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ABSTRACT 
MITCHELL WATSON HOBBS:  “Love’s Labour’s Lost 2.0”:  Exploring Identity 

Formation on Facebook and Beyond 
(Under the direction of Dr. Ivo Kamps) 

 
 An adaptation of William Shakespeare’s play of the same name, “Love’s 

Labour’s Lost 2.0” utilizes the social network website Facebook as its stage so as to 

explore the unique problems and opportunities that social media affords identity creation.  

Through this lens, I find that identity creation in this “digital” world is discursively 

composed, much like identity in the “analog” world, and serves to shunt dissent or action 

that may threaten the status quo.  Facebook’s ultimate promise to this constantly 

composing individual is the comfort and security of an audience.      
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LIST OF SYMBOLS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

 within script, denotes private conversation between two characters which 

 other fictional characters cannot see 

� denotes comments of “outside” Facebook users 

MSND A Midsummer Night’s Dream by William Shakespeare 

LLL Love’s Labour’s Lost by William Shakespeare 

LLL 2.0 the adaptation “Love’s Labour’s Lost 2.0” staged on Facebook as part of 

 this thesis
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INTRODUCTION 

 My generation’s preferred method of procrastination, Facebook “stalking,” can be 

consuming and entertaining—but mostly misleading.  On a particularly busy school 

night, when the temptation is certainly the greatest, I indulged myself and “stalked” a 

friend of mine whose status I noticed in my newsfeed.  As I read her most recent activity 

and interactions, I was shocked to notice she was newly listed “in a relationship,” and 

when I clicked on the name of her significant other, her dog’s Facebook profile appeared.  

Apart from her tongue-in-cheek insinuation of her love life, this finding fell in line with 

my reasoning.  Since I had seen her latest posts on Facebook, which did not include any 

status updates, pictures, or conversations suggestive of a blossoming romance, the bogus 

relationship update made sense.  Why did it have to “make sense” when Facebook is a 

superficially limitless, virtual world?  Because, in a digital realm built for communication 

and interaction, where each action of a user’s alias is recorded and time-stamped, users 

develop expectations of each other, and reliability of character is a priority.  This 

situation on Facebook, along with the precedence granted dependability, is not far off 

from identity creation in general.  More fundamentally, instances such as my friend’s 

fraudulent yet unexpected relationship ask “how” we are who we are—a question that 

resurfaces and resonates across time within our cultures and literature.  Perhaps no other 

writer crystallizes the enigma of identity like William Shakespeare, when we consider 

moments like Puck’s playful yet provocative exhortation to “Think but this, and all is 

mended, / That you have but slumb’red here / While these visions did appear ” (MSND 
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5.1.413-15).  In a lesser-known play, Love’s Labour’s Lost, Shakespeare builds ludic 

(invented) environments within the fictional theatrical sphere, further obscuring what we 

might call “reality” and “illusion”; the dramatist arms King Navarre with the creation of a 

drastic academe in an effort definitively to establish his own identity against the 

encompassing nature of his title and dynasty.  Even after centuries of social evolution, we 

find ourselves in much the same spot as Navarre.  Facebook provides a seemingly blank 

virtual page on which we can scribble our identities however we prefer, tying our names 

to images, statuses, and “likes” of our choosing—all presented on a worldwide stage not 

unlike today’s theater, or even that of renaissance England.  Bringing an adaptation of 

Love’s Labour’s Lost to Facebook means highlighting something fundamental in the 

nature of our identities that does not waver from the physical to the virtual.  In staging 

this play on the world’s largest digital gathering, I first desire to show identity as 

discursively composed rather than distinctly intrinsic, whether in the theater, on 

Facebook, or on the street.  Secondly, I plan to demonstrate that some modes of identity 

confirmation, such as Navarre’s use of the academe and our use of Facebook, serve as 

endorsed spaces of containment for “dissenting” dialogue and thought that keep users 

under the thumb of the ruling elite. 

 Facebook may have engineered online social performance, but long before the 

internet or computers, the court exemplified social and identity pliability.  Its setting 

seemingly contemporary with Shakespeare’s time, Love’s Labour’s Lost displays the 

author’s view of courtly society in the late 16th century, which was probably based on the 

influence of many widespread texts, including Baldesar Castiglione’s highly read The 

Book of the Courtier.  Well into the 1590s, Castiglione’s work “quite literally shaped the 
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image of the courtier in Elizabethan England” without virtually any criticism to the 

contrary (Partridge 58).  Castiglione’s emphasis on appearance and sprezzatura, a general 

and distinguishing nonchalance regarding well-performed artifice, appears to inspire the 

shape of Shakespeare’s play; ludic spaces generate every bit of The Courtier’s content.  

Castiglione’s Count Ludovico, who, in Book I, is appointed to outline the ideal courtier, 

emphasizes a person well-adept at gameplay and entertainment:  “[T]he courtier should 

know how to swim, jump, run and cast the stone, for… one is often required to display 

one’s skill and such sports can help to build up a good reputation, especially with the 

crowd which the courtier always has to humour” (63).  The diction is replete with 

performative verbs, such as “display” and “show,” suggesting the favor of perception 

over truth.  Furthermore, the narrative frame of the book betrays the illusion of the court 

at Urbino; the lengths to which the courtiers extend themselves to exemplify the best of 

their standing begin with a game to entertain the Duchess.  Also, Emilia Pia’s role as an 

emcee of sorts leads her to occasionally tease the Duchess’s authority; indeed, the 

Duchess clearly sets forth the ludic environment at the start:  “So that everyone will obey 

