworked’ texts being more engaging 

than the ‘original’. Higher ability students spoke of them in pragmatic terms as being 

useful up to a certain point. Lower achieving students seemed somewhat bemused when 

asked about the types of texts being used in their Shakespeare lessons and were not really 

able to describe them. I got the sense that, for these students, what I have termed ‘a 

Negative Dismantling’ was occurring. ‘Extracts’ created by teachers to explore key 

sections or quotations for the exam seemed, in some cases, to be leading to a loss of any 

sense of the play as an entity, as a piece of entertainment with a narrative drive. Certain 

types of ‘reworked’ texts can be seen as having the same dismantling effect: Here Zara 

talks about graphic novels: ‘When you’re looking at the pictures you don’t actually listen 

to the quotes because everything is in different places and you’re just trying to remember. 

But with a book [play] you’re not distracted because you know.’ 

This led me to the category ‘Importance of (whole play)’, at the bottom of the column. 

‘Whole’ is in brackets here because during coding I came to think of this as both the 

importance of having a sense of a Shakespeare play as a performance and as something 

that is played with in terms of active pedagogy. Where these were taking place, students 

spoke of them positively. 
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Figure 29-Layer 4 Theoretical Coding Diagram 
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7.4.5 Layer 5 

In the final layer of the diagram below, ‘Importance of (Whole) Play’ is connected to the 

core category ‘Importance of both ‘Original’ and ‘Reworked’ Texts’ at the top of the last 

column. Most teachers and students talked about ‘reworks’ being valuable when used in 

conjunction with the ‘original’ text (for the reasons given in other stages of the diagram) 

and students frequently talked about a desire for choice. Teachers and students saw the 

value in using different text types with different ability groups and ages. ‘The Value of 

Film as Rework’ has been placed at the bottom of this core category due to it being the 

form that is most often talked about as being useful alongside study of the play. Most 

teachers talked of employing film to support students’ understanding of character and plot. 

However, it is at the bottom of the category due to the focus of my interview questioning 

being largely on printed ‘reworked’ texts.  
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Figure 30-Layer 5 Theoretical Coding Diagram 
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Connecting Substantive Categories to Core Category (*) 

In the stage of the diagram below, the grey boxes have been employed to create a more 

defined title for the substantive categories. These are utilised in the diagram to show how 

the substantive codes can be integrated into the core code (*Value of Language). The 

connections are shown via the orange lines. Hernandez explains that, in Grounded Theory, 

a ‘substantive theory is one that specifies the overall relationship between the core 

category and all the other categories’ (2009: 54). The blue lines show the link between the 

substantive code and the core category. 

Figure 31-Connecting Substantive to Core Categories 
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In the stage of the diagram above, the lilac boxes have been employed to create a more 

defined title for the substantive categories. These are utilised in the diagram below to show 

how the substantive codes can be integrated into the core code (*Value of Language). The 

connections are shown via the orange lines. Hernandez explains that, in Grounded Theory, 

a ‘substantive theory is one that specifies the overall relationship between the core 

category and all the other categories’ (2009: 54). The blue lines show the link between the 

substantive code and the core category. 
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7.5 Presentation of Theory 

Figure 32-Presentation of Theory 

What is the value of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare’ in English secondary Schools? 

Where ‘reworked’ Shakespeare texts are used in the classroom it is often as a pragmatic 

bridge to the ‘original’ version of the play. There is value in the way that they help 

students to get over the barrier of what is often seen as complex, archaic language. 

However, this value is limited; students themselves recognise (and often regret) that 

‘reworked’ texts do not usually provide full access to the richness and aesthetic value of 

Shakespeare’s language. While they talk of finding the ‘original’ language initially 

difficult, student participants most frequently cite it as central to Shakespeare’s value. 

This is confirmed by teacher participants and is the case in aesthetic, as well as 

pragmatic terms.  

Exam pragmatism is very apparent on the part of both teachers and students, and in 

terms of preparing students for examinations, ‘reworks’ are both a benefit and a 

restriction. They aid understanding of plot and character, but students require more than 

this: they must be confident analysing Shakespeare’s actual words for GCSE Literature 

questions. To an extent, a breaking down of text and language can provide greater 

clarity, but too much can lead to an inability to see the whole narrative, and this is shown 

to create confusion, particularly for lower achieving students.  

The benefit of engaging in something challenging is recognised by students and teachers 

and is potentially lost with a ‘reworked’ text that reduces or simplifies Shakespeare’s 

language. There is also a limit to the extent ‘reworked’ texts can provide access to what 

might be termed ‘Shakespeare’s abiding value over time’ (in terms of his contribution to 

the literary heritage and of the scope the plays give for exploring what are often seen as 

‘universal’, ‘humanist’ themes). An understanding of plot and character allows for 

discussion of action, but the ‘original’ language is required to fully explore the 

intricacies of motivation as well to fully appreciate why Shakespeare is widely 

considered to be England’s greatest writer. 

It is helpful to employ both types of texts: the ‘reworked’ text as a way in and the 

‘original’ text to access the full value of Shakespeare. However, whole text is potentially 

more helpful in aiding understanding than is perhaps considered.  
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7.6 Conclusion 

This chapter, ‘Discussion of Data 2’ has presented and narrated the stages of the process I 

undertook to reach a theory that responds to the research question: ‘What is the value of 

‘reworked’ Shakespeare in English secondary schools?’  

It has showed that ‘reworked’ texts are of value, but to a limited degree. My theory is that 

these texts offer value by acting as ‘bridge’ to the ‘original’ Shakespeare play, especially in 

making daunting language more accessible at the outset of study. They can also provide a, 

perhaps simpler, means of understanding plot and character. Understanding is sought to 

ensure that students can access the Shakespeare element of GCSE examinations. 

‘Reworked’ texts can provide this service but, ultimately, students must be able to 

understand the ‘original’ language in the exam hall. Further limitations are apparent in the 

indications that ‘reworked’ texts, especially fragmented, or extracted text, added to the 

confusion of lower achieving students. There is a case, therefore, to be made for the use of 

whole text, not just the use of ‘original’ text. Higher ability students were frustrated by 

‘reworked’ text that did not allow them to fully explore the nuances of Shakespeare’s 

poetry, metre, and ambiguities (and, perhaps, to acquire the kudos, or cultural capital, of 

one who can say they are ‘appreciative’ of Shakespeare).  

The value of Shakespeare’s language became the core category in my theoretical coding 

diagrams, due to the importance placed on it by students and teachers alike. Both sets of 

participants saw Shakespeare’s language as valuable in both intrinsic and extrinsic terms 

(crucial to examination success and was also admired for its richness and complexity) and 

felt that working with ‘original’ Shakespeare was required to truly access this value. 

Students acknowledged the difficulty of Shakespeare’s language in ‘original’ texts but did 

not seem debilitated by the challenge of it. Additionally, there was some sense that 

‘reworked’ texts limited access to Shakespeare’s ‘universal’ understanding of human 

nature and to an appreciation of Shakespeare as an important part of the English cultural 

heritage, but these views were perhaps more implicitly expressed.   

In Chapter 8: ‘Findings’, I take the key elements of this theory and further consider their 

implications. I then offer recommendations, based on my findings, to teachers and decision 

makers. 
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Chapter 8. Findings and Recommendations 

8.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, I summarise the findings from the data analysis described in ‘Discussion of 

Data 1’ and ‘Discussion of Data 2’, with reference to key arguments from the field of 

research, discussed in Chapter 2: ‘Literature Review’. I pair these findings with 

recommendations and suggestions for future action on the part of teachers and decision 

makers. Implications of these findings and suggestions for action and policy change are 

discussed. I argue that a shift in educational ideology and practice, especially in terms of 

high-stakes examinations, is required to give teachers the scope to use ‘reworked’ texts in a 

way that is genuinely enriching, rather than pragmatic. Where they are currently employed, 

the aim is to create an instrumental ‘bridge’ to get students over the initial barrier of 

understanding Shakespeare’s language, especially in preparation for GCSE examinations. 

However, the gains made here are limited and, in fact, the use of ‘reworked’ text is perhaps 

even to the detriment of the understanding of lower achieving students. I posit that 

‘reworked’ texts could be used more purposefully, to engage with the processes of 

reworking itself; this might allow students to feel real ownership of the play and to reduce 

intimidation in a way that is playful, engaging, and challenging. 

8.2 Overview 

The aim of this research was to explore the question: ‘What is the value of ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare in English secondary schools?’ The sub research questions were: 

1) What reasons do teachers give for choosing to use ‘reworked’ or ‘original’ 

Shakespeare texts in their teaching?  

2) What reasons do young people give for choosing them (if choice is available)? 

3) Do teachers and students believe that they miss out or gain when they are accessing 

a ‘reworked’ text rather than the ‘original’?  

4) What are these losses or gains perceived to be? 

 

It is worth beginning with an overview of what was found to be the text types used within 

the three participating schools, and of the opinions different categories of participants have 

in relation to them. This is taken from the tally tables included at the end of Chapter 6: 

‘Discussion of Data 2’. Drawing on the data from all participants (teachers and 

students) (n=21), 10 out of 21 reported using only ‘original’ Shakespeare texts, 9 out 

of 21 reported using both ‘original’ and ‘reworked’ texts and 2 reported using only 
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‘reworked’ texts. Those students who did report being taught with only ‘reworked’ texts 

were in lower sets (however, it must be said that these students were unsure of how to 

describe the texts that were used to teach them, and that they constituted a smaller section 

of the participants, with n=2.) I also recognise that these figures in general are based on a 

small number of students within a school and a small number of schools within a country. 

Nevertheless, I do believe the participants to be representative of their schools and the 

schools to be representative of those in England. No teachers reported using only 

‘reworked’ texts, so it is possible that the lower achieving students were also accessing the 

‘original’ text in some form. It is also possible that these students were taught by teachers 

who were not participating in the interviews. 

In the GCSE years, 7 out of 10 students reported only ‘original’ text use (n=10), with 2 out 

of 4 reporting the same in KS3 (n=4). Exclusive ‘reworked’ text use was mentioned by 

only 2 students in KS4 (this figure may be unreliable due to uncertainty of lower achieving 

students on the types of texts they were using.) The use of both text types was reported by 

only 1 student in KS4. . In KS3, (n=4) 2 of the students reported only ‘original’ text being 

used, with a mixture of ‘reworked’ and ‘original’ used otherwise. There were no reports of 

only ‘reworked’ texts being used at KS3. My questioning of teachers was not consistently 

specific enough to aggregate text use across year groups in the same methodical way, but 

responses that were given largely match the information given by the students. 

In terms of preference, 11 out of 21 participants (students and teachers) spoke of a 

preference for using the ‘original’ text. Only 2 out 21 preferred to use only a 

‘reworked’ text. A mixture of texts was preferred by 4 out of 21 of participants.  

Equal preference was reported by 3 out of 21 participants  and 1 student  was unsure 

which text type they preferred.  

Based on student only data, 2 out of 4 preferred using the ‘original’ text in KS3 and 2   

preferred using both types of text. No KS3 participants expressed a preference for only 

using ‘reworked’ texts. At KS4, 7 out of 10 students talked of preferring to use ‘original’ 

texts, 2 out of 10  preferred use of ‘reworks’ and 1 student preferred the use of both. 

Higher ability students  preferred use of ‘original’ texts, especially at KS4, with 6 out of 10 

expressing this preference. Of the lower achieving students, 1 talked of preferring 

‘reworked’ texts, the other 2 were unsure of preference. There was no preference for 

‘original’ text amongst the lower achieving students. Of the mixed ability students, both  

preferred use of ‘original’ text, however this was a very small subset of participants. With 
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regards to teachers, 3 out of 7 preferred using ‘original’ text and 3  a mixture of texts. Only 

1  preferred using only ‘reworked’ texts. 

The above data  suggests that in the sample schools, there is preference for using ‘original’ 

Shakespeare in the classroom either alone or in conjunction with ‘reworked’ texts. There is 

little appetite for, or evidence of, ‘reworked’ texts being used in isolation. The findings 

from analysis of the data allows us to see why this is the case. 

8.3 Summary of Findings and Links to Existing Academic Work 

The findings from data analysis can be summarised as follows:  

1) Both student and teacher participants most frequently cited language as 

central to Shakespeare’s value. The finding echoes Gibson’s answer to the 

question: ‘Why Teach Shakespeare’? in the seminal ‘Teaching Shakespeare’ 

(1998). He cites ‘language’ as one of four reasons, alongside ‘abiding and familiar 

concerns’; ‘student development’; and ‘otherness’. As far as I am aware, other than 

mine, work has not been done on the impact that ‘reworked’ texts have on access to 

Shakespeare’s language. Gibson himself does not refer to ‘reworks’ but does 

strongly encourage the use of active pedagogical approaches. My study shows that 

there was a perception, especially amongst higher ability students and in the GCSE 

years, that the ‘original’ text is required to access Shakespeare’s language fully. 

Sabeti (2021) touches on the issue when discussing graphic novel Shakespeare with 

a number of creators. She also finds that, in the attempt to create a bridge to 

Shakespeare, reworks can sacrifice the poetry of the plays.  

2) Students tended to believe, and regret, that ‘reworks’ that alter or reduce text 

do not provide full access to the richness and aesthetic value of Shakespeare’s 

language; this was particularly the case with higher ability students. Some students 

in the sample also felt that an understanding of Shakespeare’s ‘original’ language 

improved their standards of literacy. Again, the findings corroborate Gibson’s view 

that language is ‘both a model and a resource for students. In its blend of formality 

and flexibility it offers unlimited opportunities for student growth’ (1998: 5). 

3) Both teachers and students reported that students are frequently intimidated 

by the ‘original’ language of the plays. When teachers used ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare texts it tended to be with the aim of creating a pragmatic bridge to 

the ‘original’ version of the play to mitigate the intimidation students feel when 

encountering the ‘original’ language. Teachers and students believed that there is 
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some value in the way that ‘reworked’ texts can help students to get over the barrier 

of what is often seen as complex, archaic language. Students expressed an 

understanding of, and to an extent, an appreciation of this aim, but did not speak in 

strong terms of ‘reworked’ texts making a significant difference to their confidence 

and understanding of Shakespeare. The need to overcome intimidation caused by 

the ‘original’ language of the plays is also identified by Elliott (2016). In a study 

looking at the concerns that PGCE English students have regarding the teaching of 

Shakespeare, she reports that the concern that comes out in every participant 

response was ‘overcoming the perceptions of students [and] the strangeness of the 

language’ (2016: 205). One participant who talked of language as a hurdle saw the 

students’ perception of difficulty as being an even greater stumbling block (206). 

Similar concerns are expressed by experienced teachers in a study conducted by 

Coles (2013). There is clearly a need to acknowledge and consider how best to 

address this sense of intimidation and perception of difficulty; I have not found 

other work that considers whether ‘reworked’ achieve the aim. The findings from 

my data suggest that ‘reworked’ texts are of only limited value in this regard. 

Further work is required to consider other methods of addressing these feelings. 

4) Students and teachers in the sample reported there being value in the 

challenge of understanding Shakespeare. Higher ability students talked of being 

able to get past the initial intimidation to an understanding of their own. In these 

cases, some ‘reworked’ texts may in fact reduce the pleasure and sense of 

accomplishment that a student can gain from an understanding of Shakespeare in 

the ‘original’ form. Again, the findings echo Gibson, who similarly describes the 

pleasure of young people encountering Shakespeare as stemming from a reaction to 

the writer’s ‘otherness… his strangeness, his unfamiliarity. The appeal lies in a 

unique blend of the familiar and the strange, his relevance and remoteness’ (1998: 

6). McLuskie (2008) also suggests there is a value for young people in ‘grappling’ 

with the unfamiliarity of Shakespeare’s language. In her consideration of active 

approaches to teaching Shakespeare, she suggests that taking students away from 

‘alienating language and historical difficulties’ renders active pedagogy more 

‘dancing’ than ‘thinking’ (2008: 130). While she is considering a different element 

of Shakespeare and pedagogy, there are perhaps parallels to be drawn with 

‘reworked’ texts: both are, in a sense, a mediated form of Shakespeare. The extent 

to which either approach takes students away from the ‘original’ language is, of 
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course, dependent upon the specifics of the active approach or the ‘reworked’ text 

chosen. Both will often retain at least some of the ‘original’ language, but very 

often there is a reduction or simplification that aims to make the play more 

accessible, manageable, and palatable to young people. While there are no doubt 

gains to be made from this access, or ‘bridge’, my findings support the idea that 

there are potential losses to student pleasure and/ or esteem.  

5) ‘Reworked’ texts were most often used with lower achieving classes in the 

sample; ‘original’ texts were always used with higher ability classes. The 

breaking down of text into ‘extracts’, itself potentially a form of rework, 

appeared to cause confusion for lower achieving students who lost sense of an 

overall narrative in the play. The preponderance of and confusion caused by 

broken-down text was also found by Coles (2013) in a study conducted across two 

London schools: ‘in all four classrooms students only deal fleetingly with the 

printed play and rarely read more than a percentage of the play as a whole. Instead, 

they are often reliant on photocopied scenes or chunks of text, so that the play as a 

whole becomes fragmented in the process’ (2013: 59). Coles asks social questions 

in this study, specifically whether access to Shakespeare is the ‘transformative and 

democratising process’ it has been presented as in education. She tracks how 

Shakespeare has been made a de facto representative of the Canon since the Cox 

report (1989) and questions whether simple access to the plays offers the cultural 

capital that has become increasingly coveted in the last decade in the wake of Gibb, 

Gove and Young under the influence of ED Hirsch (see Simons and Porter, 2015, 

Yandell 2017). In recorded conversations after a teacher has provided ‘chunks of 

text’ and made clear that every word of Shakespeare does not need to be 

understood, students are still sceptical about their ability to understand. Coles does 

not explicitly look at the impact of published ‘reworked’ texts in this process of 

mediation, but she does point out that difficulty with text remains where active 

approaches are employed. She concludes that failed attempts to provide access can 

further distance the students from the ‘icon’ they are expected to be enriched by 

(2013: 61) and uphold the sense that some students have that Shakespeare is not for 

the likes of them. While I did not encounter lower achieving students expressing 

that Shakespeare was not for them, there was certainly less connection and 

ownership than I observed with higher ability students. Amongst students in higher 

sets, I identified an implicit sense of Shakespeare in the ‘original’ being linked to 
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perceived intelligence and cultural capital, but this did not come out explicitly in 

participant responses, despite my raising of questions in this vein. Higher ability 

students were, however, keen to say that they enjoyed Shakespeare and that they 

felt it was important for them to experience the text in its entirety. 6 out of 10  

higher ability students in the sample preferred using an ‘original’ text, with the 

remaining 4  liking to use both. 

My finding that the breaking down of text can limit understanding, particularly in 

those who are lower achieving, somewhat differs from that of Oksa, Kalyuga and 

Chandler (2010) who considered the impact of the explanatory notes in 

Shakespeare texts, for example, the type found in Cambridge School Shakespeare. 

Though these explanations are an addition to, rather than a dismantling of, text they 

might be considered in the realm of ‘rework’ in the sense that there is an element of 

translation in the scene summaries that are produced. Oksa et al find these additions 

to be helpful for those that have little or no background knowledge of the play but 

redundant for more knowledgeable readers. They consider a potential negative 

impact of the notes due to the splitting of attention impacting on cognitive load. If 

this is a valid argument, the same might be said for other forms of mediation of the 

text, for example pictures in graphic novels.  

6) Within the sample, there were teachers and students who cited the value of 

Shakespeare’s contribution to our literary heritage but there were no direct 

comments claiming that a ‘reworked’ text increases or reduces a students’ access to 

this heritage. However, the strong views expressed on how Shakespeare’s language 

contributes to the literary heritage might suggest that an alteration or reduction of 

language may do so. In comparison to the relatively small amount of academic 

output on Shakespeare and Pedagogy, there is a good amount of work that 

considers whether adapted Shakespeare texts for young people provide access to 

literary heritage, and what impact this may have on them, though this body of work 

does not specifically consider how the use of ‘reworked’ texts in the classroom may 

do so. Gibson makes the claim that ‘Every student has the right to make the 

acquaintance of a genius’ (1998:6). He clearly does not doubt Shakespeare’s 

contribution to the English literary heritage but talks of his value for young people 

more in terms of them being able to access the richness of the aesthetics and plots 

of the plays, rather than in terms of any cultural capital they may create. He is also 

talking of the plays in their ‘original’ form, albeit explored via active approaches.  
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Hateley (2009) specifically explores how ‘Shakespeare’d’ children’s literature 

serves to ‘reward cultural capital’; for her the expansion of Shakespeare is a 

‘political act’ reflecting ‘normative models of being and knowing’ (2009: pp1-2). 

Gearhart (2007) sees adaptations for children as similarly problematic: after 

considering potential reasons for adapting Shakespeare for young people, including 

the ‘power’ bestowed with access to cultural capital, (2007: pp 48-49) she 

concludes that we need to ensure that in the adapting of Shakespeare for young 

people we are doing more than serving the purpose of adults − ‘indoctrinat[ing]’ 

them into our culture (2007: 64). Clement (2013), Fazel and Geddes (2015) and 

Detmer-Goebel (2017) take a different position, believing that ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare can be subversive, effectively democratising Shakespeare for young 

people. However, these writers explore the impact of quite extensively ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare (Clement, the use of the figure of Shakespeare in the Pratchett’s 

‘Discworld’ books, Fazel and Geddes, fanfiction, Detmer-Goebel, YA 

novelisations.) What they see as democratising is the opportunity that these forms 

give for young people to ‘talk back’ to Shakespeare, to shape him for themselves 

via their own creative reimaginings.  

In my study, I did not hear of ‘reworked’ texts being used in this manner, apart 

from perhaps by the teacher participant Theresa, who drew her own summarised 

versions of the plays for her students. Interestingly, she herself talked of feeling 

somewhat intimidated by Shakespeare’s elitist reputation. Perhaps ‘reworks’ that 

travel further from the ‘original’ language and plot of the plays have something to 

teach in terms of offering young people opportunity for genuine ownership, rather 

than a forced push into the literary heritage and apparent cultural capital. 

