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Introduction: ‘Sowed
and Scattered’

Shakespeare’s Media
Ecologies

Stephen O’Neill

Shakespeare studies is experiencing a media turn. This is
evident in the way that scholars in the field are giving serious
critical attention to the proliferation of vernacular produced
Shakespeare materials online. It is evident in the increasing
interest in Shakespeare’s media histories or, more precisely, in
how Shakespeare — here understood as an assemblage of texts
— finds iteration through specific, yet interconnected, media
technologies such as radio, TV, film and digital platforms.
It is evident too in the recognition of how Shakespeare has
so often been mobilized to legitimate a new technology or
serve as its launch content.! To such well-known examples
as Alexander Graham Bell quoting “To be or not to be’ in
the earliest demonstrations of the telephone might be added
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the uncanny reappearances of Shakespeares in vlogs, tweets,
memes, computer games and other stand-out media genres
of the early twenty-first century.? The present volume builds
on work in the field around the related areas of adaptation
and appropriation across literary, popular cultures and
digital cultures, as well as Shakespeare’s media histories.?
A media-consciousness has asserted itself in international
Shakespeare studies, although more recent work owes
much to scholarship on Shakespeare in performance, as
well as to Shakespeare and film. The nature of this volume’s
contribution to the field and to what is an ever-evolving
understanding of what Shakespeare constitutes is captured
in its title: Broadcast Your Shakespeare aims to examine and
critically reflect on the intersection of each of its terms. The
particular word combination recalls Cole Porter’s ‘Brush
Up Your Shakespeare’, from the musical Kiss Me Kate (dir.
George Sidney, 1953). This citation provides a figure for
media iterations of Shakespeare more generally, where what
is discovered is a repetition of Shakespeare the cultural icon
as a seemingly stable property (as in the case of Porter’s
lyrics, where Shakespeare is the epitome of high culture
and, more problematically, traditional masculinity, making
women ‘kow-tow’), but also repetition with a difference,
as the texts return in potentially new guises. As Kiss Me
Kate, a seemingly post-‘proper’ Shakespeare text, becomes
entangled with Shakespeare’s Taming of the Shrew, which
is already bound up with Shakespeare’s cultural capital, it
becomes difficult to draw clear lines of demarcation between
Shakespeare/‘Shakespeare(s)’.  Such media crossovers
powerfully suggest that mediatized survival has long been
an intrinsic part of the ‘living-dead’ Bard, rather than some
ex-post-facto addition.* This dimension alone makes the turn
to media within Shakespeare studies engaging and signals
new ways of thinking about Shakespeare’s (re)appearance in
writing and cultural productions.
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Sowings: ‘Broadcast’ and other terms

‘Broadcast’ is firstly understood to entail transmission on a
large scale as with radio and TV, but also to denote forms
of vernacular media production, as captured in YouTube’s
original strapline ‘Broadcast Yourself’, with its connotation
of empowered individual media users as the ‘broadcasters
of tomorrow’.’ It is precisely in such connections between
older and newer media that this volume is interested. The
connections that emerge are neither casual nor incidental but
instead reflect the condition of the contemporary mediascape
as comprising a variety of coexisting media technologies and
platforms that remediate aspects of each other and perform
their social functions.® Chapters are arranged thematically
rather than chronologically, and move between traditional
media and newer forms such as the database and social media
networks, with no one medium prioritized. Foregrounding
how Shakespeare is sowed and scattered, this arrangement
should enable readers to attend to the continuities, sometimes
surprising, between old and new media iterations of
Shakespeare. As such, this volume unfolds a deep understanding
of the history of Shakespeare in media, one that challenges that
relation as linear or as progressing towards some end point of
absolute sophistication.

