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Introduction

Digital media literacy for planetary popular activism

This book is a series of connected chapters on the ‘uses of make believe’ in contemporary popular digital media and journalism. That topic has required some thought, not just on my part but among many writers, scholars, and activists. As Shakespeare put it, ‘O, there has been much throwing about of brains’ (Hamlet, II.2.1438–43). In this introductory chapter, I work through two types of ‘making’: (1) the making of what I call ‘dramatic humanism’, using Shakespeare as the token for that unfolding process; and (2) ‘making modernity’ with the aid of machine technologies, from the deus ex machina to the digital computer.


Making dramatic humanism (with Shakespeare)

Here, and in the chapters that follow, I bring the opposing traditions of humanism (media) and science (technology) together in productive dialogue. Can they live together? Certainly, the great anti-war philosopher Bertrand Russell thought so. He told an inquirer:


I think, on the whole, that the non-human part of the cosmos is much more interesting and satisfactory than the human part. But if anybody feels inclined to call me a Humanist, I shall not bring an action for libel.1



Humanism focuses on the micro-scale of individual possibilities and choices, the constraints and freedoms within which any human can expect to thrive. Science on the other hand seeks to describe the macro-scale of the cosmos, preferably using codes like mathematics that are as free as possible from individualism of any kind. Bringing the two together can be quite jarring, because ordinary everyday culture is not the ‘medium’ through which either humanism or science speak directly to the people. The outputs of science are typically encountered through intermediary institutions, corporations and authorities, which remain opaque to popular users even though they control the technologies, hardware, and software that ‘everyone’ carries around in their pockets. For its part, in the economic domain, humanist individualism has been captured by the market fundamentalists, converting ‘everyone’ into shoppers.


Don’t be daffs

Here, science is ‘that man behind the curtain’ as The Wizard of Oz has it. With Dorothy,2 you can certainly admire the wonders of the natural world, but now, with science’s occluded help, shoppers can outdo Wordsworth at Woolworths, and enjoy the famous daffodils at home, at $10 a bunch, imported from across the world.3 Buying a bunch of daffs is not simply an expression of Romantic sensibility or even of individual consumerist desire. It may invoke nationhood, perhaps, celebrating Wales’s national day,4 or commemorate 9/11 in NYC,5 or signal your support for a cancer charity,6 or express your personal lamentation on a grave.7 Whatever the reason, it raises troubling questions of agribusiness, fair trade, climate crisis, and the technological legerdemain needed to make billions of botanical corpses look fresh at point of sale. Your bunch of daffs is a globally staged affair, as the BBC advises:


The journey from field to consumer is a long and complex one for something as delicate as a cut flower. For a bloom to maintain its value, it must cover these thousands of miles remaining intact and blemish-free. Over the years, the technological solutions to keep flowers fresh and perfect looking have been honed to a fine art.8



But that that particular ‘fine art’ is neither fair nor equitable. The BBC predicts: ‘The next big step will be finding equally robust social and environmental solutions to make sure the trade is truly fair and sustainable.’ Reading the humble daffodil in this way constitutes digital media literacy. Users learn to understand how human desire, institutional techno-scientific knowledge, mediated or staged experience, and the conditions of production are connected by imagined stories, in this case of rejuvenation and joy, when (as the poet had it) ‘on my couch I lie / In vacant or in pensive mood’,9 channelling a long lyrical tradition with all the other couch poet-potatoes, in order to recognize that ‘we’re not in Kansas anymore’. Instead, we’re in the business turning ‘making’ into ‘believing’ (and vice versa).

Planetary popular activism requires both humanistic value and scientific scale to make its mark. Melding science (technology) and humanism (equality) together, popular culture is a rehearsal space for new ways to organize and conduct both public and private life, through the medium of ‘make / believe’. Digital media literacy at scale enables ubiquitous co-authorship of collective action in response to planetary crises. Human activists and ‘planetary sapience’ can co-constitute new rules for planetary justice. Myriad intersectional experiments are well under way, often under the name of posthumanism rather than mere panhumanism, because the semiosphere and technosphere are more-than-human agents in changing the Earth-system.



Make / believe

‘Make believe’ refers to pretend play. Children of a certain age discover cooperative play (Parten, 1932). A notable feature is the time taken for setting and debating the rules of the game, to decide what’s allowed and what’s not, what counts as ‘fair play’ and how that applies to everyone. If one kid monopolizes the game, that’s not fair, and not recognizing the rules may risk ostracism from the group.10 For Parten, play and conflict are co-created: ‘Ironically, cooperative play often involves a lot of conflict. This is normal.’