[Emilia Pia], I make [her] my deputy and give [her] all my authority” (45).  In this topsy-

turvy atmosphere, then, with authority ostensibly (and falsely) debased, the courtiers try 

to define the ideal merits of their position within the parameters of a game.  In Love’s 

Labour’s Lost, Navarre’s attempt at identity definition follows this fiction-within-fiction 

construction, and although we may be quick to dismiss it as “not real,” the imaginative 

plane has its share in identity formation when we consider reality as a part of a grand 

performance. 
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 As Stephen Greenblatt posits, Sir Thomas Wyatt arrives at a crossroads of identity 

at a crucial moment in his life—when Henry VIII imprisons him following Anne 

Boleyn’s arrest and concurrent with her execution.  Wyatt channels his uncertainty into 

vastly different writings, the penitential psalms and satires:  “[His poems] give voice to 

competing modes of self-presentation, one a manipulation of appearances to achieve a 

desired end, the other a rendering in language, an exposure, of that which is hidden 

within” (Greenblatt 156).  Wyatt’s poetry would have us believe that there exists a 

“sustaining center” that remains buried, that perhaps cringes when we make choices 

against its grain, and that could potentially be rescued by the glorification of God or our 

own determination (128).  The view that an inviolable “core” to every person should exist 

through and through, no matter what actions are taken, might be agreeable to a courtier 

such as Wyatt who, for the sake of his well being, must dress his actions and words in 

accordance with the king’s favor or towards the wishes of the delegation.  But in terms of 

a discursive identity that also draws from creative works, Wyatt’s writings are not 

manifestations of his true, stifled self or endeavors to mask it; instead, written in the face 

of incarceration, they are attempts to confirm his identity in a very constructive method.  

To amend Greenblatt’s assessment in this light, the courtier’s works are not 

manifestations of the internal, wrangling to define the “true” Wyatt; instead, they are 

expressions of the remarkable breadth of a discursively composed identity.  Wyatt the 

ambassador is not acting penitent, nor is Wyatt the sinner acting cynical and 

manipulative—the words “performance” and “acting” connote harsh barriers in identity 

that I simply do not believe are possible.  Rather, in the psalms, Wyatt is a humble 

servant of God, and at court, he is interested in securing his lord’s welfare.  In short, 
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identity correlates with the present moment’s performance, with very little that is 

preordained.  Even denying gender as predetermined, Judith Butler says it best when 

dismissing the possibility of an imprinted individuality, resting all determinative weight 

on the “deed” rather than the “doer.”  She manages identity as the accumulation of every 

single “present” moment and decision that then become hardened in the individual, with 

the genesis of identity as “the parodic repetition of ‘the original’… [that] reveals the 

original to be nothing other than a parody of the idea of the natural and the original” (41).  

Applied to Facebook, her thesis suggests the existence of the profile means nothing.  The 

profile’s actions represent identity, and their degree of conformity to “accumulated” past 

actions—or to both the user’s and the community’s idea of “original” identity—defines a 

user’s credibility.  Per Butler’s argument, an individual’s idea of reality, or identity, is 

only a well-tread path in an endless forest.    

 In Love’s Labour’s Lost, then, Navarre tries to wield a machete.  Instead of 

enjoying and romanticizing the possibilities of social media, Navarre invests his hopes of 

self-vindication in a salon of sorts.  The play begins with the creation of Navarre’s 

sphere, centered on his desire to make his court “a little academe, / Still and 

contemplative in living art” (LLL 1.1.13-14).  The seclusion of himself and his lords in a 

private setting, the strict regulations on sleep and meals, and the harsh consequences for 

consorting with women match directly with Katherine R. Larson’s definition of a ludic 

space in early modern courtship games and conversation pieces; Navarre’s plan of 

cloistered study features “an emphasis on isolated or semi-isolated playing spaces, the 

establishment of rules and hierarchies particular to those contexts, and an elaborate 

system of punishments and rewards” (167).  Thus, when the princess arrives to discuss 
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the surrender of Aquitaine, Navarre is already at the rhetorical disadvantage; his impolite 

sequestering of his court gives the princess the immediate upper-hand, which she seems 

to realize as an inversion and unnatural:  “I hear your grace hath sworn out housekeeping: 

/ ’Tis deadly sin to keep that oath, my lord, / And sin to break it. / But pardon me, I am 

too sudden-bold; / To teach a teacher ill-beseemeth me” (LLL 2.1.103-7).  This 

sugarcoated wrist slap foreshadows the results of the courts’ conversational diversions, 

with the women mastering the men, and the necessary creation of a court outside 

Navarre’s gates becomes a separate social sphere.  Mingling and mixing with the lords 

prohibited, the disjunction imposed by the king suggests the severance of the couples in 

the conclusion and also causes the princess, Katherine, Maria, and Rosaline to decide 

their “war of wits were much better used / On Navarre and his bookmen…” (2.1.222-23).  

Navarre has set against himself and his lords a new ludic space whose aims and rules turn 

out to be much different than what they expect. 