The volume takes its cue from recent media-oriented
approaches to Shakespeare.It considers Shakespeare as situated
in and informed by a complex media ecology, which Ingo
Berensmeyer defines as ‘the networked, interlocking structure
of different media and media configurations’.” Proposing media
ecology as a critical paradigm for interpreting the Shakespeare
phenomenon, Berensmeyer argues that attention to media in
Shakespeare’s own works and in the texts’ media afterlives
allows for a dialectic rather than a binary of difference and
continuity, bridging the gap between the apparent extremes
of historicist and presentist interpretations of Shakespeare.
This dialectical approach involves recognizing the newness
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or difference of the most recent media refashionings of
Shakespeare and, at the same time, attending to these as
accretions: ‘new media configurations’, Berensmeyer suggests,
‘add new layers of meaning to texts from the past by inserting
them into new contexts’.® They are, furthermore, performative
accretions, in that they ‘do not imitate or replicate something
given; they actively shape reality’, and do so in the context
of other media.” The emphasis on contextual relationality
is a reminder not to overstate medium specificity, since
the attributes, appearance and operations of one medium
can only ever be understood in relation to other media.
As Richard Burt and Julian Yates argue, media-specific
experiences of Shakespeare are in fact ‘a series of variable
frame effects predicated upon other media’.’® A pure, linear
sense of Shakespeare’s progression through successive media
(this might look something like from theatre-to-book-to-
radio-to-film-to-TV-to-social media) is a fallacy that belies the
entanglements of media platforms within the media ecology.!
Moreover, interpreting Shakespeare’s media histories as a set
of entanglements or interruptions need not be a deficit — as
Alan Galey cautions, in desiring ‘purity in transmission we
can overlook the pleasures of contamination’, limiting the
potential of media to regenerate or renew Shakespeare for
successive audiences.!?

To think further about how Shakespeare becomes through
media, one can look to a second understanding of ‘broadcast’,
that is its use, dating from the late 1700s and early 1800s, in
agriculture, as in to ‘sow by scattering’. Tracing the term, and
its application to radio and TV, James Hamilton explains how
the farmer progresses through a field, scooping a handful of
seeds from a seed bag and casting them through the air in the
hopes that they germinate and grow into crops to be later
harvested.!3 The practice establishes a key dynamic about
the relation between the human user and media. Shakespeare
himself draws on harvesting metaphors, most notably
in Coriolanus, where Coriolanus figures the plebeians’
discontent as a function of patrician appeasement: the ‘very



INTRODUCTION: SHAKESPEARE’S MEDIA ECOLOGIES 5

cockle of rebellion’, he claims, has been ‘ploughed for, sowed
and scattered / By mingling them with us’.* Without using
the word, Coriolanus speaks of things being broadcast by
individuals, by a collective, but also, he implies, by nature’s
hidden operations, as the seeds of rebellion take root. It is this
connection between human action and the workings of nature
that renders broadcasting as agricultural practice especially
significant as a metaphor for ‘media broadcasting’, a term
whose ‘trajectory’, Hamilton argues, ‘can be understood as a
complex historical process of mystification and naturalization
— the transmogrification of a human muscle-powered activity
into a non-human, invisible force of nature’."” In this metaphor,
media objects entail volitional human action but also
processes that come to function semi-automatically, acquiring
a technological or non-human agency, so that Shakespeare
is the seed that is scattered not merely by human hands but
by the very processes of media technologies themselves.'
This resonates with debates about the hidden algorithmic
operations of new media platforms but, as the following
chapters demonstrate, there is a longer history of medium
agency in the constitution and experience of Shakespeare.!”
The volume puts forth a sense of a Shakespeare as something
that is sowed in the media ecology and scattered through
it. This second understanding is conceptually useful for
Shakespeare studies. It complicates universalizing claims about
Shakespeare’s ‘presence throughout the world as the common
currency of humanity’, recently made by Stephen Greenblatt,
and instead interprets Shakespeare as something that is
disseminated, dispersed or cast abroad through a complexity
of networks in which, as humans, we are situated.'® ‘Broadcast
Shakespeare’ as a concept — and critical paradigm - thus
provokes several issues. It raises the question of a medium’s
role in the production of Shakespeare as global. It further
provokes concern about media iterations of Shakespeare
as forms of dilution and loss, a leaving behind of the ‘thing
itself’ in favour of a copy, derivation or perhaps a ‘mingling’
(to recall Coriolanus’ pejorative phrase) of Shakespeare with
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other media objects, although media adaptations may just
as readily forge a sense of Shakespeare’s proximity to us as
they do an impression of Shakespeare’s historical remoteness.
A third and related sense comes into play, of broadcast as
‘volume’, or as the amplification of Shakespeare through and
across media. This sense of a proliferation, or even a surfeit
of Shakespearean content, bears comparison with the digital
age of the twenty-first century as characterized by not so
much information flow as ‘infoglut’.’ Yet older media such as
radio and the phonograph, discussed in Robert Sawyer’s and
Joseph Haughey’s chapters, respectively, in their own ways
contributed to the spread of Shakespeare to audiences on a
mass scale.