Here, I offer cooperative make-believe play as a model for general human reflexivity and rule-setting algorithmic repetition (aka learning). It requires not only the ‘willing suspension of disbelief’ (Coleridge, 1817: Chapter XIV) but also the suspension of individual ego for the common good, which in this case is to establish a fictional ‘let’s pretend’ world in which everyone can enjoy the game of cooperation.

How to coordinate group cooperation in a complex, uncertain, and conflictive environment is a matter for constant worry. Metacommunication (talk about talk) to establish ‘the rules of the game’ is a major genre and sector of news coverage, not only in sports reporting but across the institutional spectrum, from parliamentary procedure, business practice, and academic journals, right up to online ‘refracted publics’ (Abidin, 2021) or the ‘international world order’ (Lawson, 2016). The players involved may constitute themselves as self-regulating ‘clubs’ (Potts et al., 2017; Hartley et al., 2019) in order to impose a collectively imagined code on participants. But how they fit into the larger social environment is a matter external to the group, for observers and critics (see Abidin, 2021; Boccia Artieri et al., 2021). Keeping up with that has been a compelling ‘spectator sport’ since mass-circulation newspapers and representative democracy emerged in the nineteenth century. ‘Fair play’ or ‘a fair go’ is the popular basis for equality in politics. Likewise, one of the attractions of speculative genres in print, screen, and games is the abiding hope that if everyone acted like [insert favourite fantasy character here], then cooperative play might save the world.

‘Make / believe’ is the social and semiotic process of constituting and coordinating ‘we’-groups for collective action.

Coleridge’s ‘willing suspension’ is not a negative act. It is the agreed rule that ‘constitutes poetic faith’. Coleridge applied that constitutional rubric to art in general, as an obligation on the audience (not just the artist). In play, children teach themselves and each other rule-making, cooperation, turn-taking, making room for others, solving problems as a group, and being both flexible and resilient in the face of difference. Poets, artists, and performers ask the same of their audience: that everyone sees another’s point of view, in order to enjoy the show, because otherwise, as Coleridge put it, ‘we have eyes, yet see not, ears that hear not, and hearts that neither feel nor understand’ (Roberts, 2014: 208).

If that is the cultural function of make-believe, then it applies not just to children or audiences but to any social formation. Individual creative ‘making’ (invention and innovation) must proceed on an equal footing with collective ‘believing’ (agreed rules for a group’s conduct). Entering the imaginative space of others is not only enjoyable but also a means for refining and testing the cohesion and capabilities of social units. As a general human practice, over a span of millennia and across the whole settled world, make-believe has been technologized, industrialized, mediatized, digitized, and weaponized. It is no longer (if it ever was) a private act of inconsequential play. It’s a script for collective action at societal scale. It makes no distinction between fiction and fact. News is ‘make believe’ too. It suffuses storytelling, from Enid Blyton’s Famous Five to Peter Watkins’s The War Game.11 In the digital era, it is a strategic asset in warfare, to justify the actions of ‘we’ combatants, and to confound those of ‘they’ enemies.12



War games

The world-as-we-know-it (and we know it through stories and plays) seems to be sliding into a period of pre-war posturing that’s designed to force every player into ‘friend’ or ‘foe’ camps. In news as well as fiction, make-believe stories and scenarios have appropriated play for war and captured media for the promotion of global conflict. There’s nothing new about that, of course. The link between play and warfare is as old as empire. As David Roberts reminds us, however, ‘the game’ cannot be confined to the generals, trained on ‘the playing fields of Eton’.13 It must reach the ‘other ranks’ (among them my father, grandfather, and uncle), who will serve and die (like my uncle) in the trenches:


What could bring millions of men to rush to abandon their homes and families, risk their lives, and kill others simply in response to advertisements and stories in newspapers? . . . A popular press soon grew up which fanned the nation into enthusiasm for the colonial conquests which they interpreted for their readers. (Roberts, 1996)



Among the more notorious English-language poets of childish ‘fair play’ as death-defying imperial battle cry was Sir Henry Newbolt:


But the voice of a schoolboy rallies the ranks:

‘Play up! play up! and play the game!’ (‘Vitai Lampada’, 1892)14



It is as urgent as ever for analysis to understand the links among play, war, and media, at a time when relentless warmongering in the news and apocalyptic doomscrolling on social media have contributed to the collapse of collective trust in the rules of the game.15 How then to resist the persistent fear that, this untrusting time, the end of the world really is nigh?16 How can the general human propensity for future-planning through play be reconstituted at scale for alternative hopes?