 According to Katherine Eisaman Maus, Navarre expects his academe to fulfill his 

desire for a fixed identity in demanding “a name that will refer permanently and uniquely 

to him” by virtue of the intellectual feats he is sure to accomplish (210).  Constructing 

Navarre’s plight around his goal to be “heir of all eternity,” Maus gives the king’s theory 

of signifiers as one that depends on their rigidity and stasis, yet Navarre’s 

conceptualization—just like his relations with the ladies—is undone by the social 

conventions that he seems to ignore or try (unwittingly?) to supersede (LLL 1.1.7).  Tied 

to both his estate and whoever may inherit it, Navarre’s own signifier cannot, must not, 

always define his actual self, for that very title’s transference and ephemeral nature 

legitimize Navarre’s own ruling position as well as guarantee the stability of royal 
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lineage, of which he is only a part.  Navarre’s own name troubles his identity, the symbol 

of himself serving a larger framework.  Neither does he recognize the pivotal role of 

women in the dependability of names:  “the truth of names in patriarchy is the 

consequence not of some intrinsic connection between names and things but of female 

sexual fidelity” (Maus 218).  Navarre fully commits in cementing his identity through 

means that clash intensely with the structure that distributes and safeguards power.  

However, Navarre’s attempt to own his dynasty’s appellation occurs within the 

appropriate space that allows such disturbances—the ludic space of his academe.  As in 

The Book of the Courtier with the duchess’s transference of power to her lady-in-waiting, 

or Wyatt’s forays into strikingly different moods of writing, the ludic space that 

Katherine Larson delineates affords a plasticity of identity that can be bent to some sort 

of change, yet the hypothetical nature sidelines this mobility rather conveniently for the 

prevailing regime.  Despite the mock atmospheres, Emilia Pia does lead the discourse, 

Wyatt does succeed in creating works both penitent and manipulative, and Navarre’s 

pronouncement does gain traction:  “[A]ll-telling fame / Doth noise abroad Navarre hath 

made a vow” (LLL 2.1.21-22).  But in the end, however their individual identities are 

made to feel, Emilia Pia returns to the post of lady-in-waiting; Wyatt, to the service of 

Henry VIII; and Navarre helps to guarantee the propagation of the dynasty with his semi-

successful courting of the princess, catalyzed by her sudden appearance with “real world” 

business that derails his academe.  Ostensibly, these individuals vent transformative 

energies into the bottomless pit of the ludic space, leaving the status quo in fine shape.            
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 The use of ludic space as in Love’s Labour’s Lost continues on prolifically within 

today’s Web 2.0.  With user-driven web services such as Wikipedia and especially 

Facebook, life on the Internet has never been so interactive, immersive, and 

philosophically intriguing.  The questions and doubts raised by social networks like 

Facebook make it an appropriate stage for an adaptation of this play.  Facebook’s most 

direct link with the world of theater is its nature of performance.  In an article filled with 

verbs such as “re/create,” implying the Internet as the eventual decisive site of personal 

identity, Stuart Boone and Christine Sinclair denote the possibility on Facebook to 

present a personal profile, with everything from favorite books to one’s latest thoughts in 

status updates, that can fluctuate and morph by the minute (103).  However, as users may 

quickly realize, the medium allows for a unique presentation of oneself: 

Having the ability to gently massage away the years, to add a little virtual 

muscle or brainpower, or to appropriate the wit of Oscar Wilde or the 

eloquence of William Shakespeare, there are clearly few among us who 

can resist the temptation to act upon such impulses.  Facebook profiles… 

all contain an element of performativity in their makeup. (103) 

This idea of putting the best foot forward echoes the use of early modern game manuals 

and conversational games in “individual self-fashioning and the articulation of political 

and sexual desire” (Larson 168).  In both cases, the goal is to present one’s abilities, 

traits, and proclivities in the most socially acceptable package; also, both situations 

involve the establishment of a ludic sphere.  Just as role-play and witty banter 

characterize the sphere of renaissance courtship games, comments, “friends” in upwards 

of the thousands, quips on uploaded pictures, and chatting define the imaginative plane of 
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Facebook.  Users can “poke” one another, proclaim judgments or trivial bits of 

information to a massive audience through status updates, and hold significant online 

relationships from huge geographic distances.  Though it can work miracles in human 

interconnectivity, Facebook can cause hiccups between its virtual stage and the off-line 

world—the rift where “real world friendships can be confused or diminished by 

interactions with a digital self which seems to contradict the known real world self” 

(Boon 103).  Yet on a certain level, no rift at all exists between “reality” and Facebook.  

In one psychological study, couples on Facebook are shown to be susceptible to increased 

jealousy when viewing others’ posts on his or her partner’s Wall, resulting in more 

vigorous use of the site to regulate his or her partner’s activity (Christofides 443).  Just as 

Navarre seeks security of identity in the ludic space of the academe that restricts true 

change in Love’s Labour’s Lost, users of Facebook expend torrents of emotional energy 

on a fantasy built from interconnecting wires and machines. 

Riffing off Louis Althusser’s landmark notion of the “ideological state 

apparatuses” and their role in the stability of the ruling class’s hegemony, Noam 

Chomsky might say this confusion of reality on Facebook is the best thing the prevailing 

regime could hope for (Althusser 142).  The creativity and flexibility that Facebook 

allows is clear, but whether or not this energy builds toward an autonomous identity is 

questionable.  In his study, Chomsky focuses on corporately-controlled media as one 

example of the “ideological institutions that channel thought and attitudes within 

acceptable bounds, deflecting any potential challenge to established privilege and 

authority before it can take form and gather strength” (vii).  In the form of a “necessary 

illusion,” the “free press” can appear both objective and “biased towards stylishly leftish 
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flouting of authority” in order to preserve the chimera of acceptable mainstream protest, 

and as Chomsky argues, this dissent only reflects an elite class’s “range of debate” that 

defines the nation’s political docket (13, 11).  The author essentially points to the “will” 

of the people in the “[worshipping] of the state religion,” in which they are freed of the 

burden of choice and follow an overarching, oligarchic platform that dresses itself in the 

possibility of popular service and democratic idealism (18).  Under this oligarchic 