Holderness claims that ‘We can only know the work by reinventing it’ (2011, 

quoted in Fazel and Geddes, 2015) but the imperative of examinations means that 

these texts would not provide the faithfulness to language that is required for 

analysis and in turn, exam preparation and so are rarely utilised. The engagement 

that Sabeti found for Shakespeare comic novels in her study of reading groups 

(2014) appeared to come more from students being able to genuinely explore 

something for themselves than from the form itself. Coles’ work reinforces this 

speculation: ‘Where students can be afforded space to reflect on reading as social 

practice, to explore the different sets of cultural knowledge they bring to any text, 

questions of difference and power can open up’ (2004: 49).  
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There is clearly much at play, in terms of literary heritage and cultural capital, 

when Shakespeare is proscribed to young people. My findings suggest that a more 

explicit exploration of these concepts might be beneficial to young people studying 

Shakespeare: there is perhaps potential for increasing engagement and critical 

thinking. 

7) Within the sample, there were teachers and students who, when asked, thought that 

‘reworked’ texts that alter or reduce language might limit the potential for 

exploring Shakespeare’s ‘universal’/ ‘humanist’ themes, but it was not a 

particularly strongly expressed view. ‘Universalism’ is an argument for 

Shakespeare’s value that can frequently be found in the pedagogical literature. In 

‘Teaching Shakespeare’ (1998) Gibson terms these ‘abiding and familiar concerns’, 

arguing that Shakespeare’s characters and themes are ‘a source of meaning for 

every generation. Their relevance lies in the virtually endless opportunities they 

offer for reinterpretation and local application of familiar human relationships and 

passions’ (1998: 2). As identified in my Literature Review, it is a perspective that 

can also be found in the work of Lighthill (2011) and Irish (2011). Gibson is not 

talking of ‘reworked’ editions of Shakespeare here, but of the capacity for 

reinterpretation that can be found in every interaction with the words of the play. 

As suggested in the previous finding, perhaps the greatest value is to be found when 

young people can interpret or reinterpret Shakespeare’s language and apply it to 

their experience for themselves, rather than when a ‘reworked’ text does the 

interpreting for them. If this is the case, then a rework that reduces or alters the 

language of Shakespeare might indeed limit opportunities for the exploration of 

‘abiding and familiar concerns’. The extent of any such limitation depends on the 

type of ‘reworked’ text employed and the amount of language that is reduced or 

altered. In forms where there is a significant reduction of text, nuance will 

inevitably be lost. It is possible to explore theme from a simple presentation of plot, 

but for an in-depth exploration of the subtleties of what motivates humans, the 

fullness of Shakespeare’s language in an ‘original’ text is likely required. 

Neelands and O Hanlon (2011) acknowledge potential critique of Shakespeare as 

‘citizenship education’, specifically within the context of the constructivist 

rehearsal room approaches advocated by RSC education. There is a reference to the 

argument, made by McLuskie (2008) and Olive (2011) for example, that exploring 

Shakespeare on this level reduces in-depth explorations of language − what 
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Neelands and O’Hanlon rather ironically term ‘resisting the treasures that will only 

emerge with the kind of literary training associated with study at university level’ 

(2011: 249). However, their article is very much a celebration of active approaches, 

it does not quite address the issue of what is lost when language is reduced to 

extracts of text, as it often is in the pedagogical approaches that are derived from 

the rehearsal room. 

8) Both teachers and students explain that choices regarding Shakespeare texts 

are made for reasons of what I have termed ‘exam pragmatism’. The 

requirement to analyse an unseen extract in the examination, introduced in 2015, 

means that students need to be able to understand Shakespeare’s ‘original’ 

language. This requirement has altered both student perceptions of Shakespeare and 

the way that teachers prepare their students for assessment. My finding here echoes 

that of Yandell (2008, 2011) and Yandell and Brady (2016) whose work identifies 

the increased dominance of the ‘assessment regime’ in the teaching of Shakespeare. 

From the days of the Shakespeare element of the now defunct Key Stage 3 SATS, 

they note the shift to an assumption that learning happens in the individual ‘test 

subject’ rather than in collaboration via active, explorative, dialogic explorations of 

text (Yandell 2008: 86). Teacher participants in my study repeatedly talked 

about how the shift to Shakespeare being assessed in the GCSE examination, 

rather than via controlled assessment (2015), had altered students’ 

engagement. The shift has created a fearfulness in students; the unseen extract 

making them think they need to personally understand every word of the given 

Shakespeare extract at a defined moment in time. The controlled assessment that 

had previously served as assessment for GCSE English Language and Literature 

allowed for a collaborative approach and the opportunity for shared or mediated 

understanding − essays could be planned, drafted, and discussed with a teacher and 

peers. In the context of this examination fear, ‘reworked’ texts can be seen as 

both a benefit and a restriction (a supportive bridge to understanding the 

‘original’, but of limited value in and of themselves, where text has been 

altered.) Again, the type of ‘reworked’ text and the extent to which it has been 

altered plays a part here. To my knowledge, it has not been considered prior to my 

study, but there is perhaps a link to be made to the academic work done on active 

approaches. Olive (2011) argues that these do not adequately prepare students for 

exams. The conflict between preparing students for exams and offering them what 
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might considered to be of broader value for themselves and their relationship to 

Shakespeare remains for teachers in the classroom. 

9) Teachers talk of the value in using different texts for different ages and 

abilities. Students talk of a desire to have some say in text choice. As identified 

in the Literature Review, little work has been done on the types of Shakespeare 

texts used in the classroom. One important study is that conducted by Elliott and 

Olive (2021). The study documents which Shakespeare plays tend to be used, in 

terms of title, rather than the types of text or edition. As I found in my data, Elliott 

and Olive saw that teachers tend to make pragmatic decisions around text, often in 

as simple terms as what is available to them in a stockroom. Teachers were also 

seen to choose plays based on familiarity: what they themselves have been taught 

or what has typically been part of school curricula due to examinations. Choice, 

therefore, and the ability to use different texts for different groups of students, is 

perhaps limited. A less high stakes, less exam driven environment might allow 

teachers, as well as students, to choose and expand the repertoire of plays taught, 

perhaps creating a richer experience for all.  

10) The value of using a whole text is perhaps underappreciated. While my study 

has looked at the processes around and impact of using ‘reworked’ texts, there are 

further questions to be asked about the effect of employing an ‘original’ text in its 

entirety; this appeared to be happening infrequently. Teachers are obliged to teach 

the whole play as per examination requirements and may do so. What I am 

referring to is my perception that the play is not worked through chronologically, 

not read or performed as a work of entertainment, as a story to become engaged in. 

Instead, it appeared to be the case that students were working with key parts of the 

play or with extracted materials that led to targeted analysis. Higher ability students 

were able to maintain understanding in the breaking up of the whole text, but for 

lower achieving students, this appeared to cause additional confusion.  Rokison 

(2013) agrees that the value of whole text is underappreciated, but her focus is on 

the ways that young people encounter text in theatrical formats, rather than printed 

forms.  

8.4 Recommendations  

1) According to my study, students, like teachers, value Shakespeare’s ‘original’ 

language highly. In this regard they may well be absorbing the views of their 
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teachers: Shakespeare’s contribution to English vocabulary was often cited by 

teacher participants and repeated by their students. However, students were usually 

not able to define the value of language much further than this. This limited 

appreciation is perhaps emblematic of a mechanistic teaching style that has 

increased in line with the perception of high stakes examinations: a ‘teaching to the 

exam’ approach − with students as what Yandell (2008) terms ‘test subjects’ rather 

than as partners in the construction of knowledge. Students are expected to absorb 

and recount what they are told is important but are perhaps not being given enough 

opportunity to develop their natural curiosity − here, of language. In the current 

knowledge rich curriculum, there is increased teaching of and familiarity with 

complex literary terminology. This has been commented upon by GCSE examiners’ 

reports for the Shakespeare paper: ‘There was some indication of students using 

increasingly obscure and esoteric terminology to identify writers’ methods. This is 

really just an advanced form of technique spotting and seldom adds any real 

substance to the student’s analysis of the writers’ methods and the effects they 

have’ (AQA, 2019: 8). The examiners’ report goes on to call for a more genuine, 

holistic engagement with and understanding of the writer’s work. I would argue 

that this requires greater space and time to be given to exploring language 

within the whole play, rather than within extracted sections or quotations. 

There is, perhaps, scope to capitalise more fully on the value that students 

themselves place on Shakespeare’s language by providing creative 

opportunities to play with and interpret/reinterpret Shakespeare’s language in 

lower stakes ways: exploring the richness of the language for its own sake, rather 

than deconstructing it in preparation for an exam question. Of course, this 

ultimately requires a systemic shift of examination and target culture. It is a brave 

teacher who will take time for anything considered extraneous, in the current 

system.  

2)  Teachers should not assume that students prefer a ‘reworked’ text. In my 

study, those teachers who use ‘reworks’ reported doing so to provide access and/or 

because they thought they might increase student engagement with Shakespeare; 

there was an acknowledgement that different approaches are required for different 

ages and abilities. Responses from students in the sample showed that it is not 

necessarily the case that they will prefer/understand more with ‘reworked’ texts: 

higher ability students believed they lose out by not having the ‘original’ 
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Shakespeare text and lower achieving students appeared bemused by the alteration/ 

dismantling. The breaking down or decontextualization can leave these students 

with no real sense of the play at all. This was particularly the case with teacher 

prepared extracts (which might also be considered a form of rework). Lower 

achieving students did not express any increased engagement with ‘reworked’ texts. 

In my study, student responses showed that what is perceived as being easier is not 

necessarily what is desired (though this seems counter-intuitive to what some 

teachers and students reported as a growing general lack of effort and motivation on 

the part of students). 

3) There is a need to acknowledge and consider how best to address the sense of 

intimidation and perception of difficulty students feel in relation to the works 

of Shakespeare. Rather than seeing adapted texts as the best or easiest way to 

ameliorate students’ feelings of intimidation with Shakespeare’s language, it 

might be beneficial to encourage a belief in students that finding a text initially 

challenging is not something to fear or shy away from, rather, it is something 

to be celebrated. As seen in Elliott’s study with trainee teachers (2016), it is the 

students’ perception of difficulty that is the biggest barrier to Shakespeare. This 

may well require work to be done on culture within schools and classrooms to instil 

a belief that that there is nothing wrong with being unsure about something − 

indeed, that ambiguity is at the heart of the study of literature. Uncertainty in the 

English classroom may be on the wane as teachers conscientiously work to deliver 

lessons in the manner that the government currently considers to be best practice. A 

focus on memory is highlighted as ‘an important factor in learning’ in the Teacher 

Training Core Content Framework (DfE, 2019: 11) and in the Early Career 

Framework for Teachers (DfE, 2019: 10) with retrieval practices recommended to 

check that knowledge has been retained. This can lead to what Freire would term a 

‘banking model’ of education (1970, 2017), where knowledge is directly 

transferred to students. Such transference and retrieval require the teacher to be 

expert and knowledge to be fixed. In this model, there is less space for what 

Yandell terms ‘cultural making’ (2011: 228). With less negotiated, tentative, 

constructed meaning made between student and teacher, between students and 

within students themselves, they are ‘subject’, rather than participant, and therefore 

less inclined to believe that uncertainty is something to be embraced and valued. 
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Where success is deemed to be the ability to recall information, admitting to not 

knowing something will feel like failure. 

4)  Given that students and teachers in the sample reported there being value in the 

challenge of understanding Shakespeare, teachers should take care not to under-

estimate students and consider whether, by attempting to make things more 

accessible, they risk reducing the motivation and pleasure that can be 

generated when one is challenged. It is perhaps worth opening discussions with 

students around what is to be gained when something takes them beyond their 

perceived ability and experience: the positives that are to be found in what Gibson 

(1998) calls the ‘otherness’ of Shakespeare. Again, this requires work to be done on 

encouraging students (and teachers) to see the study of Shakespeare as more than 

examination preparation, but rather something that can be valuable to students in 

and of itself. 

5) Teachers should know that, according to my study, altered/broken 

down/extracted text can lead to lower achieving students having little true 

sense of the play or of the overall narrative. It is important to give these 

students a real sense of the play as a whole entity. If reading/studying the whole 

play in class is unrealistic, then watching a whole film or theatre production would 

be beneficial. Participant responses showed that film is being employed, but that it 

is also often used in a fragmented way, for example to embed understanding of a 

particular act or scene. My recommendation would be to allow students to watch a 

version of the play in full; even if they do not fully understand dialogue, they are 

acquiring a sense of the play being something real, a story designed primarily to 

entertain people. Several teachers in the study regretfully talked about the difficulty 

of taking students out of school to see a play or off timetable, to access something 

like the RSC live streams, explaining how target culture has led to significantly 

increased pressure for results and that, consequently, managers are reluctant to 

reduce teaching hours for any reason. 

6) There was no explicit evidence in my data that teachers or students felt that 

‘reworked’ texts reduce students’ access to the literary heritage, nor strong views 

that they afford increased access. Students were often impressed by a vague sense 

of Shakespeare’s position in the literary heritage and his contribution to the English 

language but were not able to verbalise what has made him such a significant 

figure. It is perhaps worth building more of these types of discussions into 
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lessons, explicitly asking students why Shakespeare is considered so important 

and whether, indeed, he is important to and ‘for’ them. Rather than acting as 

bridges to basic understanding, ‘reworked’ texts might be used to consider notions 

of appropriation. Clement (2013) and Fazel and Geddes (2015) argue that 

appropriating Shakespeare in the form of ‘reworked’ texts can disrupt his ivory 

tower status to create a deeper kind of accessibility and ownership. They discuss 

the ways that ‘reworked’ forms can ‘talk back’ to Shakespeare. They echo the view 

of Bottoms, here, (2002) who believes that ‘reworked’ texts should not do all of the 

work of interpreting the text; space must also be left for students to do so. 

Considering this possibility, teachers might create opportunities for students to 

consider what is at play in the ‘reworking’ of a text. Wider issues of Shakespeare’s 

cultural position could be discussed more explicitly. An exploration of how text is 

as adapted, of what has been altered and why, would both offer the potential for 

high level analysis relevant to the exam, and for an understanding that Shakespeare 

does not need to monolithic; there is space for an individual to genuinely bring their 

own reading. Both aspects could be developed further by students being given 

permission to work creatively on their own small ‘reworks’: a sequel, prequel, new 

character, time, setting, for example, or different format. It might also be fruitful to 

create opportunities for students to work on Shakespeare under their own volition 

outside the realms on the curriculum, perhaps via extra-curricular activities like 

those in Sabeti’s study on reading groups (2014). 

7) The data did not provide any clear evidence of whether ‘reworked’ texts or 

‘original’ text provides greater access the ‘universal’ themes of the plays. However, 

the fact that student participants did not talk particularly strongly of the 

‘universality’ of Shakespeare (teachers did somewhat more so) is perhaps 

indicative of a reduction in the use of dialogic/collaborative/active pedagogical 

approaches where such connections can be made. Students did not tend to talk 

about how the works of Shakespeare relate to their own lives, either in whole text 

or ‘reworked’ forms, and this may because they are not being given the opportunity 

to make these connections for themselves. A potential route of engagement with the 

plays is perhaps being lost here and my recommendation would be to build co- 

constructive activities, such as those advocated by the RSC Education department, 

into schemes of work. Interestingly, students did often express enthusiasm for 

learning about the historical context of the plays and of Shakespeare and his life. 
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Facts perhaps fit more easily into currently common direct instruction pedagogies. 

While this manner of conveying of information is not to be dismissed, as it is 

creating engagement, it may well be worth balancing knowledge-based activities 

with the co-constructive approaches previously suggested.  

8) Schools and teachers should be conscious of unintended outcomes when text 

choices are made only for pragmatic reasons. Currently, it seems that almost 

all choices regarding Shakespeare texts are made with a view to exam success. 

‘Reworked’ texts are purchased and employed with the intention of creating a 

supporting bridge to the ‘original’ play, particularly for lower achieving or reluctant 

students. In the context of the increased ‘fear’ students have for the way that 

Shakespeare is now examined at GCSE, it is understandable that teachers are 

looking for ways into the play that appear less intimidating. ‘Reworked’ texts 

might seem useful in this regard, especially for lower achieving students. 

However, students themselves see the benefits as limited and, if teachers are 

choosing a ‘reworked’ text for the purpose of ‘exam pragmatism’, they will want to 

consider the extent to which the text reduces language and whether this will 

impact upon the depth of analysis/exploration/dialogue that can be generated 

from it.  

It must be noted that ‘reworked’ texts are rarely used in isolation, primarily because 

teachers understand that familiarity with ‘original’ language is required to be able 

to answer the Shakespeare question that is on current GCSE examinations. There is 

a wider debate to be had on whether the current examination system and culture in 

schools is limiting students’ genuine connection with the works of Shakespeare 

and, in turn, how much value that are finding in them. I have also suggested that a 

‘reworked’ text can be used for more than providing a pragmatic bridge to provide 

the initial or basic understanding required for exam success (Recommendation 6).  

9) It would be beneficial for teachers to find more opportunities to talk to 

students about what is offered by different types of texts, with a view to 

allowing them to be part of decisions regarding what is used. Student voice 

might be brought into departmental planning discussions about text choice. 

Centralised planning and schemes of learning have reduced the opportunity for 

teachers to make text choices for their individual classes and in turn, to offer the 

students they teach an opportunity for choice themselves. Choice might increase 
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levels of ownership and potentially confidence, when coming to a writer that 

many find overwhelming at the outset. 

10) Most teachers in my study spoke of it being unrealistic and unwise to read and 

study a Shakespeare play from cover to cover. While teachers are skilled in 

knowing what works in their environment and with different classes, I would 

encourage them to question an assumption that chronologically working 

through a whole play is ineffective. Responses from students, particularly 

lower achieving students, showed that extracted text can lead to a 

decontextualising that means the play itself becomes incoherent to them.  

8.5 Implications of Findings for Action/Policy /Change 

To a large extent, the recommendations above will only be possible with some alteration of 

the culture and structures that currently exist in the English education system. In my study, 

it was clear that examination reforms, coupled with a pressurised accountability culture, 

mean that teachers must make the most efficient and pragmatic choices in their planning 

and in their selection of Shakespeare texts (see, for example, Winter, 2017 on the effects of 

‘performativity, high-stakes texting and datafication’ and Brown and Woods, 2022 and 

Baird et al 2019 on the impact of GCSE reforms). However, my data suggests that this 

pragmatism might be misplaced where it involves the buying and use of ‘reworked’ texts: 

they appear to be of limited value in engaging students and in providing them with the 

necessary scope to appreciate and study Shakespeare’s language. What is instead needed, 

is a system where high-stakes assessment does not drive decision making.  

My data suggests that the 2015 shift from controlled assessment to exam assessed 

Shakespeare at GCSE level has had a deleterious effect on students’ confidence and 

engagement. While this is particularly the case at Key Stage 4, it has also impacted 

approaches in KS3, where teachers indicated that schemes of work are created to build the 

skills required for GCSE success. Between 2009 and 2015, Shakespeare was assessed 

under ‘Controlled Conditions’: English teachers set an essay question based on their 

chosen Shakespeare text and aspect of the play and students were able discuss and prepare 

their response for to writing under a set time frame. Prior to 2009, Shakespeare was 

assessed through coursework for GCSE: students were allowed to work on an essay over a 

period of time with input and drafting advice from their teacher. (For an overview of these 

changes see Ofqual, 2013). The changes reflected an increasing desire for ‘robustness’ on 

the part of the Coalition government and DfE and were part of suite of reforms for GCSE 
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that included a changed grading system and closed book exams for English (DfE, 2015). 

The AQA examination board currently requires students to answer an exam question on an 

‘unseen’ extract from a Shakespeare play (from a choice of 5) and then relate it to the play 

as a whole (AQA, 2020). Edexcel (2014), OCR (2015) and Eduqas (2022) all have a 

similar requirement to respond to an unseen extract and then relate it to rest of the play. 

Under these exam pressures, teachers, with the best of intentions, seek ways to address 

students’ increased resistance to Shakespeare and ‘reworked’ texts can be seen as one way 

of doing so. However, where ‘reworked’ texts are used, my study shows that they act as 

little more than an initial supporting bridge to what are themselves often extracted or 

abridged sections of ‘original’ text. The idea of working through a Shakespeare play in its 

entirety now seems generally considered naïve and belonging to a time gone by. 

Responses from students in my study show that they are often working on, or at least most 

remember working on, detailed analysis of small sections of text. Teachers appear to be 

teaching students to respond to the type of exam question they will be faced with. 

However, exam imperatives should not be allowed to inadvertently reduce challenge. 

When drilling small aspects of extracted Shakespeare text, there is a risk that the full 

richness of Shakespeare is lost. 

Space needs to be found in the curriculum and freedom increased to allow more nuanced 

and imaginative choices to be made. A deeper and more explicit exploration of ‘reworked’ 

texts as a form might offer students something richer than an instrumental bridge to the 

understanding necessary to access examination questions. Teachers need to be given 

autonomy and space to be able to experiment with creative approaches such as students 

writing their own ‘reworked’ responses to Shakespeare. Currently, there appears to be 

limited space or time in the curriculum to be creative and playful with text (see Brown and 

Woods 2022) and my study shows that this is leading to some students, particularly lower 

achieving students, having little real connection with Shakespeare’s works.  

Furthermore, there is a risk that the current prevalence of direct instruction approaches 

leads to a transactional experience for students, that they simply ‘bank’ what they are told 

to for examination success (Freire, 1970, 2017). The documents that currently set out best 

practice for teachers, the Core Content Framework (DfE 2019 and Early Career 

Framework (DfE 2019), offer a relatively narrow vision of what teaching should look like, 

foregrounding the importance of metacognition and largely omitting references to co-

constructive approaches. In the teaching of Shakespeare, I would argue that this is limiting 
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for students. (For an exploration of how a ‘knowledge-based’ curriculum is changing 

English teaching, see Eaglestone, 2020. Yandell and Brady, 2016; Yandell, 2016, 2017). 

At a government level, consideration should be given to whether the research base for 

these documents needs to be widened to reflect the benefits of alternative pedagogies. 

I argue that teachers must be allowed time to work with whole texts and to provide 

students access to performances of Shakespeare, to appreciate and enjoy them as a whole 

narrative, to experience them as something designed to entertain: the play as a form in 

itself. School management must see that time off timetable, for example, to watch a live 

stream or attend a theatre performance of a play can pay dividends, in terms of engagement 

and ultimately, also examination success. 

