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Introduction


The place upon which a good man has stepped is consecrated; a hundred years later his word and his deed can be heard by his grandson. – Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (quoted in Seifert, 1994:7)


As my understanding of what I had undertaken grew and clarified, I realized a larger truth: That the souls may have departed but the songs will forever be their resonances. These are the poets of our time and their expressions must be handed down. Poetry is lasting and elemental like carvings in rock. – Anne Wilson (quoted in Blistein, 2018)

In February 2015, the International Consortium of Investigative Journalists (ICIJ) revealed the details of a global, multi-year, multi-billion-dollar tax evasion scheme run by the Swiss private banking arm of the British bank HSBC. The clients whose HSBC account records were revealed included the expected array of scumbags, such as arms dealers, vendors of blood diamonds, money launderers and the odd Tory minister. But it also included a complex range of people wishing to hide money for perfectly legal and, in a very small number of cases, even innocent reasons. Of course, the only conviction recorded in Switzerland was that of the whistle-blower himself, in absentia, through the sturdy vehicle of a capitalist show trial designed to settle depositors’ nerves. It was a legal proceeding where the social rituals of justice were strictly observed so that the actual realization of justice could be neatly avoided (‘“Swissleaks” . . . ’, 2015; ‘Trial of Former HSBC Banker . . . ’, 2015). Interestingly, among the collection of genuinely disgusting people using HSBC’s services were also a small number of comparatively more agreeable account holders, well-known musicians such as Phil Collins, Tina Turner and David Bowie. When queried about their public association with the more unsavoury participants in the scheme, each responded by getting their lawyers and managers to answer questions that were not actually asked. They told the journalists that their clients were legal residents of Switzerland for perfectly valid reasons that really, honestly had nothing to do with dodging tax.

Of course, it turned out that their exclusive superannuation schemes were not an isolated habit. The HSBC revelations were a comparatively minor event that preceded the ICIJ’s massive ‘Panama Papers’ exposé in 2016 and the even larger release of 2017’s ‘Paradise Papers’. These astounding amounts of secret information confirmed that many of the more accomplished artists of their generations had decided that paying tax really wasn’t for them. Musicians such as Madonna, Shakira, Bono, Keith Urban, Avril Lavigne, Sheryl Crow, Justin Timberlake and Kelly Clarkson were all named, most of whom funnelled substantial sums into such ventures as Latvian shopping malls or Bahamian pharmaceutical companies (Sheffield, 2017; Lynch, 2017; Pilkington, 2017). With comparatively more candour than many of his colleagues, or what he refers to as transparency, Bono explained that his own elaborate efforts to escape Ireland’s notably wealth-friendly tax system were ‘sensible’ for those who might be both as idealistic and as rich as he is (Gayle, 2015; Osborne, 2017; Cerniauskas, 2017; Browne, 2013:34). After all, he explained, he might use the platform provided by his work to demand social justice of others, but that doesn’t mean he has to abide by such concerns in his private business dealings (Browne, 2013: 40–4).

While some dismiss criticism of these scams by some of the towering figures of popular music by noting that the rich can give a lot more than most of us and therefore have a greater moral latitude, this is not a merely theoretical or personal concern. Oxfam and others have presented numerous studies patiently explaining to those who might have an interest that tax avoidance is a primary cause of the unprecedented economic inequality that has ravaged the globe (Oxfam, 2016). One report noted that the rich have developed ‘an ever more elaborate system of tax havens and an industry of wealth managers’ to make certain their assets remain ‘far from the reach of ordinary citizens and their governments’ (Rosenfeld, 2016). Further, as the economist Thomas Piketty told the ICIJ,


The offshore industry is a major threat for our democratic institutions and our basic social contract. Financial opacity is one of the key drivers of rising global inequality. It allows a large fraction of top income and top wealth groups to pay negligible tax rates, while the rest of us pay large taxes in order to finance the public goods and services (education, health, infrastructures) that are indispensable for the development process. (Ryle et al., 2015)

My reason for recalling these tawdry bygone affairs is that the musical celebrities in question all seemed to skate over such concerns with no apparent effect on their reputations. These are the very model of ‘great artists’, their worth only ever discussed in terms of the value of their work, some universally acclaimed for their commercial and artistic successes, some even spoken of in the hushed tones reserved for the timeless and the transcendent, a pattern we will see throughout this book. The careful, deliberate and strategic abandonment of the social contract by these wealthy musicians seems to play little part in the public’s regard for them. Their ‘perfectly legal’ actions are in keeping with the dominant neoliberal economic system to which we are all subject. In short, they are all perfect neoliberals. And yet this fact is simply not part of the conversation. A significant number of some of the brightest stars in the musical firmament make certain to profit from social and economic relationships that have produced the most profound levels of inequality since the Gilded Age, but the key material bases of their wealth have no apparent relevance to their symbolic powers as artists.

This fact is a marginal but telling indicator of much wider forms of social relations that both highlight and undermine one of the most potent and widespread myths about the popular music we have. The basic idea is as familiar and tautological as it is straightforward. Popular music is with ‘us’, the people. It has always been with us by definition, by the very virtue of what it is. ‘We’ are formed i
nto a social imaginary, a demos of collective pleasure and power, by its makers and performers (see Chapters 1 and 7). This demos strengthens us against a whole host of antagonists: the state, the suits, the suburbs. By being with us and getting us through th
e hard times or helping us revel in the good times, it is empowering, subversive, liberating. Beyond this, it is often said, while popular music is most certainly demotic, it is also very often claimed to be a profoundly democratic force giving sustenance to what many perceive as a universal thirst for freedom (see Chapters 1 and 2). It is, by definition, the music of the people, validated as such by the cauterizing power of the market. Popular music is only rarely imagined in any way that is opposed to this world view. This is strange, of course, because music does all sorts of things. It engages, pleases, excites, hurts, tortures, annoys, angers, damages, distracts, liberates, imprisons. It challenges, subverts, affirms, attacks, mollifies. It is a fluid and pervasive social force constituted and made meaningful by the uncountable number of social relationships in which it participates. As such, it cannot be said to ‘do’ any one thing. Claiming that music ‘does’ this or that above all else drags one into the trap of making ideologically freighted, trans-historical claims about the ‘power of music’ (see Chapter 7) (see Currie, 2009: 151–2). Beyond this, and just as importantly, musicians do all sorts of things as well, such as avoiding taxes, playing gigs for murderous dictators, endorsing the ‘good’ works of war criminals (not the bad), performing at the parties of billionaire oligarchs, entering into multi-year business partnerships with CEOs who impoverish their workers by raiding pension funds to enrich themselves and their families, producing and ‘curating’ lines of merchandise and brands produced by companies that use brutally exploited labour to increase their profits and even writing occasional lines of gushing poetry to right-wing evangelical preachers (Kreps, 2016; Kreps, 2017; Wallis, 2018; Montgomery, 2013; Michaels, 2013; Teitel, 2011; Jones, 2018; Goldberg, 2007; Breihan, 2017; Levine, 2017; Moss, 2016; Woodruff, 2018:16; Blais-Billie, 2017; Purtill, 2019; Woodyatt, 2019; Murphy, 2019; Etheridge, 2014). Yet the dominant mythology of popular music says that it is almost always charged with cheerfully bearing all the burdens of human freedom. Any deviation is merely a minor exception that proves this sacrosanct rule. But who is this ‘we’ that is presumed to form the heart of the social relationships between artists and their publics? Is it the one that deliberately abandons the social contract in accumulating its wealth and power? Or is it the one that provides emotional sustenance and the social structures of feeling that ‘we’ value so highly? My point here is that this particular ‘we’ is a very specific and limited ideological construct. ‘We’ has its limits. This book is about the material and symbolic construction of those limits.