guiding hand, individualism in its truest sense is not welcome.  The development of a 

self, prioritized above all others, threatens the consolidation of the base on which the elite 

relies to maintain its power (hence, American individualism, enterprise, 

entrepreneurship—the buzzwords—all take an expected backseat to patriotism in the heat 

of the moment).  In this climate, environments like Facebook provide a space 

(conveniently virtual) for the masses to shunt creative, individualistic, and reforming 

energies that might otherwise manifest themselves against prevailing authority.  From the 

creation of a tailored profile page to the publication of witty quotes or anecdotes to the 

advertising of opinion regarding elections, a Facebook user is handed an atmosphere 

where (most) everything is kosher.  The ultimate vindication is reception by an audience, 

symbolized by comments and “likes” that corroborate or oppose one’s experience or 

thought.  Not only does one get a soapbox; a crowd, belligerent or agreeable, comes with 

the package deal, in many cases maintaining the illusion of progressive debate but 

removed from the explicit state sphere.  Just like Navarre’s use of the academe for 

individual progression and definition, Facebook users can direct their vigor for change 

online, into virtual nothingness.  It’s like the comment box that no one checks. 
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Thematically and structurally, then, a social media production of Love’s Labour’s 

Lost appears sensible.  Navarre’s trouble in juggling the ludic space of the academe and 

his relationship with the Princess juxtaposes nicely with our own confusion of identity on 

Facebook, and a well-executed performance, true to the spirit of the play and text, would 

inevitably bring these issues to light.  However, just because something makes sense does 

not mean it should be done—in this case, an adaptation deserves to be done.  According 

to Facebook’s latest published statistics, over 750 million users (roughly ten percent of 

the global population) log on to the site for more than 700 billion minutes every month 

(see Facebook).  A global gathering of this size in such a performative context signifies a 

huge shift in much of social life to the Internet, and a central part of socializing since 

antiquity has been the theater.  What is Facebook but a global stage?  In early modern 

London, the theater was a point of gathering for all walks of life, attracting 20,000 

spectators weekly; groundlings, populated by the lower classes, gained admission at one 

penny while the elite could pay a premium for proper seating (Taylor 25).  Facebook 

grants a profile “where a person can lay out the features of his or her performance” to 

anyone with a pulse and an internet connection, from a public library to the neighborhood 

Starbucks (Westlake 27).  Playwrights like Shakespeare utilized the uniquely regular and 

massive social event of the theater to pursue topics that were relevant to the society, from 

the histories of various English monarchs to the issue of prostitution in Measure for 

Measure.  Today, we find ourselves not only playing our parts (or what we decide they 

are) online—we do so in an arena with 750 million of our closest friends.  Yes, Facebook 

and Love’s Labour’s Lost mirror each other in discursive identity formation and the 

tendency of a ruling power to manipulate it in redirecting disrupting energy; but 
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Facebook also represents a place where fresh insights do find a voice—Shakespeare’s 

early modern theater.   

Moreover, whether we like it or not, Shakespeare is a cultural obstacle to which 

we all must orient ourselves.  Although the playwright is deified in English drama and 

literature, Gary Taylor scrupulously argues that the poet is only exceptional insofar as he 

has a unique point of view on a long-eclipsed historical and cultural period (411).  Taylor 

denies claims of Shakespeare’s “unique command of theatrical resources, longevity or 

reach of reputation, depth or range of style, universality or comprehensiveness”—rather, 

Taylor characterizes Shakespeare as one great writer in the midst of hundreds (395).  His 

argument is illuminating, yet the fact that Taylor spends 400-plus pages working scholar-

magic to take a stance against Shakespeare’s primacy speaks to the dramatist’s extensive 

cultural roots.  The bard simply carries heavy cultural capital, as does (surprise!) 

Facebook, and to hold true to ourselves, our culture, and our long tradition of 

reconfiguring Shakespeare, these two giants should converge and/or split, in the process 

unearthing new concepts of how we view both.  After all, Shakespeare probably did not 

leave intentionally embedded nuggets of wisdom for life in the 21st century, perhaps not 

even for life in his own cultural moment.  The man was a business owner and had to 

make a living, just like everyone else.  Yet the preexisting ubiquity of Shakespeare’s 

works and their cultural dominance allows for society-at-large’s continued introspection, 

revision, and recasting:  “We find in Shakespeare only what we bring to him or what 

others have left behind; he gives us back our own values” (411). 

 Though a Facebook-based production of Love’s Labour’s Lost has not been 

approached, Shakespeare’s works have already broken into social networking, even with 
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the stamp of the Royal Shakespeare Company.  Staged on Twitter by the RSC over a 

month-long period in the spring of 2010, Such Tweet Sorrow offers a modern 

presentation of Romeo and Juliet that takes advantage of the nature of social media 

(Silbert).  The production is remarkable in that it utilizes the stereotypically banal tweets 

that users share to ground the characters and remove distance between the audience and 

play—and in real time, over five weeks.  Juliet’s final line preserves a certain element of 

elegance and pathos found in Shakespeare’s original:  “My sweet, sweet Romeo, my 

love, my life… upon Rapier’s point, I give all of myself to thee” (Capulet).  But such 

instances—possibly indulgent out of context—balance the several more trivial, and 

colloquial, updates, including Juliet’s frantic exclamation that “Omg it’s nearly 8am and 

I’m still in bed!!  Time for the quickest shower of my life and to a breakfast in the car 

haha!!  Back soon” (Capulet).  The execution of the storyline over such an extended 

period of time allows for plenty of potential audience members to join, the thorough 

establishment of the characters, and the growth of comfort between followers and actors.  