With the requirement that students remain in education beyond the age of 16, there is now 

debate about whether public examinations at 16 are still required: Kenneth Baker, the 

education secretary responsible for the implementation of the National Curriculum, has 

claimed that they are now redundant (Times, 2021) and a recently published report by the 

Independent Assessment committee/ ERA argues that ‘GCSEs in their present form, where 

the qualification is based solely on high stakes examinations, need to change 

fundamentally’; a system of assessment that gauges student successes over time is deemed 

preferable. They also recommend that ‘learning experiences and qualifications [should] 

encourage students to become critical, inquisitive, creative, autonomous, and problem-

solving learners’ (IAC/ERA 2022). These attributes, I would argue, are better developed 

via co-constructive pedagogies than via those designed to simply encourage cognition. A 

complete removal of GSCEs may seem radical, but could create the space, time, and 

slower pace I refer to. It would allow the study of Shakespeare to be more than pragmatic 

and ‘reworked’ texts to become a form that offers real possibilities for true engagement, 

creative and critical thinking. 

While the GCSE qualifications do still exist, the evidence from my study suggests that a 

return to the coursework that existed prior to 2009 would be welcomed by both teachers 

and students and would once again provide the opportunity for a deeper connection with 

the plays. 

8.6 Conclusion 

This ‘Findings and Recommendations’ chapter has extrapolated findings from the theory 

presented in the previous chapter and located these within the arguments of relevant 

academic works. I have shown that teachers employ ‘reworks’ with the aim of helping 
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students gain understanding in preparation for examinations and, in particular, as a means 

to overcome perceived resistance to Shakespeare’s language. I argue that using ‘reworked’ 

texts in this way is of limited value, but that there is potential to use them texts more 

fruitfully, in a way that develops creativity, criticality and a different route to 

understanding and appreciating the works of Shakespeare.  

The following, final chapter: ‘Conclusions’ reflects further on these findings in relation to 

the questions I posed to myself at the start of the research journey.  
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Chapter 9. Conclusions  

9.1 Introduction 

This final chapter of the thesis reflects upon the research journey that I have undertaken. It 

looks back at the initial catalyst for the research and at my early musings and questions on 

the topic. I offer answers to these questions in relation to my findings as a means of 

documenting my progression of thought. I then return to the main research question to 

reiterate the ‘theory’ I constructed in answer to it. The significance of the research is 

defined and my contribution to research reiterated. I reflect upon the efficacy of the 

research and point out its limitations. The thesis concludes with an outline of my 

recommendations for future research. 

9.2 The Research Journey 

My research journey began with me speculating on an ex-student’s choice of a ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare text at my last teaching post. His election of, and apparent reaction to, the text 

prompted me into a series of musings that made me wonder what he would be getting out 

of his choice of book − what value the ‘reworked’ Shakespeare text would have. These 

musings ultimately led me to undertake the research documented in this thesis. The 

research was conducted via semi-structured interviews with students and teachers across 

three secondary school locations in the North-West of England. Collected data was 

analysed according to the Grounded Theory methods outlined in Chapter 4: ‘Methods’. A 

theory was reached that responded to the over-arching question: What is the value of 

‘reworked’ Shakespeare in English schools?’  

During that long ago conversation with my student, I had felt that cultural capital was at 

play in his choice of text. However, it became apparent early in the research process, after 

my first stage of interviewing, that responses relating to ‘cultural capital’ came up 

infrequently: only eight references were made during the first set of interviews. (The first 

interview I undertook was a notable exception but, with hindsight, I was perhaps 

unconsciously bringing up the topic with my questioning.) Nevertheless, interviews did 

indicate that the weight that Shakespeare is given in society and on the curriculum in 

English schools implicitly affects views of his value and of the texts that should be used to 

study his plays; students did have an inkling of cultural kudos in relation to Shakespeare. 

This was particularly true for higher ability students in my sample who strongly expressed 

an appreciation for Shakespeare and a preference for the plays in ‘original’ form (those in 

lower sets had fewer opinions on the value of Shakespeare or on what texts should be used 
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to teach him). While I haven’t ended my research journey with a definitive answer as to 

whether ‘reworked’ texts provide cultural capital for young people, what I have concluded 

is that it might be beneficial to explicitly discuss with young people what value 

Shakespeare brings, to openly explore notions of cultural capital and to include young 

people in debates about whether this form of capital is valuable to them and a good reason 

for studying Shakespeare.  

As an alternative to the ‘reworked’ Hamlet text (Marsden, 2009) being valued in terms of 

cultural capital, I had also wondered, at the outset, whether the text was of value with 

regards to the opportunity it gave a young person to take ownership of a canonical figure 

on their own terms. However, according to the student participants in my study, it was rare, 

but not unheard of, for students to choose this type of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare in their 

private reading. Most did not seem to be aware of novelised or abridged Shakespeare plays 

in their libraries, for example, and did not talk of having them recommended by teachers; 

there appeared to be little opportunity for them to come to ‘reworked’ Shakespeare under 

their own volition. Consequently, my research became based on the types of ‘reworked’ 

texts that were used in the classroom. Many students did express a desire to be able to 

choose what texts they encountered in class, talking of how ownership and self-

determination helped with motivation. I also concluded that ‘reworks’, if used actively, 

critically, and creatively can provide the opportunity for genuine ownership. Where the 

process of reworking is consciously deconstructed, and students are allowed to ‘rework’ 

Shakespeare in their own creative forms, larger issues such as his monumental position, 

and attendant cultural capital, can be explored. This would go some way, I believe, to 

demystifying Shakespeare and to dislodging the daunting monumentalism of the figure. 

The third possibility I offered myself, in those early musings, was that my student’s choice 

of the Hamlet text was purely transactional, a means to understand a writer often perceived 

as difficult to fathom. This related to my later considerations of value as a concept, and of 

notions of intrinsic and extrinsic value. It also connected to the questions I asked about my 

own use of a ‘reworked’ text: the Stratford Boys novel that I employed in my Year 7 

‘Introduction to Shakespeare’ unit of work (Mark, 2003). I had questioned whether it was a 

useful ‘bridge’ to understanding Shakespeare, and whether the historical context within the 

text was of benefit when being introduced to the playwright. The findings from my 

research showed that both were the case. ‘Rework as a Bridge’ was a key in vivo code 

from early in the data analysis; teachers and students saw the value of ‘reworked’ texts as 

being primarily in their apparent capacity to help students get over initial difficulties in 
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understanding of Shakespeare’s language. ‘Value of the Historical’ was also an early 

significant code, with many of the student participants talking about how Shakespeare 

helps us to understand the past and about how he played a crucial part in the history of the 

English language and in our literary heritage.  

I asked myself a series of additional questions during my deliberation of value as a concept 

(Chapter 1: ‘Introduction’). In the following grouping, I contemplated the transaction 

taking place when a reworked text is employed in the classroom: What is the exchange that 

takes place in and from young people’s encounters with ‘reworked’ versions of 

Shakespeare’s plays? What are ‘reworked’ Shakespeare texts (or teachers employing them) 

‘giving’ and what are students receiving? What is gained and lost in the use of a ‘rework’? 

Findings showed that students in my sample were offered ‘reworked’ texts with the 

intention that they would assist them in accessing an ‘obligatory’ writer (obligatory in 

terms of examination content and obligatory in Gibson’s sense: ‘every student has the right 

to make the acquaintance of a genius’ (1998: 6). The decision by teachers was largely a 

pragmatic exchange: the hope being that ‘reworks’ would help students to gain 

understanding and, in turn, lead to examination success. In reality, this gain is limited, as 

young people themselves identified: student responses showed no real preference for the 

use of ‘reworked’ texts. There was a more obvious recognition of what is lost with a 

‘rework’: full access to the richness of Shakespeare’s language. Coding identified this as 

the primary value of the works, both in aesthetic, and instrumental terms: Shakespeare’s 

language was hugely admired and seen as crucial, in terms of understanding, for 

examination success. 

With the next set of questions, I thought further about extrinsic versus intrinsic value: Do 

young people need to get something out of their encounter with a ‘reworked’ Shakespeare 

text, an extrinsic value, if so, what is this value? Does an encounter with Shakespeare have 

value in and of itself? If so, what is the intrinsic value? What is the value of the ‘original’ 

and what is its relationship to ‘rework’? Does, for example, a ‘reworked’ text provide 

instrumental access to the larger value of Shakespeare in the ‘original’, or does a 

‘reworked’ Shakespeare text have value in and of itself? 

From the data, I concluded that in the current education system, young people do need to 

get something out of their encounter with a ‘reworked’ Shakespeare text: they need a good 

understanding of his writing to pass their English Literature GCSE. The aim of the 

‘reworked’ text, according to my sample, was to assist in this understanding and to provide 
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access to a better knowledge of the ‘original’ play. The primary value is apparently an 

extrinsic one. The extrinsic value of the plays (or reworks) as facilitators of an 

understanding of oneself and society, the self-development argument put forward by some 

academics, (Gibson, 1998, Lighthill, 2011, Thomson and Turchi, 2016) was not apparent 

in the data.  

Most participants, student and teacher, agreed that an encounter with Shakespeare was 

valuable for young people. This value was expressed beyond ‘exam pragmatism’; there 

was a broad, if vague, consensus that Shakespeare’s contribution to the literary heritage 

and to the development of the English language, made him worthy of study. Both students 

and teachers believed a study of the plays brought extrinsic value in terms of literacy 

improvement. Whether an encounter with Shakespeare had a value in and of itself, was less 

clear. A number of teacher participants expressed a hope that ‘reworked’ texts would lead 

to greater engagement with Shakespeare, but student participants relayed that this was not 

necessarily the case. One would hope that ‘reworks’ might have also led to a greater 

appreciation of Shakespeare, but this was little expressed by teachers or students. Teachers 

talked of their own appreciation of Shakespeare’s works, as did some students, but there 

did not appear to be much time in the curriculum for exploration of aesthetics between 

teacher and students. Such an exploration of aesthetics would perhaps constitute the 

intrinsic value to be found in an encounter with Shakespeare: pleasure derived from an 

immersion in the richness and beauty of the language, along with pleasure and motivation 

resulting from challenge, from the embracing of something difficult in and of itself. 

The findings suggest that young people recognise greater value in an ‘original’ text than 

their teachers might expect. They reported wanting to be able to access the fullness of the 

language and, implicitly, some students conveyed a desire to avail themselves of the 

cultural capital, an extrinsic value that might come with a confidence with the works. 

‘Reworks’ were also seen to have a value, but in the way that they tend to be used, 

instrumentally, to provide access to the ‘original’, this is limited. Larger intrinsic (in terms 

of pleasure and motivation) and instrumental value (in terms of understanding and 

engagement) could be found in allowing young people to have ownership over reworks, to 

deconstruct and recreate them. As I showed in my Literature Review, there is a similar 

argument at play with active/drama-based pedagogies: young people take more from 

Shakespeare when they are encouraged to truly bring themselves to the works. 
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9.3 The Research Question and Answer 

What is the value of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare’ in English Secondary Schools? 

Reworked texts are a bridge to the ‘original’ play, helping students to get over the 

difficulty of Shakespeare’s language. This value is limited; students recognise that 

‘reworked’ texts do not usually provide full access to the richness and aesthetic value of 

Shakespeare’s works. Students find ‘original’ language initially difficult but cite it as 

central to Shakespeare’s value.  

‘Exam pragmatism’ is paramount in the use of ‘reworked’ texts, yet, in this context, they 

are both a benefit and a restriction. ‘Reworks’ aid understanding of plot and character, but 

students will require a confident understanding Shakespeare’s ‘original’ words for GCSE 

Literature questions. To an extent, a breaking down of text and language can provide 

greater clarity, but too much appears to lead to an inability to see the whole narrative, and 

this creates confusion, particularly for students who are lower achieving.  

The value of engaging in something challenging is recognised by students and teachers but 

is potentially lost with a ‘reworked’ text that reduces or simplifies Shakespeare’s language. 

There is also a limit to the extent ‘reworked’ texts can provide access to the scope the plays 

give for exploring what are often seen as ‘universal’, ‘humanist’ themes. An understanding 

of plot and character allows for discussion of action, but the ‘original’ language is needed 

to explore character motivation. Furthermore, ‘original’ language is required to appreciate 

the nuances of metre and ambiguities of word play as well to appreciate Shakespeare’s 

canonical position. 

It is useful to employ both types of texts: ‘reworks’ as an entry point and ‘original’ to 

access the full value of Shakespeare. Dealing with the whole text is possibly more helpful 

in achieving understanding than is often considered. 

9.4 The Significance of the Research 

The research, and resultant thesis, fills a gap in the academic field, as outlined in the 

Literature Review and as summarised in the following sub-section ‘Contribution to 

Research’. It also offers teachers and decision-makers qualitative findings that they can 

employ to make more informed decisions when choosing or purchasing Shakespeare texts 

for their teaching. According to my Literature Review, there is no other place where 

educationalists can access a sample of the views of young people, in terms of the impact 

that Shakespeare text choice has on them. 
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The research findings also offer a perspective on the ways that the current educational 

landscape is impacting upon the teaching of Shakespeare. My perspective and findings will 

hopefully serve to reinforce the concerns of some educationalists and provide food for 

thought for others. 

9.5 Contribution to Research  

There is academic work that explores the impact of ‘reworked’ Shakespeare, most notably: 

(Clement, 2013; Detmer-Goebel, 2017; Fazel and Geddes, 2015; Gearhart, 2007, Hateley, 

2009, 2013; Rokison 2010, 2013) work that explores the value of Shakespeare (McLuskie, 

2008, 2015; Olive, 2013, 2015) and work that considers Shakespeare and pedagogy (Coles, 

2004, 2009, 2013, 2014; Yandell, 2011, 2013, 2018; Elliott and Olive 2021), but nothing 

that draws together the three, as I have done in my study. At the intersection of these, my 

work makes an ‘original’ contribution to the research. 

As identified via the Literature Review, before this thesis, there was no research that I 

could find that explored the types of texts used to teach Shakespeare in English secondary 

schools. The work of Elliott and Olive (2021) comes closest, but surveys what 

Shakespeare plays are being employed (eg Macbeth/Romeo and Juliet) and why, rather 

than the format of the play being taught. My research sits alongside this work by providing 

a representative picture of the types of texts used in English schools. My data and findings 

also build on the work of Olive and Elliott in presenting perceptions of whether/why it is 

important to learn Shakespeare. However, in their study, only teachers’ perceptions were 

canvassed. It also contributes to debates and arguments raised by Coles and Yandell, who 

consider how Shakespeare’s position in the curriculum and the assessment system impacts 

young people and their relationship to the literary heritage and cultural capital. 

My Literature Review also showed that it is unusual for a study to be conducted that 

explores the perceptions of both teachers and students regarding Shakespeare pedagogy, as 

mine does. This was particularly important in that it became possible to see that the 

intentions of teachers do not necessarily equate to the experiences of students. For 

example, with the significant finding that teachers believed that ‘reworked’ texts would be 

beneficial to student access and engagement while students reported this benefit to be 

limited, at best. This is a finding that may well surprise teachers. The discovery that, 

according to my sample, students value Shakespeare’s language highly, and do not 

necessarily want the language to be mediated for them, is also new and significant, I 

believe. 
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My findings offer practical information and advice in the field of education as well as a 

contribution to the academic conversation about best practice in the teaching of 

Shakespeare. The Shakespeare pedagogy literature largely advocates active approaches, 

but my data suggests that this is not being frequently employed. I posit that the ideology 

that is currently embedded in the English education system − that cognition is paramount 

(DfE, 2019) − will increasingly impact the way that Shakespeare is taught. With a clear 

focus on knowledge acquisition and retention, active, co-constructive approaches appear to 

be diminishing in frequency, according to my sample. Though initially commenting on text 

choice and usage, discussion with participants inevitably moved on to Shakespeare 

pedagogies more broadly and I have sought to reflect that in my findings. I have also 

argued that there are parallels to be found in what active approaches and ‘reworked’ texts 

are thought to offer young people (and can offer, if employed to their full potential). The 

teacher and student contributions in my study add weight to my and other’s arguments that 

English classrooms are changing, not necessarily for the better (see, for example, 

Eaglestone, 2020). The findings relating to the impact that GCSE changes have had on 

young people’s engagement with Shakespeare may also lend weight to the debate 

surrounding the current format of GCSEs. 

9.6 Reflections on the Efficacy and Limitations of the Study 

Overall, the research design served me well. The choice of Grounded Theory over Case 

Study, initially considered as a viable methodological option, allowed a broader range of 

perspectives to be considered and conclusions to be reached in relation to distinct ages and 

abilities. I also appreciated the scope the methodology gave to conduct a genuinely 

exploratory study, one where analysis and theory construction were part of an iterative and 

inductive process − I really did feel that I was creating something from the ground up. 

Moreover, the constructivist strand of Grounded Theory that I employed aligned with my 

ontological positioning and my long-standing approach as a teacher: I was able to create 

‘knowledge’ as part of a social and collaborative process. For this reason, semi-structured 

interviews were the right method of data collection. Prepared questions provided a 

framework that meant responses could be reliably compared during analysis while leaving 

scope for participants to take the dialogue in profitable directions that I might not have 

anticipated. 

In my initial project planning, I had anticipated interviewing in four different schools, 

thinking that this would provide a robust amount of data. However, the occurrence of the 

SARS-CoV-2 pandemic meant that it was not possible to recruit in a fourth. At the point 
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that I would have been looking to test data in a final setting, teaching was, for extended 

periods, remote. When teaching was taking place in person, schools were not accepting 

visitors. The general disruption and uncertaintly meant that teachers were not inclined to 

add anything new to their agenda. However, it  became clear, at the focused coding stage, 

that key themes were being repeated and I felt confident that saturation had occurred by the 

third school. While a school in another setting, for example one outside of local authority, 

such as a Free, Studio or Academy, might have revealed some different perspectives (what 

happens to Shakespeare study in a school that only starts at age 14?) I am satisfied that the 

reasoning and processes around text choices when they were made would have been 

similar. There is scope for future work to be done around such settings. I also recognise 

that another location would have allowed me to increase the diversity of the sample. 

Interviewing in an additional geographical location beyond the Northwest and the specific 

inclusion of students with SEND would have been preferable. 

During the transcription of interviews, I realised that my questioning technique could have 

been better, on occasion. I sometimes regretted that I did not let participants finish an 

interesting point or that I could have delved into something further. This improved as the 

interviews progressed. It also became apparent, after the first sets of interviews, that 

students found it difficult to specify what texts they were being taught with. Teachers were 

in a better position to do so but my questioning on this needed to be more precise and did 

become so as time went on. I realised that I should have asked students and teachers to 

bring along the texts they were using in class and did this for the interviews at my final 

school. While it did not necessarily elicit more in-depth or novel responses to my 

questions, it made the data analysis process easier. There is room for future work to be 

done on the impact on individual types/editions of texts. 

Reflection during the transcription and coding process also led me to revisit an issue that I 

thought from the outset might cause difficulties: my use of the terms ‘original’ and 

‘reworked’ texts. My concern had been that these were too broad and indistinct and that 

there were issues with accuracy in the definition. In this research, I use the term ‘original’ 

to denote something that is written in Shakespeare’s ‘original’ language. However, as 

discussed in Chapter 1: ‘Introduction’, there is no way of saying that the language used in 

any existing Shakespeare play is ‘original’, far less with the additions/alterations school 

editions may make. Ultimately, I chose to use the term because I felt, from my own 

experience as a secondary school English teacher, that it would be one that teachers and 

students would relate to and understand. My participant information laid out my aims here 
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and I also took time to explain my use of the terms at the start of interviews. In hindsight, I 

feel that they worked well: participants understood my distinction between texts that were 

in an ‘original’ form and ‘reworked’ texts that had been altered in some way.  

I also feel I made the right choice in using ‘reworked’ as an umbrella term. An exploration 

of the value of specific types of ‘reworked’ texts would have been beyond the limits of this 

study; individual studies would have been required to achieve depth of analysis. My 

broader approach led to useful findings on the reasonings, processes and perceptions 

regarding the use of what, in laymen’s terms, might be considered to be an altered or 

unaltered text. The findings are relevant to a range of areas: Shakespeare pedagogies; 

current practices in teaching English; curriculum and assessment; language and literacy; 

student relationships to the literary heritage and cultural capital. Focusing on the value of 

just one type of ‘reworked’ text may not have resulted in such rich results. 

9.7 Recommendations for Future Research  

As suggested, there is scope for further study into the value of specific types of ‘reworks’, 

for example, on the frequently used No Fear Shakespeare, an edition that includes 

‘original’ text alongside a version that has been translated into ‘plain English’ (see, for 

example, No Fear Shakespeare Macbeth (2003)) or on the differing versions of graphic 

novels, as for example, in the Classic Comics series (2008). My tally of information on text 

usage provides a starting point here. 

There is room for development on the finding that ‘exam pragmatism’ is at the heart of 

choices regarding text and pedagogical approaches, particularly considering the shift to 

Shakespeare being examined via examination. There is also potential for a study that 

focuses on the extent to which the current ‘knowledge-rich’ curriculum and direct 

instruction approaches in English schools are affecting the way that Shakespeare is taught 

and, in turn, the value that young people derive from his works. It would be valuable to 

further explore my hypothesis that a culture of playfulness and risk-taking would go some 

way to ameliorating student perception of difficulty and feelings of intimidation as well as 

the finding that an acceptance and celebration of challenge can work to engage students. A 

study that explored the value that ‘reworks’ can have when they are explored in the context 

of ‘talking back’ to Shakespeare could perhaps incorporate both these aspects of creativity 

and challenge. ‘Reworks’ could equally be studied in their own right. 

The argument that I have made for a slower approach to Shakespeare and for studying the 

whole text could be taken further. Though GCSE examination boards stipulate the study of 
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the whole play, and though the exam question necessitates a familiarity with the play in its 

entirety, my study suggests that it is common to work with broken down, extracted sections 

of text, rather than to work with the whole play chronologically, as a complete narrative 

entity. A larger study would be needed to state whether this is occurring more generally 

and to look further into the impact of the value of using whole text versus targeted extracts. 

There is also room for further exploration of my finding that students find the language of 

Shakespeare to be the most valuable thing about studying his plays, while simultaneously 

finding it to be the most difficult aspect. There is something to be tapped into here: I would 

argue that the finding shows that text choice and pedagogical approaches need to 

foreground and explore the language of the plays in more depth, rather than attempt to find 

ways around it. It would be helpful to see if this argument could be supported in a focused 

study. Similarly, the value that students saw in the context and history of the plays could be 

better understood and pedagogical approaches developed to take further advantage of this 

aspect. Such a study would allow for more consideration of how students might be given 

opportunities to have a genuine view on Shakespeare’s literary heritage and place in our 

culture, and in turn, their connection with both. 