For too long, communities have made do with inherited scripts – action-algorithms – generated by a social primate whose survival through the Holocene Ice Ages depended on scattered groups fending for themselves in an uncertain world of life-threatening change (McMichael, 2017: 227–53). Internal cooperation was essential for a subpopulation or deme to capture resources bigger than any individual. But so was external vigilance, in competitive conflict with no doubt deceitful and rapacious neighbours. Many belief systems, including the one about human progress from ‘primitive’ to ‘advanced’ civilization and knowledge (Tylor, 1920), still invoke myths that cast ‘our’ group as an outnumbered band of hunter-gatherers, roaming an imagined savannah or tundra, on the lookout for predators as well as prey, valuing prowess, cunning, and dominion, vigilant in the maintenance of internal group cohesion and external hostility, to accumulate as much as possible of the Earth’s apparently inexhaustible riches, especially those already possessed by ‘our’ enemies. This right-wing version of ‘we’ thinks our civilization is advanced, our enemies are primitive, but our will to conquest is ‘hard-wired in the Pleistocene’.17 That gives (elite) humans the right to dominion over nature, to deny that they are animals among others in the biosphere. Instead, ‘we’ learned how to dominate each other at scale, wresting control over socialized violence and bureaucratic information (Malešević, 2017), reducing the arts of living to extreme competitiveness.

Now, just as those bands of hominins who had exhausted the resources of one forest or plain were obliged by their own actions move on to another, thence to encircle the planet, so those who lead the competitive pack now are planning pastures new, both digital (Meta) and physical (Musk). Some tech billionaires are plotting their escape from this planet altogether, on the wings of their own intelligent but enslaved technologies (Riederer, 2018), while they eye off the cosmos as a resource-rich mine-site.18 Even if the tech-bros were to blast off tomorrow, however, the question of what becomes of humanity and its home planet remains unresolved. Myriad demes, pursuing their own goals, add up to a planetary pest, an infestation of plague proportions, doing to the Earth-system what plagues are apt to do to us. In response, the human species has never organized itself as a single collective agent, only as a squabbling primate occupying adversarial territories, whose unsustainable habits have been masked by a kind of bio-Ponzi scheme, called ‘growth’, ‘development’, ‘progress’, and even ‘civilization’, whose benefits, however, can only profit the incumbent proprietors by robbing the rest of us of our futures. Fundamental political freedoms – to defect, to oppose, and to imagine a new social order (Graeber and Wengrow, 2021) – are monopolized by those who rule, whether medieval monarchs or market fundamentalists. Extreme wealth is ‘sovereign’; everyone else is farmed, not the farmer.



‘Sympoiesis’ in media and science

It has dawned on many that there’s no future in that. Global ‘solutions’ make matters worse (Morozov, 2013). Reducing humanity to one plan, one government, one anything – market, language, culture, technology, or firm – is the very essence of totalitarianism. Instead, myriad experiments are needed, and innovation can come from anywhere in the system. Human society can best reimagine and reconstruct itself at micro- and meso-levels, with the (macro-) biosphere and the Earth-system as equal partners. Donna Haraway calls this ‘sympoiesis – making with’ (Haraway, 2016: 5). It’s all a matter of ‘staying with the trouble’, as she has boldly gone and done.19 Haraway reimagines society in terms of ‘multispecies flourishing on earth, including human and other-than-human beings in kinship’ (2016: 2). Her book on the ongoing relations among the Earth-system’s creatures argues for what she calls a ‘material semiotics’:


Learning to stay with the trouble of living and dying together on a damaged earth will prove more conducive to the kind of thinking that would provide the means to building more livable futures. (2016: 4)



The lesson of Make / Believe is that mediated popular culture and science-based knowledge systems (Arthur, 2020), entangled and compromised as both have become, are still a robust crucible for system change for the future, if they can combine forces – sympoietically. Both have played a role in lifting the literacy and thence the choices of populations.

But can science and popular culture be trusted, when one works for the arms industry and the other has been overtaken by armed populism? As ‘we the public’ get to know more about the world and the diversity of people and culture in it, as well as the asymmetries of power that divide them, it is getting harder to talk about the human condition in general. It is no longer OK to universalize from the ‘Western’ tradition of rational humanism, which in any case never applied to the whole of humanity but only to those who benefitted from a history of Western expansionism and appropriation. The paradox is one we must live with: the more we know at planetary scale, the less we can generalize about ourselves. But blaming the messenger is not the wisest course. Fixating on ‘the experts’ (science) or ‘the media’ (popular culture) neglects the popular understanding (literacy) that their efforts have already nurtured, systematically underrating the extent of critical thinking among the audiences that we’ve all become. Better to focus instead on people’s ability to learn, think, and adapt, making use of the very ‘make-believe’ platforms and media that currently seem most corrupted by power, and recognizing that the sciences are self-correcting, falsifiable knowledge systems, not simply a ruse to power by experts or knowledge elites.