In its more influential appearances in the academic and popular spheres of popular music writing since the mid-1960s, the figure of popular music’s popular base has primarily been used to buoy carefully selected forms of expression such as those produced by artists mostly recognized in their own time as transcendent geniuses: the Beach Boys, the Beatles, Bob Dylan. Over the last fifty years or so, the myth of a popularly validated, yet curiously self-evident greatness has been promiscuously expanded both retrospectively and prospectively to encompass almost all forms of popular music one can imagine (see Chapter 7). The greatness of many forms of music have been tautologically validated when they acquire the very thing their producers and performers most desperately seek, our attention paid in the form of time and money. The illusory demos said to be created when we place our attention on those most avidly seeking it has been imagined in a continuing and bewildering variety of forms, from concert halls to stadiums to mosh pits to cyphers to dance floors, all said to produce those indomitable forms of social solidarity in unique and perfect measure. This mode of thought is no longer a province dominated by a marginal claque of rock critics pining away for the gradual then sudden collapse of all of the oppressive forces nestled within Western civilization through various manifestations of rocking out. It has become the comfortable home to full-throated defences of everything from the Spice Girls’ ‘feminism’ to Kanye West’s ‘politics’ to Paul McCartney’s Christmas songs (Armstrong, 2016; Staples, 2018; Hargro, 2008; Gustavo, 2017; Zaleski, 2016). Each new manifestation, no matter how seemingly unlikely, only confirms some measure of its dominance and tenacity. The incorporation of all and sundry under this massive ideological umbrella is a defining feature of this mythology and the economic and social contexts which sustain it (see Chapters 1, 2 and 7). Most importantly, while this mythology is a decidedly useless measure of artistic or aesthetic success, it is an excellent measure of economic persistence and social prevalence. As such, this mythology is not new, it is not subversive and it is not liberating. It is a rhetoric of confirmation and continuity. It creates an aura of artfully delegated transcendent greatness around anything even remotely suitable in a manner that is often both cloyingly romantic and plainly credulous.

One place where the sometimes subtle and surprisingly opaque dynamics of popular music mythology are displayed most fully is in popular music museums. This book is intended to offer a systemic critique of the kinds of meanings these institutions make from popular music in the form of popular imaginaries and mythologies about artists, art forms and the social relationships they are said to reflect and reproduce. I approach this critique of these institutions from the fairly basic supposition that they are a fairly typical reflection of the near ubiquity of a particular form of corporate power that is dominant across all Western societies: neoliberal capitalism. More specifically, I argue that these institutions reproduce the dynamics of neoliberal capitalism in their reproduction of the relationship between the affective labour of musicians, fans and spectators. Neoliberalism as a form of power is an appropriative force, the dominant motivation of which is to yoke every facet of society to some form of capital, whether human or material (see Chapter 2). This book is primarily about the character of this force as it appears in and around these museums. My intent is to make their innate links to neoliberal capitalism tangible.

This sort of systemic critique is very plainly mainstream in a lot of critical writing on, say, the inner workings of such industries as the oil industry or 
the financial services industry (see Silverstein, 2015; Prins, 2014; Coll, 2015; Taibbi, 2011). However, one area in which this sort of critique has not gained much purchase, often passing with little notice or influence, is in writing about the music industry. This is at least in part due to the presumed and supposedly unassailable populist foundations of the production, circulation and consumption that are said to anchor that music and allow one to resist, if not conquer, the ravages of politics, time and fashion. Given that popular music so often acts as a force that allows for emotionally charged forms of social solidarity often said not to be available elsewhere, its populist credentials are very difficult to challenge. If you do engage in a systemic critique of popular music, you aren’t simply attacking the material bases of the global entertainment industry and its manifest inequities, abuse and exploitation. You are also attacking the very social basis of the music itself, the hardworking musician, the honest fan and their genial interlocutors. Given that these collectively constitute the basis of the communities that form around different kinds of music, you might be suspected of not really believing that music is special or that those who make it can help us transcend the drudgery of everyday life. This further suggests that you might even resent beauty and pleasure themselves. Perhaps most damningly, it means that you are a snob and an elitist. You condescendingly assume that fans are dupes, dopes or passive drones unaware that they are the victims of a system expressly designed to screw them over (see Frith, 1991:103; Grossberg, 1992:65; Grossberg, 1995:75–6; Wilson, 2007:15–18; Morris, 2013; Weisbard, 2014; 2015).

Tellingly, the long history of dismissing those thought to be the original anti-popular haters is mirrored with remarkable fidelity by those unabashed evangelists of corporate power who celebrate consumerism and branding as the very means that produces meaning in contemporary social life (see Frank, 2000:206–8). These celebrants embrace neoliberalism as an almost utopian force that acts as a unique resource for community building based on the shared immersion of all in a larger world of symbols and forms of knowledge that really do matter. For example, in his expansive and cheerful survey of the expansion of neoliberalism to churches, universities and museums, James Twitchell explains that consumerism has not damaged those institutions, but has instead been a force for their ‘rejuvenation’. Consumers of the services offered by these institutions found ‘a much less patronizing and much more responsive relationship with what used to be an arm’s-length culture. Word that once came from on high now comes from the felt needs of the consumption community’. Further, corporate branding acts as a ‘unifying force’ whose ‘cohesive power’ comes from ‘sharing’. Far from disempowering us ‘it is precisely the recognizance of jingles and brand names, precisely what high culturists abhor, that links us as members of various communities’ (Twitchell, 2004:274–7). This cheap, simpering populism conjoins a wide range of scholarship and commentary (see Chapters 1 and 2).