9.8 Conclusion 

This final, ‘Conclusion’, chapter of the thesis has served to reflect upon the process of my 

research and on its findings and to look forward to the future work that might result from 

it. Overall, I would say that the research, and the methodology that I employed, allowed 

me to do what I set out to do: to explore and draw conclusions on an aspect of Shakespeare 

and education that would have meaning for teachers, students, and academics.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A- Initial Risk Assessment Checklist  

(The below is taken from Edge Hill University Research-Strategy-Policies-and-Codes-

Research-Risk-Assessment-Guidance-RO-GOV-06.) 

 Examples of 

Potential Risk 

Probability  

of Risk 

Impact Risk Management Measures 

Risks to 

Researchers 

Lone working 

(project leaders 

should ensure that 

all work complies 

with University 

guidelines on lone 

working and adhere 

to any departmental 

policies and 

guidelines) 

Medium  Locate guidelines from EHU [can’t 

find at present] and individual 

schools. Have an additional adult 

(teacher?) present? Impact upon 

time though. Leave door open/be 

in open view. Negotiate the 

location for interview carefully 

with school gatekeepers 

 Physical threat and 

abuse 

Low  Know who to contact in the event 

of a problematic/threatening 

situation and by what means 

 Being in a 

compromising 

situation, in which 

there might be 

accusations of 

improper behaviour 

Low  Ensure interview location is 

visible and accessible to others, 

that there are people around, ask 

for additional adult to be present 

or to pop head in at various times; 

keep field notes, especially of any 

unusual events and report these 

immediately to relevant parties; 

record anything problematic? 

 Psychological 

trauma, as a result of 

actual or threatened 

violence or the 

nature of what is 

disclosed during 

interaction with 

research subjects 

Low  If anything traumatic does arise, 

talk through with appropriate 

counsellors/advisors 

 Increased exposure 

to risks of everyday 

life and social 

interaction, such as 

road accidents and 

infectious illness 

Medium- 

more time 

on trains, 

roads.  

 Be as aware as possible 

 Causing 

psychological or 

physical harm to 

others 

Low   

 Personal injury, 

illness or death  

Low   
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 Increased likelihood 

of risk if travelling 

overseas 

NA   

Risks to 

research 

subjects 

(human, 

animal, 

natural and 

built 

environments) 

injury, illness or 

death during or as a 

result of involvement. 

Low   

 Emotional well-being 

(for example, harm 

arising from the need 

to revive distressing 

memories) 

Low   

 Damage, 

degradation or 

disruption of the 

natural or built 

environments, 

including flora and 

fauna and natural or 

built environmental 

systems. 

NA   

 Management of 

research data: 

Potential breaches of 

anonymity, 

confidentiality and 

invasions of privacy 

Medium  Follow GDPR/RCUK/UK Data 

Archive guidelines on the 

maintaining of data 

Risks to the 

general public 

Increased risk of 

injury, illness or 

death 

Low   

Risks to the 

University’s 

Reputation- 

damage from: 

The quality of the 

research and 

research output; 

Failure to comply 

with recognised good 

practice, as set out in 

the University’s 

Research Code of 

Practice 

Low  Be familiar with guidelines. 

Ensure that research design and 

practice is of high quality- 

regularly check with supervisors 

that it is of standard 

 Accusations or 

suggestions of 

unethical behaviour 

in research 

Low   

 Associations with 

individuals, 

organisations, aims 

and activities that 

may undermine the 

Low   
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integrity of the 

University’s 

research. 

 Financial and legal 

liability, eg 

inadequate cost 

recovery; Exposure 

to potential fines, 

other penalties and 

censure 

Low   

 Exposure to potential 

legal action by 

research subjects, 

research users and 

other parties in order 

to recover their costs 

or meet future costs, 

provide 

compensation, or to 

enforce liability. 

Low   

Other project 

or field-

specific risks 

identified 

 None   

 

Appendix B- Data Management Plan 

Principal Researcher and ID Karen McGivern: PhD Education Student, Edge Hill University. 

Student no: 23760656 

Project Data Contact E mail: 23760656@edgehill.ac.uk 

Project Name  What is the value of using ‘reworked’ Shakespeare in the 

context of UK schools? 

Project Description The research project uses the methodology of Grounded 

Theory and the method of semi- structured interview. The 

intention is to question secondary school teachers, student 

teachers, pupils, and perhaps other stakeholders in 

Shakespeare education, about their perceptions regarding the 

value of employing ‘original’ as opposed to ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare texts. The aim of the research is ultimately to be 

able to offer educators insights into the impact of teaching 

Shakespeare via these varying modes, in order that they might 

choose the best approaches for teaching. 

Research Questions are: 

1) What reasons do teachers give for choosing to use 

‘reworked’ or ‘original’ Shakespeare texts in their 

teaching?  

2) What reasons do young people give for choosing 

mailto:23760656@edgehill.ac.uk
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them (if choice is available)? 

3) Do teachers and students believe that they miss out 

or gain when they are accessing a ‘reworked’ text 

rather than the ‘original’?  

4) What are these losses or gains perceived to be? 

Date of DMP 2/01/18 

Related Policies/Documents Used • Edge Hill University Research Data Management 

Guidelines  

• Edge Hill University Code of Practice for the Conduct of 

Research 

• DCC. (2013). Checklist for a Data Management Plan. 

v.4.0. Edinburgh: Digital Curation Centre. Available 

online: http://www.dcc.ac.uk/resources/data-

management-plans   

• UK Data Archive (2011). Managing and Sharing Data. 

Available online: http://www.data-

archive.ac.uk/media/2894/managingsharing.pdf  

What data will you collect or 

create? 

Data will initially be in the form of recorded interviews- most 

likely audio files (initially recorded as MP3 files) but possibly 

also created via video (initially recorded as MP4 files) or Skype 

(A plug in such as Free Video Call Recorder for Skype from 

DVDVideoSoft or Pamela for Skype can be used to save calls 

and convert them to MP4). 

This will be transcribed into written text and take the form of 

Microsoft Word documents. From here text will be coded and 

additional data will be formed from the memos or post its that 

are used to establish thematic links between data sets. Data 

may also be organised into table form, at this stage, and will be 

saved as Microsoft Word or Excel documents.  

Digital material will be saved on computer hard drive, and 

backed up in Outlook Cloud and on an external hard drive.  

Once data collection and research is complete, files should be 

converted to those with a greater chance of longevity of 

access, such as Rich Text Format (.rtf) or OpenDocument Text 

(.odt) for textual documents; Free Lossless Audio Codec (FLAC) 

for audio data; MPEG-4 (.mp4) or motion JPEG 2000 (.jp2) for 

digital image data.   

I am also likely to keep a field notebook at the time of 

conducting interviews and a research journal to log my own 

day to activities on the project. Updated handwritten material 

will be scanned or photocopied once a week and copies stored 

in a different place from the ‘original’ (one in university office, 

one at home.)  

http://www.data-archive.ac.uk/media/2894/managingsharing.pdf
http://www.data-archive.ac.uk/media/2894/managingsharing.pdf
http://www.dvdvideosoft.com/products/dvd/Free-Video-Call-Recorder-for-Skype.htm
http://www.pamela.biz/en/
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How will the data be collected or 

created? 

Interviews will be recorded via audio/video/Skype and then 

transcribed. Coding will be done via post its/ memoing/tables. 

Hand- written notes will be taken in the field during 

interviewing. A research journal will be kept of day-to-day 

researcher activity. 

Digital Folder Naming:  

Primary Data Collection (sub- folders for each school/site of 

interview including initial recordings of interviews) 

Secondary Data Collection 

(Sub- folders for each school/site of interview including initial 

recordings of interviews) 

Transcribed Data (sub- folders for each school/site of interview 

including initial recordings of interviews) 

Scans of memos/post its 

Tables of identified themes 

Explanation of codes used to identify themes 

Physical Data: 

In field note- book; Research Journal; Memos/Post-its 

Digital Versioning: 

As they develop, each version of updated thematic 

tables/explanations of codes will be saved with a new date and 

with v1/2/3 etc in the file name. A master copy will be kept and 

identified as such. Periodically the versions will be reviewed 

and any deemed obviously superfluous deleted. 

Versioning of Physical Data: 

Changing links and patterns identified via post its and memos 

will be photographed and saved digitally, with a new date for 

each version.  

I will undertake quality assurance with peer review of data. 

What documentation and 

metadata will accompany the 

data? 

Metadata will include: the title; names of those 

creating/contributing to the data; date of production, place of 

production and the conditions under which it may be accessed. 

Records will also include details on the methodology used, 

information regarding procedures and analysis, any 

conclusions formed, and the format and file type of the data. 

Metadata records will be created by completing a data centre’s 

data deposit form or metadata editor, or by using a metadata 

creation tool, such as the UK Location Metadata Editor17, 

GeoDoc16 or Go-Geo! 

How will you manage copyright I will own the copyright of the data accumulated. Participants 
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and Intellectual Property Rights 

(IPR) issues? 

will be asked to consent to transfer of copyright on their words 

or a licence to use the data obtained through interviews. The 

issue of how the data will be licensed for reuse by research 

databases will need to be further looked into. It is assumed 

that my materials may be used non- commercially, as long as 

cited/acknowledged. Data sharing may be postponed or 

restricted if there are any publishing opportunities post 

completion.  

How will you manage security and 

access? 

Risks to digital data are:  

Hard- ware issues such as laptop breakdown/loss/theft; 

malfunctioning, theft, or loss of external hard drives; computer 

viruses or hacking; malfunctioning of institution IT systems; 

loss of power; human error.  

These will be managed by saving in varying formats (eg hard 

drive and external hard drive) and by backing up to university 

cloud storage space.  

An automatic back- up programme for at home laptop should 

be implemented.  

The integrity of files should be checked on a regular basis.  

Copies of key documents and data should also be printed and 

kept in hard copy.  

Laptops and computers should be password protected. 

Risks to physical data are: 

Loss, theft or damage to notebooks and post its/memos.  

These will be managed by creating back-up copies via scanning, 

photographing or photocopying and storing in a separate place 

to originals.  

The continuing existence, placement and storage of these 

should be checked on a regular basis. 

The university office should remain locked, with windows 

closed when not in use and in good repair. 

Which data should be retained, 

shared, and/or preserved? 

Data may later be reused by those who may want to validate 

my research findings, carry out new studies, or for teaching 

purposes. The transcribed interviews with participants may be 

useful to educational or Shakespeare researchers of the future 

and, as such, should be available on a long term basis. At 

present, I see no reason to put any time limit on the time the 

data is available to others. I will, however, need to consider, on 

completion of the research, what can be done in practical 

terms in relation to the additional time and effort required to 

prepare the data for sharing and preservation, such as in 
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changing file formats. 

What is the long-term 

preservation plan for the dataset? 

Deposit with a specialist data centre, data archive or data bank 

such as ‘UK Data Archive’. 

Submit to a journal which requires ‘original’ data to support a 

publication.  

Deposit with EHU research archive. 

Make available informally between researchers on a peer-to-

peer basis, for example, via links made at conferences. 

Are any restrictions on data 

sharing required? 

I currently do not see significant restrictions on the sharing of 

my data. I see a need for exclusivity only if publication is 

possible on completion and so may choose to restrict the use 

of data for up to two years after completion. I would wish to 

put a data sharing agreement (or equivalent) in place with 

informal contacts who are given access and as far as public 

repositories allow. 

Potential restrictions in terms of confidentiality of participants 

cannot fully be known until data has been collected, as it 

depends on whether non- disclosure agreements have been 

obtained or not. However, the data collected is unlikely to be 

sensitive and participants will be anonymised, so it is hoped 

that they will give consent that data elicited from them may be 

used in the future. It would be time consuming and difficult to 

anonymise ‘original’ audio and visual materials so this will be 

avoided; it is unlikely that such material would provide any 

more information than the transcribed interviews that will be 

made available. 

Who will be responsible for data 

management? 

I will be responsible for data capture, metadata production, 

data quality, storage and backup, data archiving and data 

sharing, with support from IT services and specialists at EHU. 

My Director of Studies, Damien Shortt and EHU graduate 

school will be responsible for overseeing that my research 

adheres to policies, in terms of data management. 

What resources will you require 

to deliver your plan? 

Additional training and specialist expertise is required to 

deliver this plan, particularly in terms of the creation and 

embedding of metadata, in the choosing the best options for 

long- term data repository and in the best options for digital 

file format for recording and for long term storage and access. 

Charges may be applied by data repositories, and I need to 

investigate whether these are paid by the university.  

A plug in such as Free Video Call Recorder for Skype from DVD 

VideoSoft or Pamela for Skype may be required. 

 

http://www.dvdvideosoft.com/products/dvd/Free-Video-Call-Recorder-for-Skype.htm
http://www.pamela.biz/en/
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Appendix C- Teacher Participant Information Sheet 

Edge Hill University 

Faculty of Education 
St Helens Rd 
Ormskirk 
L39 4PQ 
 

Tel: 01695 575171 (extension 7641) 

Date: 03/08/18 

 

             Participant Information Sheet- Teachers 

Dear 

I would like to invite you to take part in a research project that I am undertaking for my 

PhD at Edge Hill University. 

The title of PhD research project is: What is the value of using ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare in English secondary schools? 

[Principal Researcher: Karen McGivern, Graduate Teaching Assistant and PhD candidate, 

Edge Hill University. E mail contact: Mcgiverk@edgehill.ac.uk 

Supervisor: Damien Shortt, Senior Lecturer, Edge Hill University. E mail contact: 

Shorttd@edgehill.ac.uk 

Before deciding if you would like to take part, allow me to explain why the research is 

being carried out and what it would involve for you. Please take the time to read the 

following information carefully and to consult parties relevant to your decision-making 

process. Feel free to ask if there is anything you would like clarifying or explaining further. 

Do take some time to consider whether you would like to be involved or not. 

This document includes: 

• Information about the purpose of the study 

• Information about what you will be doing if you choose to take part 

• Details of the notes, recordings, and other information (data) I will collect from you 
and others taking part in the study  

• Information on how this data will be secured and stored 

• Information about how your words will be used and how you can be involved in 
checking and agreeing to their use 

• How the information gained from the project might be used for other purposes, for 
example at conference presentations, within publications or stored online 
 

The purpose of the study 

The purpose of this research is to find out which types of texts are the most ‘valuable’ 

when teaching Shakespeare in secondary schools. I want to know what the effect is of 

using a full ‘original’ version of a Shakespeare play versus a ‘reworked’ one. ‘reworked’ 

might mean, for example, shortened versions, versions written in modern English and 

versions where the play has been turned into a novel or graphic book. I would like to know 

what ‘value’ these different types of texts might have in an educational, personal and 

social sense for those encountering them. As an outcome of the research, I want to be 

able to offer schools, teachers and policy makers information on the effect of teaching 

Shakespeare in these different forms. This should help those involved in education, such 

mailto:Mcgiverk@edgehill.ac.uk
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as yourself, to have more information at your disposal when choosing which types of 

Shakespeare text to use. 

What participation involves and how to withdraw if you no longer wish to 

participate. 

Why have you been invited? 

You have been invited because you are an English teacher in an English secondary 

school and, as you know, this means that the government says that you must teach 

Shakespeare. As you have no choice in this, I think it is important that you and your 

students get as much value out of teaching and being taught Shakespeare as possible. 

Your views regarding the reasoning behind, and impact of, these text choices will help me, 

and eventually educators and policy makers, to better understand the effect of teaching 

Shakespeare with these different types of text. As practitioners, you have a direct 

knowledge of the effect these on your teaching and on your students. 

Do you have to take part? 

No, it is completely up to you whether you want to take part in this project. If you do not 

wish to take part, it is absolutely fine to say so. You may find the opportunity to give your 

views on the way that you teach Shakespeare beneficial to you personally or to your 

school. You should know that the interview will take up some of your available time (up to 

an hour). If you do wish to withdraw, please let me know as soon as possible and then 

send me a completed withdrawal form. (Sent out with consent form, should you agree to 

take part.) If you do take part in the project, you can withdraw at any time from the point of 

interview up until 01/08/19  

What would taking part involve for you? 

What will you have to do? 

First of all, please read the information sheet and consent form in its entirety. I am 

available for questions via e mail or by telephone on arrangement. If you would like to be 

involved in the research, and once you are fully happy with giving your consent to take 

part, you will need to sign the attached consent form. We will then agree with relevant 

parties and yourself a convenient date and time for a semi- structured interview at your 

school, most likely individually but perhaps in pairs/small groups. These would last no 

more than an hour. Semi-structured refers to the fact that there will be prepared 

questions, but the interview will allow you to expand upon or bring up areas that you 

would like to talk about in more detail or that you think are important. The interview will be 

recorded and later transcribed. If you feel uncomfortable at any point during the interview 

or wish to end the interview, recording will be stopped, and the interview terminated. 

Protecting your data and identity 

What will happen to the data? 

‘Data’ here means, for example, the researcher’s (my) notes, audio or visual recordings 

and any e mail, telephone or possibly e mail or Skype exchanges we may have had. 

Audio and visual recordings will be transferred and stored on password protected 

laptops/computers and deleted from portable media. 

Identifiable data (including recordings of your voice) on laptops will be encrypted. With 

devices such as portable recorders where this is not possible, identifiable data will be 

deleted as quickly as possible. In the meantime, I will ensure that the portable device is 

locked in a drawer until the data is deleted. 
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You can request to view the field notes or listen to the audio recording at the end of 

interview and parts that you are not happy with can be deleted or disregarded from the 

data. Data will be analysed by me and compared with that of other participants to identify 

common views of participants and, in the end, themes. The aim is to come up with a 

‘theory’ of why particular types of Shakespeare texts are used and what value they bring 

to students. The analysed data will be written up and form part of my PhD thesis. This and 

the ‘original’ data may be kept in online databases in the future. It may be also be 

published or presented at conferences. Please note that if data that came from you is 

used, it will not personally identify you or your school. 

You have the right to request that your identifiable data is destroyed if you decide to 

withdraw from the process. You also have full protection via the UK Data Protection Act 

and GDPR. The completion of this first phase of the study is estimated to be summer 

2019. 

How will your identity be protected? 

A pseudonym will be given to protect your and your school’s identity in the PhD thesis and 

in other retained material. Identifying information about you will be removed from any 

published data or write ups. 

Confidentiality 

There is an obligation on a researcher to consult/alert appropriate parties if a disclosure is 

made during interview that suggests, either directly or indirectly, harm to the participant or 

to others, or criminal activity or bad practice. 

Who to contact for further information or with any concerns 

Data Handling and Privacy 

At Edge Hill, we are committed to respecting and protecting your personal information. To 

find ways in which we use your data, please see edgehill.ac.uk/about/legal/privacy. 

The University is committed to ensuring compliance with current data protection legislation 

and confirms that all data collected is used fairly, stored safely, and not disclosed to any 

other person unlawfully. The University is a data controller and, in some instances, may 

be a data processor of this data. If you choose to take part you will have to give signed 

consent for your data to be used, in accordance with GDPR rules. You will also have the 

opportunity to request your data not be used. 

The ethics of this project have been considered and reviewed in relation to Edge Hill 

University’s Research Ethics Policy (2017), its Ethical Guidance for Undertaking Research 

with Children and Young People (2012) and the British Education Research Association’s 

Ethical Guidelines for Education Research (2018). 

If you have any concerns about the research ethics of this study and would like to register 

these concerns with an independent person, please contact Dr Francis Farrell, the Edge 

Hill Faculty of Education ethics coordinator: farrellf@edgehill.ac.uk 

If you would like further information on this project or have any questions or concerns 

about the project or about taking part, please don’t hesitate to contact me. Thank you for 

reading and for considering taking part in the research. 

Karen McGivern 

https://www.edgehill.ac.uk/about/legal/privacy
mailto:farrellf@edgehill.ac.uk
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Appendix D- Student Participant Information Sheet 

Edge Hill University 
Faculty of Education 
St Helens Rd 
Ormskirk 
L39 4PQ 
 
Tel: 01695 575171 (extension 7641) 
Date: 02/08/18 
 
              Participant Information Sheet- Students 

Dear 

I would like to invite you to take part in a research project that I am undertaking for my 

PhD at Edge Hill University. 

The title of PhD research project is: What is the value of using ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare in the context of English Secondary schools? 

[Principal Researcher: Karen McGivern, Graduate Teaching Assistant and PhD candidate, 

Edge Hill University. E mail contact: Mcgiverk@edgehill.ac.uk 

Supervisor: Damien Shortt, Senior Lecturer Edge Hill University. E mail contact: 

Shorttd@edgehill.ac.uk 

Before you decide if you would like to take part you need to understand why the research 

is being carried out and what it would involve for you. Please take the time to read the 

following information carefully. Talk to other people about it if you wish. Ask me if there is 

anything that is not clear or if you would like anything explained further. Please take some 

time to decide whether you would like to be involved or not. 

This document includes: 

• Information about the purpose of the study (what I want to find out) 

• Information about what you will be doing if you choose to take part 

• Details of the notes, recordings and other information (data) I will collect from you 
and others taking part in the study  

• Information on how this data will be secured and stored 

• Information about how your words will be used and how you can be involved in 
checking and agreeing to their use 

• How the information gained from the project might be used for other purposes, for 
example at conference presentations, within publications or stored online 
 

The purpose of the study 

The purpose of this research is to find out what types of texts (books) are the most 

valuable when teaching Shakespeare in secondary schools. I want to know what the 

effect is of using a full ‘original’ version of a Shakespeare play versus a ‘reworked’ one. 

‘reworked’ might mean, for example, shortened versions, versions written in modern 

English and versions where the play has been turned into a novel or graphic book. I want 

to know what value these different types of texts might have in an educational, personal 

and social sense for those encountering them. From the research I want to be able to offer 

schools, teachers and policy makers information on the effect of teaching Shakespeare in 

these different ways. This should help people involved in education to make the best 

choices for students like you when choosing which types of Shakespeare text to use. 

mailto:Mcgiverk@edgehill.ac.uk
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What participation involves and how to withdraw if you no longer wish to 

participate. 

Why have you been invited? 

You have been invited because you are a student in a UK secondary school, and this 

means that the government says that you have to study Shakespeare. As you have no 

choice in this, I think it is important that you get as much value out of being taught 

Shakespeare as possible. Your views will help me, and eventually educators and policy 

makers, to better understand the effect of teaching Shakespeare with these different types 

of text. As students you have a direct sense of the effect these different types of texts 

have on you. 