That is, given a user follows the production from very early on, the characters become 

less of a fictional novelty and more of a daily staple, and their fates begin to matter.  To 

date, @julietcap16, the Twitter account playing the role of Juliet, has 4,065 followers, 

and over the course of the production, she shared an average of about 20 tweets a day 

(Capulet).  For over a month, several thousand users had a character of Shakespeare in 

their inboxes.  Such a large population of users that allow a play of Shakespeare to 

infiltrate their Internet life illustrates the cultural heft that his stories still carry and the 

extant desire to witness new interpretations. 
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 Shakespeare has breached Facebook, as well.  One year after Such Tweet Sorrow, 

in April of 2011, the literary magazine READ and the Ophelia Project brought an 

adaptation of Much Ado About Nothing to the newsfeeds of Facebookers (Ives).  The 

production takes advantage of the more fleshed-out environment of Facebook to build 

background stories of characters and ground them in the network.  For example, the 

“likes” of the characters help to align them with modern teenagers and elicit a pop-culture 

connection; Beatrice Grant “likes” Meryl Streep, Harry Potter, and Iraq Veterans Against 

the War (Grant).  Also, each character profile features a biographical piece of decent 

length.  Unlike Such Tweet Sorrow, though, this adaptation propels an overt moral 

message that the name of the Ophelia Project suggests—the organization believes that 

“everyone should expect a secure environment, free from emotional torment” (Wellman).  

In sponsoring a version of Much Ado About Nothing, the Ophelia Project promotes the 

play as “a romantic comedy that showcases villainy at its most vicious, as an innocent 

girl's reputation is damaged by lies and deception” (Ives).  This “villainy” takes the fitting 

form of online bullying, as John Zaragoza (formerly Don John) slanders the innocent 

Hero by posting false pictures of Hero together with Borachio on Facebook.  The Ophelia 

Project’s goal—to call attention to a valid social issue by situating the commentary in the 

relevant environment—is just what a Facebook production of Love’s Labour’s Lost 

should desire.  

Reinvention is what we do best.  In the modern period, we’ve been doing it since 

the Renaissance.  Shakespeare himself recycled a number of texts, fashioning them into 

the familiar Hamlet, Romeo and Juliet, Othello, and more.  The first Americans 

transformed Greek democracy against the vilified monarchy of England, and even today, 
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many teenagers revel in the “fresh” ideas of Jack Kerouac and the beat generation.  This 

particular reinvention of Love’s Labour’s Lost aims to suggest that identity is not 

segmented, preordained, or set aside like a Venetian mask but is instead an ever-changing 

continuum of present moments and the choices therein.  In terms of individual identity, 

though, Love’s Labour’s Lost and Facebook cast aspersions on the significance of its 

reinvention—even its expression.  Much of the time, we can trust both Navarre’s and 

Facebookers’ sincerity in the self-molding of their identities, but that sincerity becomes 

cheated when prevailing powers channel self-articulation into ideological dumps.  It is 

this project’s goal that Love’s Labour’s Lost on Facebook inspires some sort of reflection 

towards where, why, and how we choose to define ourselves.   

 

PROCEDURE 

 Love’s Labour’s Lost on Facebook will require the creation of seventeen pages—

one for each character and one project homepage—under my Facebook account.  

Character pages will include a profile picture and a brief biography, and every page will 

be linked to one another through the “like” feature.  The homepage will be the source for 

promotional content, introductory and concluding narration, and instructions for viewing.  

Character status updates will generate the format of the production; “dialogue” will then 

ensue as different characters comment on the status.  Character comments and status 

updates will include anything from text-based statements to images or links to videos, 

just as Facebook users post.  For dramatic purposes, wall-to-wall posts constitute 

“private” discussions between two characters, as Facebook does not currently allow the 

“message” feature for its pages.  This convention will be made clear on the homepage 
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prior to the performance.  On the Facebook project homepage, promotional updates will 

include out-of-the-box Shakespeare appropriations, from YouTube videos to action 

figures to other oddities, all in an effort to grab users’ attention and to instill curiosity.  

Other promotional content will include references by the English department Facebook 

page, the Honors College newsletter, friends’ and family’s Facebook pages, and the 

school newspaper.   

 The easiest and most accessible method in following the progression of the 

performance will be the audience member’s creation of a “list” of all the characters and 

homepage.  On the sidebar of the Facebook interface, this feature allows the specific 

grouping of friends and pages into smaller groups based on any criteria of the user’s 

choosing:  geographical location, theme, friends from school, coworkers, and so on.  

Once a user “likes” each of the characters and homepage, the list is quickly created in a 

few steps whereby a user selects from his or her “likes” the seventeen pages involved in 

the performance.  At this point, the list is saved, and simply clicking on its title on the 

left-hand side of the interface displays a newsfeed with every status update and wall-to-

wall post chronologically displayed, from the oldest at the bottom to the newest at the 

top.  The project homepage will post detailed instructions for this process several days in 

advance of the performance.  

 The performance will occur over three consecutive days, with the updates 

unfolding during an announced time frame in the evening.  The script will be copied and 

pasted into Facebook, with comments from other users welcome; acknowledgment of and 

interaction with the audience is part of the design.  For the last section of part three of the 

performance, the project will inform the audience of the ending of scripted content and 
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allow select users who follow the characters throughout the production to generate the 

conclusion of the play.  The goal of this strategy is to explore the idea of identity as a 

pattern and the way it is created, maintained, and extrapolated through Facebook.  In the 

interest of maintaining the integrity of the project, I will consult and select known friends 

and family who have never before read Love’s Labour’s Lost to assume character profiles 

and conclude the play.   