If the population at large is media-literate and science-conscious, to whatever extent, then what alternative stories do they tell us, and how can they be mobilized for collective remedial action at planetary scale? These are questions for the Anthropocene generation.20



We need to talk about William

What does it mean to be me/us? How does it feel to be you/them? How can I understand humanity / the world? Can we get together / destroy each other? If we act collectively, then how, with whom, against whom? What are we unwittingly or carelessly destroying along the way? Among all these uncertainties and dangers, what guides right choices for both individuals and societies, and how do we know?

These questions are by no means new, nor are they confined to the West or to one cultural tradition. Nevertheless, they are typically traced back to the humanism of the European Renaissance. That move, however, is troubling and instructive. troubling and instructive. Troubling, because humanism has been thoroughly critiqued as an ideology of oppression (Chatelier, 2016); and instructive, because colonialism’s most militant opponents, such as Frantz Fanon, have fostered a kind of ‘revolutionary humanism’ in its place (Sharifi and Chabot, 2020). Although the very concepts of ‘human rights’ and ‘universal liberal individualism’ reach out to encompass everyone, they are anchored in the conditions of their own genesis, which include a Eurocentric culture of racism, sexism and moral hierarchy, founded on the only known universal – hostility to others, difference, outsiders. At the same time, the ‘logic of democratic equivalence’ (Laclau and Mouffe, 1985) demands that what’s source for the goose is source for the gander, for if rights and freedom are good for the colonialist, then they are equally good for the colonized (Jelnikar, 2016; Hartley, 2023a; Moyo, 2024).21

It takes careful unpacking and cross-cultural dialogue to find ways to achieve humanism’s ethic of global justice in concert with others across the world. As Eileen Hunt Botting puts it: ‘To best respond to this global yet varied problem of patriarchy, we need to avoid reducing other people to the cultural differences that we are raised to see between “us” and “them”’ (Botting, 2016: 203). She calls for ‘rooted cosmopolitan responses to global patriarchal problems.’ Like patriarchy, humanism was not simply a rationalization of a white, racist, European, masculine appropriation of the (previously ‘divine’) right to rule. It was and remains a troubling problem for the communities in which that idea took root. Critical responses were articulated from the start, and some were to be found in the same backpacks that carried the colonialists’ baton around the world.

The most influential efforts to imagine a liveable future in early modernity were not to be found in a political manifesto, philosophical doctrine, or empirical discovery, but in the popular media of the day – the drama of the Tudor stage. In modernity’s first commercial entertainment industry, make-believe was dialogic, its message was communal, and it appealed to everyone. It was so enmeshed in its time and place that its own poster child (and leading shareholder) William Shakespeare was too busy making money to publish his own plays. Nevertheless, these have gone on to claim universal status across the world and over the centuries. They


reflect an inquiry into human character entirely in accord with the humanistic emphasis on the dignity of the emotions. . . . Shakespearean drama is a treasury of the disputes that frustrated and delighted humanism, including (among many others) action versus contemplation, theory versus practice, res versus verbum [facts v. language, or deeds not words], monarchy versus republic, human dignity versus human depravity, and individualism versus communality. (Grudin, 2023)



Shakespeare’s humanism was of the dramatic kind: not preaching ideology or teaching morality but putting issues in contention: testing ideas to destruction, raising some of them to the crown, putting others to the sword. Despite the often-grisly body count, the ‘moral of the story’ is rarely extremist (winner takes all), because the fate of individual characters is measured against the survival of the polity, not the person. In Shakespearean as in Ancient Greek drama, personal ambition is rewarded with death (‘tragedy’), while settling differences results in marriage (‘comedy’), in both cases ensuring the continuation of all, not the victory of one. In Shakespeare, acquisitive individualism was always portrayed as villainy.

Shakespeare’s plays attracted a socially and demographically mixed audience, from lords and ladies to pickpockets and prostitutes, people who ordinarily had little in common except their experience of living in interesting times, in a chaos of structural change, sharing an ascendant vernacular language (Jones, 1952), a centralizing state and expanding economy, accelerated by the dissolution of monasteries and the enclosure of commons (Heldring et al., 2021). At the turn of the seventeenth century, London was a working model of modernity’s emergent semiosphere (Lotman, 1990). It was both crucible and cosmos for a secularizing, urbanizing culture whose people may have been surprised to learn that they were ‘early modern’, but who were, one way or another, ‘on the make’.