Do you have to take part? 

No, it is completely up to you whether you want to take part in this project. If you do not 

wish to take part, it is absolutely fine to say so. You might enjoy the opportunity to give 

your views on the way that you are taught Shakespeare. You should know that the 

interview will take up some of your school time (up to an hour). If you do wish to withdraw 

you should let your teacher know as soon as possible, complete the consent withdrawal 

form (sent out with consent form) and ask your teacher to send it on to me. If you do take 

part in the project, you can withdraw at any time from the point of interview up until 

01/08/19.  

What would taking part involve for you? 

What will you have to do? 

First of all, you will need to read the information sheet and consent form. I will be available 

for questions via e mail or by telephone on arrangement. Once you are fully happy with 

giving your consent to take part in the research project you will need to sign the consent 

form. If you are under 16, you will also need to have the form signed by your parent or 

guardian. We will then agree with relevant parties and yourself a convenient date and time 

for a semi- structured interview at your school, either individually or in pairs/small groups. 

These would last no more than an hour. Semi- structured means there will be prepared 

questions but the interview also allows you to expand upon or bring up areas that you 

would like to talk about in more detail or that you think are important. The interview will be 

recorded and later transcribed (written down). If you feel uncomfortable at any point during 

the interview or wish to end the interview, recording will be stopped and the interview 

ended. 

Protecting your data and identity 

What will happen to the data? 

‘Data’ here means, for example, the researcher’s (my) notes, audio and film recordings 

and any e mail or possibly telephone conversation exchanges we may have had. Audio 

recordings will be transferred and stored on password protected laptops/computers and 

deleted from portable media. 

Identifiable data (including recordings of your voice) on laptops will be encrypted. With 

devices such as portable recorders where this is not possible, identifiable data will be 

deleted as quickly as possible. In the meantime, I will ensure that the portable device is 

locked in a drawer until the data is deleted. 

You can request to view the field notes (notes I take during the interview) or listen to the 

audio recording at the end of interview and parts that you are not happy with can be 
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deleted or disregarded from the data. Data will be analysed by me and compared with that 

of other participants in order to identify common views of participants and, in the end, 

themes. The aim is to come up with a ‘theory’ of why particular types of Shakespeare 

texts are used and what impact they have upon students. The analysed data will be 

written up and form part of my PhD thesis. This and the ‘original’ data may be kept in 

online databases in the future. It may be also be published or presented at conferences. 

Please note that if data that came from you is used, it will not personally identify you or 

your school. 

You have the right to request that identifiable data is destroyed if you decide to withdraw 

from the process. You also have full protection via the UK Data Protection Act and GDPR. 

The completion of this first phase of the study is estimated to be summer 2019. 

How will your identity be protected? 

A pseudonym (different name) appropriate to your age and ethnicity will be given to 

protect your identity in the PhD thesis and in any other retained material. Identifying 

information about you will be removed from published data or write ups. 

Confidentiality 

There is an obligation on a researcher to consult/alert appropriate parties if a disclosure is 

made that suggests, either directly or indirectly, harm to the participant or to others, or 

criminal activity or bad practice. 

Who to contact for further information or with any concerns 

At Edge Hill, we are committed to respecting and protecting your personal information. To 
find ways in which we use your data, please see edgehill.ac.uk/about/legal/privacy. 

The University is committed to ensuring compliance with current data protection legislation 
and confirms that all data collected is used fairly, stored safely, and not disclosed to any 
other person unlawfully. The University is a data controller and, in some instances, may 
be a data processor of this data. If you choose to take part you will have to give signed 
consent for your data to be used, in accordance with GDPR rules. You will also have the 
opportunity to request your data not be used. 

The ethics of this project have been considered and reviewed in relation to Edge Hill 
University’s Research Ethics Policy (2017), its Ethical Guidance for Undertaking Research 
with Children and Young People (2012) and the British Education Research Association’s 
Ethical Guidelines for Education Research (2018). 

If you have any concerns about the research ethics of this study and would like to register 

these concerns with an independent person, please contact Dr Francis Farrell, the Edge 

Hill Faculty of Education ethics coordinator: farrellf@edgehill.ac.uk 

If you would like further information on this project or have any questions or concerns 

about the project or about taking part, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you for reading and for considering taking part in the research. 

Karen McGivern  

https://www.edgehill.ac.uk/about/legal/privacy
mailto:farrellf@edgehill.ac.uk
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Appendix E- Consent Form (Teacher and Student) 

Edge Hill University 

Faculty of Education 

St Helens Rd 

Ormskirk 

L39 4PQ 

 

Tel: 01695 575171 (extension 7641) 

Date: 3/08/18 

Consent Form 

Title of PhD research project: What is the value of using ‘reworked’ Shakespeare in 

English secondary schools? 

Name of Researcher: Karen McGivern 

Please read: Please tick 

1) I confirm that I have read and understood the information 

sheet provided about the study. 

 

2) I have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask 

questions and, if there were any, have had these answered 

satisfactorily. 

 

3) I understand that my participation will not affect my role as a 

partnership trainer, now or in the future (Teachers only, if 

applicable). 

 

4) I understand that my participation in this research study is 

voluntary. If for any reason I wish to withdraw during the 

period of this study, up to 01 August 2019, I am free to do so 

without providing any reason and can request identifiable data 

be destroyed. 

 

5) I understand that my comments in the interview process will 

be part of the data collected for this study and that every effort 

will be made to provide anonymity. I give consent for all my 

contributions to be included and/or quoted in this study. 

 

6) I consent to the interview being recorded on a digital 

recording device and later transcribed. 

 

7) I understand that the information I provide will be used for a 

research project and PhD and be published. I understand that 

I have the right to review and comment on an executive 

summary of the draft thesis before the final submission. 

 

8) I agree to take part in the above study  

School: 

Name of Participant: 

Signature: 

Date: 

Parental/ Guardian Consent (if applicable) 

Name of Parent/Guardian: 

Signature: 

 

Date: 
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Appendix F- Withdrawal of Consent Form (Teacher and Student) 

Edge Hill University 

Faculty of Education 

St Helens Rd 

Ormskirk 

L39 4PQ 

 
Tel: 01695 657746 

Date: 20/06/19 

 

Withdrawal of Consent Form (Please keep) 

Title of PhD research project: What is the value of using ‘reworked’ Shakespeare in 

schools? 

Name of researcher: Karen McGivern 

 Please fill in or tick: 

Name: 

School: 

 

I no longer wish to take part in the research 

project for the following reason: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I no longer want to take part in the research 

project and do not wish to give a reason. 

 

Name of Participant: 

Signature: 

Name of Parent/Guardian (if applicable): 

Signature: 

Date: 
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Appendix G- GDPR Consent to use data form: 

Data Handling and Privacy 

At Edge Hill, we are committed to respecting and protecting your personal information. To 

find ways in which we use your data, please see edgehill.ac.uk/about/legal/privacy. 

The University is committed to ensuring compliance with current data protection legislation 

and confirms that all data collected is used fairly, stored safely, and not disclosed to any 

other person unlawfully. The University is a data controller and, in some instances, may 

be a data processor of this data. 

GDPR Consent to use data: 

I, [                                   ], hereby grant Edge Hill University authority to process my 

personal data for the purpose of a public task carried out for reasons in the public interest. 

I am aware that I may withdraw my consent at any time using the Data Subject Consent 

Withdrawal Form accompanying this form. 

Signed by data subject: 

Date: 

The University is the owner of this document and is responsible for ensuring that this 

procedure is reviewed in line with the review requirements of the GDPR. 

This work instruction was approved by the Data Protection Officer on 22 December 2017 

and is issued on a version-controlled basis under their signature. 

Signature:  

Date: 

 

 

* Please keep the final sheet in this pack in case you wish to withdraw your consent 

to use data. You can also request another copy if you lose it. 

 

Appendix H- GDPR Consent to withdraw data form 

I, [                                    ], withdraw my consent to process my personal data from Edge 

Hill University. Edge Hill University no longer has my consent to process my personal data 

for the purpose of PhD research, which was previously granted. 

Signed by data subject:     Date: 

The University is the owner of this document and is responsible for ensuring that this 

procedure is reviewed in line with the review requirements of the EU GDPR. 

This work instruction was approved by the Data Protection Officer on 22 December 2017 

and is issued on a version-controlled basis under their signature. 

Signature:        Date: 

 

https://www.edgehill.ac.uk/about/legal/privacy
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Appendix I- Interview Guide/ Field Record 

Teacher Interview Guide/ Field Record 

Intro: Hello, thank you for taking the time to meet me today. I’m Karen McGivern; I’m sure 

you already know, but I’m from Edge Hill University and doing some research for my PhD 

relating to the types of texts used to teach Shakespeare. I’m trying to find out what people 

think is the value and impact of using ‘original’ versus ‘reworked’ texts. I’m also interested 

in your views on Shakespeare and the value of teaching him in general. 

Could I just check please that you’ve had the chance to read the participant information 

sheets and that we have all required signatures on the informed consent forms? 

Shall we begin? Please do ask if you want me to explain or clarify anything as we’re going 

through or if you’d like to stop or pause for any reason. 

Interview no: Audio Code: Date: 

School: 

 

Interviewee: 

 

 

No of 

years 

teaching: 

Position: 

E:                       

SEB?: 

Question NB Field 

Notes 

What is your view of Shakespeare?   

What has been your experience of 

teaching Shakespeare? 

To elicit specific detail and context, 

eg how much, with what year 

groups, for how long but also how 

they have felt about it- enjoyable/ 

awful/confident/unconfident etc. 

 

What texts do you use to teach 

Shakespeare? 

 

 

 

What to what year groups, what 

types of texts- ‘original’ versus 

‘reworked’? Explain what I mean by 

‘reworked’ and ‘original’. A ‘full’/ 

‘original’ play/ an abridged/written in 

modern English/novelised/ 

graphic/other?  

 

 

When/with whom/in what 

circumstances do you use ‘original’/ 

‘reworked’ texts? Why is this the 

case? 

  

How do you use the different types of 

text? 

Fully/partially/types of teaching 

activities? 

 

How is the decision made about what 

types of texts to use/when/with 

whom? 
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Could you talk more about the 

reasoning behind those decisions? 

  

How do you feel about that decision? 

If it is not yours, what would yours be 

and why? 

  

In your experience/perceived view, 

how do students respond to ‘original’ 

as opposed to ‘reworked’ texts? Why 

do you think this is the case? Do any 

particular examples come to mind? 

  

What has been the value of using 

one type of text or another, in your 

experience? 

Ask this first to see whether the 

notion of value goes beyond the 

teaching of Shakespeare itself, eg 

for marks, exam results. 

 

What does value mean to you, in 

terms of the teaching of 

Shakespeare? eg Do you think it is 

crucial that young people are taught 

Shakespeare? Why? Do you think 

Shakespeare gives young people 

something that other writers don’t? 

What might this be? Does teaching 

Shakespeare give you something 

that is different to teaching other 

writers? 

Perhaps get to issues such as 

cultural capital/kudos/access/ 

elitism/’standards’/only named 

literary figure on curriculum and 

exam boards/Englishness here? 

 

Is there anything else you would like 

to say/expand upon/go back to on 

this topic? Do you have any 

questions for me? 

  

 

Student Interview Guide/ Field Record 

 

Intro: Hello, thank you for taking the time to meet me today. I’m Karen McGivern; I’m sure 

you already know, but I’m from Edge Hill University and doing some research for my PhD 

relating to the types of texts used to teach Shakespeare. I’m trying to find out what people 

think is the value and impact of one type compared to the other. I’m also interested in your 

views on Shakespeare and the value of teaching him in general. 

Could I just check please that you’ve had the chance to read the participant information 

sheets and that we have all required signatures on the informed consent forms? 

Shall we begin? Please do ask if you want me to explain or clarify anything as we’re going 

through or if you’d like to stop or pause for any reason.
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Interview no:  Audio Code: Date: 

School: 

 

Interviewee 1:   

                  

Interviewee 2:     

Yr:       E:       A:      

SEB: 

Yr:       E:       A:      

SEB: 

Question NB Field Notes 

What is your view of 

Shakespeare? 

  

What has been your 

experience of being 

taught Shakespeare? 

To elicit specific detail and context, eg 

how much, in what year groups, but also 

how they have felt about it- enjoyable/ 

awful/confident/unconfident etc. 

 

 

What types of things 

have been used to 

teach you 

Shakespeare? A ‘full’/ 

‘original’ play? A cut 

down version? One 

written in modern 

English? A story 

version? A graphic 

version?  

Explain examples.  

 

How have these 

different types of text 

been used in your 

lessons?  

All/parts of them used? Used for drama? 

Focus on language? Themes? For fun? 

To get you through exams? What types 

of activities do you remember? 

 

 

Do you have any say 

about which types of 

texts are used? Would 

you like a say? Which 

type of text would you 

choose? Why? 

  

 

What effect has it had 

on you when an 

‘original’/ ‘reworked’ 

text has been used to 

teach you? How have 

they made you feel? 

Can you think of any 

particular examples? 

Easier/harder/more/less 

enjoyable/challenging/engaging/allows 

you in/blocks you out/gets better 

results/helps access/understanding… 

 

 

Why do you think 

‘original’/ ‘reworked’ 

texts have been used 

to teach you? 
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What has been the 

value (or worth) of 

using one type of text 

or another, in your 

experience? Which 

one do you ‘get 

something out of’ (if 

any)? 

Ask this first to see whether the notion of 

value goes beyond the teaching of 

Shakespeare itself, eg for marks, exam 

results. 

 

 

What does value 

mean to you, in terms 

of the teaching of 

Shakespeare? What 

do you think you ‘get 

out of it’? Eg Do you 

think it is crucial that 

young people are 

taught Shakespeare? 

Why? Do you think 

Shakespeare gives 

young people 

something that other 

writers don’t? What 

might this be? What 

does Shakespeare 

mean or represents to 

you? 

Perhaps get to issues such as cultural 

capital/access/kudos/elitism/only named 

figure on the curriculum/Englishness 

here? 

 

 

Is there anything else 

you would like to 

say/expand upon/go 

back to on this topic? 

Do you have any 

questions for me? 
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Appendix J- Example Interview Transcript/ Line by Line Coding  

Line-by Line Codes Transcript of Interview 1 at School 1 (S1)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Commenting on Sh as a historical figure 

Opining on the importance of Sh 

Repeating view on the historic place of Sh  

Stating appreciation of Sh as a writer 

Expressing importance of access today 

Summarising that Shakespeare should be 

updated to modern English 

 

Asserting that ‘original’ language should be for 

higher level study 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Indicating that Sh is something that needs to be 

researched 

Intimating that historical context is important 

Revealing that video is used to convey plot 

Paired Student Interview- B (male) & L 

(female) (Year 9, top set English). Location- 

small office in sixth form centre. 

KM: It’s going to be really helpful for me. 

We’ve just talked previously, and you 

agreed that you’ve had a chance to look at 

the information sheets and you know what 

this is about, etc; we had a little chat before 

this started recording. Ok, I will start with 

the questions…We have B and we have L 

who are both in Year 9. Erm, my first 

question, and you can decide who wants to 

answer first, is, erm, generally, what is your 

view of Shakespeare?  

B: Er, in my opinion, Shakespeare is a very 

important piece of literature that has a 

historic place in…Shakespeare in my 

opinion was a really good writer, however, 

it’s probably important that we s…that a lot 

of people see it as, well, what, people of 

Shakespeare’s time would of read it which 

is why I think that Shakespeare is, should 

most likely be updated to modern day 

language 

KM: Oh, ok… 

B: And then at a higher level of education 

they should start to learn about the 

language that they spoke at that time. 

KM: Hmm, so it sounds like you have a very 

positive view, do you enjoy Shakespeare? 

B: Yeah, Shakespeare, especially some of 

his plays like Midnight Dream. I can’t 

remember… 

KM: A Midsummer Night’s Dream? 

B: Yeah, Midsummer Night’s Dream, that 

was a really good one to research, I 

remember watching a video on the 

overview of the plot. 

KM: I’ll come back to you with those later 

because I’m going to ask you some specific 

questions on the types of texts that you’ve 
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Believing Sh was at the vanguard 

Believing Sh altered the course of literature 

 

 

Seeing Sh as able to change people’s thinking 

 

Viewing Sh as an influencer 

 

 

 

Viewing Sh as an influencer 

Seeing Shakespeare’s language as a powerful 

tool 

 

Seeing Shakespeare’s language as a powerful 

tool 

 

 

 

 

Expressing how important words are to her 

 

 

 

 

used when you’ve been taught 

Shakespeare. The first question is just to 

get a general view of your opinion really. 

Thank you very much, what about you L? 

L: Erm, I believe that Shakespeare did kind 

of change the way that people wrote back 

in that time. Before that, it was kind of more 

like they only wrote factual, whereas 

Shakespeare more or less kind of made it 

so you could write plays. Err, a lot of people 

don’t really care about Shakespeare, 

because they think of him as just a kind of 

like a regular old, like, writer, but’s really not 

what he is, he’s more of, he changed, like 

the way that people think about writing and 

stuff, and he did change people’s opinion 

on certain matters and he did like, erm, do 

a lot of stuff like that where he like just 

changed the way that people thought. 

KM: Ah, so do you have the impression that 

Shakespeare was someone who was very 

wise and understood the world and helps 

people to understand the world? 

L: Yes, he helps, like change opinion, like 

he was really, what’s the word? Influential? 

KM: Yeah. 

 

L: Like and he could just kind of change 

opinion with words, which is really… 

KM: Do you have any examples of that? Is 

that coming from any of the plays you’ve 

done or lessons that you’ve had? Where do 

you get that idea? 

L: Like we’ve had one where, like, 

he’s…Henry V, a speech from Henry V, we 

were studying that in our English lessons 

and the way that he can use words to 

motivate people seemed really, like 

impressive and… 

KM: Ah… 

L: Seemed really like, impressive, the way 

he can change people’s thoughts with like 

the way he writes is like, really impressive. 
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Revealing Shakespeare is being studied across 

year groups 

Revealing that in lower years, context is 

foregrounded 

 

 

Revealing language focus comes in higher years 

Clarifying context is studied 

Clarifying theatrical context is studied 

 

 

 

Expressing preference for fantasy plots 

 

 

KM: So, you think there’s something very 

special about the words that Shakespeare 

uses, the language and the impact that they 

can have? 

L: Yes. 

KM: Thank you very much. OK, so that was 

just a general overview. Erm, a similar 

question, but maybe it brings more in of 

your experience of what you started to talk 

about… what you’ve done in lessons and 

the plays you’ve done, etc. So, what has 

been your experience of being taught 

Shakespeare? That could be to do with is it 

positive, negative, or even what texts 

you’ve done, what year you did it in, or 

when you first started to do Shakespeare, 

perhaps. Erm, go back to you first, B. 

B: Erm, so what I can remember we’ve 

done Shakespeare throughout every year 

of high school. In the first year we were 

focused on, I think, Midsummer Night’s 

Dream, and the language he uses. Wait, 

no, it was just AMND and our task was to 

research it and then write about it. In my 

opinion, I have already said, that that’s one 

of my favourite pieces of literature by him, 

then in Year 8 we did mostly on the 

language he used, and we looked at him as 

a general person and his plays and where 

he performed the plays. 

KM: Hm. 

B: The Globe theatre stuff. In Year 9 we’ve 

only dabbled in it at the moment with Henry 

V, which, although I really like, 

Shakespeare, Henry V was kind of slightly 

less good, less of a good read for me, but I 

still enjoyed it nonetheless.  

KM: What do you think it was that made 

you prefer AMND to Henry V? 

B: It’s possibly that it’s more fantasy, that’s 

something that I’m interested in more. 

KM: Yes. Thank you very much, L. How 

about you? The question again…is your 

experience. Similar to my last question, but 

more about specifics, maybe. 
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Explaining many students’ struggle with 

‘original’ language 

 

 

 

Highlighting Shakespeare as a tool for 

improving language 

 

 

 

 

Confirming Shakespeare as a tool for improving 

language 

 

 

 

 

Expressing an enjoyment of the challenge of Sh 

 

 

Understanding that some people are 

demotivated by the challenge of Sh 

Confirming that challenge is important 

 

Restating preference for modern versions 

Clarifying a desire to keep some ‘original’ 

language 

 

 

Expressing a desire to separate the study of 

L: It’s more like it depends what you’re 

interested in, because a lot of the students 

in our class don’t like it because they don’t 

like the difference in language compared to 

modern language, they find it more difficult 

to understand and a lot of students enjoy it, 

it really does just depend on personal 

preference and whether you like 

Shakespeare. Me personally, I do enjoy 

Shakespeare and all that, I think it’s a really 

good, in general, topic, because it broadens 

your like, language and vocabulary for you 

to write… 

KM: That’s interesting. Erm, so, for you, 

would it be true to say that where other 

people find the words difficult and make 

that a block, for you, you like that? You like 

that it broadens things for you? 

L: Yes, it broadens my vocabulary, so I can 

use those words in my own writing to make 

my own writing more in depth and better. 

KM: So, would you, question to both of you, 

would you say, do you think it’s a challenge 

and do you enjoy the challenge of 

Shakespeare? 

L: It’s a challenge and that’s what makes it 

more interesting, because, if all of it was 

easy, then you would get bored. But since 

you’re always on your toes, it just kind of 

keeps it like more, challenging and 

interesting. Other people may disagree 

because they don’t like being challenged, 

they like working through everything easily, 

but that’s not really how things should work, 

it should be hard. 

KM: How about you, what do you think, B? 

B: Er, in my opinion, the more modernised 

versions, I’m fine with it as long as the more 

complex language is like, I don’t know, 

pigeon held or something. 

KM. Uh hum. 

B: Stay in there, but I don’t really like 

reading it as extremely old English, that, 

though I’m fine to learn the language 

separate from the literature. 
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plot from language 

 

 

Confirming an enjoyment of ‘reworked’ 

versions and desire to keep some ‘original’ 

language 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Understanding abridging 

 

 

Believing core plot is most important 

 

 

 

KM: Oh, that’s interesting. Explain that a 

little bit more, that’s interesting. 

B: Erm, I really like reading the modernised 

version of Shakespeare, though I do prefer 

some of the adjectives and the nouns that 

he used in those old stories to stay in. 

 

KM: Did you know that Shakespeare 

coined, I can’t remember the number, but 

that Shakespeare coined a lot of the words 

and phrases that we use in the language, 

so the point that you made about 

vocabulary is very interesting. Thank you 

very much.  