The title’s possessive pronoun - ‘your Shakespeare’ —
may seem to contradict this massification of Shakespeare
to an amorphous collective audience, and to leave aside the
individual respondent, producer or viewer. However, all of the
chapters in various ways address the human agent involved in
the production and consumption of Shakespeare within and
through specific media. In fact, and to borrow from Burt and
Yates’s interpretation of the First Folio’s appeal to the reader,
‘the phenomenon that was, is, and will be “Shakespeare™’ is a
function of the dynamic between text, media and the reader,
the latter being the necessary ‘biosemiotic motor that enables
“Shakespeare” to go viral’.?® What further emerges is an
understanding of Shakespeare as constituted by human actors
as they variously use, respond to or repurpose media or find
themselves habituated by a medium’s properties and its politics.
This expands or reframes what is meant by authenticity vis-a-
vis Shakespeare since, as Romano Mullin notes in his chapter,
each user’s recognition and deployment of Shakespeare comes
to be considered authentic on its own terms. Moreover,
the contributors to this volume can each be understood as
producing their own Shakespeare in the process of critical
analysis and in the context of the interpretive community that
is Shakespeare studies, its critical paradigms and parameters.
Writing and speaking across professional fields are themselves
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forms of broadcasting, as Diana Henderson notes in this
volume, and the imagined ‘your’ of the volume title will no
doubt resonate differently among participants in the field of
international Shakespeare studies. How the personal enters
into Shakespeare studies — or how personal Shakespeare
becomes for us as critics and writers — is, as Arthur Little
Jr argues, bound up with historically valorized claims for
Shakespeare as unmarked white property.?! As critics, readers,
theatregoers or viewers of media screens, ‘we’ (that collective
postulated in scholarly writing) share and sustain Shakespeare
again and again but also, and from varying degrees of access
and privilege, broadcast our identities as these are informed by
such categories as race, class, gender and sexuality. In a sense,
then, the personal is always already part of the conversation
about Shakespeare, about what we do in and through that
signifier.

So to ‘Shakespeare’, the final term in the title, which may
appear to require the least elaboration, although one that still
proves contentious, even within early-modern studies itself.??
Some glosses or explanations have already been suggested —
Shakespeare as an assemblage; Shakespeare as a proliferation
(signalled in the field through the increasingly normative use
of the pluralized form); Shakespeare as historical process
or phenomenon, as in something that has an origin or fixed
point (‘sowed’) in, but is also recurrent through, history
(‘scattered’). None of these operate in isolation. Nor is a
Shakespeare play regarded in the following chapters as an
entirely relativist formulation bereft of its own internal logic
or agency. Shakespeare is sufficiently capacious to provide
for a range of significations. To return to ‘Brush Up Your
Shakespeare’, in addition to interpreting Porter’s lyrics as
an appropriation of Shakespearean value for Kiss Me Kate’s
assertion of heterosexual masculine desire, they can be read as
appropriations in another sense, that is as arrogating value on
to the individual such that Shakespeare becomes an agential
property, one available not just to the song’s protagonist, but
to all.