Shakespeare’s London was already a fully functioning police state (Alford, 2012), with well-established spy networks,22 the equivocations of Catholic plotters (Gerard, 2012; Shapiro, 2015: Ch9),23 and external threats from France, Spain and their spies (Martin, 2016). It had claimed the life of one playwright-spy, Christopher Marlowe.24 Doubt, danger, and death dogged the heels of anyone who made waves, Sir Walter Raleigh for one, even as they strove to establish the first British Empire in the Americas, with the help of the first joint-stock enterprises, including Shakespeare’s own theatre company, playing their part in the emergence of the modern nation-state.25

A general uncertainty, across all social hierarchies and divisions, about what it could or should mean to be human, was not just ‘in the air’, it was in the theatres. It seems that many of the characteristics of modern life, with its governing agencies of security, surveillance, conquest, punishment, and coercion, were in full dress rehearsal in Shakespeare’s lifetime, while technological advances in publication, publicity, and professional performance were soon captured for partisan polemic and propaganda, with a continuing buzz of story and counter-story designed to promote the interests and fears of the state, to undermine the machinations of enemies and rivals, and to secure the allegiance of a rapidly growing, secular, literate, and wage-dependent population.



Wooden O – ‘And all for nothing!’

The design and technology of the Shakespearean theatre became a metaphor for the whole social universe in microcosm, where the ‘unworthy scaffold’ of the stage can nonetheless ‘affright the air’ in ‘the vasty fields’ (Henry V, Prologue). What Shakespeare calls ‘this wooden O’ celebrates ‘the impossible imaginative power of the playhouse’, as the website of the modern replica Globe Theatre puts it. This ‘un-circular circle’ was – and is again – ‘the arena for radical experimentation’, evoking ‘an imaginative space where anything is possible with play, players, and audience working together’.26

This is what an economist would call an ‘innovation commons’ (Potts, 2019), where ideas and solutions can be pooled, prodded, and proofed before they are put into practice. ‘Working together’ in a semiotic hothouse ensures



	What a piece of work is a man! how noble in reason! how infinite in

	faculties! in form and moving how express and admirable! in

	action how like an angel! in apprehension how like a god! the

	beauty of the world, the paragon of animals! (Hamlet, II.ii.1397–1401)










	Is it not monstrous that this player here,

	But in a fiction, in a dream of passion,

	Could force his soul so to his own conceit

	That, from her working, all his visage wann’d,

	Tears in his eyes, distraction in’s aspect,

	A broken voice, and his whole function suiting

	With forms to his conceit? And all for nothing! (Hamlet, II.ii.1622–30)





	I’ll have grounds

	More relative than this. The play’s the thing

	Wherein I’ll catch the conscience of the King. (Hamlet, II.ii.1678–80)












	And many a man there is, even at this present,

	Now while I speak this, holds his wife by the arm,

	That little thinks she has been sluiced in’s absence

	And his pond fish’d by his next neighbour, by

	Sir Smile, his neighbour. (The Winter’s Tale, I.ii.283–7)







Stick’em with the pointy end?














Co-authoring planetary modernity (with the machine)



Deus ex machina





















Calculating technology









How does intelligence comprehend itself?









	Earth, place of energy resources, marked by ‘absence of agents’.

	Cloud, place of computation, abstracted from geopolitical territories, generator of computational sovereignty.

	City, place of diversity, with the countryside as ‘back office’ and factory.

	Address, the social ID of devices, site of blockchain.

	Interface, the place of dialogue, where systems meet and reflect on themselves, where ‘governance and biosemiotics collaborate’.

	User, the place of ‘we’ genesis and functions.40













	In cultural semiotics, Juri Lotman (1990; 2009) derived the concept of the semiosphere from Vernadsky’s concept of the biosphere – the space of language and culture, within which all humans act, know, and interact. That breakthrough thought has been extended beyond purely human culture, for instance in the study of biosemiotics, which studies communicative signalling as a defining characteristic of life; and in what Hartley, Ibrus, and Ojamaa (2021a) call the ‘digital semiosphere’, wherein ‘planetary sapience’ can conduct itself.

	In evolutionary theory, the concept of the technosphere marks a bridge across physics, computer science, and evolutionary economics (Arthur, 2009; Haff, 2014; 2017; Herrmann-Pillath, 2018b), bringing technology studies within the scope of general Earth-system, evolutionary theory.

	In science fiction (among myriad examples) Adrian Tchaikovsky’s Children of . . . trilogy (2015; 2019; 2022) traces the logic of ‘sapience’ extending across planets and species, against all odds and expectations, and among all kinds of lifeforms, until a cooperative intelligence evolves, incorporating human, spider, octopus, and single-cell (microbial mats) modes of knowing, to face a meaningless or unknowable cosmos.