My use of systemic critique throughout this book is meant to get beyond the fairly obvious forms of deep-seated ideological cohesion exhibited by those who appear to merely tolerate corporate power for the benefits it provides and those who fervently embrace it for the benefits it provides. Systemic critique demands we dig a bit deeper, symbolically and materially. The systemic critique of popular music museums offered here is focused on those forces that transcend us as individuals and overshadow whatever power or agency we might be able to individually or collectively create, exercise and pursue. Systemic critique entails the analysis of those moments when the larger forces governing our society are made real as they literally materialize right in front of us. Their actual presence takes many forms and any systemic critique needs to address them where they are found, not simply in the abstract. The simple unavoidable fact remains that the forces that make up neoliberal capitalism have gradually become dominant in most of the world since about 1975. Therefore, I argue that, while the powerful resonances that popular music produces are just as vital and powerful than they have ever been, they are routinely incorporated or recuperated into the dominant forms of economic and cultural power of our time. The institutions examined here are simply very clear examples of this. What this will entail is an understanding of the forms of symbolic power, ideological power and material power these museums exert and possess within the larger spheres of power in which they participate.

Popular music museums have been established in recent years in several of the purported ‘music capitals’ of the world, such as Nashville, Memphis, Los Angeles, Liverpool and Seattle. Most have gaudy innards that are crowded with expansive experiential infrastructures centred around spectacular, high-tech displays of varying types and sizes. A smaller number are more modest, poignant reminders of the lives of those whose music may be still with us in various forms. To write this book, I examined the museums and exhibits listed at the end of this introduction. While I obviously address most of my analysis towards popular music museums, I have also included several composer museums I visited in Germany at the start of this project. I did this because they show two things. First, they show that there are aspects of music museum practice that are cut across more than just popular music museums that are helpful in framing those museum practices that are more or less specific to those concerned with popular music. Second, the composer museums exhibit an intriguing range of musically specific attributes which also appear in most popular music museums. This is telling because all of these museums talk about their ‘great artists’ in almost exactly the same ways. For those who imagine the discourses of popular music to be inherently set apart from those of so-called high art, this should give them pause, at the very least.

What my analysis of these museums will show is that, through their myriad acts of display, popular music museums seek to act as influential intermediaries in the communication of specific sets of values and priorities in the public life of popular music (Reising, 2001; Bergengren, 1999). Their exhibits mostly work through the strategic deployment of the vernacular elements of popular music practice and experience within a spectacular logic of visual, aural and material display. The musical experiences produced by these institutions are authenticated first by the oddly commanding presence of artefacts which provide a material heft to the evanescent experiences of visitors, and then through the construction and reflection of a primal organizing mythology to represent the history and practice of popular music of which these objects are material representatives. This is a mythology riven with familiar, well-worn themes of origins and power without which these vast 
collections of mundane artefacts would be stripped of much of their aura, meaning and authority. These myths are deployed through the vivid amplification 
of the many forms of artistic transcendence routinely attributed to artists through the validation of the aesthetic value and enduring status of their canonically elevated ‘great works’. It is a mythology that is central to the dominant discourses that surround popular music generally (Blanning, 2008; Jones, 2008; Karja, 2006; Appen and Doerhing, 2006; Forde, 2001; Kelly and MacDonnell, 1999; Pattison, 1987). The crucial gesture mediating and holding in balance these two purportedly incommensurate social formations, one drawn from the traditions of the ‘high’ musical arts, the other drawn from the mundane experience of those thought to be more ‘everyday’ ones, is the constant yet inchoate assignation of demotic and democratic qualities to ‘the music’. The credibility and viability of these institutions depends largely on their ability to mask the inexorable and continuously vibrating tensions between their demonstratively spectacular infrastructures and intimately vernacular materials (see Chapters 3 and 4). We can see this through any reasonably straightforward inventory of the rich, cross-media, multisensory environments these museums construct from a multitude of objects, images, sounds and moving images. This book will spend a good deal of time looking very carefully at them.

While the purpose and meanings of these places may seem plainly obvious when measured from their selective, hagiographic and almost entirely celebratory displays, these museums are complex and telling markers of much larger and more assertive kinds of contemporary power. These museums provide a remarkably direct reflection of those forms of power that dominate contemporary public culture, most notably those that affect the acquisition, privatization and redeployment of broadly public resources for private gain, otherwise known as neoliberal capitalism (see Chapters 2 and 3). They do this by translating the demotic, social experience of music into built environments constructed from the leveraging of carefully stockpiled forms of cultural, political and economic power (see Chapters 3 and 4). This demands the transformation of varied forms of the affective labour of artists and audiences into singular, orthodox narratives of transcendent communion and aesthetic triumph. In turn, these narratives validate and legitimize the underlying structures, both ideological and economic, created by the sponsoring industry that produces these institutions. These narratives can only confirm rather than challenge the mode of their own production. These places are pervaded by innumerable implicit and explicit claims to the representation of a larger demos, a sort of people’s democratic republic of popular culture of the sort so many writers and scholars engaged in the study of popular culture have discovered in so many seemingly unlikely places over the years (see Chapters 1, 2 and 7).