Ok, so you’ve both started to dip in to 

whether you prefer and the types of, 

whether you prefer ‘original’ and whether 

you prefer, I’m using this word ‘reworked’ 

Shakespeare, and what I mean by that is 

kind of the full, ‘original’ play, as far as they 

think it is ‘original’, erm, when that’s been 

turned either into more modern English, or 

it’s been turned into maybe sometimes a 

graphic version, or it’s been cut down, 

sometimes they keep the ‘original’ 

language, but they make it much shorter, 

make the play shorter, sometimes they, I 

don’t know if you’ve seen these, they’re 

turned into novels, there’s a Hamlet that’s 

been turned into a kind of modern novel… 

B: Oh yes. 

KM: Have you heard of The Dead Fathers 

Club? 

B: I don’t think so, but I’m pretty sure that 

AMND is available in there LRC as a novel. 

KM: There are lots of versions. 

B: That does appear to be very short, but it 

does appear to carry the ‘original’ language 

with it. In my opinion, it is necessary to cut 

out some of the fluff from stories, if you still 

want to describe your main thread, I don’t 

think that saying his favourite colour is 

integral to the story. 
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Restating the historical value of Sh 

 

 

Seeing importance of language in 

contemporary context 

 

 

 

 

Explaining that stories are special in their 

historical value 

 

 

Returning to the importance of language- 

seeing development and comparison 

Stating that there is something of inherent 

value in the ‘original’/the historical?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Restating the inherent value of an ‘original’ 

 

 

 

KM: Oh ok, so you think that there’s 

probably some of Shakespeare that can be 

removed. 

L: I…? 

KM: L? 

L: I think they should keep it all because 

that keeps the historical value of what 

Shakespeare is, not…You should 

appreciate Shakespeare not just for how 

good he writes, but for how good he wrote 

in those days and keep that language, that 

language is part of the story, and part of the 

history of the story. 

KM: Good, tell me a bit more about what 

you mean, that’s really interesting that, 

about the historical value. 

L: Well, stories always have a deeper value 

than just the story, because stories like that 

can be rewritten in any way, but the 

historical value can never be changed, so 

it’s better to keep it as it is, to keep the 

value of how good he wrote in those days 

and what the language was like in those 

days to show people how, what language 

has changed and how, like erm, language 

can differ between different novelists in the 

same era and how like language can 

change between times. It’s just the value is 

much more important than the stories 

because stories can be copied, whereas 

the value can’t. 

KM: Well did you know that Shakespeare’s 

stories come from somewhere else, before? 

L: Yes, exactly. That’s what… 

KM: So, the stories, and sometimes they’re 

very, very close, the stories have come 

directly from somewhere else. 

L: That’s kind of what I mean, stories can 

be copied, but the value, and how well they 

can be changed is different. 

KM: So, there’s something about the words 

that he uses that makes those stories 



252 

 

 

 

Asserting that there can be something special 

in ‘reworks’ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Explaining Sh can be studied via the poetry 

 

 

Defining that Sh can be taught via key 

constituents 

 

 

Returning to the importance of Sh to language 

variation 

 

 

 

 

 

Informing that ‘reworked’ is used in KS3 

(novelised) 

 

 

Informing that parts of texts (‘reworked’ and 

‘original’) are used 

Conveying that some people will read Sh in own 

special? 

B: In my opinion, rewritten pieces of 

literature can be special in their own right, 

like a version of Little Red Riding Hood, 

where, I don’t know, Little Red Riding Hood 

brandishes a weapon this time, was prob, is 

very much different from the ‘original’ story. 

KM: That’s good, yes. So, tell me about, I 

gave you some of those examples of what I 

mean by ‘reworked’. How, have you come 

across those in your lessons? Have you 

been taught with what looks like a full 

Shakespeare’s play, or have you had any of 

these different versions? 

L: The only time we’ve been shown 

Shakespeare because it hasn’t been a main 

focus for us in this year yet, is, we were 

looking at poetry. 

KM: Ok. 

L: And the speech of the play Henry V 

appeared and that’s the first time we’ve 

seen Shakespeare in Year 9. 

KM: Ah, ok. 

L: But we still studied it and we compared it 

to poems from the world war and to poems 

from more modern, because you can see 

how language does change… 

KM: Yes, and because actually, I’m sure 

you know, a lot of the play, it’s essentially a 

poem. So how about in Year 7 and 8, did 

you have what looked like the full version of 

the play or did you have different things? 

 

L: No, we had the novelised version, 

because I did Macbeth, I think in Year 7… 

B: Oh yeah…We also did Macbeth, I forgot 

about that. 

L: We did Macbeth in Year 7 and we did the 

novelised version, so we read the novel, I 

don’t think we finished it, but some people 

finished it in their own spare time. B, did 

you finish it? 
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time 

Clarifying that plot is foregrounded 

 

 

Revealing that only partial text is read 

Agreeing that plot is foregrounded 

Confirming that plot most important at KS3 

Suggesting some ‘original’ language studied 

Intimating that ‘reworked’ text used 

 

 

 

Implying that ‘original’ language too difficult for 

Year 7 

Reiterating that partial texts are used at KS3 

 

 

 

Reiterating that ‘reworked’ texts are used at 

KS3.  

Expressing frustration that opportunity coming 

out of Sh’s language was limited 

Repeating that understanding of plot primary 

importance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Identifying purpose of reading Sh as central 

 

B: Err, I think we more or less had an 

overview… 

L: We didn’t read it properly because you 

know sometimes in lessons you skip to 

most important plot. 

B: Yeah, we only really covered the 

important plot points of the story. With 

Midsummer Night’s Dream, we did read 

some of the sections, however I think it was 

only the characters that spoke in 

Shakespearean, in erm, I think it was like 

seven… 

KM: And when you used the novel in Year 

7, did you have any of the more difficult 

Shakespearean language alongside or did 

you just do the novel? 

L: We were only in Year 7, so I don’t think 

they wanted to confuse us. 

B: In Year 8, we may have been exposed to 

more of that, but only in small snippets. 

KM: So, what do you remember, what kind 

of texts, by text I mean book, essentially, or 

what kind of, when you were doing MND, 

was it a shortened version, was it in modern 

English? 

L: It was definitely…it was shortened in 

modern English, which was a bit annoying 

because it didn’t open us up to other 

vocabulary, so it did kind of hinder us. 

B: Although in my opinion it was still a good 

read, I appreciated the story more when I 

could understand it. 

KM: Ah, this is a big point, isn’t it? Which is 

better, we’ve maybe got slightly different 

sides of the view here, is it better to help 

people to understand Shakespeare by 

making it, making the language much 

easier and just get the story, or is that 

enough? 

L: I think there could be two separate sides 

to it, because it could depend on what 

you’re studying, you can either be studying 

vocabulary or creative writing. In a way 

there’s a different use for it, so if you’re 
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Seeing Sh as useful for creativity and for literacy 

Linking ‘reworked’ with creativity and ‘original’ 

with literacy 

Repeating importance of Sh in studying 

language development 

 

 

 

Confirming Shakespeare is sometimes done at 

primary, sometimes not 

 

Expressing personal motivation and resources 

to read Sh 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Expressing that challenge is appealing 

Expressing enjoyment of translation and 

inference 

 

 

 

Explaining that did not choose Sh on reputation 

 

 

Confirming that primary children are exposed 

to ‘reworked’ versions 

 

doing creative writing, then of course, you 

would need the more easy to read version, 

so you could understand the story and see 

how it develops, but if you’re looking on a 

more vocabulary side, you’d need the old 

language to show how things change and 

how things can differ. So it really does 

depend on what you’re studying and where 

you want to come from. 

KM: Was secondary school the first time 

you came across Shakespeare? 

L: No, in my primary school- we didn’t go to 

the same primary school- in my primary 

school, erm, we had a library, and I spent a 

lot of my time in the library, erm, reading a 

lot of Shakespeare, I even have my own 

Shakespeare books at home. 

KM: Was that because you were doing 

something in lessons that led you there, or 

was it just your own interest? 

L: No, it was just kind of spontaneous, you 

know you just pick up a book and you read 

it and you just kind of see what happens. 

It’s more like you find it, and it’s really like 

the complex vocabulary… 

KM: You like the challenge, I think… 

L: I like the challenge of reading it and I like 

the way that you need to use the sentences 

and the words you know to find out what 

those words mean. 

KM: Yes, I know exactly what you mean. Do 

you think there was something about it 

being Shakespeare that made you choose 

it in the library? What led you to that rather 

than say, Dickens or…something else? 

L: I didn’t actually choose it based on the 

author, er, I choose it based on the title and 

the blurb, I most often read the first page, 

just to see if it kind of interests me and it did 

interest me. And I did see, because that 

was when I was in infants, they were the 

more shorter versions, like much shorter, 

just a couple of pages thick, literally like just 

a couple of pages, and when I got into 

juniors, we would look at more thicker ones, 
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Clarifying plot is foregrounded in ‘reworked’ at 

primary school 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Expressing that enjoyment of reading is key 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Explaining that reading for pleasure is 

becoming less prevalent 

Reiterating that enjoyment is key to 

engagement 

 

but they still weren’t very complex and I 

found them quite easy to read, because I 

was already reading them in infants… 

KM: Wow. 

L: And it was just more, it’s more like the 

challenge. Books are boring if you’re not 

challenged by them, if you can just simply 

read through. 

KM: How about you in junior school, B?  

B: Erm, I now remember that it was 

actually, I learned Macbeth, it was in Year 

6, and since we were still in primary we 

were only subjected to the high points of 

the story, without any of the fluff and stuff, 

although we were recapped on it in year 7. 

My primary school only got a sort of library 

full of literature about a year after I left, so… 

KM: Oh dear. Do either of you feel there’s 

something special about doing 

Shakespeare? Like when you chose them 

in the library or is there something different 

about Shakespeare? 

L: It’s more like if you need to be enticed in 

or if you need to enjoy to read, ‘cause, it’s 

more like, because some people read to 

relax, but I like to read because it entertains 

me and some people like to read to fall 

asleep, like when they’re in the bath or 

something. Erm, I read just naturally, I bring 

books to school and I read at break and at 

lunch and a lot of students, because of the 

way the world is now, don’t respond 

positively to that. 

B: Yeah… 

L: The library is mostly empty, but I really 

feel like most people aren’t bothered 

because they’re not taught to be bothered, 

they’re just taught to bored. Like they just 

kind of get bored in English, and because 

they had one bad boring lesson in English, 

they really just hate books and if you hate 

books, then you can’t enjoy English. 

KM: It’s a good point. I’m going to move on 

to another question. Do you have any say 

in the types of erm, do have any choice, 
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Expressing a desire for choice in texts 

Expressing a desire to be challenged 

Expressing that repetition is disengaging 

 

 

 

 

Agreeing that autonomy/ownership in learning 

is motivating 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Revealing that little drama is used with Sh texts 

 

 

Revealing the judgement and peer pressure of 

when your teacher says ‘right we’re going 

to do Shakespeare’, is there any choice 

about which play you’ll do, or which type of 

book you’ll use? 

L: No, we have to do what we do. 

B: No 

KM: Would you like a choice? 

L: Yes, I would very much prefer a choice. 

You would be able to choose what 

challenges you, because, when you get 

things that you’ve already done, it just 

becomes boring. 

B: In my opinion, a Shakespeare lesson 

could be that we start with an overview on 

Shakespeare and then towards the end the 

teacher announces, ‘we’re going to do a 

Shakespeare play, research some of the 

topics from these three plays and then 

come back to me with your choice of what 

you want and then you might… 

KM: Hm. 

B: Yeah, so for instance, there could be 

three choices: Macbeth, Midsummer Night’s 

Dream, or… I can’t remember another… 

KM: Let’s say…Hamlet. 

L: Is there The Shrew of Venice or 

something? 

KM: So, there’s The Merchant of Venice 

and The Taming of the Shrew. 

L: Yes, I combined two. 

KM: Haha. So, types of activities that you 

do with the plays, does it all tend to be from 

the book, or do you do drama, or do you 

do…What kind of things do you do with 

them? 

L: Drama lessons, it isn’t…in drama lessons 

it isn’t as complex because nobody enjoys 

drama, because it’s very, very few people 

actually try in drama because nobody really 

enjoys it, because it’s very judgemental and 

you get judged, very much so. 

B: Yeah, I remember in Year 7, I would be 
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the classroom 

 

Revealing the experiences and motivations of 

different social groups 

 

Agreeing that social group has an impact on 

ways students engage 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Revealing that little drama is used with Sh in 

English 

 

 

 

Clarifying that some drama techniques are used 

 

Expressing enjoyment of drama techniques 

 

Explaining drama techniques can be used to 

understand plot and character 

 

Returning to the issue of choiceExpressing 

frustration at the impact of levels of motivation 

in other students 

Agreeing that those who are engaged should be 

separated from those who are not 

 

the only one who actually tried in the group 

to do actually do stuff and all my ideas, ‘hey 

let’s do this, this would be a good idea’, 

would get shot down because you’re not 

popular or the cool kids. 

KM: That’s a shame. 

L: And if you’re not the cool kids then your 

opinion is invalid and therefore if you speak 

up in lesson, then you get shot down 

straight away. 

B: Yeah, and really, the play kind of falls 

apart. I remember, when we went on a trip, 

one of my friends, who isn’t in this school 

anymore, because he left, when went into 

Year 8, he created like a group, to do like a 

performance, and he created all the assigns 

for the group, he was doing all the work, 

and then when it came to the actual 

performance, he was degraded to holding 

up the sign. 

KM: Oh no. But not in English lessons? So, 

you don’t do bits of drama in English? 

L: No, we don’t perform in English. 

B: We only did that like once or twice in 

Year 8. 

L: That’s only like, we don’t really like, 

perform, though, we only do hot-seating to 

see if we understand the story. 

KM: Right. 

B: I like hot-seating. 

L: Yeah, hot-seating is to see if you actually 

get the story and can portray a character 

through your own words, or you just present 

your ideas to the class. Which I think is 

really unfair. I think there should be a 

choice, you can choose whether you enjoy 

English or you don’t enjoy English, 

therefore there’ll be two separate sub-sets. 

Therefore, there’ll be A, which is for people 

who like English and want to enjoy English 

and there’ll be B, for people who don’t. 

B: And in those larger sets, mini sets, for 

those who don’t like English but are still 
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Confirming that full ‘original’ versions are rarely 

used 

Confirming only sections of ‘original’ texts are 

used 

 

 

 

 

Believing some teachers do not like the 

difficulty of Sh 

Believing that some teachers resist 

complexity/stifle? 

Expressing a desire to challenge self 

Believing teacher resisted complexity 

 

 

 

Believing some teachers resist effort 

 

 

 

Compounding belief some teachers don’t enjoy 

what they do 

 

 

good at it, those who like English, but aren’t 

as good, and those who like English and 

are good… 

KM: Wow, you’ve got lots of sets. Ok, let 

me ask another question. Er, so, it sounds 

to me, I think you’ve been using ‘reworked’ 

texts, do you remember a time at all when 

you’ve used the whole play, with all of the 

difficult language, have you used that at all? 

L: I’ve only used it once, and it’s by my own 

choice. 

B: Only snippets. 

L: It’s when we had to do a book report 

when I was in Year 6 as one of my studies 

for my SATS, we had to do book report and 

therefore because my mother, my mum, is 

er, very interested in English literature and 

loves writing and reading and all that, she 

has the complete novels on the shelf, so I 

picked up Macbeth, and I studied that, I 

read it all, and wrote a book report and 

because it was too complex, my teacher 

didn’t like the fact that I chose Macbeth. 

KM: That’s a shame. 

L: My teacher didn’t enjoy it, because she 

said that I shouldn’t be reading things that 

complex because I’m only young. 

KM: That’s interesting, isn’t it. How did that 

make you feel? 

L: That made me feel very downgraded, 

because I spent all that time working hard 

to work out what everything means 

because I want to challenge myself and do 

well and my teacher didn’t enjoy that, 

because I think it would have given her 

more effort, because it was a harder book. 

KM: So, do you get the sense that 

sometimes teachers like Shakespeare and 

some teachers don’t? 

L: Some teachers don’t, because I think if 

you do the complete novel, it’s more effort 

for the teacher and who don’t enjoy 

teaching, then the teacher doesn’t want to 
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Returning to the point about the importance of 

story 

 

 

 

 

Returning to the importance and power of 

language 

Seeing the power of language to influence 

 

 

 

Agreeing with power of words, but returns to 

story being paramount 

 

 

Stressing that words are only important in 

conveying story 

 

 

 

 

do that extra effort… 

B: Yeah. I’ve come across specifically in 

high school, I’ve come across some 

monotone teachers who don’t seem like 

they do like stuff. One of them’s improved 

after having a year at the school… 

KM: Don’t tell me any names. 

B: No, I don’t like to name names, but 

essentially, I think if you are, I do think it’s 

important that you look at the whole 

literature, but if you’re looking like from a 

more storytelling standpoint, it’s better to 

use the more simplified version. 

B/L?: Ok. Although maybe not cut out all 

the fluff, so that, you know, you can see 

some of the story details and what can be 

important to convey to the reader. 

KM: So, it seems to me we’re coming back 

to, because you were telling me how much 

you like to write stories, for you the story is 

what’s important, the plot, the characters, 

the situation, the things you learn from that 

and for you [L] the words are important. 

L: It’s the words, because words have 

power. With the right combination of words, 

you can really upset someone, you can 

make someone’s day, you can really anger 

someone, it’s just like the way you can 

speak and the way you can write can 

change people’s emotions, I think that’s 

really powerful. 

B: I do agree that words are influential and 

when it comes to describing characters in 

the story it is important to use words. In a 

way, L here does have a good argument, 

that words are powerful, but in my opinion, 

it is better to convey a story, rather than 

spend a lot of time on what words you’re 

using. As long as the words can convey the 

message well, in a way that won’t confuse 

the reader, it’s fine by me. 

KM: Ah, that’s summed up really well. So, 

you don’t mind if you lose some of those, 

kind of, even words that, we, you know, the 

vocabulary has changed, so words that we 
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Seeing the sophistication of Sh’s lang as a tool 

to convey intelligence 

Recognising the cultural/social capital of Sh? 

 

Clarifying that the mechanics of language is 

important 

Expressing importance of English language to 

second lang speakers 

 

 

 

 

Expressing importance of English language to 

second lang speakers 

 

 

Admiring the power of language to influence 

 

 

Conceding that plot and character are also 

important 

now go ‘I don’t know what this means’, you 

don’t mind if we lose some of that and just 

keep the gist. You think it’s the story that’s 

special? 

B: Yeah. 

KM [to L] you think it’s the words that are 

special.  

L: It’s just, if you can know big words, and 

you put that in your writing, that will make 

you sound really intelligent or really like you 

have an understanding of what you are 

talking about. 

KM: And do you think there’s something 

about Shakespeare that gives you that? So, 

you want to improve… 

L: If you can say that you understand all the 

language in Shakespeare and you can read 

Shakespeare easily, that sounds 

impressive and the way that you 

understand those words is impressive. 

KM: Is that important to you? 

L: It is important that I have an 

understanding of the English language, 

because me myself, I’m not English, I’m 

from another country. 

KM: Oh, tell me, where are you from?  

L: I’m from Norway, I moved when I was 

three years old, so me myself, when I 

came, I didn’t have a good understanding of 

English, a basic understanding of 

Norwegian, as I was only three, so for some 

reason that has made it really important to 

understand the English language, which 

sounds really weird, but it’s true. And it’s 

just, the way that someone can use words 

to make someone cry or you can make 

someone smile, or you can really hurt 

someone, is really powerful. But I do see 

where B is coming from, where if you 

wanted to study the story and you want to 

write your own story, you could study the 

way he develops characters and the way he 

makes plots and the way he develops those 

plots and you can see how many steps you 
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Believing that ‘reworked’ is a limited 

experience 

 

Believing full version is needed to have the full 

power of Shakespeare 

 

 

 

Viewing ‘reworked’ as watered down 

 

Seeing Sh himself as needing to be studied 

 

Recognising that ‘reworked’ can be helpful to 

developing Sh understanding 

Seeing plot as the first step to engaging with Sh 

Believing other versions not enough 

 

 

 

Conceding that some ‘magic’ is lost with 

‘reworks’ 

 

 

 

 

 

Expressing preference for ‘reworked’ texts 

have to go through to get to the end. 

KM: Very good, these are great, guys. So, 

my next question is about the effect of the 

‘original’ versus a ‘reworked’, but it sounds 

like you’ve mostly had the ‘reworked’. How 

do you think it feels different to do one 

rather than the other? 

L: Erm, if you do ‘reworked’, then you’re not 

getting the full experience and therefore 

you’re not really blown away by the way 

that he can write, because you’re not 

getting the full experience. And even if it’s a 

rework, that’s just the fact that it’s someone 

else has written it, not him, so you’re not 

studying Shakespeare, you’re studying 

someone else’s version of a Shakespeare 

story. 

KM: That’s a good point… 

L: You’re not studying him, himself, 

whereas it’s obvious like Year 6 wouldn’t 

understand the full thing of AMND or 

Macbeth or Hamlet, you just, it’s good to 

start off and slowly build up to the proper 

stories. Because if you understand the 

proper stories, you can enjoy them more 

and you can put yourself into those stories, 

but if you’re getting someone else’s version 

of writing a Shakespeare story, you’re not 

studying Shakespeare, you’re studying a 

story, written by someone else, that’s just 

known by Shakespeare. 

KM: Very good point. 

B: Although I’m quite on the side of 

‘reworked’ here, L makes a very good point 

in the fact that, you know, some of the 

‘original’ magic from that piece is lost when 

you reformat it. 

KM: Did you have that in mind before you 

came in, that you preferred ‘reworked’, or is 

that just coming out of the conversation? 

B: It was mostly that I preferred ‘reworked’ 

coming in, although that, I had mixed view 

on it, and both sides, although I’m very 

heavily on the side of ‘reworked’, I’ve still 

got a lot of the ‘original’ idea in mind, since 
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Wanting to maintain the status of Shakespeare 

Returning to the importance and power of Sh’s 

language 

 

Explaining the importance of studying language 

change 

Maintaining that there is something inherently 

valuable in the historic 

Believing that Sh’s stories have the power to 

influence 

Conveying a genuine passion for role of Sh’s 

work 

 

 

 

Recognising and asserting the status of Sh 

Referring to importance of Sh as an historical 

figure 

 

 

Raising question of ‘at which point should 

history be left behind?’ 

it is very important that we still convey that 

message. 