8 BROADCAST YOUR SHAKESPEARE

The politics of broadcast(ing)
Shakespeare

The example of ‘Brush Up Your Shakespeare’ alerts us to
broader questions about what Shakespeare signifies, how
Shakespeare’s cultural capital is deployed and the politics
of popular culture and media adaptations of Shakespeare.
Part One addresses these questions in its focus on the politics
of broadcasting Shakespeare, although politics is a thread that
runs through all of the contributions. It leads off with Darlena
Ciraulo’s chapter, which plays with broadcast as a conceptual
tool in order to interpret Max Reinhardt and William Dieterle’s
A Midsummer Night’s Dream (1935) in the context of
Hollywood’s Production Code, a censorious set of guidelines
that sought to spread moral values through the industry.
Ciraulo uncovers competing understandings of the ideological
affordances of Shakespeare as broadcast or remediated through
the filmic medium. The studio, Warner Brothers, regarded
Shakespeare as a high-art icon that could legitimate film and
provide an appropriate morality but also as a repository of
recreational material for movie houses in the Depression era.
Warner Brothers even commissioned Shake, Mr Shakespeare
(1934), a short film (available on YouTube) that served as a
promotional for the representational capacities of the motion-
picture industry. The film features a troupe of Shakespearean
characters and iconic scenes that are interrupted by Shakespeare
himself, who angrily asks, “Was it for this I spilled such magical
ink?’, to which the reply is, ‘ah listen Bill, times have changed,
this is different’.> Here sounding a recognition of different
media effects, the troupe then break into full song, urging
Shakespeare to ‘shake’ along to the music and to go with the
times. Media, Shake, Mr Shakespeare recognizes, bring their
own affordances and assert the distinctiveness of their effects.
In directing Dream, Reinhardt and Dieterle used the pastoral
world of Shakespeare’s play, richly conveyed on the big screen,
to subtly assert their artistic vision. As Ciraulo argues, film
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in this context was less about a politics of containment, in
the sense of providing pleasing spectacles to mass audiences,
than about an aesthetics and politics of provocation, as the
directors used Shakespeare’s dream world to cast forth new
possibilities.

How Shakespeare, as a site of possibility, combines with the
affordances of media to become an agential force is further
explored in Robert Sawyer’s chapter, although here the focus
is on the medium of radio. Examining Orson Welles’s 1938
radio broadcast of Julius Caesar, which Welles had directed
for the Mercury Theatre the previous year, Sawyer details how
Welles deployed and clearly understood radio’s broadcast
affordances, not least its capacity to generate a theatre of
the mind. Radio brings Shakespeare into the contemporary
moment, as in Sawyer’s example of NBC’ promotion of its
‘Streamlined Shakespeare’ radio broadcasts as ‘the words of
William Shakespeare’ spoken by ‘the voice of John Barrymore’,
and does so politically, as Welles’s production overtly addressed
the rise of fascism. Yet, even as it claims to ventriloquize
Shakespeare’s words and make them audible through star
voices like Barrymore’s, the medium also displaces Shakespeare
as the radio networks and the medium itself become the story.
The politics Sawyer identifies are, then, on a large scale as he
demonstrates how Welles used radio not merely to broadcast
his cherished Shakespeare but also as an artistic weapon by
amplifying his own voice to articulate opposition to fascism
and to tyranny of all kinds. Equally, however, Sawyer turns
his reader’s attention to subtle shifts in cultural values and
hierarchies occasioned by radio Shakespeare in the 1930s, as
the medium fostered a convergence of Shakespeare with other
markers of cultural distinction such as the celebrity of the radio
presenter, or the corporate branding of broadcast networks
like CBS or NBC. The chapter thus invites us to consider the
deployment and circulation of Shakespeare’s cultural capital
as a function of technological developments, the demands of
the contemporary moment and, in the case of Welles, dynamic
individual agency.
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This triad features in Diana Henderson’s chapter, which
addresses the dispersal of Shakespeare’s cultural value on
a global scale through the Global Shakespeares Video &
Performance Archive. The site has significantly contributed to a
broadly cast Shakespeare, providing scholars and practitioners
with access to an extraordinary range of Shakespeare theatre
productions and films from around the world. Henderson
addresses the politics at work when, as scholars and students,
we access Shakespeare through online platforms. She applies
a ‘SWOT’ analysis — borrowed from the business world - to
assay the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of
the MIT-based archive. This allows for a reflective critical
approach in which Henderson foregrounds the achievements of
the archive, from its emergence out of scholarly collaboration
to its logic of deprivileged inclusion and a decentring of
the traditional Anglophone epicentres of the Shakespeare
industry. She also notes the archive’s limitations in realizing a
comprehensively global sample of Shakespeare performance.
The latter is for reasons that are at once technological,
practical and legal. The politics in question here are those of a
medium, in the sense that archives entail back-end processes of
selection as well as the front-end arrangements of material as
viewed and accessed on the interface itself. This is one of the
ways the archive produces Shakespeare, or comes to inform
what Shakespeare is understood to encompass. However, the
politics Henderson uncovers are also those of the academy, as
it grapples with the desirability of Open Access and the limits
of copyright, and of humanities scholarship too, as it strives
to sustain an ethical commitment to facts and complexity of
thought in the digital age. Henderson’s chapter invites the field
to think critically — and hopefully — about how as teachers,
researchers or practitioners, we use digital resources.