The recent appearance of these usually extravagant, but occasionally modest, spaces of popular worship and communion has been part of a much larger and arguably unprecedented expansion of museums globally. The phenomenon of the ‘new museum’ has been thoroughly explored and the conclusions of this extensive body of work bear directly on any understanding of the institutions examined in this book. As a great deal of contemporary scholarship has shown, there have been complex and contradictory economic and social pressures brought to bear on museums in recent decades. Funders and sponsors have demanded that museums become ‘relevant’ and ‘sustainable’. They have had to haul in larger and larger crowds in order to attract more and more popular attention (Message, 2006a, 2006b; Vergo, 1989; Witcomb, 2003; Knell et al., 2007; Ross, 2004). As such, the new museum has seen a notable expansion of the form, content and purposes of the museum. They are said to have evolved from a place in a mooted, nineteenth-century ‘exhibitionary complex’ to a role in a twenty-first-century ‘experiential complex’, in part, as the result of the multifarious ways in which many museums responded to calls for greater inclusiveness and diversity in their strategies of representation (Schubert, 2009; Bennett, 1995, 2006a; Hall, 2006; Karp and Lavine, 1991; Karp, Kreamer and Lavine, 1992) (see Chapter 4). Twinned with this enhanced responsiveness to a more broadly imagined public was an equally enhanced receptiveness to the market. Through such means, these transformed institutions are meant to produce nothing less than a new kind of ideal subject, one imagined to be equal parts consumer and citizen, a subject that is wholly commensurate with the new forms of neoliberal citizenship and social governance defined less by rights given as matter of course than by demands that must be met as a matter of survival (see Chapters 2 and 3).

The popular music museums under examination here offer an enticing prospect for analysis in that they meld and combine familiar forms of public display drawn from both the exhibitionary and experiential complexes that have definitively shaped the history of museums (see Chapter 4). The two most obvious histories of display are also those that have been historically present in museums since their creation, what I will call a populist-vernacular stream and an institutional-educational stream. The former was exemplified by various kinds of pre-cinematic entertainments such as department store windows, dramatic panoramas and wax museums which traded on varied, curious forms of drama and excitement evoked by a few scraps of the material presence of the great, the good and the notorious. The latter was defined by more sober and detailed ethnographically informed displays, comprehensive natural history museums, as well as world exhibitions, fairs and expositions, all of which balanced on a fulcrum of expertise and universality on one side and a rangy imagination and civilizational optimism on the other. These streams have had a long, intimate and mutually reinforcing association with one another dating back to the nineteenth century (Ames, 2008; Colligan, 2002; Griffiths, 2002; Rydell, 2006). Popular music museums, like many new museums, have developed a mode of address that plays on the drama and excitement of the spectacular display, perhaps through a film clip of Hendrix at Monterey or of James Brown ‘saving’ Boston, while remaining solidly anchored to a material culture built around the curious dynamism of their resonant objects, such as the historic remains of a Cobain guitar or the stark presence of John Lennon’s blindingly white piano (see Chapters 5 and 6).

However, these museums do not simply display the neutral, fragmentary reminders of an accepted and settled
past in some wonderland of institutional innocence. They are instead producing the directed arrangements of institutionally sanctioned displays, presente
d at the behest of the increasingly salient demands that the market and consumerism have inserted into even our most stolid museum collections (Buchloh, 2000; Duncan and Wallach, 2004; Fox, 2005; Storrie, 2007) (see Chapters 3 and 4). Popular music museums exist at the unstable intersection of several historically established fault lines of museum practice, caught between the appeal of the market and the demands of the past, trying to recapture the spectacular moment through the vernacular object, appearing to approach, but never quite reaching the open, polyvocal condition of what one scholar once dreamily called ‘the post-museum’ (Hooper-Greenhill, 2000; see also Bruce, 2006). Instead, while these ‘new’ museums do appear to offer at least some novel means of communicative connection and mediation, they also act to confirm the long-recognized functions of the museum as an institution of civic and social prescription and instruction (see Message, 2006b).

Perhaps the most important point to take from this introduction is that the particular forms of civic and social prescription and instruction that museums have and continue to produce sit very comfortably with the role and work of corporate cultural intermediaries in the music industry. This is because their primary task has also been to produce the same kinds of ideal musical subjects through markedly similar forms of perceptual training and instruction (see Chapters 7, 8 and 9). As I have noted extensively elsewhere, the brokers of those salutary forms of feeling, knowledge and connection produced through the social affordances of music have long focused on defining the terms of the contests waged by people over the meaning and value of music. In short, the primary focus of my past writing has been the cultural intermediation of popular music. This book is no different. I have traced these contests over the character and content of the channels through which music moves in the world through and within specific types of institutions by exploring how various forms of mediation, such as film, television, radio and digital media, shape the social experience of music (Fairchild, 2014a; 2014b; 2012a; 2011, 2008). As with these previous works, this one is also primarily concerned with sketching the links between the aesthetic experience of music and the social forces that work to make these aesthetic experiences meaningful in circumstantially specific ways (see Born, 2005; Prior, 2011; Hennion, 2003, 1997; DeNora, 2000).

It is important to note that over the last decade and a half there has been a solid range of scholarly works published on the specific topic of museums and exhibitions dedicated to popular music and musicians (Baker, Istvandity, and Nowak, 2019; Cohen et al. 2015; Brandellero and Janssen, 2014; Bennett, 2009; Bennett and Rogers, 2016; Leonard, 2010; Leonard, 2007; Leonard and Strachan, 2010; Gibson and Connell, 2007). Most of these works have approached the topic from an interest in curatorial practice, tourism, heritage and conservation. These works are complex, nuanced and accomplished. They are built on a foundation of older scholarship consisting mostly of general works on the relationship between museums and popular culture and a range of essays reviewing specific one-off exhibitions usually in more generalist institutions (Moore, 1997; Brabazon and Mallinder, 2006; Reising, 2001; Forman, 2002; Suisman, 2000; Bergengren, 1999; Moore, 1995; Kalata et al., 1997). These generalist works helped produce a surge of work incorporating the analysis of popular music heritage and memorial sites into a more specific critical evaluation of the links between cultural memory and popular music. These have tended to focus on examinations of the representation of a presumed collective musical past through musical tourism and urban redevelopment (Gibson and Connell, 2007; Cohen, 2007; Lashua and Cohen 2009). The central concern for almost all of this work has been gauging the extent to which an adequate representation of a presumed collective musical past is possible or successful in the context of a museum.