KM: Thank you very much. Right, erm, so, a 

similar question really, erm, some of the 

things we’ve already been saying feed into 

the questions I already have, but let’s try 

this one. Erm, back to this question about 

value, you mentioned it earlier, L, right near 

the beginning. What do you think is the 

value of teaching Shakespeare? 

L: Ok, so the value of teaching 

Shakespeare is the fact that you open the 

students’ eyes to a whole new set of 

language and a whole new set of stories 

and a whole new time, it’s kind of the same 

as if, like someone in like two hundred 

years’ time were to look at stories from now, 

like really popular novels from now, they 

would…  language is going to change 

nonetheless, so every so often language 

will change and therefore older stories will 

need to be ‘reworked’. However, it will lose 

that touch of history and the fact that it was 

written back then and we’re still talking 

about it now, that’s how much of an impact 

those stories and those words made on a 

society. It’s that it’s so impressive and 

amazing that you can talk about it in 

hundreds of years’ time and like there’s 

stories from before Shakespeare that we 

still talk about now, it’s the fact that stories 

can influence time and can still influence 

time hundreds of years onwards that’s… 

KM: Powerful. 

L: Amazing. 

B: What about you, B? What do you think is 

the value of teaching Shakespeare?  

B: Er, I think that teaching Shakespeare is 

incredibly important and should stay in 

schools. Shakespeare was an influential 

man of his times and the history of him and 

especially of what he wrote should still be 

taught in the modern day. It kind of brings 

up the thing of a recent argument that has, 

like, once the last people of World War 2, 

the people who lived through WWII die off, 
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Repeating the importance of the historical 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Returning to the importance of choice and 

enjoyment 

 

 

 

 

Believing a mix of ‘original’ and rework to be 

ideal 

 

 

Returning to the idea that study of change and 

development is important 

 

 

 

 

 

 

should we leave Remembrance Day alone? 

KM: Oh yes, that’s an interesting question. 

B: In my opinion no, because the whole 

idea is that we should remember them for 

what they do, for how they’ve changed 

history, and that’s the same thing with 

Shakespeare, we shouldn’t forget about 

him. 

KM: Ok. Do you both know that your 

teachers have to teach you Shakespeare? 

So, teachers have to follow, we have a 

National Curriculum which has changed a 

bit these days and the exam boards kind of 

dictate certain things that you have to 

teach, Shakespeare is the only writer that 

you absolutely must teach, everything else 

is choice. So, what do you think of that? Do 

you think that’s right? Do you think that 

everybody should be taught Shakespeare? 

L: I think Shakespeare should be at least 

mentioned, you shouldn’t force students to 

look down at a book that they won’t enjoy, 

because that just takes the fun out of going 

‘Yay, I have English, because if you have a 

book that you enjoy or a story that you 

really like, then you enjoy going to your 

lessons. However, say you didn’t have a 

positive opinion on Shakespeare, then you 

wouldn’t enjoy it as much. I think it really 

should just be, er, they should at least 

follow, do at least one rework and one of 

the complete stories and compare how they 

have changed. 

KM: Yeah, that would be a good way to do 

it. 

L: And that way you involve both and you 

get both and you’ll be able to see how 

things have changed and story 

development and you’ll be able to see how 

the vocabulary, you’ll be able to do it all in a 

term. 

KM: When you were talking before about 

you said there are some people who enjoy 

English and some people who don’t and 

you wish that they were in different groups, 

err, do you think all people should have to 
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Agreeing that all students should experience Sh 

 

Believing Shakespeare shouldn’t be forced 

 

 

Believing Shakespeare does not need to be 

done every year 

 

Seeing a mix of ‘original’ and ‘reworked’ as 

ideal 

Seeing comparison as beneficial 

 

 

Summarising the contrasting views of plot v 

language importance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reiterating the importance of personal 

preference 

Rejecting the idea of Shakespeare as being any 

more crucial than anything else 

 

 

study Shakespeare? Because they do, at 

the moment, do you think that’s right? 

L: I think everybody should at least have to 

do it once. I feel like, if the teacher sees 

that the class doesn’t respond positively to 

Shakespeare then they probably shouldn’t 

touch on it again… 

B: Or at least not for a long time…  

L: Or at least not for a long time to kind of 

let them get comfortable more. I think it 

should be more of a midterm thing, or an 

entire term spent on again saying, 

comparing a ‘reworked’ to an ‘original’. That 

way you’ll get everything about an ‘original’ 

and everything about a ‘reworked’, so if you 

don’t like the ‘original’, you’ll have a rework 

and if you don’t like the rework, you’ll have 

an ‘original’. 

KM: Yes, that’s a good way… 

L: You still get the story development, 

which B likes, and you’ll still get the 

vocabulary, of which I like. 

KM: Very good. So, a mix, good. 

B: The fine line between them is very 

important. 

KM: Do you think Shakespeare as a writer 

gives something different to doing say, 

Charles Dickens or doing the very famous 

poets. Is there something about, is there 

something different about Shakespeare? 

L: Charles Dickens and people like that, are 

very much so impressive for their time and 

for the way they can write and everything, 

but it is just about personal preference 

some people would think about Charles 

Dickens or Roald Dahl as the way that I 

think about Shakespeare, which is as the 

most impressive writer that there is ever 

going to be. It is just all about personal 

preference because people are different 

and people do enjoy different things and 

some people don’t enjoy English and I feel 

like from a GCSE standpoint you shouldn’t 

be forced to take English, whether you want 

to take Maths or Science, and like, it’s only 
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Expressing that enjoyment is crucial to 

engagement 

 

 

 

Reiterating the importance of choice 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agreeing on the importance of options and 

choice 

Agreeing on importance of enjoyment to 

engagement 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Stressing importance of personal preference 

if you enjoy it, because you can only do well 

in the things you enjoy… 

B: Yeah… 

L: Therefore, if you are spending time on 

English, whereas you are not going to 

pursue English or it’s the same with 

Science, I feel like there should be a 

choice. I feel like Maths is always going to 

be necessary because everything requires 

Maths, but for English and Science, they’re 

not necessary in certain jobs, so say if you 

were an author, you don’t need Science, 

you don’t need a basic understanding of the 

human body to be able to write a book, you 

need a good understanding of literature, but 

it’s the same from a Science standpoint, 

you don’t need literature to be a scientist, 

you need Science. It is all about what you 

enjoy, and you can only do well in the 

things that you want to pursue. 

KM: So how about you, B, do you think 

there’s something different about being 

taught Shakespeare to being taught 

something else. Do you think that, you 

know, that everybody has the right to be 

taught Shakespeare or there’s an obligation 

to teach Shakespeare? 

B: I think that again it should be optional, 

like L said, if you don’t like something then 

you probably won’t do as well in it as say, 

for me Science, I don’t do as good in Art as 

I do in Science because I don’t like Art 

compared to Science, or I don’t, except for 

the exception of this year, RE is my least 

favourite subject, though, because I’m more 

of a Science person, I excel in Science. 

KM: So, do you think it’s all about…you 

both seem to be saying something similar 

here. Is it all about enjoyment, engaging, 

and then we have to use the types of texts 

that will engage people. So, for you [L] 

you’re engaged by the challenge, some 

people may be put off by the challenge and 

may need to be engaged with something 

that is more broken down? 

L: It is really all about your personal 
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Returning to view of literature/literacy as an 

indicator of esteem 

 

Highlighting arbitrary nature of what is valued 

Recognising external pressures 

Tying an understanding of Shakespeare with 

intelligence 

Placing value in individuality 

Expressing desire to be free to pursue interests 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

preference of what you want to pursue. It’s 

more, you have to think from a future 

standpoint…If you have a good 

understanding of literature, and like a really, 

really good, like, you can write perfect 

stories, perfect vocabulary, and yet you are 

shunned by people who want to hire you for 

the fact that you’re not as good at Science, 

or Maths or anything like that, it is really 

about just what you’re good at. It is really 

biased towards how smart you are. It is, 

even in English, where it’s a more creative 

subject, you’re still being put about how 

academic, how smart you are, not how 

creative, or how good as writer or if your 

handwriting is good, it is all about how 

smart you are. Whereas writing is about 

your creativeness, if you want to be a writer 

or your understanding of vocabulary and 

the way that you can use those words. It is 

just about that, because even if you think 

now, still, it is still just about how smart you 

are. 

KM: That really interests me, especially 

when you said about jobs there, about 

going into jobs and about what’s important 

is how smart you are. Do you think, and it 

sounds like you’ve done a lot of reading of 

Shakespeare, and you want to [L] do you 

think that that will give you something? Say 

going into the future, you want to look 

smart, you want to get a good job, is there 

something about having an understanding 

or a knowledge of Shakespeare that will 

help you with that, do you think? 

L: It’s more, well what I want to be is an 

engineer and that’s more of a hands- on 

job, but still, if you need to write things, if 

you need to write a report on everything 

that you’re doing, you still need literature, 

you still need English. 

B: In a way, every subject ties itself 

together. 

L: In a way everything ties, everything can 

come together, even in Art, you’d still need 

English to discuss the piece. To discuss the 

piece, you’d still need an impressive 
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Describing ‘reworked’ versions as a ‘bridge’ 

vocabulary to convey your idea. 

KM: Linked to what you’re saying about 

impressive vocabulary, say you were able, 

say when you’ve studied your Shakespeare 

plays, especially when you’ve used the full 

play, if you were able to use a Shakespeare 

quote, if you were able to pull a 

Shakespeare quote just out of nowhere and 

put it into a conversation, maybe when 

you’re a bit older, do you think that gives 

you something? 

L: I think that gives you more of a like, you 

are intelligent, when people think that I’m 

more intelligent than you, they think I’m 

more superior, it’s not that, it’s about what 

you’re special in, because everyone is 

special and born amazing at something, so 

someone could be… like me and my sister 

are completely different. She’s really good 

at PE and all that and all the creative and 

she’s really good at social things, where I’m 

more…I have really bad, I get really 

nervous when I try to talk to people, but I’m 

really smart, I’m in the top sets for almost 

everything, it really is just about what you’re 

good at, but still, if you want to do English, 

and you want to do Shakespeare, nothing 

should prevent you. Lesson plan or other 

students in your class shouldn’t prevent you 

from doing that. Those students that don’t 

want to try or don’t want to do well should 

not prevent you from doing what you want 

to do. 

KM: Do you think it’s better, say you’ve got 

students in the class who are finding it very 

difficult, do you think it’s better to give them 

something like one of the ‘reworked’, 

simpler, helps them to understand, doesn’t 

kind of cut off their access to it, do you think 

that’s better because well at least they can 

understand and at least they can get into it 

in some way or do you think you should say 

‘no, we’re going to stick to the difficult 

stuff’? 

L: Well, it shouldn’t be like, all it is, I’m not 

saying like everyone should be really smart 

and everyone should understand the 

vocabulary, it is just what you want, it is 
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Conveying that understanding is most 

important 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Clarifying that there should be no obligation to 

study Sh 

Reiterating enjoyment of literature should be 

key 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Wanting to maintain the importance of Sh, but 

not as an elite figure 

Believing any way of accessing Sh is acceptable 

 

 

 

 

about how interested you are. It’s kind of 

like if there was a big gap between you, 

between you and understanding it, it 

doesn’t matter what kind of bridge you use, 

as long as you get over that gap. 

KM: That’s a really good way of saying it. 

L: What type of bridge doesn’t matter, if you 

use one that is kind of like a bit unsafe, but 

it still gets you there, it still gets you there, 

as long as you get to that understanding 

point, it doesn’t matter how. 

KM: And do you think there is something 

about Shakespeare, as a particular…unlike 

other writers, is there something about 

Shakespeare that means we should make 

sure that people can get there? 

L: I don’t think there should be something 

that makes sure that everybody has the 

complete understanding of every single 

word that he says and that he uses. It 

should just be, it really is just the point of, 

you don’t need to know about 

Shakespeare, you don’t necessarily need 

to, but it is interesting to read, but it really 

just is about if you enjoy reading, because a 

lot of people just aren’t and it just distracts 

people who want to, but still… 

KM: How about you, B, do you think there’s 

something…I really like then what you said 

about that bridge and how it doesn’t matter 

what gets you there…Do you think there’s 

something about Shakespeare that means 

we have to make sure that people get 

there? That we have to make sure that 

people get a chance to understand? 

B: Yeah, I do think it’s important that 

everybody understands at least a little bit 

about Shakespeare, but I don’t think it 

should be required to get there, it can be 

slow, or it can be quick, as L said, as long 

as you get to the destination whatever way 

you get there is fine. 

KM: Very good. Erm, I’m just going to have 

a little look over what else I have…erm, do 

you think Shakespeare gives young people 
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Linking Shakespeare to increasing intelligence 

Linking Sh with improved literacy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Returning to belief in choice and enjoyment for 

engagement 

 

 

Returning to importance of language to second 

lang speaker 

 

 

 

 

Confirming importance of language to second 

lang speaker 

 

 

 

Believing any literature can help second lang 

speaker? 

 

 

anything in particular? 

L: It gives like younger children who are 

like… 

KM: Well, say your age, you’re young. 

L: It gives like, well it makes them, it sounds 

weird, but it makes them smarter, it makes 

them like understand, I got like all the 

highest bands in literacy and stuff because I 

read from such a young age, it’s just like 

reading seems like one of those things that 

no one ever needs and it’s kind of pointless 

and it isn’t, it’s really useful and no one 

understands that, no one, I don’t think 

there’s a way to get it across to people my 

age and younger that reading does help, 

because it just seems, like so pointless. 

KM: Do you think Shakespeare…do you 

think people who are like that, do you think 

giving them Shakespeare would put them 

off writing, er reading, even further or could 

it not? 

L: I think it really does depend. If you don’t 

like a book, you should put it down and get 

another one. 

KM: I kind of agree with you. 

L: It is, it’s just how important, it’s the 

reason I kind of, I got friends and stuff, I 

read and therefore I understood English, 

because I just grew up constantly speaking 

another language and no one ever 

understood what I was saying. 

KM: So, words are really important to you, 

aren’t they?  

L: So, words are really important because 

that’s the way that I got my friends, people 

understood what I was trying to say. I could, 

it sounds really stupid, but I could go and 

order something from like KFC or 

McDonalds because I could… 

KM: Haha. 

L: Haha because people understood what I 

was saying because I read. I didn’t get 

English classes, I had to speak to people 
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Declining to think study of Sh is linked to 

intelligence 

 

Believing intelligence comes from personal 

dedication 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Expressing view of Sh linking to patriotism 

 

Recognising notions of ‘Englishness’ in Sh’s 

works 

 

 

 

 

Expressing that the emphasis on ‘Englishness’ in 

Sh could be off putting to foreigners? 

 

Agreeing off putting 

Intimating patriotic elements can be excluding? 

 

 

and read to understand what to say. 

KM: Completely, I’ll come back to you on 

that question. B, do you think he gives 

anything in particular to young people, or 

learning Shakespeare, do you think it gives 

anything in particular to young people? 

B: So, in my opinion, it can definitely help 

them understand literature, especially if 

they’ve come from a foreign country. 

However, I don’t believe that Shakespeare 

itself, just like people say that ‘Oh classical 

music can make kids smarter’, I think the 

child or kid has to do something in return to 

increase that, because if they react 

negatively to Shakespeare, they won’t 

increase in, I guess intelligence, due to the 

fact that they’re not exactly engaging in the 

story. 

KM: It interests me that, this is your 

experience [L] and you mentioned people 

coming from other countries [B], do you 

think there’s something about Shakespeare 

that’s particularly English, and then does it 

give something because it’s particularly 

English? 

L: Yes, it’s very, very patriotically English, 

because… 

B: Henry V… 

L: Henry V is very patriotic, and England is 

the best. It’s very, England, England, 

England, and very… 

B: ‘Even if we die, we win’. 

L: Even if we die, we still win. 

KM: Is that a good thing or a bad thing? 

L: It’s kind of, from a standpoint of an 

immigrant it’s kind of more like, ‘woah’, it’s 

very English and patriotic. 

KM: So, you said ‘woah’, do you think it’s 

maybe off-putting?  

B: Yees… 

L: It’s not off-putting, not at all, it’s just a bit 

sudden and if you’re very patriotic for your 
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Seeing place for Shakespeare in understanding 

English and England 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Identifying foreigners’ linking of Shakespeare to 

Englishness 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Enjoying the linking of Englishness with 

intelligence 

own country, if you are a foreigner like me, 

it’s kind of… 

KM: Do you think it would help people to 

integrate into England and to understand 

England?  

L: I think it really could. You know with like 

speaking, like when you have to learn 

French or Spanish, people don’t do as well 

as that, because it’s just the teacher telling 

you, you write it down, and then you make 

sentences, that’s not really how, a good 

way to learn a language. It’s more you need 

to understand how to…it’s more you need 

to understand to read it before you write it 

and speak it. 

KM: What do you think, B? Imagine, you 

could, you were a long time ago [L], 

imagine there’s somebody new to England. 

Do you think Shakespeare is something 

that would be off-putting to them or could 

help them in some way? 

B: In my opinion, I don’t think the first thing 

when you go into a country, there is a 

stereotype of course, that Americans are 

extremely patriotic and I have seen things 

from American media that does kind of 

support that, but to me, stereotypes and 

things, as well as heavy patriotism can be 

off-putting to foreigners. For instance, I’m 

mildly patriotic in thinking that this country’s 

really good, I’m happy to be here, but then 

again, I don’t know, I do like the country, 

but whenever I see like online, people from 

America doing English impressions and 

talking like we’re Shakespeare… 

KM: Ha-ha. 

L: We’re talking like… 

KM: Do you think that’s what people think of 

us, is Shakespeare part of other countries’ 

view of England. 

L: ‘The only fluid we ingest is tea’… 

B: I don’t like tea, it’s really gross. 

L: I think it really is good that other 

countries think of England as intelligent 
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Relaying the link foreigners make between Sh 

and being English 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Expressing desire to take the more difficult 

route 

Seeing possibility of ‘reworked’ texts feeding 

into lack of motivation 

 

because when you think of the way that 

they talk and the way… 

KM: Do you think Shakespeare is part of 

that impression of intelligence? 

L: It’s like, I have plenty of friends I still talk 

to from Norway and whenever I wake up in 

the morning and have had a text, they’re 

like ‘Have you had any tea yet?’  

KM: Ha-ha. Do you think they connect 

Shakespeare with England? 

L: They do, they’ve asked me like ‘Oh, have 

you read any Shakespeare yet?’ 

KM: Oh really, very interesting. 

L: It’s even, well that’s just from Norway, 

some of my friends, like my friend, er B, 

kind of like makes it so, she thinks that all 

English people are really smart, she thinks 

that everyone’s smarter than anyone else. 

KM: That’s very interesting. And you think 

that maybe those writers are part of that? 

Right, I’ve got one last question, it’s really 

broad, it’s basically, do you want to add 

anything to anything that you’ve said or say 

anything you think my questions haven’t 

given you a chance to say, or ask anything. 

Just, over to you. 

L: I’m just really confused as to why people 

don’t want to study. I guess it is just, it 

sounds weird because I am one, but 

millennials are lazy, they’re very, very lazy. 

It’s like they don’t want to work as hard 

because they expect everything to be 

handed to them because of all that now. 

You can’t… 

KM: Do you think that these kind of 

‘reworked’ texts would feed into that 

laziness?  

L: I think they would kind of feed into that 

laziness, but I don’t want to feed into that 

laziness. I want to stop that laziness. 

Because I was very, very, very lazy in Year 

8, I did not want to do anything until I got a 

wake- up call when I saw my grades were 
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slipping. 

KM: Ah… 

L: Because I was being lazy and therefore 

by the end of the year, I got my grades up, 

they were all back to Bs, they were still Bs 

and Cs as well, I wasn’t very happy, but I 

got them back from like, Cs and Ds. 

B: I think, I did have a similar situation to 

there, when at the start of this year, when I 

first checked my timetable, I actually found 

out that I had slipped down a level for my 

Maths. I tried thinking how could this 

happen and it just so happens that 

something that I kind of disagreed with, my 

test score on this one test at the end of the 

school year, I kind of slipped up on that 

test, because of that, that just caused me to 

slip down on my level. 

KM: Are your grades the most important 

thing to you both? 

L: My grades are the most important thing 

because I really want to succeed. Because 

I remember when I was six, seven, finally 

could speak English, but my mum and 

dad… 

KM: Is that the sound of next lesson?  

L: Yes… 

KM: Finish what you’re saying. 

L: They couldn’t speak English, so they 

couldn’t get a job, plus neither of their 

grades were very good, because schools 

aren’t very good in Norway and therefore it 

kind of hindered them, but both of them 

went to night school, they got really good 

jobs and now everything is ok, so I don’t 

want to end up in that situation of being… 

KM: You sound very driven. 

L: I am very, very driven, because I don’t 

want to end up, stuck in … forever, with 

small town syndrome. 

KM: I don’t think you will.  

L: I want to leave and do better. 
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KM: I think you will. Guys, I want to say, 

actually on the recording, that you two were 

fantastic. That was such an interesting 

conversation, and I can’t wait to get back to 

my desk to type that all up and see what 

you’ve said again. So it will take me quite a 

while, because obviously I’ll see lots of 

schools, but probably around summer time, 

maybe even September, there’ll come a 

point when I put everything together and 

you’ll get a chance to see a kind of a 

summary of how it all ends up. So, you will 

see how it ends up. Erm, thank you so 

much. I really appreciate that. 

Notes to self: 

- Don’t interrupt/cut off, sometimes there was more to hear. 
- Don’t say that’s good that’s interesting, could sway further responses? Perhaps just 

ok or thank you in reply.  
- Ask my questions in more succinct way. Don’t cut myself off- finish the sentence. 
- Ensure I cover prepared questions chronologically, even if I think I’ve already 

touched upon them? Concerned about consistency across interviews, otherwise. 
- Check how participants were chosen, after speaking to them, it’s unlikely it was 

randomly, as requested. 
- Was L saying things she thought were the right or impressive things to say about 

Shakespeare? Taking part in interview itself part of her desire for advancement? 
 