The politics as well as ethics of media use are among the
issues explored in David Moberly’s chapter on Shakespeare
entries on Wikipedia. Urging Shakespeare studies to think
critically about the online, hyperlinked encyclopaedia and
the Shakespeares that are broadcast in this setting, Moberly
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finds that editors or Wikipedians regard themselves as
policing the boundaries of Shakespeare. At work here is a
form of agency indicative of digital participatory cultures in
which, theoretically at least, all digital denizens can make
their own interventions into the information flow or, in this
instance, regard Shakespeare as their property. As a radically
participatory website, Wikipedia enables a broad spectrum
of people to see themselves as part of Shakespeare discourse
in a way hitherto impossible. Yet Moberly complicates this
scenario by foregrounding Wikipedia’s gender gap: more men
than women participate as editors. Despite constant editing
and revision, entries for Shakespeare continue to reflect a
male-centric construction and, as Denis Austin Britton has
highlighted elsewhere, a white bias too. Britton cites the
example of the Wikipedia entry ‘Shakespearean scholar’ where,
of the 164 scholars listed, ‘only three non-white scholars make
the cut’, leading him to suggest that ‘not everyone who works
on Shakespeare gets to be considered a Shakespearean’.?*
The platform’s biases need, then, to be urgently contested
and, while not minimizing the inequities within the field of
Shakespeare studies itself, Moberly calls upon Shakespeare
scholars to become Wikipedians in order that more accurate,
balanced and diversified accounts of Shakespeare might take
root online.

Genre and audience

‘A Shakespeare play is no cadaver, useful for an autopsy. It
is a living, vibrant entity that has the power of grasping us
by the hand....” This claim for Shakespeare’s vitality and
immediacy, made by Orson Welles and Roger Hill in an article
for the English Journal, invites us to think of Shakespeare
as effortlessly bringing forth audiences and resonating with
them. ‘His words’, Welles and Hill continue, ‘march like
heartbeats’.?* As captivating as these sentiments are, they
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risk positing an ahistorical understanding of audience, the
‘us’ who receive and respond, as well as of Shakespeare’s
affective resonance. Although as audiences across time ‘we’
share the commonality of being sentient humans, this does
not guarantee a commonality or universality of feelings or
emotions. The chapters in Part Two suggest different ways for
interpreting and understanding Shakespearean affect. They do
so through a consideration of audience and genre as a crucial
dynamic, with the former being constituted by the latter and
its set of culturally specific and historically situated conditions.
Arranged so that we move between new and old media —
YouTube, the phonograph, Tumblr and TV - the chapters
suggest media-focused, contextually informed approaches to
Shakespeare audiences. Such attention to the historicity of
audiences resists what can be, in the twenty-first century, a
dismissal of the nature and power of past audiences in favour
of a privileging of today’s audiences as more thoroughly
engaged.”® Yet, more recent technological innovations that
turn audiences into participant producers can foster a greater
awareness of the potential ‘modes of reception’ in older media
that might otherwise be overlooked.?”