This book is built, at least in part, on this literature. But I don’t engage with it as fully as I might have done. This is because of a few very specific absences in this literature that I am addressing, those surrounding the development of neoliberal capitalism in the decades that also produced all of the museums examined in this book. Notably, this book is in many ways a thoroughgoing examination of the links between popular music museums and the expansive, expensive, laborious and largely successful efforts of corporate cultural intermediaries in the music industry to assert and fix very particular visions of popular music in place, especially through familiar romantic ideals of authorship, artistry, experience and aesthetics, through the vehicle of the contemporary museum exhibit (see Chapters 2 and 7). Few previous works examine how cultural intermediaries in the music industry, such as those who created the museum exhibits and displays examined throughout this book, bring the practice and understanding of popular music into an experiential context commensurate with the demands of global neoliberal capitalism. The means used to do this, the supple, attractive, sensorially subsuming material multimedia environments created by these institutions, have mostly been assessed in ways little more expansive than a measure of their success or failure as effective museum exhibits. Tellingly, none of the existing works on this topic provide the kind of analysis of the relationship between the contents of popular music museums and the places in which these collections are housed and displayed. As I will show, it is this relationship in particular that tells us a great deal about the status and value imputed to these objects and the people who made and used them (see Chapter 3).

I approach the cultural intermediating work of these museums through a very particular understanding of power and agency. As I have argued elsewhere, the goal of cultural intermediaries in the music industry is not the production of a generic musical subject, but an ideal musica
l subject that is both compliant an
d active, predictable and generative, all at the same time. This paradoxical, contradictory subject is the central necessity of the music industry. The ability of this industry to sustain itself depends on many forms of the widespread and continuous excitation of human agency that lies at the heart of social life and its multitude of nexuses with consumerism. But the consequences of this incitement to action are extraordinarily complex, sometimes predictable, sometimes bewildering. Therefore, the agitated agency of consumers also has to be constantly managed to mitigate the threats and risks it holds. This can only be done successfully if the mass of human agency whipped up into engagement and attention is carefully exploited. As such, cultural intermediaries in the popular music industry are employed to continually resolve the many paradoxes and contradictions thrown at them by the task of producing these contradictory kinds of musical subjects (see Fairchild, 2014b).

However, these musical subjects are by no means historical universals nor are the museum displays that are meant to produce them in specific kinds of social relationships merely generic confirmations of the inevitability of the great artists whose superlative accomplishments they seek to ratify. These museums are complicated constructions resulting from a mass of human knowledge and activity that has taken place in a very particular set of circumstances. It should be obvious that these museums are not the only repository for these kinds of images, narratives or ideologies, but a very concentrated expression of them. As such, these places cannot but help reflect the interpretive and declamatory priorities of their times. Therefore, this book is a critical analysis of specific forms of cultural intermediation that attempts to codify and contain the complex historical experience of popular music by organizing it through those claimed to be its exemplary practitioners and then transforming that constructed consensus surrounding their ‘great works’ into a dominant expression of the nature and character of this art form. Given that this book is not a contribution to the history of vernacular music, but instead a critical examination of the cultural intermediation of that music, I am not testing or assessing the correctness or accuracy of any of the exhibitions I have studied. Instead, I am examining their predilections towards a certain type of mythmaking. Therefore, the primary analytical categories of this book will be power and agency. These categories will be applied to these museums specifically in terms of the ability and efficacy of specific institutions to exert definitional power over the mass of agency and experience that we commonly refer to as popular music.

In preparing this book, I often sought out expert commentary in the form of reader’s and referee’s reports on various arguments and interpretations I have put forward over the last few years. On several occasions I raised the ire of more than one anonymous reviewer. There were two unexpected criticisms that recurred. The first criticism was that I was apparently arguing that ‘any music produced through industrial means is, by definition, awful’. The second was that I was claiming that it is nearly impossible for people working within the music industry to have ‘articulate thoughts about how technical and administrative know-how produce good music and good musical experiences’. This was a revealing experience which has served as a useful diagnostic to show me where the really sensitive bits of the scholarly anatomy are. It strikes me that the hostility engendered by my sometimes robust criticisms of the music industry springs from a distinct lack of critical recognition, not of the people working within this industry, but of those forms of capitalism which currently dominate it (see Chapter 2). So I should be very clear that this book is a systemic critique of one form of expression created by one part of the music industry, a critique that seeks to link the master narratives of global capitalism to the work that makes these narratives into something we can actually see and hear. I don’t promote anything resembling an ethical critique of the individuals whose work is directed towards forging those links in their everyday working lives.

Instead, what I want the reader to understand are the ways in which we are all constructed as musical subjects relationally to those working to address us in order to capture and exploit our engagement and attention. This address is made through complex arrays of specifically aesthetic experiences. This book builds its analysis of the aesthetic experiences these museums construct through the areas of analytical interest Born (2010) has identified as central to an adequate explanatory theory of an understanding of the social life of music: aesthetics and the cultural object; agency and subjectivity; the place of institutions; history, temporality and change; and problems of value and judgement. These museums are engaging objects of analysis precisely due to their direct relevance to all of these analytical constructs simultaneously. Our understanding of these experiences is shaped through our pre-existing, often inchoate assignations of value and meaning to music. Throughout this book, we can see how these understandings and meanings are shaped by the power and agency of both institutions and their subjects through the specific circumstances of these museum displays. If the purpose of the music industry is to construct musical subjects amenable to its purposes, how are we constructed in these museums? These institutions are in many ways something like laboratory conditions for the creation of exactly the kinds of subjects the music industry needs to survive. The agency that these museums exercise is the agency of the powerful, constructing and shaping a public that from all appearances would seem to be suitably engaged with the odd totemic fetish: a soiled t-shirt, a set list, a glittery glove. Judging from the wide range of exhibits I’ve studied, the musical subjects these institutions seem to want are those presumed to be more concerned with hagiography than critique and more accepting of dominant narratives than critical of them. The objects in these museums represent for spectators the stilled or frozen agency of performers and the music industry. They all sit in their cases waiting for the right subjects to come along to re-enact some element of that agency and make it present again. They need to construct a very particular type of subject in order to do this.