	In computer science, for example, futurist Ray Kurzweil (2005; 2022) outbids sci-fi with his prediction that technological evolution will eventuate in the ‘merger’ of human technology and human intelligence, a moment he calls ‘the singularity’, followed by an ‘epoch’ when ‘the universe wakes up’. Of course, with physicist Brian Cox, we may suggest that the universe is already awake, in the form of those atoms that constitute life (see Postscript).






Thinking with the technosphere
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Posthuman humanism?













Planetary sapience?































Read on!
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	1 Letter from Russell, 24 February 1951. Bertram Russell Facebook page, World Humanist Day, 21 June 2023.

	2 Dorothy is the lead character in The Wizard of Oz (1939), played by Judy Garland; it is also the name of Wordsworth’s sister, with whom he encountered the daffodils as he wandered in the English Lake District, not quite as ‘lonely as a cloud’ as the poem would have you believe.

	3 See: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Narcissus_(plant), under ‘Cultivation’, ‘Commercial uses’, and ‘Culture’.
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	5 See: https://www.officialworldtradecenter.com/en/local/things-to-do/events/the-daffodil-project-community-planting.html; and: https://www.ny4p.org/the-daffodil-project.

	6 An initiative of the Cancer Council in Australia: https://www.daffodilday.com.au/.

	7 Dorothy was also my mother’s name.

	8 See: https://www.bbc.com/future/bespoke/made-on-earth/the-new-roots-of-the-flower-trade.

	9 Wordsworth: https://www.poetryfoundation.org/poems/45521/i-wandered-lonely-as-a-cloud.

	10 Mildred Parten’s six stages of play, promulgated in 1929, are still used in psy-therapies: https://www.canr.msu.edu/news/the_power_of_play_part_1_stages_of_play.

	11 For the Famous Five, see: https://www.enidblytonsociety.co.uk/famous-five.php; For the continuing story of Peter Watkins’s 1967 TV film The War Game, see: https://faroutmagazine.co.uk/the-war-game-peter-watkins-nuclear-holocaust/.

	12 For a Western perspective, see, for example: https://www.rand.org/pubs/commentary/2023/10/lies-misinformation-play-key-role-in-israel-hamas-fight.html (Middle East); https://foreignpolicy.com/2023/05/28/russia-ukraine-war-putin-propaganda-news-media-television/ (Russia); https://www.gisreportsonline.com/r/threat-from-china/ (China); https://www.bsg.ox.ac.uk/blog/how-should-we-imagine-war (Western security policy). Naturally, ‘enemy’ communities generate opposing accounts, and non-combatants (general populations and the Global South) don’t get a speaking role in strategic forums.

	13 Battles are won and lost on those fields. An apocryphal quip, that the Battle of Waterloo was ‘won on the playing fields of Eton’, was taken to task by old Etonian Eric Blair (George Orwell), who wrote in 1941: ‘Probably the battle of Waterloo was won on the playing-fields of Eton, but the opening battles of all subsequent wars have been lost there’: https://oupacademic.tumblr.com/post/57740288322/.

	14 ‘Vitai Lampada’ [The Torch of Life], by Henry Newbolt. See: https://www.warpoetry.uk/poetry4war.

	15 See Reuters UK: https://reutersinstitute.politics.ox.ac.uk/trust-gap-how-and-why-news-digital-platforms-viewed-more-sceptically-versus-news-general; Pew US: https://www.pewresearch.org/2022/01/05/trust-in-america-do-americans-trust-the-news-media/; Gallup US: https://news.gallup.com/poll/394283/confidence-institutions-down-average-new-low.aspx. Australia (and global): https://www.uts.edu.au/sites/default/files/article/downloads/Trust%20in%20Journalism%20Biblio.pdf.

	16 See: ‘Hot Air: How Nigh’s the End’? Griffith Review, May 2007: https://www.griffithreview.com/editions/hot-air/.

	17 So said philosopher of art Denis Dutton: https://www.cis.org.au/commentary/opinion/hard-wired-for-the-ups-and-downs/. See also this paper from the same thinktank: https://www.cis.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/op107.pdf.

	18 See, for instance: https://www.wbur.org/onpoint/2022/09/06/survival-of-the-richest; https://www.salon.com/2021/07/07/no-billionaires-wont-escape-to-space-while-the-world-burns/; https://jacobin.com/2021/07/billionaires-space-richard-branson-jeff-bezos-elon-musk; and: https://www.theguardian.com/science/2016/dec/05/tech-billionaires-space-exploration-musk-bezos-branson.