 As a medium, Facebook is inherently alive and always in flux—it is not printing-

friendly.  To capture the final product for printing purposes, the project will utilize the 

application ScreenGrab, a program that takes cropped snapshots of the browser window, 

and these snapshots will be arranged chronologically in a word processor to constitute the 

script of the play.  At the end of the performance, I will take advantage of Facebook’s 

analytics program, Insights, to discover the impact of the performance, from the number 

of hits on its various pages to demographic and geographic information regarding the 

audience.  I will address these results, along with the user-generated finale, in the 

conclusion.   
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DRAMATIS PERSONAE 

“Lords” “Ladies and Retinue”  

Todd Navarre Mary Frances King 

Mark Byron Rosaline Burns 

Ian Long Maria Porter 

Nick DeMain Katie Woodard 

 Corey Boyet 

 

“Rustics” “Critics” 

Aaron Custard Harold Schneider 

Jackie Wynn Carl Smith 

Julio Armado 

Richard Holferne 

Nathan Curd 
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CONCLUSION 

 “Love’s Labour’s Lost 2.0” debuted on Facebook Tuesday, March 27, 2012, and 

continued the following two evenings, beginning at 6 PM CST each night (LLL 2.0).  It 

opened to a subscribed audience of 123 likes, while over the course of the promotion and 

production periods, nearly 2,000 users, including unsubscribed, viewed content 

associated with the play.  Regarding demographics, most user likes came from female 

users (54%), and the prevailing age bracket of likes was users 18 to 24 years old, 

constituting 84% of the subscribed audience.  Outside of North America, the play reached 

users in countries of South America, Europe, Asia, and Australia.  By all accounts, then, 

the production was certainly a plural experience.  User comments and interaction are 

more difficult to quantify since the construction of the play required characters to 

comment on each other’s walls and tag one another multiple times, skewing the data 

Facebook provides.  Suffice it to say that it was rare for a conversation block to go 

without an outside comment or like for more than a few minutes, and a glance at the 

actual Facebook script reveals a healthy amount of interaction.  I did encounter a few 

issues that limited the scope of the production due to formal constraints.  The exposure 

and likes of the homepage expanded fairly quickly while subscription to the character 

pages failed to grow to the same number.  Viewing instructions regarding this issue were 

posted from the start, but at first glance on the homepage, it was not immediately obvious 

that these were suggested.  With messaging users and frequent promotion, the number of  
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subscriptions to character pages had grown to nearly half of that of the homepage by the 

first evening of the performance.  Certainly the promoted viewing method was not the 

only way of participating.  Also, Facebook is a dynamic medium, with new features 

added and aesthetics adjusted almost weekly.  Over the course of the month-long 

promotion period, Facebook instituted visual changes which necessitated the editing of 

the viewing instructions, and in the overlap when I had not noticed the change, the 

instructions may have misled users, affecting the number subscribed.  I welcomed user 

input to streamline the instructions and revised them several times to maximize their 

clarity.      

 Qualitatively, user interaction followed an interesting progression that seems to 

penetrate by degrees the theatrical structure of the play.  At the outset and for most of the 

production, audience members liked content and wrote encouraging, cajoling, or witty 

comments to which the characters responded, like Sara Farnsworth’s advice to Jackie 

Wynn regarding Aaron Custard and Julio Armado’s pursuing her:  “Block his nutjob self, 

sister” (LLL 2.0 39).  Another common form of interaction was debate with the “outside” 

observers and commentators, Harold Schneider and Carl Smith.  Still entirely fictional 

but on another plane apart from the action of the play, these two characters functioned as 

a metatheatrical aide to the audience in fleshing out interpretations of the action, 

anticipating possible confusion, and simply evoking the “peanut gallery” trope.  

Frequently, users supported one critic against the other, and some even attempted to 

resolve disagreements, such as Julie Dhossche’s effort to “combine the points that Mr. 

Henning and Mr. Smith make” (56).  Still ultimately peripheral, the interaction with 

Schneider and Smith had no consequence with the play’s action because of their 
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predetermined roles above the story of Todd Navarre and company.  Regardless, user 

participation could not have altered the course of the play at this point since a script still 

governed its direction.  Not until the user-generated conclusion, without any preordained 

path whatsoever, did audience members’ interactions begin influencing characters’ 

actions.  Most notably, the user Andrew Henning installed himself as a suitor of Rosaline 

Burns, sparking a fire for her favor that involved fictional Mark Byron and another user, 

J. Griffin Orr.  User-generated Rosaline appeared to capitulate to Henning’s advances 

(based upon his probably fictional riches) but then returned to Mark at Henning’s 

apparently unbearable sentimentality.  Said Rosaline:  “Andrew, your ridiculous way of 

putting things is a little nausea inducing. I don't know if I can continue to re-swallow the 

gastric juices that keep re-appearing in my mouth. It can't be good for my esophagus.  

Mark Byron, you can have your chance” (104).  Remarkably, an audience member 

asserted himself and became the primary obstacle to the comedic resolution, extending 

and prolonging the conclusion after other couples had (ostensibly) settled.  Thus, 

audience participation moved from cursory remarks or secondhand debate in the 

beginning to the plot-shifting crux at the conclusion of the play.	
  