Among the platforms that has generated new Shakespeare-
inspired genres and audiences is YouTube and, in her
chapter, Christy Desmet extends existing work on YouTube
Shakespeare to identify the genre ‘emo Hamlets’.?® Influenced
especially by Ethan Hawke’s portrayal in Almereyda’s Hamlet
(2000), these vernacularly produced videos and media register
a particularly postmodern and post-millennial alienation and
disaffection. It is a sense of Hamlet that has a long history — is
Hamlet not the original emo? — but one that, as it circulates
and accumulates on social media platforms, also appears to
spread like a contagion. Through the lens of affect theory,
Desmet interprets these emo-styled Hamlets as a set of
feelings that accumulate without fully manifesting, such is the
disembodied, dematerialized nature of social media itself. It
evidences ‘structure of feeling’, to borrow Raymond Williams’s
linkage of the shaping power of literary genres and forms on
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emotions, in that the videos reveal a shared aesthetic or ‘look’
but also appear grouped and connected on the platform.?” Emo
Hamlets suggest the appearance or promise of connection.
With Alemeryeda’s film as an intertext, and with its interest
in older or soon-to-be obsolescent technologies, and thus the
perils of mediation, emo Hamlets locate in the Shakespearean
text social media’s possibilities for connection, and its deferral
or failure. Desmet’s chapter here demonstrates the value of a
media studies approach to Shakespeare, inviting us to regard
YouTube as the intermediary between Shakespeare and us
that forges a relatedness and, at the same time, interrupts that
relatedness by making us conscious precisely of its work as an
intermediary.

How technology functions as an intermediary in the
Shakespeare classroom is the focus of Joseph Haughey’s
chapter. He examines the technological classroom of early-
to mid-twentieth-century America, where the phonograph,
a technology developed in the 1890s, afforded teachers the
opportunity to bring professional actors’ voices into the
learning environment, and to turn students into an audience
of participants rather than passive readers. Delving into the
media ecology of the period, Haughey uncovers the critical
and pedagogical debates surrounding the phonograph. Among
the voices to be heard, both on the phonograph recording itself
and in appraisals of it, was that of Orson Welles. His claims
about Shakespeare’s vitality have already been noted, but in the
piece with Roger Hill for the English Journal, Welles advocates
the use of the new technology as an effective means to engage
students. For Welles and Hill, text-based learning was impeding
students’ appreciation of Shakespeare: the phonograph brought
performed Shakespeare, frequently accompanied by music,
into the classroom. Haughey sifts through the English Journal,
the central publication of the National Council of Teachers of
English, to provide an historical examination of how teachers
thought about and incorporated the phonograph in their
Shakespeare instruction. Where some teachers embraced the
new multimedia approach, others regarded it as a displacement
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of more traditional approaches grounded in close reading.
The ghost in the machine, as Haughey’s analysis reveals, is
Shakespeare as cultural icon: the concern is about precisely
the kind of Shakespeare that is being broadcast, especially
where it seems too accessible, too popular or unscholarly and
insufficiently text-based. These debates resonate with those in
the twenty-first-century Shakespeare classroom. Identifying
such patterns and continuities, Haughey argues for a broader
historical conceptualization of technology, one that can inform
its present and future applications.