One of the main issues in my analysis will be to deal with the forms of human agency these places use to incite, shape, contain and exploit. A second, just as important, issue is the role of corporate power in the construction of the ideological and material context within which these forms of agency are realized and which has made these museums possible. A primary goal of this book is to link these forms of corporate power to the material, content, meaning and experience of popular music and culture in these museums. I’ll start to do this in the next two chapters by examining how these places are in many ways defined by the development of an aesthetics we can call ‘capitalist realism’, a mode of expression that is directed to educating the masses about their role in the sustenance and limitless expansion of a conceptual and material order that appears to be almost entirely of their own making, but isn’t. Above all else, this horizon of thought tilts on the fundamental and inviolate idea that is very often said to infuse all of popular culture: democracy. I will start to address this in the next chapter. Importantly, while there is a huge literature on 
neoliberalism as a historical ideology and political formation, its broadly considered cultural ex
pressions are only occasionally examined. There are a number of books and articles on neoliberal culture that I have relied upon in gauging the claims and evidence in this area of research (James, 2019, 2014; Ritchey, 2019; Chapman, 2018; McGuigan, 2016; Ventura, 2016; Gilbert, 2016, 2017). Yet, despite this growing body of critical texts addressing the specifically cultural aspects of neoliberalism, it remains a niche pursuit with specific regard to music. Generally, few works focus on the abstract precepts of neoliberalism directly and materially shape our experience of the world through music. This is unusually vexing in that the vast majority of popular music that has been made and sold in the neoliberal era has been produced by the very corporations who fought for, defended and benefitted from this regime of economics and politics. Part of my focus throughout this book, therefore, will be on whatever links I can draw, however robust or tenuous, between the stated values of neoliberalism and the experience or understanding of music.

To close out this opening salvo, I’d like to return to the idea I started with, the myth that popular music is by definition a popularly constituted democratic force that continually attacks and subverts the dictates of oppressive forms of power in service of the forces of freedom. I want to turn our perspective away from this overly general conjecture by instead focusing on how popular music must also be understood as an integral part of the dominant forms of power that have governed much of the world since the mid-1970s, specifically by acting both as an attractive shield and distracting mirror for the constantly churning machinations of neoliberal capitalism. I’d like to do so by providing, in a tiny nutshell, a brief notation of some of the plainly evident ways in which contemporary popular music, embodied in its industry and its stars, has been part of the work of the dominant social, economic and political force of the last fifty years or so.

While I explain relevant aspects of neoliberal capitalism in more detail in Chapter 2, I would like to present here only two of its defining features that are clearly reflected in the contemporary music industry (see also Fairchild, 2015). First, neoliberal capitalism functions through the extension of ‘the market’ to every possible realm of social relations (see Brown, 2015). We can see this quite clearly in one telling passage in a lengthy description of the Bonnaroo Music and Arts Festival from 2016. Bonnaroo is part of the suite of music festivals owned or majority-controlled by Live Nation Entertainment, one of the largest live event producers and promoters in the world. In order to design the sprawling multi-day event to best economic effect, the festival tracked the movements of all attendees throughout the entirety of the event through electronic radio frequency wristbands:


The RFID wristband gains festivalgoers entry into Bonnaroo, a veritable ticket that festivalgoers are required to register beforehand and must not to be removed under any circumstances. Small devices resembling metal-detectors greet attendees as they enter Bonnaroo, and once they place your wrist inside, the bands are activated. When those RFID wristbands electromagnetically transfer and store data via an embedded chip [Bonnaroo knows] where those bodies are at all times. (Joffe, 2016)

As the journalist dryly notes, ‘the real-time analytics it collects double as invaluable market research’, ensuring that literally every act every audience member commits is part of one or more revenue streams. And yes I do mean every action. Festival-goer human waste, for example, is moulded into pellets which are then sold off as fertilizer (ibid.) This relationship between festival and spectator is marked by one of the defining features of neoliberalism, the transformation of otherwise ordinary and intimate acts entailed in flow of everyday life into profit extracted through specific forms of informational technology in the form of commercially codified data.

Second, neoliberal capitalism has produced very particular kinds of structurally determined inequalities of social, economic and political power (see Piketty and Zucman, 2016). This has had some disturbing consequences, including a level of dominance of a small class of corporations and individuals not seen for a century (Stoller, 2019). This is true not only across the entire globe but within individual markets as well. So if we again consider the production and promotion of live music events, a very small number of large companies control the vast majority of this market. This has allowed some surprising people to have bought themselves a controlling interest in some of the world’s most ‘iconic’ live music events. For example, the majority owner of southern California’s Coachella Valley Music and Arts Festival is Philip Anschutz, CEO of the Anschutz Entertainment Group (AEG) (see also Chapter 3; Fairchild 2018). AEG owns sporting and entertainment events and venues around the world. Just after the tickets for the 2017 iteration of Coachella sold out in only a few hours, several publications noted the Anschutz had spent years donating substantial sums of money to organizations formally designated as hate groups by the Southern Poverty Law Center, an American NGO that has tracked the activities of such groups for decades (Grow, 2017). The upshot of this is that artists and spectators alike have long been contributing to the work of the American Petroleum Institute and the Institute for American Values. (Google them. Seriously.) Even those high-profile musicians operating at the peak of their industry whose work and lives are dedicated to what they regard as positive social change can’t necessarily avoid being the fulcrum upon which the forces they sometimes attack can continue to do their often reactionary work (Hogan, 2017a. 2017b; Dandridge-Lemco, 2017).

My point here is that the radical structural inequalities of money and power that define so much of our collective experience of the world are also reflected and enacted by the music industry. The question for this book is how we can link this reality to our experience of what that industry produces. I will take popular music museums as a particularly rich analytical case study of the seeming disjuncture between the power, excitement and sheer sensual pleasure of so many iterations of popular music and the underlying structures and forces that produce our experiences of them. We are all the heirs and targets of multiple discourses of aesthetic transcendence and artistic achievement that shroud the larger social relations on which these imaginaries rest. They act as masks for the kinds of power relationships that produce them, but they also act as mirrors which can show us very clearly how they work. The museums examined in this book are a primary i
nstitutional example of how these various kinds of masks and mirrors work and
this book is meant to provide some small measure of corrective critique to our understanding of them.

How this book was made

Before jumping into the analysis, it is important to understand how this book was made. The most basic methodological assumptions I have used throughout this lengthy project spring from the anthropology of media, assumptions which have informed nearly all of my work with varying degrees of clarity and coherence. What this means is that I attend to the symbolic, communicative and material aspects of media all at the same time and in constant relation to each other. This also means that I try to take into account the circumstances of my experience of specific forms of media without necessarily generalizing these to subsume all experience of the same media. The result is often carefully couched and directed writing that is at least in some part the result of personal experience. For this project, those experiences were many.