 The user-generated conclusion produced interesting results that resonate with 

discursive identity formation.  As in the original play but without the conditional 

acceptance of the ladies, all the couples except Ian Long and Maria Porter united at the 

resolution, expelling the trickster Aaron Custard.  Though I have held no discussions with 

the performing users regarding their motivations behind their actions, I hold that an 

analysis of the character’s prior behavior suggests that each had established an identity 

pattern that persisted through the conclusion.  The evolving relationships become fairly 
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obvious in the middle of act I and are simply stated at that evening’s conclusion with 

Todd’s friends appropriating Corey Boyet as the fountain of information regarding Mary 

Frances King and friends.  These characters’ dialogues, though, are heavily blanketed 

with cutting sarcasm, not loving language; yet even in her speech with friends, Rosaline, 

the most skeptical of the group, appears to spurn not the idea of the guys’ advances but 

their supposedly poor strategy:  “…[w]e’ll just play right along until we can get them 

where it hurts. And I know Mark Byron’s a smooth talker, too. This whole no-girls thing 

is the weirdest pick-up strategy ever” (52).  Throughout the play and in her various 

actions, we see Rosaline as an unforgiving verbal combatant against the guys; a behind-

the-scenes motivator with the girls; and a steeled person not partial to trusting people, 

something extrapolated even moreso in her prolonged decision at the end of the play.  

Just like every other character before the conclusion, Rosaline was built from scripted, 

discursive posts and interactions, composing a pattern that survived into the conclusion 

which the performer behind her façade followed.  	
  

 By the same token, Maria and Ian’s relationship falters in the conclusion despite 

the success of their peers, the blame falling squarely on the former’s shoulders due to 

Ian’s inexplicable absence.  Why might the identity patterns adapted for Mary Frances 

King, Mark Byron, and so on, lead to the same general result as the original play, while 

that of Maria deviates?  The difference lies in the transference from Shakespeare to the 

adapted script, not from script to user, and in effect, Maria’s user-generated actions do 

not stray from the prior composed identity.  In the original play, Maria, as well as 

Katherine, fill supporting roles that allow the more aggressive Rosaline and crafty 

princess to shine; for example, at the play’s ending in act 5, neither devise a unique task 
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for their respective suitors to complete, while the princess imposes a year of “hermitage” 

on Navarre and Rosaline orders Berowne to cheer up “sickly ears” with his wit—two 

very memorable tasks (769, 831).  In adapting characters for the Facebook production 

(including 16 different roles), rather than scrapping Maria and Katherine, I consciously 

attempted to shape each personality into something unique and unforgettable.  Partially 

inspired by her Latin name, Maria becomes Maria Porter, a carefree, energized spirit who 

holds dance parties and exercises no restraint when it comes to suggestive euphemisms:  

“hes a bad banana with a greasy black peeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeel” (LLL 2.0 49).  On the 

other hand, Maria of the original version is quite tame, even scolding Costard when he 

“talk[s] greasily” and his “lips grow foul” (4.1.130).  Thus, compared with Shakespeare’s 

first writing of the character, I amended her persona considerably (whether for better or 

worse is another argument entirely).  However, the Maria of “Love’s Labour’s Lost 2.0” 

conforms closely to her established pattern, providing the explanation for her variance in 

the conclusion.  As a student who “gravitates toward columns as stripper poles” during a 

study session, Maria Porter seems unbound by several social conventions, and although 

she and Ian appear to match as the cards fall, her wildcard personality subverts any 

previous actions or events (63).  Thus, having cultivated an identity pattern based on 

unpredictability and spontaneity, Maria’s choices actually become more foreseeable in 

the conclusion, when she casts aside her superficial connection with Ian and announces 

some kind of open sexuality:  “‘good girls,’ ‘bad guys,’ all just semantics. You know who 

likes ‘all’ guys? This girl, right here” (103).  The user controlling Maria recognized her 

pattern of identity as devised on Facebook and adhered to possible expectations regarding 

that pattern.	
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 Finally, the character of Todd Navarre became the enigma of the play, and for all 

his expressed uncertainty and ostensible desire for the opposite, the conclusion still 

funnels him into a relationship with Mary Frances King.  Todd’s efforts to enact self-

transformation through an isolated study experience collapse because he fails to realize 

the contrary goals that his plan and Facebook hold.  As long as he announces and 

manages his study group through Facebook, he still remains inextricably linked to the 

social network whose most fundamental goal is connectivity.  Considering Facebook 

through Noam Chomsky’s lens of an apparatus of “control of thought and expression” in 

the interest of the ruling class, the network builds a massively plural online community in 

a way that retains social pressures and pushes homogeneity on its users through 

marketing techniques, conventions of use, and the current appeal it enjoys as the younger 

generations’ medium (350).  Facebook’s most general effect is the creation of a united 

population, much easier to control and govern than one that is scattered and 

uncommunicative.  In this light, Facebook threatens Todd’s plan of a secluding group 

from the start since it runs counter to the social network’s nature.  Even as he seems 

lukewarm at best to the prospect of dating Mary Frances during the script, the user-

generated conclusion brought them together relatively smoothly. Todd’s motivations 

never become clear since his efforts do not correlate with Facebook, and although his 

version of the academe dissolves quite rapidly at the hands of the network, he still 

remains connected, a persistence that suggests his attraction to Mary Frances.  I will not 

deny the possibility of Todd’s true feelings for her, but his behavior speaks against it.  

This contradicting pattern poses an issue for the performing users in resolving the action, 

and rather than developing and revealing an unintelligible motivation, they follow 
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Occam’s razor and wrap things up with the possibility of their relationship.  At the same 

time, the performing users gather that Todd’s predicament, as well as the entire social 

situation, is outside the bounds of the network, as Jackie Wynn illustrates:  “[i]sn't that 

the truth! All this Facebook stuff and leaving gifts for a girl to find...why not come talk to 

us in person” (LLL 2.0 102).  Thus, the homogenizing and connective platform of 

Facebook trounces Todd’s hope and action for change, however motivated.	
  