Potential themes/ codes: 

- Enjoyment of Shakespeare for both. Seen as ‘historic’ 
- Shakespeare as marking the beginning of something in the history of literature 
- Shakespeare as having a deep understanding of people  
- /life/society 
- Shakespeare as influential, able to change things 
- Shakespeare as complex, a challenge 
- Mostly ‘reworked’ texts seem to have been used, with ‘snippets’ of ‘original’s. [Try to 

pin down which type in next interviews] 
- Importance of words/ language to L- Shakespeare’s seen as high value, quality in 

broadening vocabulary and speaking and writing well- need the ‘original’ text to make 
the most of this, Desire for personal advancement seems linked to this, though link 
not overtly made my participant [L] 

- Importance of story and storytelling to B- was happy to remove the ‘fluff’ as long as 
the story was told 

- Looking at both ‘reworked’/’original’ useful in seeing language change over 
time/comparing language 

- Importance of reading to L- impact on English language acquisition as a second 
language English speaker. Reading Shakespeare was part of this development, but 
not necessarily because he was the figure of Shakespeare- just like any other writer 

- Importance of engagement and personal choice. Have to enjoy to succeed. Things 
shouldn’t be forced 

- Everybody should be introduced to Shakespeare, but not forced to continue, if not 
enjoying, counter- productive, too many people already don’t enjoy English/reading. 
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- ‘reworked’ texts as a ‘bridge’ [B and L] doesn’t matter how you get there 
- Mix of ‘reworked’ and ‘original’ useful 
- Saw Shakespeare as part of the representation of Englishness to foreigners 
- Connected Shakespeare with ‘smartness’. Real desire [L] to be smart and advance 

but didn’t necessarily see familiarity with Shakespeare as an aid to this directly, 
although impressive if you can understand all the words of Shakespeare [L]. Did not 
identify this as what could be termed cultural capital, however. No distinction 
between Shakespeare and Roald Dahl 

- Identified that different ‘reworked’/ ‘original’ can be used for different purposes- 
‘original’ if you want to focus of language and ‘reworked’ if looking at creative writing/ 
storytelling 

- ‘original’ magic’ [B] lost with ‘reworked’, doesn’t give the ‘full, blown away’ experience 
[L].  
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Appendix K- Theoretical Memos 

Group 1 

‘Value of the Historical’ (including ‘Value of Literary and Cultural Heritage’; 

‘Shakespeare as Humanist’ 

Memo 

Re: Shakespeare marking a turning point 

From: G and Z interview at School 2 

Comes up across a number of participants- 

Shakespeare as the starting point of modern 

thinking/literature/sense of self as we know it 

 

Memo 

Re: Associating Shakespeare with Englishness 

From: G and Z interview at School 2 

Is this anything to do with class? These participants 

are of a white working-class demographic and 

seem not to. Less tapped into the white middle 

England view of what it is to be British, that may 

include Shakespeare, the Queen, etc…? 

Memo 

Re: History/Historical/social context 

 From: C interview at School 2 

Keeps coming up as a value 

 

Memo 

Re: Change, and the ability to recognise it over 

time  

From: C interview at School 2 

Keeps coming up (also B at School 3) 

Memo 

Re: Shakespeare and Englishness 

From: R interview at School 3 

Identification of Shakespeare as ‘icon of 

Englishness’ but without any real sense of why. 

 

Memo 

Re: Value of the historical 

From: C at School 2 

‘Kids love historical things…they really tune into 

that kind of thing as well’. This has been borne out 

in many of the student interviews- ‘Value of the 

historical’ code. Is this something that is inevitably 

lost in ‘reworked’ texts? In an attempt to make 

things easier to access, is the thing that is actually 

a source of engagement for them lost? The same is 

true for ‘language’- by far the most dominant 

code, for teachers and students alike- by 

translating or reducing this in ‘reworked’ versions 

is the very thing that engages students being lost? 

Same for ‘Value of Challenge’ which many students 

identify. However, C does think that ‘reworked’ 

texts allow access to this, as the quotations, 

relating to, for example, patriarchy, are still there. 

Memo 

Re: Shakespeare and National Heritage 

From: C interview at School 2 

Memo 

Re: Shakespeare as humanist/constructivist 

pedagogy 
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This idea that is part of the English heritage is 

ingrained without having any real sense of why, 

beyond the fact that Shakespeare apparently 

contributed so much to the English language 

From: G and Z interview at School 2 

If Sh does allow students the opportunity to build 

on their ‘emotional intelligence’, is it only possible 

in the discussion/analysis that leads from working 

through the ‘original’ text? If somebody else’s 

interpretation is laid out for you, to simply get 

across plot and character, this is not possible, 

according to these participants? It is from the 

group discussions and analyses those insights 

come? 

 

Memo 

Re: Context/Examination requirements 

From: C interview at School 3 

Students have come to see context as so 

important- due to this being an AO on the exam. 

To what extent do ‘reworks’ help with this 

requirement? 

Memo 

Re: Shakespeare and Englishness 

From: C interview at School 3 

This participant is the daughter of an English 

teacher at the school. It sounds like she has taken 

on board reasons for the importance of literature 

without necessarily understanding them for herself 

Memo 

Re: Students want things to be REAL  

From: N interview at School 2 

They enjoy the parts of Shakespeare teaching that 

are about the Globe and the way Shakespeare’s 

language is part of modern- day speech. Why isn’t 

this stuff just as important as whether you can pick 

apart language?  

 

Memo 

Re: Impact of exam requirements 

From: R interview at School 3 

Difference between teaching Shakespeare for 

exam and for CW. Strikes me that I have never had 

to teach Sh for an exam- only KS3 and 

C/W/Controlled Assignments. What is happening 

with other exam options like IGCSE? Have they 

been able to retain C/W? 

 

Group 2 

‘Value of Language’ (Including ‘Original’ Language as a Barrier’; ‘Rework as a 

Bridge’; ‘Value of Plot or Story’; ‘Value of Challenge’; ‘Shakespeare as Cultural 

Capital’ 

Memo 

Re: Explaining that students need help to get over 

initial intimidation they feel with Sh  

From: V interview at School 1 

Could time be spent instead on removing the 

intimidation/fear that comes with the ‘baggage’ of 

Sh’s elite position? Eg, get students to do silly 

Memo 

Re: ‘Reworks’ as instrumental bridge 

From: N interview at School 2 

When N is talking about the functionalism of the 

language exam being all that is required by 

colleges, do the ‘reworked’ texts to something 

similar, in a way? Rather than giving what 
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things (drawing Sh as an egg…could do this with 

real eggs- ask students to bring one in; my dance 

lesson on Twelfth Night where to me the point of 

the lesson was exactly to do this) then when the 

barrier has been broken down, it might be more 

possible to get students to engage with the 

challenge of the full play itself? 

Is it perhaps the attitude that students have 

towards Sh, stemming from his reputation, and 

perhaps the teachers’ preconceptions of the way 

students will handle it that is the barrier, rather 

than the text itself? 

 

literature genuinely has to offer (or Shakespeare) 

they simply provide instrumental access? A 

facsimile of literature? A bridge, but to where? 

 

Memo 

Re: Shakespeare contributing to development of 

English language 

From: R interview at School 3 

Identifying Shakespeare as at the core of our 

language- but is this an overstated idea? Jonathan 

Culpepper’s seminar- not as many words as 

claimed. 

Memo 

Re: Value of Language 

From: B and L- School 1 

Language is both the thing that is most frequently 

identified as valuable and the thing that students 

struggle with. B seems conflicted (and uncertain) 

about this. Is he repeating what he has HEARD the 

value of Sh is? When he was speaking more 

naturally, he said he enjoyed AMND due to the 

‘fantasy’ elements 

Memo 

Re: Challenge of ‘original’ texts engaging? 

From: N interview at School 2 

Is the value in it being an academic, challenging 

exercise? Might this be an appeal to young people, 

rather than a turn off? Might they see the 

‘reworked’ texts as patronising, or pointlessly 

instrumental, something that waters down 

something just to get them through exams? If 

there is a value in Sh is it in its unadulterated 

form? Engaging with something hard brings the 

benefits that some say Sh can bring (eg 

Shakespeare behind bars?) Do young people 

recognise that they are being given something that 

is inferior and therefore reject it? Is it better to 

understand only a little of something that is very 

complex or all of something simplistic? Perhaps 

there is more engagement to be found in asking 

even low ability students to do the former, rather 

than the latter? 

Memo (FC) 

Re: ‘Original’ text being used instrumentally 

From: V at school 1 

Musing during interview that it is the ‘original’ text 

that is being used instrumentally, to ensure 

students have the skills required for the exam. I 

might have had preconceived notions that the 

‘reworked’ would serve this purpose. Seems more 

like rework is a first step- a bridge to the ‘original’ 

(at least at GCSE, perhaps more seen in its own 

right at KS3). 

Memo (FC) Memo (FC) 



279 

 

Re: ‘original’ barrier of language is only initial 

From: K at School 2 (and elsewhere) 

In a number of interviews (most?) students and 

teachers talk about an initial language barrier, but 

that this is something that is overcome relatively 

quickly. Top set students feel it is their ‘right’ to 

get the full text and lower achiever students are 

bemused about what form Shakespeare is taken- is 

the breaking down/dismantling of the texts to 

extracts/ graphic novels simply adding to the 

confusion? If the play was explored as a whole 

entity, the whole play, not just ‘original’ language, 

might students be able to better understand it as 

something that has a narrative drive? The 

intention of ‘reworks’ seems to be to create a 

bridge to (or in replacement of?) understanding 

the ‘original’, but with lower achiever students this 

doesn’t seem to be having the intended effect (see 

N interview). 

Re: Reading as a barrier 

From: C at School 2 

C describes her frustration at how much students 

expect things to be ‘dumbed down for them’ and 

how they will only engage with something if it is 

made simple and entertaining. She acknowledges 

the difficulty students have with Sh’s ‘original’ 

language, but explains that even with the limited 

amount of text in the graphic novel version, 

students are reluctant to take the time to read it. 

 

Group 3 

‘Reworks’ Negative’ (Including ‘Exam Pragmatism’; ‘Use of Extracts’; ‘Negative 

Dismantling’; ‘Importance of (whole) play’ 

Memo 

Re: Explaining that ‘reworked’ texts provide 

understanding but lose what makes a play 

engaging- drama 

Suggesting that dramatic function (‘suspense’) is 

lost with ‘reworked’ versions 

Suggesting that the pace and spirit of dramatic 

performance would be maintained with trying to 

work through the ‘original’ 

From: A interview and general thoughts from 

School 1 interviews 

I wonder whether, in trying to make the plays 

more palatable and accessible, by using ‘reworks’, 

and often pre- selected text, teachers are taking 

out the very thing that should make a play an 

engaging thing. The dramatic techniques and 

stagecraft that a playwright builds in to create 

suspense, pace is lost. Also, any sense of a play as 

being something that should be experienced as a 

group- any sense of a group of actors (or even 

readers) and any sense of an audience. There is 

Memo 

Re: Conveying the idea that there is always 

something lost in translation 

From: V interview at School 1 also in Ml/Mg 

interview at School 1 

Lost in translation- Potentially a good name for a 

presentation/paper? 
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little sense that a play should be entertainment, 

though this participant is perhaps indirectly 

referring to it. Is it any wonder students are bored? 

Is engagement being lost in the attempt to achieve 

a necessary accessibility? 

Memo 

Re: Contradiction between need to prepare 

students for exams and feeling that over analysis 

‘kills’ 

Shakespeare. (Instrumentalism v engagement and 

creativity) 

From: T interview at School 2 

Desire to bring creativity/innovation/fun to 

teaching of Sh, but time pressure meaning not 

enough time to do so, thus same texts are 

returned to, and resources shared for practical 

reasons and for teacher security. Questioning why 

the moral obligation is to analyse text, rather than 

watch and discuss a play for enjoyment, but feeling 

‘shame’ at own lack of preparation and 

understanding of a Sh performance. Feeling that it 

would be ‘wrong’ if students did not get the 

‘original’ language because they need it for the 

exam but instinctively feeling that literature should 

not dissect and ‘kill’ love of words. Sense of 

contradiction in own feelings towards Sh, not 

quite feeling the right to express love of it but 

seeing it as important to have an understanding of 

Sh before teaching and having a genuine 

enjoyment at school. Relates this to class 

insecurity. 

Memo 

Re: Seeing Sh’s importance through the lens of 

examinations and assessment 

From: A interview at School 2 

A seems to want to present her enthusiasm for Sh 

and the fact that he’s ‘not that hard’ but does so 

almost entirely by talking of his importance in 

relation to exams. ‘original’ text is said to be 

preferred, but because it is the ‘correct’ way to 

prepare for exams. Language relating to 

assessment and to an instrumental education 

system is used throughout- skills, structure, 

analysis. There is little sense of any personal 

engagement with or sense of enjoyment coming 

from study of Sh, beyond the achievement of 

getting a nicely structured answer of level. This 

student does not seem to have any sense of 

literature as a thing in and of itself. It is only 

something that is relevant in her life and seemingly 

only experienced, via examination syllabi. 

 

Memo 

Re: Challenge of ‘original’ text can engage 

From: N interview at School 2 

Rather than watering down/simplifying/breaking 

down to try to appeal to the desire for quickly, 

easily accessed information, might it be more 

engaging to work against this and offer students 

the full version. Challenge them! But make it a play 

that they are engaging with- entertainment that 

was once (and still is, for many, part of the real 

world, rather than a dreary exercise in picking 

something apart for an exam paper. Those who 

enjoy language analysis will enjoy this, but for the 

majority, it is not a way to get them to appreciate 

Memo 

Re: Impact of examinations 

From: N interview at School 2 

Is there a thread here that’s worth pursuing in 

terms of examinations effect on Sh teaching? 
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the value of Shakespeare. 

Memo 

Re: Influence of examinations 

From: N interview at School 2 

Worth looking at examiners’ reports- any mentions 

of evidence of types of texts used? 

 

Memo 

Re: ‘Skills’  

From: C interview at School 2 

Keeps coming up (also F at School 3) 

 

Memo 

Re: Instrumentalism required at GCSE 

From: R interview at School 3 

‘Hit’ is an interesting word here, suggests GCSE 

years being a slog/a battle/something that must be 

attacked? Also, why are tragedies seen to be more 

appropriate to exam years than comedies (though 

comedies perhaps returned to at A-Level) 

Memo 

Re: Impact of examinations 

From: R interview at School 3 

Worth considering the impact of Shakespeare as 

assessed by C/W or Controlled Assignment and 

being assessed on an exam. 

 

Memo 

Re: Instrumentalism created by examinations 

From: R interview at School 3 

Instrumentalism created by exam requirements- 

study of extract. As opposed to talking about 

facilitating students in ‘encountering’ Shakespeare. 

There is a loss of agency described here. The 

participant’s tone has changed- from the passion 

of earlier to a weariness now 

Memo 

Re: Impact of examinations 

From: R interview at School 3 

Some students taking only language paper for 

GCSE. Memory suggests this was more common in 

the past- in early days of GCSE? Shame that heavy 

content of new spec leads to students no longer 

studying Lit. Potentially some young people in 

England not studying Sh? 

Memo 

Re: Impact of examinations 

From: R interview at School 3 

Intense pressure to get the results on exams. Shift 

in exam practices and target/results culture is 

really impacting on the way Sh is taught and 

received 

Memo 

Re: Impact of ‘reworks’ 

From: R interview at School 3 

Attempts to make relevant can actually cause 

confusion 

 

Memo 

Re: ‘Skills’ 

From: C interview at School 3 

Word skills has come again- discourse of exams/ 

assessments, instrumental education 

Memo (FC) 

Re: Importance of seeing a whole play 

From: V at School 1 

Becoming very difficult to take students out of 

school to see performances- considered to be 

impinging on curriculum time. Combine this with 
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‘importance of whole play’ node generally? 

Memo (FC) 

Re: ‘’Original’ Text as extracts 

From: C at School 2 

Even where ‘original’ text is used with higher sets, 

this is in extract form, so is still a form of rework, 

on the part of the teacher. ‘Atomisation’ of 

Shakespeare potentially decreasing understanding, 

but entirely understandable why it is being done, 

pragmatically, for the exam. 

 

 

Group 4 

‘Importance of both ‘original’ and Rework’ (Including ‘Value of Choice or Mix’; 

‘Different texts for different abilities/ages’; ‘Value of Film as Rework’) 

Memo 

Re: Suggesting that full ‘original’ text might be used 

with top set  

From: V interview at School 1 

Might be an idea to ask participants at places 

where I have already interviewed to send me 

pictures of the texts that they use and to take pics 

of them myself in subsequent schools, to be more 

precise about what is being employed. 

 

Memo 

Re: Revealing that even top sets found starting 

with full version daunting  

From: V interview at School 1 

Teacher’s tone here made it seem like it would be 

folly to introduce any class to a Shakespeare text 

with a full, ‘original’ version, and that this was 

something she had only done when lacking 

experience. 

It made me think of my own Sh teaching, where I 

have always begun with and used full versions of 

plays (at least at point text was introduced) and 

that students have always coped and engaged, no 

matter what type of school or level of student. 

Have students become so much more difficult in 

typical schools that it is folly to try and do this in 

most cases, or are teachers underestimating the 

ability of students to grapple with the difficulty if 

they had to? Most students I have spoken to so far, 

say they would like to use the ‘original’ text. If this 

could be sold to them as a challenge, rather than a 

barrier, might there ultimately be more 

engagement? 

Does the pressure for results mean that literature 

is being diluted to such an extent that it is 

meaningless? Paradoxically, most participants so 

far have referred to the need to study the ‘original’ 

text for exam circumstances. However, they do not 
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say because it might be more 

engaging/entertaining to deal with a whole play, 

but because of what is required to answer and 

exam question 

Memo 

Re: Shakespeare for all? 

From: K interview at School 2 

Is there any point in dragging somebody like K 

through Shakespeare teaching? What is he taking 

from it, even with the use of ‘reworked’ texts and 

extracts that make it just about accessible? Its only 

function and relevance is seen to be for the exam- 

there is no sense of any of the other potential 

value that comes up in the arguments- Sh as 

helping young people to understand human nature 

and themselves, for example, and no sense that Sh 

will provide even the most basic of habitus. There 

is no real enjoyment. I felt uncomfortable listening 

back to this interview, questioning somebody who 

had little grasp of my topic (though he did not 

seem uncomfortable and quite willing to say no or 

that he didn’t see or feel things I was suggesting.) 

Might somebody like K genuinely get something 

from Sh if it was not simply being taught for 

examinations? Rather than simply finding the 

relevant information in an extract, watching the 

play, reading it, acting it out? 

Memo 

Re: Choice of text 

From: N interview at School 2 

The issue of choice about which literature to do, or 

whether to do literature at all keeps coming up, 

from both student and teacher interviews 

Memo 

Re: Choice of texts 

From: N interview at School 2 

What SHOULD Sh be giving? And which texts 

facilitate that value, whatever it is, being 

delivered? 

Memo 

Re: Shakespeare for all? 

From: N interview at School 2 

How disheartening it must feel to be told 

something is genius and a work of art, but to feel 

that you do not have the capability of accessing it, 

that it therefore must be for those above you? Is it 

even worse to offer ‘reworked’ texts that 

effectively say ‘this is the only way we think you 

can access this very special thing, or is it doing a 

service, to provide access/a bridge to this 

wonderful thing that would otherwise not be seen 

as possible? But is it a wonderful experience? Does 

the ‘reworked’ text simply do the basic 

instrumental job of allowing students like this a 

chance to answer the exam question? But it still 

leads to ‘heads on desks’. Might it be better to 

focus on getting them to understand ‘original’, in 

some format, and then therefore feel the 
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supposed accomplishment or kudos that comes 

with such an understanding?                                                                          

Memo 

Re: ‘Original’ text appeals to high achieving 

students 

From: G and Z interview at School 2 

High set participants are keen on ‘original’ being 

used- they see themselves as capable and they 

want to get into it and analyse in full. Is there an 

element of kudos going on, too? 

 

Memo 

Re: Shakespeare for all? 

From:  G and Z interview at School 2 

Reminds me of a question I asked myself when 

transcribing a previous interview. How must it feel 

to be told that a writer is the best that can be 

offered to you, that they represent the highest of 

culture, but then you feel yourself to have no 

connection/ability to access it? More alienating 

than not having opportunity to access it at all? 

 

Memo 

Re: ‘Reworked’ texts working for lower achievers 

From: R interview at School 2 

R expresses enthusiasm for use of ‘reworked’ texts 

(Manga/graphic novel) at previous lower achieving 

school. Do the students express this same 

enthusiasm for Manga/graphic texts, though? They 

are more indifferent, I think. By appropriating 

something supposedly cool to young people, do 

adults render it uncool? 

Memo 

Re: Lower achiever needing language to be 

simplified 

From: R interview at School 2 

Intricacies of language, eg metre often taught by 

‘rote’- lower achiever students might never fully 

appreciate. Does it matter? Does it matter that 

‘reworked’ texts might remove the ability to see 

these intricacies? Why should exam responses on 

language/writer’s craft be valued more highly than 

insights into character/theme? 

 

Group 5 

Other 

Memo 

Re: Motivations of publishers of ‘reworks’ 

From: N interview at School 2 

Look at what publishers claim to be the benefits of 

the ‘reworked’ versions/editions of the texts. What 

do the blurbs say in book catalogues, for eg/on 

website? 

Memo 

Re: Differences at A-Level 

From: R interview at School 3 

A-Level giving more scope for genuine engagement 

and exploration of what Sh can offer. Haven’t had 

any participants doing A-Level- could be worth 

doing a targeted interview? Also, a targeted 

interview with more disaffected students? 
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Memo 

Re: Defining ‘reworked’ texts 

From: R interview at School 3 

Can No Fear Shakespeare be said to be a rework, 

as it keeps the ‘original’ and offers a translation as 

well? Cambridge does this too, just with a much 

smaller summary (not translation) and I call this 

‘original’. Need to thrash out these terms and what 

texts are what. 

Memo 

Re: Motivation of rework publishers 

From: C interview at School 3 

Commenting that making changes to the Sh 

‘original’ e.g., 3 bears for 3 witches, will always be 

a success. Does this inadvertently say something 

about the motivation of those ‘reworking’ Sh? It’s 

an almost guaranteed success? 

 Memo (FC) 

Re: ‘Original’ Text as ‘Rework’ 

From: F at School 3  

While I am referring to the Cambridge School 

editions as ‘original’ texts’, they do also have 

synopsis translations on every parallel page. What 

is the distinction between this and No Fear 

Shakespeare? Need to unpick these distinctions. 

 

 

 
 
 