The practical work on this project began in 2011 with visits to a series of composer’s houses and museums in Germany (see the list that follows). These included the Beethoven House in Bonn, the Bach House in Eisenach, the Bach Museum in Leipzig, as well as displays about Schumann and Mendelssohn which were also in Leipzig. During the same trip, I examined the British Music Experience in its original home in London’s O2 Dome at Greenwich. (It has since moved to Liverpool.) In Liverpool, I went through the Beatles’ Story at the Albert Docks on the city’s famed waterfront. In a trip later that year, I went to Los Angeles to go through the Grammy Museum and then to Seattle to tour the Experience Music Project (EMP). I revisited the Grammy Museum in early 2016. In the subsequent years, I have visited other one-off exhibitions that have also contributed notably to my understanding of the presentation of music and musicians in museums. My original plan was to carry out a fairly tightly focused comparison of composer museums and popular music museums. While this theme has shaped this book in some ways, it won’t appear as a particular analytical dynamic in this book. This is because this project actually changed dramatically after this first set of trips.

Due to the pursuit of another project (Fairchild 2014a), I put this project on hold during most of 2012 and 2013. When I returned to it, I decided to expand its scope and nature quite substantially. On visiting my family in Northern Virginia for Christmas in 2014, I decided to take a road trip from Alexandria on the recently minted Crooked Road, a trail of music sites scattered throughout Southwestern Virginia recently reconfigured as conveniently packaged tourist experience. This trip easily lent itself to visits to Bristol, Nashville and Memphis. This trip included visits to the Carter Family Fold, a memorial site and performance venue dedicated to the Carter Family at the site of A. P. Carter’s store in Hilton’s, Virginia. The site stands on the original location of the family store which contains a wonderfully crowded and very personal exhibit on the Carter Family’s musical career. It is now also the site of resituated Carter Family cabin which has been restored to something approaching its condition in the early twentieth century. In nearby Bristol, a town famously straddling the border of Virginia and Tennessee, I visited the Birthplace of Country Music Museum, a Smithsonian Affiliate museum dedicated to chronicling the Bristol Sessions. The Bristol Sessions were organized and run by Ralph Peer, a talent scout for Victor, in 1927. Among those recorded during these sessions were the Carter Family, Jimmy Rodgers and Ernest V. Stoneman. The trip to Nashville took in visits to the Country Music Hall of Fame and Museum, The Johnny Cash Museum and smaller exhibits at the Ryman Auditorium and the Music City Center. In Memphis, I visited the Rock ’n’ Soul Museum, the Stax Records Museum, Graceland and Sun Studios. The attentive reader may notice that the Rock and Roll Hall of Fame is not included in this book. There are two reasons for this; both are pragmatic. First, given the long and expensive travel from my home in Sydney to Europe and North America, I was routinely faced with obvious shortages of time and money. I was eventually faced with a fairly stark choice on my final research trip to go south and visit many sites or go north and visit just one. Given that it was winter, the choice seemed obvious. Second, the Rock and Roll Hall of Fame is the one popular music museum that actually has been written about more extensively than all others. I don’t regret excluding it.

There were several things I did at each museum. First, I walked around each site making as substantial a photographic record of each as seemed reasonable at the time. This included taking photos of each building, their settings and the areas surrounding each. Second, I gathered as much relevant tourism material as I could from hotels, tourism centres and similar places. Third, and most obviously, I went through all of the exhibitions taking photos and making copious notes. Collectively, all of this material represents a fairly substantial source base for analysis. It consists of a little over 3,000 photos in total and includes museum guides, exhibition descriptions, maps and a solid pile of miscellaneous tourism materials. What I have tried to do in my writing is to weave all of these materials together to create an analysis that links the immediate material presence of these museums, the form and intent of the studied appeals of their exhibitions, and some tangible sense of the context in which I experienced within them. These are informed by the more abstract theoretical ideas and claims taken from a wide range of academic work in museum studies, popular music studies, history, cultural studies, urban and human geography and cultural politics. I’ve done my best to signal my intentions and assumptions clearly enough and early enough to have all of this make some kind of coherent sense.

Sites visited for this project (2011–19):


• Beethoven-Haus, Bonn, North Rhine-Westphalia, Germany. (Opened in 1893)

• Bachhaus, Eisenach, Thuringia, Germany. (Opened in 1907; renovated in 2007)

• Schumann-Haus, Leipzig, Saxony, Germany. (Opened in 1956)

• Graceland, Memphis, Tennessee. (Opened in 1982)

• Bach Museum, Leipzig, Saxony, Germany. (Opened in 1985)

• The Beatles’ Story, Liverpool. (Opened in 1990)

• Mendelssohn-Haus, Leipzig, Saxony, Germany. (Opened in 1997)

• The Memphis Rock ’n’ Soul Museum, Memphis, Tennessee. (Opened in 2000)

• Experience Music Project, Seattle Washington. (Opened in 2000)

• Country Music Hall of Fame and Museum, Nashville, Tennessee. (Opened in 2001)

• Sun Studios, Memphis, Tennessee. (Exhibit opened in 2003)

• Stax Museum of American Soul Music, Memphis, Tennessee. (Opened in 2003)

• Carter Family Memorial Museum and Cabin, Hiltons, Virginia. (Opened in 2004)

• The Grammy Museum, Los Angeles, California. (Opened in 2008)

• British Music Experience, London. (Opened in 2009; Moved to Liverpool, 2016)

• The Johnny Cash Museum, Nashville, Tennessee. (Opened in 2013)

• The Birthplace of Country Music Museum, Bristol, Virginia. (Opened in 2014)

• The Ryman Auditorium, Nashville, Tennessee. (Exhibit opened in 2015)

• Tina Turner Museum, Brownsville, Tennessee. (Opened in 2015)

• ‘Bronzeville Echoes’. Chicago Cultural Center. (On view in 2019)

• ‘Amplified: Chicago Blues’. Chicago History Museum. (On view in 2018–19)

• ‘Songs of Home’. Museum of Sydney. (On view in 2019)




Part I

The place we’ve ended up


1

The democratic [sic] vistas of popular culture


It was an inspired move, characteristic of all great counterrevolutionary theories, in which the people become actors without roles, an audience that believes it is onstage. (Robin, 2011:66–7)