	19 ‘Staying with the trouble’ is the cultural function of journalists (Witschge et al., 2019: 656–7); and see Chapters 8–10.

	20 International polls suggest that Gen Z and Millennials agree on the primacy of nature and the need for action. See: Deloitte (44 countries): https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/at/Documents/presse/at-deloitte-gen-z-millennial-survey-2023.pdf; Possible (Australia): https://www.innaturewetrust.com.au/in-nature-we-trust/#download-overview; Pew (USA): https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2021/05/26/gen-z-millennials-stand-out-for-climate-change-activism-social-media-engagement-with-issue/.

	21 See also Amartya Sen’s memoir: https://www.theguardian.com/books/2021/jul/02/home-in-the-world-by-amartya-sen-review-the-making-of-a-nobel-laureate.

	22 See: https://72films.com/productions/elizabeth-is-secret-agents/.

	23 On Jesuitical equivocation, see also: https://www.bl.uk/collection-items/the-trial-of-henry-garnet-1606.

	24 See: https://kitmarlowe.org/christopher-marlowe-and-espionage/6527/.

	25 The state routinely named as ‘England’ was a centralizing Tudor invention, achieved by the legal incorporation of Wales, under Henry VIII, in 1536, in a move seen in Wales as ‘internal colonialism’ (Levering and Lovering, 1978), and resisted to this day.

	26 Globe Theatre, London (2020) ‘This wooden O: the history of our unique shape: How the structure of our un-circular circle became an arena for radical experimentation’, by Dr Hailey Bachrach: https://www.shakespearesglobe.com/discover/blogs-and-features/2020/01/21/this-wooden-o-the-history-of-our-unique-shape/.

	27 ‘By 1600 London theatres, like the Globe, could take up to 3,000 people for the most popular plays. With several theatres offering plays most afternoons, this meant between 10,000 and 20,000 people a week going to London theatres’: https://www.shakespearesglobe.com/discover/shakespeares-world/audiences/.

	28 On dynasties, see: ‘The Tudors are Trending’ (Keene and Herbert, 2020): ‘The newest Tudor trends have attuned themselves thoughtfully and provocatively to our social and cultural moment. The most recent Tudor brands appeal to the tastes of a more diverse, more savvy range of readers, film and TV audiences, theatergoers, and internet users’: https://www.historians.org/research-and-publications/perspectives-on-history/october-2020/the-tudors-are-trending-an-english-dynasty-continues-to-dominate-popular-culture.

	29 There are special considerations relating to the portrayal and actions of children in Western popular drama. They may not be sexualized, and they are rarely killed on-screen, but they may commit murder, either as antagonists in horror genres or as protagonists in speculative fiction.

	30 See: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Pointy_End. In Shakespearean Europe, revenge was seen as a masculine duty, imposed by inheritance. Vengeful women were treated quite differently: see the introduction to Dawson and McHardy (2018).

	31 Foucault describes the dispositif as a ‘heterogeneous ensemble consisting of discourses, institutions, architectural forms, regulatory decisions, laws, administrative measures, scientific statements, philosophical, moral and philanthropic propositions – in short, the said as much as the unsaid’ (1980: 194).

	32 Source: https://www.bbc.com/culture/article/20190808-the-subversive-messages-hidden-in-the-wizard-of-oz.

	33 See its Chinese history by Shu-T’ien Li (1958): https://dl.acm.org/doi/pdf/10.1145/320954.320962.

	34 The Antikythera project is here: https://antikythera.xyz/. The story of the Antikythera Mechanism’s discovery is here: https://archaeologybulletin.org/articles/10.5334/bha-558. An account of how it was decoded is here: https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-021-84310-w.

	35 For the use of ‘mechanicity’ as an alternative, non-anthropocentric, term for ‘posthuman’, see Kolozova (2021); and see Haraway (2016b).

	36 This is Gresham’s law (https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/Gresham%27s%20law) applied to computation.

	37 See, for example: https://dig.watch/topics/violent-extremism; and https://www.christchurchcall.com/. However, RAND Europe issued a report on cyber-radicalization in 2013; it did not mention the United States. Digital radicalization was strictly a ‘foreign’ threat in the pre-Trump imaginary: https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR400/RR453/RAND_RR453.pdf.

	38 See also: https://berggruen.org/people/benjamin-bratton.

	39 For example: ‘Knowledge is a virtual network structure that is held in the brain’ (Foster, 2011).

	40 The term ‘Hemispherical Stacks’ comes from a 2017 lecture by Bratton at Haus Kulturen de Welt in Berlin. Source: https://mediathek.hkw.de/en/video/benjamin-bratton---vera-tollmann---boaz-levin--anna-echterhoelter--processing-sovereignty--englisch- (December 2017). Subsequently, it was published as Bratton (2018). It is the basis of the Vertical Atlas (Dellanoce et al., 2022).