While recognizing continuity between media, acknowledging
specificity is equally important and revealing. Earlier media such
as the phonograph had participatory elements: the students of
the classrooms Haughey’s chapter addresses may have been
less passive recipients of text than hitherto, but their experience
of Shakespeare through technology remained bounded by
the classroom setting. With more recent participatory media
platforms such as YouTube, Pinterest and Tumblr, each
characterized by low barriers to entry, the contemporary
student of Shakespeare has a surfeit of opportunities, both
as consumers — thus occupying a more traditional sense of
audience —and also producers. It is this media ecology that Kirk
Hendershott-Kraetzer’s chapter explores, as he undertakes a
thick description of iterations of Shakespeare’s Juliet on Tumblr.
Although Shakespeare studies has turned its critical attention
to social media as the site of feminist and queer adaptations of
Shakespeare’s heroines, thus far this social media and micro-
blogging platform has been overlooked, perhaps because it
includes more risqué content than other sites.*® Hendershott-
Kraetzer’s chapter demonstrates that Tumblr warrants close
attention from a Shakespeare studies perspective. This is a
Shakespeare by and for ‘prosumers’ in that seemingly stable
distinctions between content producer and audience become
blurred. The Juliets constructed in this setting are the collective
work of producers and consumers, with the latter playing their
part through such participatory actions as reblogging or liking
posts. Interest-driven, the texts are a form of narrowcasting
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with the aim being to connect with the fan community but,
as digital objects on a self-described ‘global platform’, they
carry within them the potential for broadcasting. Even
though connection may be remote and dematerialized, as in
Desmet’s chapter on emo Hamlets, each Tumblr user posts
with the expectation of an audience — somewhere, out there.
Furthermore, it is a Shakespeare driven by the convergence
of fan cultural practices with the affordances of the Tumblr
platform. Tumblr Juliets bear the hallmarks of traditional fan
behaviour (such as borrowing from canonical texts, or those of
mass culture; identifying with character; and actively producing
new meaning through alternate narratives or plots), as well
as those of the platform, in that they tend to be multimodal,
combining word, image, sound and GIFs. As Hendershott-
Kraetzer argues, the agency associated with the fan here, as
he or she intervenes, remedies or renovates an iconic character
like Juliet, is performed within and through the affordances
of the platform, such that the non-human technological entity
can itself be understood as an agential actor in the network
of Juliets. From this perspective, Tumblr and other social
media Shakespeares can be interpreted not just as vernacular
broadcastings that signal new forms of audiencehood but as
spaces where users and technologies cohabit.

Newer media like Tumblr do not replace older technologies;
instead, these coexist within the contemporary mediascape.
This volume conveys something of this convergence in its
arrangement: so Hendershott-Kraetzer’s medium-specific
analysis of Tumblr is followed by Sarah Olive’s chapter on the
intersection of Shakespeare and TV, in this instance the detective
show Lewis. As with the discussion of Tumblr, what emerges is
a sense of medium pleasure, a realization about the technology
itself as satisfying, fulfilling and rewarding. In her chapter, Olive
addresses the pleasure that genre especially can instil and sustain
in audiences. Lewis and its predecessor Morse are known for
their literary allusiveness, which variously construct, engage
and reward a knowing audience. Olive focuses on the use of
Shakespeare’s Troilus and Cressida in the episode ‘Generation
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of Vipers’ (the title is a quote from the play), and carefully
maps the connections between the Golden Age detective genre,
the play and its critical reception. Shakespeare’s play informs
plot and characterization, while selective quotation is used in
the episode to, for instance, articulate the perils of social media;
here Shakespeare is implicitly figured as a residual medium,
the repository of moral values. Olive’s approach provides for
close attention to the politics of genre, and of appropriation
too, with an unfolding understanding of the rhizomatic
relation between the texts.’! However, if the effectiveness of
popular culture appropriations and adaptations is judged
on their capacity to enact a ‘conceptual transformation’ of
the Shakespearean intertext, the Lewis episode constitutes
something of a missed opportunity.’> As Olive argues, where
popular culture appropriations broadcast Shakespeare in the
sense of producing a more progressive, contemporary politics,
‘Generation of Vipers’ is ultimately retrogressive in its use
of Troilus and Cressida to underpin and valorize the gender
conservatism of the detective genre: the TV show lags behind
critical reappraisals of the play. Olive’s analysis highlights
the delimiting effects of generic conventions on the kinds of
Shakespeare that are intelligible in such a mass medium like
TV but also identifies deeper interconnections between the
politics of genre and audience pleasure.

Broadcast the self: Celebrity
and identity

The chapters in Part Three continue the volume’s thematic
interest in the interplay between old and new media, between
medium specificity and continuity, but elaborate on the identities
that are mediated in the process. Douglas Lanier examines the
emerging genre of the Shakespeare web series as a new mode
of Shakespeare-inspired, character-and-personality ~ driven
storytelling. His chapter includes an appendix listing over fifty