In 2015, a freelance photographer publicly circulated a contract he was expected to sign to get work. The contract was drawn up by Taylor Swift’s management company. It demanded, among other things, that any image the photographer took could only be used once in print and once online and then only for ‘news purposes’ (‘Firefly Entertainment Inc. . . . ’, n.d.; ‘The Row Between . . . ’, 2015; Zhang, 2015a). The images could not be duplicated or republished anywhere and could not be exploited commercially in any way without written permission (i.e. signing another contract like this one). Swift, however, reserved the right to use any image taken by the contracted photographer anywhere, forever, without restriction. If the photographer breached the conditions of the contract, the management company reserved the right to ‘confiscate and/or destroy the technology or devices that contain the master files of the Photographs and other images, including, but not limited to, cell phones and memory cards’ (‘Firefly Entertainment Inc . . . ’, n.d.). Conversely, the management company would also be held ‘harmless from and against any and all claims, losses, injury, damage, and expense incurred’ (‘Firefly Entertainment Inc . . . ’, n.d.). After an apparently significant enough backlash erupted on various social media platforms, those representing one of America’s more recent sweethearts, much lauded as a champion of the rights of musicians and fans alike, relented. The offending passages were removed and the world continued to turn. While Swift’s offence was to overshoot the mark, she did so only marginally. Other artists, the Foo Fighters most visibly, have routinely made similarly onerous demands on photographers, specifically granting themselves ‘the right to exploit all or a part of the Photos in any and all media, now known or hereafter devised, throughout the universe, in perpetuity, in all configurations’ (Zhang, 2015b). That is so rock.

Few involved in this social media squall took much notice of the terms from the old, bad contract that were more or less reproduced in the new, improved version. These continuities are interesting not only for their content and general ubiquity in the entertainment industry, but for the kinds of power relations they establish between the ‘Artist’, our ostensibly ‘free’ media and the public. Swift demanded the following in her new, good, amended legal document:


You will only take photographs of the performing artists during the first and second songs of the concert in the credentialed media area, and you will not use a flash or lighting device while photographing the performing artists. . . . You acknowledge that any unauthorized use of photographs or use of unauthorized images taken at the Concert may cause irreparable harm, injury and damage to FEI and Artist. . . . If it is determined that you have taken photographs beyond the rules of this agreement while at the concert, you may be asked to delete those images. (‘The 1989 World Tour . . . ’, n.d.)

The new contract would seem to be, at best, a barely perceptible change of emphasis and methodology, not character.

What is important to understand about this entirely common and somewhat revealing dispute is the type of power the ‘Artist’ has over others drawn into their orbit. First and foremost, the term ‘Artist’ does not refer to an actual person. It stands in for a range of interconnected corporate entities. The Artist is the entity in which the rights and benefits of those owning music are encoded and to whom they accrue. Second, contracts of this sort are almost entirely set in pursuit of the Artist’s intellectual property rights through which the Artist can usurp and control the work of others and use that work in a variety of ways depending on the circumstances. They are to be held blameless for any harm that results and they are allowed to cause as much unrecompensed damage as they wish. Those over whom they hold this power ‘voluntarily’ lose their rights to their property and free speech when they enter into these sorts of agreements. Given that most of the photographers involved in these situations are freelancers with only as much job security as their next offer from a newspaper, magazine or website might guarantee, the inequality of consequential agency here is stark. As one photographer noted, some of his colleagues ‘fear losing income if they get blacklisted for speaking out against these kind of contracts’ (‘The Row Between . . .,’ 2015; Zhang, 2015a). These situations are far from recent phenomena. As many have noted, celebrities of all stripes have long gone to what mere humans can only regard as extraordinary lengths to protect their images and reputations. In fact, the music industry only began to pursue these kinds of media relations comparatively recently whereas other parts of the entertainment industry have done so for much longer (see Forde, 2001).

What contracts such as these show us is that the noble, empowering imagery and ideals that others are contractually obligated to drape over a wide range of artists are more than capable of disguising their material foundations. The range of measures that allow the more powerful to exploit the less powerful by shaping public perceptions and amassing power and property appear in public far too infrequently. When they do, the most important of them show us vividly and instructively how the subtle, gradual and seemingly relentless expansion of the scope of economic exploitation in the music industry is only seriously contested when it is pushed too aggressively by one party or resisted too publicly by another. The kinds of formal and informal power made real by these contracts form a pervasive infrastructure of consequence in the music industry that is only occasionally apparent, but always active and effective. They shape our understandings of music as much as the far more obvious things do and, as such, they are unavoidable in our understanding of the central concerns of this book: tracking those forms of agency and power that are the most consequential.

The forms of power contained in the contracts wielded by artists such as Taylor Swift and the Foo Fighters are of a very particular type widely apparent in most areas of our social and economic lives. People employed in precarious, contracted and time-bound work have the availability of their labour strictly rationed and th
e content and practical parameters of that labour carefully controlled. The results of their labour are owned by someone else to do with as they please. As with other forms of neoliberal commerce, the owning party accumulates the manifold benefits of property rights
and open access to the labour and productivity of others. This is neoliberal economics in its most definitive form. In this case, the benefits include regulating how others see, imagine and represent you. That Taylor Swift can be routinely honoured as a champion of the little person and gormlessly lauded for both her ‘chart success and clarity of artistic vision’ suggests that paltry concerns over exactly how she accumulates the power she appears to bestow so generously are at best irrelevant (Gormley, 2014). That power comes directly and indirectly, formally and informally, from labouring parties that can only accumulate a reputation for completing a certain type of work efficiently and effectively. Their work is only really valuable in order to gain the opportunity to do more of the same kind of work under similar conditions. The owning party has the power to fashion their own image, perceived character and legally validated identity while the labouring party only has the ability to gain a reputation for successfully fashioning the owning party’s image, character and identity as well. Again, this is hardly a new circumstance.

This little story of empowerment and submission is meant to critically frame one of the more foundational ideas that has shaped the study of popular culture for a long time, the claim that popular culture is democratic. This claim is most often made in two ways. First, it is commonly argued that popular culture and consumerism create open, free and democratic social relations between ‘us’, the people, and those who make things for us to consume and enjoy. Second, it is also widely claimed that this places the power over popular culture in ‘our’ hands. And yet, these social relations are produced within the circumstances of power that are made possible by many different forms of agency which are almost all dominated by corporations of one sort of another. They are only occasionally regulated or constrained by forces we might loosely call ‘politics’.

The claim that popular culture is democratic can only be made by ignoring particular circumstances within which the contents of popular culture are produced and consumed, and the vehicles through which this power is exerted most consequentially. In short, it is fairly easy to find a cultural democracy if you don’t see capital throwing itself around in the form of the demands of investors, or through the power of quarterly reports, sales targets and legally binding contracts. The forces of capital move through means such as these. These forces are powerful enough to create magical visions of unreal worlds that a lot of people seem to intuitively accept as truthful and authentic.
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