	41 See: https://technosphere.blog/2019/07/28/why-we-can-regain-agency-and-how-a-riposte-to-james-dyke/.

	42 See, for example: https://earth.org/nature-rights/. For ecocide, see: https://theconversation.com/why-its-time-to-make-ecocide-a-crime-for-the-sake-of-its-victims-172906.

	43 The wreck contained: ‘original bronze statues such as those of the “Antikythera Youth” and the “Philosopher”, along with fragmentary limbs from other statues and attributes, 5 classicizing bronze statuettes, 36 statues of Parian marble, both larger and smaller than life-size, depicting gods, heroes and mortals, 3 bronze couches, pots of copper, silver, lead and tin, gold jewelry, 20 glass vessels, 29 amphorae from Rhodes, Kos and Ephesos, 47 lagynoi, fine red slipped tableware, 10 clay lamps, 36 cistophoric tetradrachms issued in Ephesos and Pergamon and 48 bronze coins, as well as the legendary Antikythera Mechanism itself’ (https://journals.openedition.org/techne/1242?lang=en).

	44 Source: Britannica – Bion: https://www.britannica.com/biography/Bion-of-Borysthenes#ref127381; ‘racy sermons’: https://www.britannica.com/art/Latin-literature/Satire#ref42675.

	45 In her discussion of metaphysical knowledge (2011), Claudine Tiercelin asks (rhetorically): ‘The last century held our breath for too long. Why don’t we, simply, start “breathing” again?’

	46 For the garment as philosophical metaphor, see Fanfani et al. (2023) and see: https://calenda.org/917125.

	47 Or as Marx put it: ‘A being sees himself as independent only when he stands on his own feet, and he only stands on his own feet when he owes this existence to himself’ (https://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1844/epm/3rd.htm).

	48 Lorenzo Marsili, director of the Berggruen Institute (Europe), writes in relation to the Venice Biennale: ‘modernism originated in the colonial centre and from it developed one language fit for the planet as a whole. That language may have acquired many accents, but it only had one vocabulary – and it was written in the Latin alphabet. Modernism was an example of Eurocentric universalism’ (Observer, 18 June 2023: https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2023/jun/18/venice-biennale-globalisation-china-cultural-colonialism). The Berggruen Institute funds the Antikythera project.

	49 As reported at the UN (31 March 2023): ‘Risk of Nuclear Weapons Use Higher Than at Any Time Since Cold War’: https://press.un.org/en/2023/sc15250.doc.htm. In fiction, nothing compares with Debora Cahn’s astonishingly well-imagined and well-executed The Diplomat (Netflix, 2023).

	50 Danny Boyle is a director and screenwriter with multiple credits and awards. He directed the Opening Ceremony of the 2012 Summer Olympics, under the title ‘Isles of Wonder’. See Wikipedia (Danny Boyle) and https://blog.echovar.com/archives/4591.

	51 See: https://quiteirregular.wordpress.com/2012/07/29/caliban-and-brunel-kenneth-branaghs-speech-at-the-olympics-opening-ceremony/.

	52 Watkins (1966).

	53 Stephen Page, of Bangarra Dance Theatre, sees Aboriginal dance as ‘cultural diplomacy’ for Australia in the world: ‘It is a means of connecting . . . and it’s a great way to bring people together and to connect people’: https://www.dfat.gov.au/sites/default/files/minisite/static/4ca0813c-585e-4fe1-86eb-de665e65001a/fpwhitepaper/foreign-policy-in-action/promoting-australia/stephen-cultural-diplomacy.html.

	54 Viewing figures for the 2012 Opening Ceremony were 27 million in the United Kingdom, 41 million in the United States, and 900 million worldwide (Reuters): https://www.reuters.com/article/uk-oly-ratings-day11-idUKBRE8760V820120807.

	55 The original ‘self-denying ordinance’ of 1645 was an Act passed by the English parliament in recognition of the separation of powers between itself and the Army during the Civil War. Likewise, parliamentary recognition of the separation of powers between the legislatures of the UK and its devolved home nations was passed in 1999. Thus, a ‘self-denying ordinance’ applies where a body that considers itself sovereign limits its own powers for the better governance of a multipolar commonwealth. For 1645, see: Cotton, 1977; for 1999, see: https://erskinemay.parliament.uk/section/4540/the-selfdenying-ordinance.
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