 The disintegration of Todd’s academe is arguably foreseeable from the beginning 

due to its grounding in Facebook, so why might he remain on the social network even 

after its collapse?  More generally, why do many of us—750 million, in fact—feel so 

drawn to Facebook?  I argue that the most attractive element of identity formation that 

Facebook harnesses is the guarantee of an audience.  Todd’s proclamation of his 

“transformative” study group on Facebook might function to alert his fellow students 

about his newly adopted unavailability, but this setting also imparts a deeper meaning to 

the announcement.  Displayed within such a highly trafficked arena, Todd’s decision 

adds weight to his words, becoming susceptible to the ratification or denial of a host of 

his peers, and he doesn’t stop trying to win approval after the group’s failure.  

Corroboration through user likes and comments are paramount to activity on Facebook; 

they signify a vibrant, well-received digital existence.  In terms of identity creation on 

Facebook as a parallel to “analog,” “real world” identity creation, the nucleus of my point 

is the distinction between the confirming and fabricated audience of our identity 

performances versus the community that modifies and absorbs them.  In this light, the 

idea of the audience, if only that, is passively accepting and nearly nurturing, a body of 

head nodding peers that exhibits pure empathy with our actions; this false promise is 



 

	
   114	
  

possibly more feasible through a screen than in physical interaction, a concept on which 

Facebook capitalizes as stated on its website:  “Facebook's mission is to give people the 

power to share and make the world more open and connected” (see Facebook).  “The 

power to share” implies an ability Facebook grants a user which he or she did not and 

could not possess prior to building a digital self.  Although the phrase suggests the 

incredibly global reach Facebook affords the user, does it not also intimate the content of 

such sharing?  In this way, the social network advertises itself as inherently welcoming to 

any conceivable idea, pledging an audience with open arms, even as the community, for 

which Facebook serves as a platform, purges flawed or unacceptable behavior.  Todd 

counts on the promise of an acquiescent audience of Facebook but instead becomes 

relegated by a very active and stringent community; yet he, and we, remain on the 

network because this promise seems eternal.  In “analog” world interaction, the actual 

physical presence of the community reinforces the expected immediacy of peers’ 

responses, firmly reminding us to dress our words and actions in a certain manner to 

appease others.  The digital world reduces this awareness of the coercing community’s 

presence to pixels arranged in a screen, and the ideal of the audience can more easily 

persist.   

 This phenomenon comes to bear on the viewing and interacting experience of 

users, evidenced by one Facebooker’s confusion:  “I don’t know who’s a character and 

who’s a real person.  Is that supposed to happen” (LLL 2.0 26).  Wall posts, status 

updates, and pictures comprise fictional characters just as they do “real people” on 

Facebook; the only reason this question surfaces is due to the advertisement and 

foreknowledge of a fictional sphere to be unfolded on the network.  In the days following 
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the performance, several viewers whom I personally know mentioned the indignation 

they first felt at Harold Schneider and Carl Smith’s comments, reading them as genuine, 

often maligning users rather than the secondary, “outside” fictional characters they truly 

are.  When the users caught on to the critics’ parts in the production, they confessed to be 

relieved.  On the most superficial level, Schneider and Smith literally work against the 

promise of an amicable audience with their stream of uncensored comments, but the 

implications of their disruption run far deeper than that.  Their precarious fictional status 

and the uncertainty it both represents and causes pose a significant threat to Facebook’s 

central promise.  As persons in a physical, analog world utilizing a digital social network, 

we still seem to value a tight correlation between both spheres; in creating profiles, we 

may tinker with “interests” and “favorite books” to project a certain image or lifestyle but 

usually hold fast to facts like names and birthdays.  In other words, we take for granted a 

living, breathing being unique to each profile and post.  The position granted Schneider 

and Smith and their actions manipulate this expectation of users and undercut the 

certainty of a pure, receptive audience in that its veracity and human element become 

compromised.  Certainly, thousands of visibly true-to-life yet fabricated Facebook 

profiles exist, but they cause no disruption because they do not operate in a publicly 

announced and accepted ludic space, unlike Schneider and Smith in LLL 2.0.  In a sense, 

then, they do not endanger the illusion of Facebook—a digital ludic space in itself. 

 At the outset of this project, I essentially hoped to show identity creation on 

Facebook and in the physical world as fundamentally similar activities linked through a 

discursively composed identity.  Though the idea of a discursive identity holds on the 

social network, I now contend that Facebook’s exploitation of the ideal audience, coupled 
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with the homogenizing and monolithic community the network actually promotes, makes 

for a marginalizing experience of identity creation veiled as perpetually hopeful—a 

marketable visage that outdoes the more obviously oppressive factors we face in the 

physical world.  Invariably, this realization returns us to the idea of Facebook as a ludic 

space—where everything is possible and nothing is possible, where Navarre spreads the 

fame of his academe and still folds to prevailing convention, where Emilia Pia is 

simultaneously granted all the power and none of the power.  Facebook can make us feel 

a lot of things—accepted, welcomed, involved, aware—but in the end, we still seem to 

value face to face relationships above interaction divested from our physical sensations, 

evidenced by performing users’ exhortations during the conclusion to dispense with “all 

this Facebook stuff” and to meet in the analog world.  Facebook’s remarkable 

achievement is the success of the illusion of a warm audience in an incredibly global, 

performative setting—the only problem is that we still have to log-out. 	
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